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June 5, 1975 CO:NGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE 17331
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD.
as t:ollows:

SURVIVING THE ECONOMIC "RECOVERY"
(By Hobart Rowen)

There is ample evidence that the worst of
the economic recession is nearly over. The
actual bottom may have been touched a few
weeks ago. This is shown by most of the
statistical indicators covering sales, new
orders and inventories.

At the same time, as the nation starts its
upward climb, no one need become euphoric
yet about the shape of the potential recovery.

It is clear, as all economists in and out
of government acknowledge, that the "bot
toming out" process that has gotten so much
attention leaves the nation with the highest
unemployment rates and the lowest factory
operating rates since the end of World War
II.

As a matter of fact, although the Ford
administration's new economic proJections
last week were said to be modestly more
optimistic than its first set last February,
the unemployment assumptions were ac
tually quite gloomy.

Many questions have been raised about the
validity of mathematical "model" forecasting
of the kind used to produce these forecasts.
Chief economic adviser Alan Greenspan has
gone to great palns to say that considerable
guesswork is involved.

The ofllc1al forecast, according to Green
span, calls for an average jobless rate of 8.7
per cent this year and 7.9 per cent next year,
with a peak "modestly" above 9 per cent some
time in the next few months, and an end
1976 rate well below current levels.

Using Greenspan's clues to the official fore
cast, and assuming a peak not much higher
than 9.2 per cent this summer, onE:' could
construct the following theoretical pattern of
unemployment rates by quarters for this year
and next:

1975 1976
January-March ~ 8.3 8.3
April-June 9.1 8.0
JUly-september 9.0 7.8
October-December 8.5 7.5

Yearly average 8.7 7.9

By December, 1975, such a pattern would
mean an unemployment rate of 8.3 per cent,
almost a full point decline from the peak.
Yet It would be higher than at the start of
this year. And although the 1976 "direction"
would be favorable for the Ford administra
tion, the progress during the campaign would
be almost imperceptible.

In fact, if the administration's forecast
proves to be right, the jobless rate a year after
"recovery" starts would be hovering around
8 per cent. That's higher than the worst rate
at the depth of the 1958 recession.

Are such unemployment rates tolerable?
Are they even likely?

Greenspan says flatly that his private opin
Ion is that unemployment "is going to be a
good deal lower than that. When this econ
omy gets moving, we don't know how much
momentum there is."

Federal Reserve Chairman Arthur Burns
tends to agree that recovery will be snappier.
He suggests that there are "natural forces"
that will turn the economy around. That
means, of course, that Bums will resist a con
siderably easier monetary polley to goose the
economy along.

Democratic economist Arthur M. Okun,
who might not be entirely happy with Burns'
monetary polley, nonetheless has become
more optimistic lately. In an outlook piece
written for the American security Bank of
Washington, he says:

"Like a post-operative patient. (the econ
omy) will not be ready to go back to full
time work for quite a whUe. Nonetheless,
with the surgery behind it, It can make
rapid strides in regaining its strength."
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Okun sees unemployment still close to 9
per cent at the end of the year, but expects
the "normal recuperative forces" to pro
duce a solid recovery_y, 9 percent In
real GNP-from third quarter of 1975 to
third quarter of 1976. That would be enough
to sllce the jobless rate 1.5 points from the
peak.

But the mystery that underlles all of this
thumb-sucking exercise is monetary pollcy.
Okun reminds us that experience shows the
need for facilitating recovery by not only
fiscal measures, but by monetary policy.
Burns. in a real sense, holds the key. A dedi
cated scanning of the horizon for "natural"
forces, coupled with fears of a new Infiatlon
ary boom, could guarantee a weak recovery.

CHILD AND FAMILY SERVICES
HEARINGS

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, today
we held joint hearings of the Senate
Subcommittee on Children and Youth,
the House Select Subcommittee on Edu
cation, and the Senate Subcommittee on
Employment, Poverty, and Migratory
Labor on the Child and Family services
Acts of 1975, S. 626 and H.R. 2966.

We were fortunate to have a highly
impressive and respected group of wit
nesses at this hearing including: Dr.
Donald Newman, president of Los An
geles' Unified School District's Board of
Education, August W. Steinhilber, assist
ant executive director of the National
School Boards Association, James A.
Harris, president of the National Educa
tion Association, Albert Shanker, presi
dent of the American Federation of
Teachers, and Ray Peterson, director of
Federal relations of the Council of Chief
State SChool Officers.

Because of the large number of re
quests our subcommittee have already re
ceived for copies of these statements, I
ask unanimous consent that a copy of
each statement be printed in the RECORD.

I urge my colleagues and members of
the public to review carefully the testi
mony we received.

There being no objection, the state
ments were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
STATEMENT OF COUNCIL OF CHIEF STATE

SCHOOL OFFICERS ON SENATE BILL S. 626,
HOUSE BILL H.R. 2966, THE CHILD AND
FAMILY SERVICES ACT OF 1975
Mr. Chairman, the Council of Chief State

School Officers, representing the superintend
ents and commissioners of education in all
the states and extra-state jurisdictions.
wishes to assist the Committee In its efforts
to prOVide assistance to the states for early
childhood and family services.

The Council of Chief State School Officers'
polley statement of November 1974 recognizes
that the quality of early childhood experi
ences In both home and school is of critical
importance to the development of the child.
Therefore, casso strongly urges that pre
school prograInS have an educational com
ponent and that state education agencies
assume leadership positions In the planning
of these programs.

Given the states' intent to extend services
to young children not now currently served,
and given the capab11lty of state agencies to
participate in this program, the bill Is par
ticularly timely because of the severe fiscal
difficulties currently being experienced In
many states. As .the Committee is aware,
states like Connecticut and New Jersey are
facing deficitll close to a balf billion dollars.
In Washington State, the fiscal problems

in the seattle area are of such magnitude
as to threaten the continued operation of
the public schools. In other states like
Minnesota, forecast fiscal surplUS is dis
appearing.

The concepts and operations prOVided for
in the bill involve many unanswered ques
tions. Some uncertainty exists among the
professions and the publlc as to the appro
priate settings and the most effective com
prehensive serVice programs appropriate for
very young children. The necessary govern
mental and administrative coordinating
mechanisms are yet to be proven. Given
these questions, the bill provides an appro
priate range of alternative settings and pro
grams. We support the multiple agency serv
Ices concepts. The bill also prOVides, in our
opinion, a reasonable level of funding, an
appropriate planning year, and reasonable
matching requirements. While we support
the bill's emphasis on coordination of mul
tiple services by units of general government,
we do have substantial questions concerning
the federal-state-local administrative mech
anism, the sponsor-client governance ar
rangements, and the adequacy of the blll's
provisions for supporting and strengthening
educational agency contributions to the
progIams.

PRIME SPONSORSHIP
We agree with the testimony of Mrs. Edel

man of the Washington Research Project Ac
tion Council, that another look at the role
of the states is needed at this time. We, of
course, cannot support provisions which reg
ulate applications submitted by states for
prime sponsorShip to a second priority.

While few states currently have resources
to initiate prekindergarten programs, I be
lieve the evidence is clear that the gover
nors and cblef state school officers in many
states are advocates for early childhood pro
graInS and wish to support this bill. It Is also
clear that governors and chief state school
officers have in recent years instituted with
state funds childrens' progIams which your
committee has advocated at the federal level
such as assistance for the handicapped and
the non-English speakIng. The Congress
would find that adequate participation by
the states In this bill would stimulate simi
lar growth of state support for early child
hood and family services. The states are mov
ing rapidly to develop more progressive rev
enue sources, and to use state funds to equal
ize opportunities for children. The prime
sponsorship prOVisions in this bill would ig
nore these trends, and emphasize 10ca11y
based programs which those jurisdictions
cannot support in the long run.

sections l04(b) (c) should be rewritten
and merged in order that the Secretary give
first review to prime sponsorship plans sub
mitted by states. and approve those state or
local plans which will prOVide the highest
quality of serVices to all areas !n the state,
reflect the most cost-beneflcial cooperative
etrorts between jurisdictions and agencies in
the state, and otherwise meet the require
ments of the bill.

In addition, in section l04(d), other prime
sponsors, our position is that a specific first
priority should be provided to a.ppllea"tlons
from governmental agencies such as state or
local education or other service agenC'ies, and
secondarily, to the other entitles listed in
tha.t section. This would not limit the com
Petition for quality sponsorship, but would
ensure governmental agencies that their ap
plications would receive first review. We
would a.lso question W'hether the Commit
tee wantll to depart from the concept of
prime sponsorship by genera.l unIts of gov
ernment to the extent of 11st1ng entities
W'hose primary interests and activities are
economic and outside the realm of delivery
of services 1lo chUdren: community develop
ment corporations, organiza.tions of em
ployers, employees, 1a.hor unions or manage-
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ment organizations. These entities ought to
be included in the listing of eligible ap
pllcants for project grants but not as possi
ble prime sponsors.

We believe that, where a. state or SEA is
not an applicant, the governor's review of
applications for other prime sponsorship
Within a state should be expanded to InclUde
a review by the. state education agency of
applications for prime sponsorship designa
tion submitted by any local education agency
Within the state, in order that the Secretary
may be assured that all educational resources
in the state are available to assist LEA
programs.

PROJE= APPLICATIONS
We support the b111's intent to assist a

diversity of project contractors. This diver
sity is necessary to provide a range of serv
ices, in Widely differing sites such as homes
or places of employment, and fiexible sched
Uling and sta.1Ilng. However, we believe that
some form of priority or preference should
be assigned to project applications from
state or local education agencies. No other
public or private agency has equivalent fa
cUlties, staff, or management capacity in
place in every community.

We would further propose that a specific
first prIority be granted to project applica
tions from state or local governmental agen
cies proposing to utl11ze available space in
existing public buildings or to employ 11
censed or certified professionals; this pro
Vision would make the best use of eXisting
resources in a time of economic diffiCUlties.
It woUld also stretch the resources being
provided in the b111 Without conflicting with
e.ny other provision of the bill.

CHILD AND FAMILY SERVICES PLANS
We are concerned that the b111 not fund

early childhood education programs which
would be put into competition With such
programs and services already offered in
certain areas by state or local education
agencies.

This confiict could occur particularly with
reference to kindergarten programs for chil
dren at age five, but in certain areas pre
kindergarten programs offered by the public
schools are also available. The Intent of the
b111 Is, we think, to expand rather than du
pllcate coverage. We would suggest there
fore that In Section 106(c), a provision be
added after subsection (1) to the effect that
the Secretary shall not approve a plan to
provide services which would duplicate serv
ices already being offered free to all children
by state or local education agencies. This ex
ception would not be unduly restrictive since
several states do not have universal kinder
gartens, and very few jurisdictions provide
free universal pre-kindergarten programs in
the publlc schools at this time.

CHIUJ AND FAMILY SERVICE COUNCILS, AND
PARENT POLICY COMMITTEES

In cases where state or local education
agencies act as prime sponsors or project
contractors, Child and Family Service Coun
cils and Parent Polley Committees estab
llshed by - the bill pose certain problems.
While we understand the congress' desire to
expand participation by consumers, especially
parents, in the polley-making process, such
councils and committees can become un
workable where lay polley boards are already
legally constituted. We would like to see
specific provisions added to the sections on
councils and committees, to give sponsoring
or contracting state or local education agen
cies With duly constituted lay boards guaran
teed representation on the cOuncils and
committees.

There are pending questions that a board
of education can legally delegate authority
to other bodies as reqUired in the bill. We
would suggest, then, that in cases of SEA or
LEA sponsorship or contracts, the councils

and committees report through the education
boards, With a right of appeal to the Secre
tary. The councils and committees are ade
quately protected by the Secretary's power
to enforce their authority by withholding
funds. The Intent of this provision would not
subvert the bill's Intent with regard to the
participation of parent and community mem
bers in polley-making for these programs;
rather it Is an attempt to bridge the govern
ance gap which exists between such congres
sionally mandated committees and the
unique lay board structure of public educa
tion in the United States.
SPECIAL GRANTS TO THE STATES, SECTION lOS

We would urge that the funding for this
section be Increased to 10%, to adequately
cover multiple agency services in the states.
This section should also provide specifically
for the training by the state of pre-school
education program instructors (teachers of
teachers), for the bill's educational programs.
Emphasis on special training for school staff
is critical because 1) existing training for
pre-school programs is mediocre or non
existent in education, and 2) a significant
mUltipller effect on numbers of trained per
sonnel then becomes available through the
Inservlce career development plans required
in section 106(b) (11), carried out through
mUltiple LEA's.

This section shOUld also inclUde grants for
pilot and demonstration curriCUla in Educa
tion for Parenthood In secondary schools. As
a long range program to improve early child
hood care, nothing can succeed as well as
young parents who are better Informed on
child development and effective child-care
techniques.
LEADERSHIP BY THE U.S. OFFICE OF EDUCATION
AND THE NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION

The bill makes no provision for participa
tion by USOE or NIE. The bill shOUld make
provisions for an office of Early Childhood
Education in USOE, to provide technical as
sistance to SEAs. Also, research and develop
ment In early education shOUld be specifically
funded in NIE.

STATEMENT OF JAMES A. HARRIS, PRESIDENT OF
THE NATIONAL EDUCATION ASSOCIATION, ON
H.R. 2966 AND S. 626, THE CHILD AND FAM
ILY SERVICES ACT OF 1975, BEFORE THE SEN
ATE SUBCOMMITTEE ON CHILDREN AND YOUTH
AND THE HOUSE SELECT SUBCOMMITTEE ON
EDUCATION, JUNE 5,1975
I am James A. Hams, President of the

National Education Association of the United
States. The NEA is an independent organi
zation open to all professional educators. It
has over 1,600,000 members employed In the
pUblic schools and Is the largest organization
of public employees in the nation. The NEA
has an affiliate in every state and has over
9,000 local affiliates. When we include these
organizations, the NEA speaks for a com
bined membership of some 2.3 million public
employees.

First, we would like to commend these
committees and particularly the two sponsors
for their concern over the important area of
early childhood development. We have care
fully studied the bills and are in basic sup
port of most provisions. We are partIcularly
pleased with carefUl provisions whIch the
sponsors have drawn regarding standards for
child care programs, faclUtles in research,
and standards for the training and retraining
of personnel. With respect to such stand
ards, we would urge that language be in
cluded Which insures rigid and universal en
forcement.

I want to make clear at this time that the
statements I am making here and the gen
eral position of the Association are based on
what are presently somewhat incomplete
data. Not enough research has been or 18
being done In the area of child development,

care, and early childhood education. What
has been shown so far is that some children
make substantial gains from early childhood
programs, others show no progress, but no
chUd has had a negative effect from early
care. I am reflecting what we do know now,
but I would hope that much more research
will be conducted and disseminated, some of
it under the auspices of Title ill of this
Act.

NEA belleves that for the long range we
as a nation must move toward provision of
voluntary universal early childhood educa
tion and care. Given the economics and the
mobility of our society, the increasing intel
ligence and educablllty of our young chil
dren, and the nature of our compulsory pub
lic school system, it makes perfectly good
sense to pursue universal early childhood
education, development, and care as an ulti
mate goal. MeanWhile, we view the model
demonstration projects to be established
under this legislation as an appropriate first
step.

Within the context of moving toward uni
versal early childhood programs, we advo
cate the provision of such programs working
from kindergarten down to include younger
children. At present, six states have no pub
lic kindergarten programs; of the 44 states
Which do have public kindergartens, none
supports it to the extent that kindergarten
is available full-time to all children. Thus
the first priority must be to establish and
fund full-time universal kindergarten and
then work from there to provide full-time
quality voluntary early childhood programs.

ObViously we recognize that educatlon
from early childhood through post-graduate
and adult training-Is a function of the
states. Yet surely In this day and age, after
NDEA, ESEA, and other critical programs
which have been wIth us for some time, no
one would say that the federal government
does not have a defined and proper role in
education. We feel that this federal role can
and shOUld be extended into the area of early
childhood. We believe that the federal gov
ernment must stimUlate and assist the states
to provide quality early childhood education.
We see this function as one of the results
of the legislation now before you.

We also see the public school system as
having a crucial role in providing early child
hood education, especially the kinds of pro
grams contemplated in H.R. 2966 and S. 626.

The public school system, one of the
strongest, most visible, and most viable in
stitutions in our society, currently has re
sources-personnel and physical plant
which are essentially universal and which
can be easily converted and expanded for use
in early childhood programs. In many cases
both the personnel and the plant need refln
Ing to better equip them for work with
younger children, but the basic structure
exists and is sound. Additionally, the public
school system Is under the lawful and ac
cepted control of duly elected officials.

Moreover, the public school system has
demonstrated that It has the commitment
and capability to bi:1ng together all the
needed institutional systems-such as the
health and welfare agencies and so forth
to carry out successful programs for young
children within local communities. I refer,
of course, to Head Start. When Head Start
legislation was enacted by the Congress, It
had a built-in bias against letting the
schools run programs at the local level-it
was possible, but diffiCUlt, for schools to be
prime sponsors of Head Start programs. Yet,
over the ten years of Head Start operations,
schools have qualifled as prime sponsors and
have conducted many successfUl programs.
At present, some 30 percent of. Head Start
programs are operated by the public schools.
I think this fact tells us a great deal about
the public school system's abllity to ad-
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minister good programs across local jurisdic
tional lines and using all appropriate local
resources. .

Thus, given the resources and the experi
ences of the publlc schools, there Is every
reason why the public schools should be
designated as prime sponsors under the
legislation now being considered.

It is perhaps important to make clear at
this point a fact which may sometimes be
overlooked. Prime sponsorship does not
necessarlly connote conducting programs;
rather, it Implies an admlnlstratlve over
sight function :to see that the best pos
sible program Is carried out either by the
public school or by a quallfied governmental
or private non-profit subcontractor.

We acknowledge that when the public
schools are prime sponsors of early child
hood development programs, certain new re
sponsibilities and difficulties will be en
tailed. Child care and early childhood edu
cation programs are not a typical classroom
experience. They present a different kind
of challenge to the people who will be In
volved in carrying out their intent.

Realistically, there are some constraints
which any formalized, extensive chlld care
program will place on teachers and parents.
The two groups are going to have to learn
to get along and go along In seeking the best
for the chlldren. This will be difficult but
not insurmountable. In making certain deci
sions, perhaps parents shOUld control; In
others, perhaps teachers shOUld prevail. On
balance we believe It can and must be
worked out. Whatever legIslation Is enacted
must encourage that balance.

NEA believes that the purpose of early
childhood care and family services is to be
gin to prepare a child for life-not necessar
ily for education in the formal sense, but for
life. Child care programs must provide an
atmosphere in which the chlld may be ex
posed to experiences which he or she cannot
or does not get in the home, and extend,
strengthen, and augment those valuable ex
periences which the child may bring into
the program. The programs and the experi
ences must begin to acclimate a child to the
environment in an elemental physical sense
certainly we are not talking about teaching
a 12-, 15-, or 24-month old child the three
R's, but rather about those experiences that
are appropriate to the developmental level
of the child, social and emotional as well e.s
intellectual.

Nor are we talking about custodial care.
We agree that custodial care has a legitimate
place and function. Those parents who wish
custodial care for their children should be
able to choose programs of this type. Unions,
for example, shOUld be able to negotiate for
custodial facilities and personnel on job
sites. We have absolutely no objection to thls
sort of care which does not pretend to have
an education component. But H.R. 2966 and
S. 626 do not treat custodial care, nor should
they. What these b1lls address and what we
support are early childhood education, a pre
training period, not mere babysitting.

Recent research has shown, for example,
that a variety of approaches to teaching
young children Is both necessary and bene
ficial to later academic and life achieve
ments. In fact, the works of such scholars as
Burton White indicate that basic learning
and coping styles may be established as early
as the later months of the first year of Ilfe.
Learning environments which recognize and
capltallze upon the early cultural and life
experiences of the child must therefore re
flect the appropriate diversity. No one model
of early childhood education or day care can
hope to meet the endless varieties of needs
which young children present. It Is our hope
that the models that have resultel;l in gains
can be further developed and adapted for use
at state and local levels. Basic concepts and

principles of child development Which ac
knowledge and support individual needs of
learners demand the wide varieties of models
that programs such as Head Start, Follow
Through, and others have exempllfied. This
Is the kind of pretralnlng that NEA supports
so that when a child leaves the early child
hood education program and goes on to what
Is more formally considered to be school there
Is a carry-over component.

Within this context we reemphasize that
we are speaking as professional educators for
the best Interests of the child. As publlc
school teachers we have the training and the
experience to recognize that many of the
most important infiuences on a child and
his or her formal learning ablllty emanate
from the very early years. Also by virtue of
training and experience we are probably bet
ter quallfied to determine the shape of those
infiuences than any other definable class.

I should point out here that we disagree
with those who view early childhood educa
tion programs only as a vehicle for reemploy
ment of out-of-work teachers, social work
ers, health professionals, and the llke. We
beHeve that only those who are qualified In
early childhood education-not, for Instance,
an unemployed sixth grade teacher untrained
In early childhood-should be entrusted with
the Important tasl{ of working with the very
young.

In order to assure that quallfied personnel
are available for work In early childhood pro
grams, we will Insist that programs to traln
and/or retrain-early chlldhood educators
are established and funded. We believe that
such training programs wlll attract Into early
childhood education motivated individuals,
either new blood or experienced people need
Ing training to enter a related field. We are
pleased that H.R. 2966 Includes Title IV to
provide such training, both by the author
ization of new programs and by amendment
of eXisting legislation to permIt and encour
age trainIng In early chlldhood education.
Such training will determine the ultimate
success of any early childhood education pro
gram. It is obvious that personnel who are
going to lead children Into a whole new learn
Ing experience must also have had their own
perceptltlDs changed to better conduct chil
dren in the educational process. This Is the
true purpose of training.

In order to provide quallty programs for
early chlldhood, a number of components
must be present: education, health, nutri
tion, recreation, and special services. We feel
that coordination of these comprehensive
services among the various local agencies In
volved will result In the better development
of the child's self-awareness, positive self
concept, and physical and Intellectual
growth and realization of full human poten
tial. To facllltate this coordination, we sup
port the establIshment of an office of child
and family services withIn HEW, and espe
cially under the Office of the AssIstant Secre
tary for Education. We recommend. however,
that the authority of the Director of the office
be expanded to Include all relevant programs
within HEW and other agencies.

At present-and almost unbellevably
there are some 75 programs of early child
hood education operated at the federal level:
aside from OeD. SRS, SSA, and of course OE
in the Department of HEW, the Departments
of AgriCUlture, Defense. HUn, and others all
have some control over aspects of chlld de
velopment program~. In short, there are at
least 17 Cablnet- or operatIng agency-level
bureaucracies which have a finger in the pie
of funding and operating early childhood ed
ucatIon programs.

Surely this Is ridiculous. It has been my
unfortunate experience In contacts with the
federal go,emment that the various agen
cies do not deal realistically with each
other. Programs or program components

which are parceled among a number of de
partments or agencies either fall between the
cracks altogether or are not approached as
a gestalt--everybody rides some herd on
a piece of the action, but nobody Is in con
trol. For this reason we feel strongly that
the Assistant Secretary for Education must
have statutory coordination responsibilities.
Moreover, we recommend that the funds for
all these programs be statutorily assigned to
the Assistant Secretary for Education. It is
our hope that this office wlll become the
advocate within the federal government for
child care programs, wlll Improve the de
livery systems, and wlll serve as an impetus
for cooperation at the local level. A united
voice for all children can be far more effec
tive than fragmented echoes for some chil
dren. To aChieve the goals set by this pro
posed legIslation, the establishment of a
coordinating council of all agencIes at the
federal level wlll hopefully bridge the gap
between the agencies that provide chlld
care services.

We support the provisions regulating the
use of federal funds, which clearly outline
the many different options a community
may have In determining their child care
services. We are supportive of all those
mentioned, especially the emphasis given to
training and retraIning, preservice and in
service, for professional and other personnel
Including parents and volunteers.

We will continue to insist that funds com
mitted for early childhood education pro
grams represent the nation's commitment
to our young children, and that early chlld
hood educatIon moneys not be used as an
excuse to reduce federal funding for K-12
education programs. It must be clearly
understood-by Congress, school boards,
teachers, parents, and everyone else-that
early childhood programs are a supplement
to, not a substitute for, other education
programs.

Another provision of RR. 2966 and S.
626 which we totally support Is the require
ment for parent partIcipation. The most im
portant factor In any contemplated child
care program Is obviously the child. But the
second most important factor Is the par
ents' access to the control of the variety
of care services that the legislation would
make avalIable. The proposed language that
ensures a parent policy committee, member
shIp on which Is balanced among the vari
ous constituencies to be served, can act as a
safeguard for the delivery of services as de
veloped and planned by the people Involved.

Stereotypes and barriers wlll have to be
destroyed; new Ideas and training of person
nel will have to be tested and evaluated:
innovation must become the watchword; and
new relationships must be establlshed among
the parent, educator, and school board, a re
latIonship not based on political view, but
based rather on the ablllty of people to set
goals for services to be carried out by ve
hicles of their choosing for the benefit of
their chlldren. Parents, teachers, and school
boards wlll have to change their attitudes
and operations. They must recognize that
this legislation is not exclusively for the use
of the system. It Is for the use of the people,
and it must be formed and constructed so
as to have only the llmlts set by the degree
of participation of the full communIty. This
change wlll not come in an instant. It will
have to be structured. planned, and executed
carefully. This is why we support exten
sive preservlce and inservice training pro
grams for those involved in these programs,
both professional and paraprofessIonal.

We also recognize that neither Congress
nor the education community can produce,
full grown out of the head of Zeus, a struc
tured, universal, effective early childhood
enducatlon program. ThIs Is not something
which can be achieved simply in one stroke
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of the pen. However, we are embarked on
developing, especially as refiected in HE.
2966 and S. 626, a sequenced plan which will
do a great deal towards delivering to our
young children the kinds of care and service
that they need and deserve.

NEA RESOLUTION 74-16, CHILD CARE SERVICES
The National Education Assoctatlon urges

the enactment of federal legislation to assist
states and local communities In providing
chlld care services, including early child de
velopment programs, health services, publiC
community centers for the retarded and seri
ously handicapped and famlly counseling.
Such programs must prOVide for maximum
involvement of educators and parents at the
operational as well as the administrative
level.

The Association should establish stand
ards for child care fac1l1t1es and certification
standards for professional child care per
sonnel and seek their adoption by state
agencies.

ACTION OF NEA BOARD OF DIRECTORS, MAy 3,
1975

Resolved that the NEA activity seek and
support federal legislation such as amending
the Child and Family Services Act of 1975
the Mondale-Brademas BUl-to prOVide for
universally avallable early chlldhood and day
care serVices and parental training for high
school stUdents, offered by the public schools
as the prime sponsors.

STATEMENT ON BEHALF OF NATIONAL SCHOOL
BOARDS AsSOCIATION BY AUGUST W. STEIN
HILBER
Mr. Chairman, my name Is August W.

Steinhllber, and I am the Assistant Execu
tive Director for Federal Relations of the
National School Boards Association. I am ac
companied today by Michael A. Resnick,
Legislative Specialist for the Association.

The National School Boards Association is
the only major education organization repre
senting school board members--who are in
some areas called school trustees. Through
out the nation, approximately 80,000 of these
individuals are Association members. These
people, in turn, are responsible for the edu
cation of more than 95 percent of all the na
tion's publIc school children.

Currently marking its thirty-sixth year of
service, NSBA is a federation of state school
boards associations, with direct local school
board affiliates, constituted to strengthen
local lay control of education and to work
for the improvement of education. Most of
these school board members are elected pub
lic officials. Accordingly, they are politically
accountable to their constituents for both
educational policy and fiscal management. As
lay unsalaried individuals, school board
members are in a rather unique position of
being able to judge federal, state and local
relationships, such as the "Child and Fam
ily Services Act," purely from the standpoint
of public education, without consideration
to their personal professional interest.

In this regard, the National School Boards
ASsociation adopted the follOWing resolution
at Its annual convention last April;

"The National School Boards Association
urges that Congress give increased attention
to the matter of federal financial assistance
to public schools for the encouragement of
early childhood development programs. The
NSBA further urges coordination of the edU
cational component of all early childhood
programs with the pUblic schools. The NSBA
feels that early childhood programs are basi
cally educational in nature and, as such,
grants under these programs should be made
available to the school districts first."

Mr. Chairman, the National School Boards
Association supports the overall objectives
of the ChUd and Family Services bUl-espe.

clally to the extent that It would provide pre
school education, not just custodial services,
for the chlldren It covers. However. there are
several points With regard to the delivery of
such educational services which wUl require
some modification If the program Is to fit
Into the eXisting operations of local educa
tional agencies. Although the bUl also pro
vides a fUll range of services in areas outside
of education, with your permission, we would
like to confine our remarks to our sphere of
responsibility.
A. ROLE OF LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCY IN

DEVELOPMENT OF PLANTS
The blll makes funds avallable to the field

through prime sponsors, Which, for the most
part, consist of states and general purpose
units of local government. Althought section
102(a) enables local educational agencies to
also apply as prime sponsors, section 107 sug
gests that, generally, LEA's wUl'recelve fed
eral funds as "project applicants"-elther
directly from the Secretary or indirectly from
a prime sponsor. Given the responslbi1lties
upon prime sponsors to coordinate services,
we are not suggesting that the LEA role
should be other than that of a project appli
cant in most cases. However, In light of both
the Importance which the education func
tion bears to the overall purposes of the bill,
and the need for the LEA to coordinate pre
school services with Its established activities,
it is Vital that local school systems be guar
anteed an opportunity to participate during
the policy formation process.

In this regard, neither the child and Fam
lly Services Counclls (which are esta.blished
by local prime sponsors), or the local pro
gram counclls (Which are established by state
prime sponsors), requires the membership of
an LEA representative from the area to be
served. Indeed, the only role envisioned for
the LEA Is provided by section 106 (c) (1) ,
which states that the educational agency
shall have an opportunity to submit com
ments to the prime sponsor and to the Secre
tary. While such an opportunity to comment
should be In the law, the LEA should also
be Involved In the dynamics of the Chlld and
Family Services Councll activities-especially
since, under section 105(b) (3) such counclls
are responsible for a,pprovlng Child and Fam
ily service plans.

Perhaps the need for such participation
could be made clearer by example. In the
case of federal program administration, most
of the school districts which would be In
volved In early Childhood services are already
running ESEA Title I programs and may soon
be receiving programs for handicapped chil
dren under H.R. 7217. We do not believe that
the full benefits of these programs will be
realized unless every opportunity Is given to
the LEA to coordinate its grants and opera
tions.

Finally, LEA participation on councils
would seem consistent With one of the basic
purposes of the bill, which is to design pro
grams "to extend Child and Family Service
gains (particularly parent partiCipation) Into
kindergarten and early primary grades, in
cooperation With local educational agencies"
(section 102(b) (2) (I». '

B. PUBLIC SCHOOL PRIORrry
In designating the state and general pur

pose units of local governments as prime
sponsors, the bill, In effect, Is establishing
a priority for these governmental bodies to
oversee the program. Restated, HE. 2966 cor
rectly creates a presumption that govern
mental bodies are better equipped for meet
Ing the general responsibll1tles of the pro
gram than are other agencies and institu
tions.

In contrast, the local educational agency
Is not given the same clear presumption over
other organizations seeking to provide the
educational component of the program.
Given the fact that the public school sys-

tems will eventually be responsible for edu
cating most of these chlldren, there Is a
strong case of continuity creating such a pre
sumption for the LEA. Furthermore, since
the bill will definitely' be serving children
under six years of age, at least with respect
to kindergarten and perhaps first grade chil
dren, the bUl seems to be creating a non
public school voucher system-to which we
are opposed. By way of compromise, If the
bUl gave LEA's the right of first refusal over
the education component, any weakening of
the kindergarten or first grade programs
caused by federally funded non-pUblic
schools then would be an affirmative choice
of the LEA.

Finally, in any Instance In which the LEA
is not operating the education program, we
would urge that the bill require project
plans to be approved by the local school
system, either In addition to, or as a part of,
the present polley committee process. To do
so would service the needs of continuity and
quality In the educational process and would
also further the posslbllltles for cooperative
arrangements and assistance from the public
schools.

C. CHILD AND FAMILY SERVICE PLAN
REQUIREMENTS

We note that one of the ChUd and Fa.mlly
Service Plan requirements Is to "meet the
needs of all children, to understand the his
tory and cultural background of minority
g,roups within the prime sponsorship area"
(section 106(b) (8) (B». In this regard we
question the extent to which school systems
would be able to provlde--and the extent to
which pre-school children would be able to
comprehend-a history and cultural back
ground of minority groups in the area. We
are concerned that this provision raises un
realistic expectations. We also question the
working "to meet the needs of all children."
If this wording is intended to Include school
age chUdren who are not participating in the
program, substantial funds would be re
quired and serious community disqUiet could
arise as to school board responsibilities for
curriculum development.

Perhaps the above-mentioned problems
would be cured If the bUl required only that
plans "address the needs of children partici
pating In the program" rather than requir
Ing plans to "meet the needs of all children."

In addition, H.R. 2966 states that Child
Development Plans must be operated so as
not to deny employment to any person who
fails to meet teacher certification standards
and that there be a career development plan
for professional training, education, and ad
vancement on a career ladder (section 106
(b) (10) and (11». Although local school
boards encourage all qualified persons to ap
ply for employment In the program, this
provision may create problems within the
context of state law and existing teacher
contracts. Furthermore, If the qualifications
of two applicants are otherwise equal, the
language prohibiting a denial of employment
solely due to the lack of teacher certification
appears to create a bias against those appli
cants who are certified.

D. DEVELOPMENT OF PROJECT APPLICATION
Since most of the LEA involvement in the

program would be In the capacity of a proj
ect applicant, a few comments as to the re
quirements of same should be made.

Project applicants, like prime sponsors,
must establish a public committee, Which in
this instance Is called a "parent policy com
mittee" (section 107(b) (2». However, unlike
Family and Child Services Councils, these
committees have responslblllties for approv
ing such additional pre-school activities as
basic procedures, personnel, budgeting, loca
tion of centers and facilities, and the overall
conduct and direction of the program. While
these requirements, If limited to the context
of early child development are attractive. we
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are concerned that within the context of op
erating an entire school system they invite
administrative problems. Perhaps the intent
of the additionai requirements can be met
if the LEA, as a project applicant, gave the
assurance that guidellnes for these operative
facets be developed.

E. STANDARDS AND EVALUATION

Thus far, Mr. Chairman, our remarks have
addressed Title I of the bill, which deals with
the delivery of Chlld and Family Services
Programs. Since many of the operative fea
tures of the other titles are outside of our
immediate area, I wlll only touch upon them
in brief.

With respect to Title II, Which relates to
standards and evaluation, we would urge, as
a part of HEW's guideline promulgation
process, that the b1l1 require a reasonable
period during which the public would have
an opportunity to comment. Moreover, be
cause of the priority objective to provide
education services to pre-school chlldren, as
well as the elfect which the provision of
those services would have on the operation
of LEA's, we urge that the bill require school
board representation on both the Special
Committee on Federal Standards for Child
Care and the Special Committee for Devel
oping a Uniform Code for FacUlties.
F. CONSTRUCTION, RESEARCH, AND TRAINING OF

PERSONNEL

Turning to Titles m and IV, we support
the notion of prOViding federal grants for
construction, research, and the training of
personnel. At the same time, in terms of
priorities, we believe that Title I program
funds should be delivered to the field im
mediately. Therefore, we also support the ap
proach taken by the bill to fund Titles II
and III as separate line items--hence avoid
ing the dissipation of Title I funds to these
other valuable but costly needs.

G. CONCEPT OF THE BILL

By way of general comment, two obvious
questions Which the design of the bill raises
relate to the cost of funding and to the bu
reaucratic mechanism established.

Although the b11l is costly, to the extent
that it frees-up parents to return to the work
force and can be used to employ parents.
reduction in the welfare roles will be some
what of an oft-setting factor. In terms of the
youngsters served, since children are alfected
most by the educational services received in
their earliest years, this bill may be able to
olf-set additional remedial expenditures for
them in latter years, and more importantly,
improve their productivity as adUlts.

It could be argued that the bill would
expand the federal bureaucracy and would
add to the red tape at the local level, whereas
a simple tax rebate or negative Income tax to
the parents Involved would do neither. How
ever, on balance, the institutional grant ap
proach on H.R. 2966 does have the advantage
of ensuring that those agencies which are
best qualified to run programs will be given
the first opportUnity to do so and that a full
range of service will be provided.

CONCLUSION

Mr. Chairman, the National SChool Boards
Association is generally supportive of the
Child and Family Services bill. We are con
cerned however, that 1) local educational
agencies are not given the right of first re
fusal over the educational component of the
service plan; 2) local educational agencies
are not given an opportunity to have policy
input Into the education component of pians
operated by non-LEA's of the area served; 3)
local education agencies are not explicitly a
part of the policy formation process regard
ing the development of such plans; and 4)
local education agencies are not explicitly a
part of the federal process for developing the
various federal standards and code require
ments. It Is our view that the needs of the
children are too great for there to be any

opportunity to by-pass the involvement of
the LEA.

Mr. Chairman, on behaIt of the National
School Boards Association, I wish to thank
you for this opportunity to testify.

TESTIMONY BY DONALD D. NEWMAN, M.D.

BACKGROUND

The Los Angeles Un1fled School District
serves a large metropolitan area encompass
ing over 710 square miles and includes with
in Its boundaries numerous smaller cities in
addition to the City of Los Angeles itselt.
In terms of ethnic composition the student
popUlation within the District is 27.8 Span
ish-American surnamed, 24.7 Black, 5.1
Asian, and 41.9 White. Educational programs
olfered range from early childhood through
adult years.

Today, my testimony focuses upon the
early childhood education and child develop
ment programs operated by the District.

ASSESSMENT OF NEED

In the Los Angeles Un1fled School District,
over 50,000 pupils enter kindergarten each
year and there are approximately 100,000
children in the pre-kindergarten age bracket.
A large percentage of the chlidren entering
kindergarten are not adequately prepared by
experience or training to establish patterns
of success in school and wholesome develop
ment of the child is precluded by a succes
sion of early failures.

The distrIct's long range plans are pred
icated on sustaining and enhancing the
advantage gained by early-chlldhood enrich
ment programs. In order to bring together
the resources of parents, schools and society
in a meaningful and productive combination,
the Los Angeles Unified School District has
taken inventory of its applicable resources
and has conclUded that it has the potential
for making even greater innovative contri
butions in the field of early childhood devel
opment.

The basis for this conclusion is an assess
ment of present programs, avallabUity of req
uisite personnel, and other relevant re
sources. There is a limited number of pre
school classes that have been in operation
for a number of years funded under Title I
ESEA, and others funded by the State, a
Follow Through Program, a long-established
parent-education program, a program for
training high school students as paraprofes
sionals In preschool work as part of the
career-education program, and a State Early
Childhood Education Program for chlldren
in grades Kindergarten through third grade
levels. As a result of these programs, there
Is a nucleus of qualified personnel including
teachers, administrators, stalf development
and technical specialists and consultants,
and" a number of trained paraprofessionals.
Beyond these programs and personnel, the
district has 82 facll1tles presently operating
Children's Centers serving over 8,000 chil
dren, approximately half of them at pre
kindergarten age level. We have a SUbstantial
body of instructional material in use as de
veloped by our speCialists and a significant
amount of such material Is becoming In
creasingly available from commercial sup
pliers. We also have the stalf and background
to provide appropriate progress evaluation
and reporting systems.

The Los Angeles City Board of Education
and the Superintendent of Schools recognize
that the Los Angeles City Unified School
District is in a unique position because of
the combination of its magnitude of need
and its existing capabll1tles with potential
for. further development in early chlldhood
education. We are confident that the research
of Regional Laboratories and other agencies,
coupled with our experience in the field, give
us potential to expand superior models of
comprehensive early-childhood development
programs.

LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT'S EARLY
CHILDHOOD EDUCATION AND CHILD DEVELOP
MENT PROGRAMS

The commitment of our district to educa
tion and development in the early years is
demonstrated by major continuing programs
designed to meet the indiVidual needs of
young children. I refer to the follOWing pro
grams each of which I wll1 describe in some
detail:

Children's Centers (often referred to as
day care centers, child care centers, or chlld
development centers).

State Pre-school Program.
Title I ESEA Pre-kindergarten Program.
Follow Through Program.
Child Observation Classes--Parent Educa-

tion.
Special Education Programs.
State Early Chlldhood Education Program.
Let me begin with the Chlldren's Centers.

As some of you may recall, the need for day
care for children of working parents became
acute immediately after the outbreak of
World War II, when fathers of young children
were drafted into the service of our country
and the mothers needed to supplement their
small monthly allotments. Jobs were avail
able because of the critical need for a large
labor force In the defense industries. To
make it possible for mothers to take these
Jobs, the Lanham Act was passed by Congress
to provide federal funds avallable to the
states for the operation of day care or ex
tended school services for children of
mothers employed in essentlal industries.
California accepted these federal funds for
child care centers and enacted legislation
stipUlating that the State Superintendent of
Public Instruction would establish standards
for the centers. The first child care centers
pursuant to the Lanham Act were opened
in California in 1943.

With the expiration of the Lanham Act in
1946, congress appropriated no additional
funds to continue the operation of the cen
ters. The Calltornia Legislature, however, did
appropriate funds for the child care centers
and specified that the centers were to be
administered and operated by the governing
boards of school districts.

For clarification, it should be pointed
out that California's Children's Centers are
defined as day care centers or child develop
ment centers operated by school districts.

The Los Angeles Unified School District
elected to operate Children's Centers over 30
years ago under the Lanham Act which I
have described. What began as a temporary
service has become an integral part of the
Los Angeles City Schools, with the added
provision of an early childhood develOp
mental and instructional program.

Our 82 Children's Centers, under the juris
diction of the Los Angeles City Board of
Education as well as the State Department
of Education provide educational, nutri
tional, health, and social services for 8,000
pre-school and school-age children whose
parents are employed, in school, or in train
ing. The centers operate year-round, five days
per week (Monday through Friday) from
6:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. Our facilities are
located on or near school sites and are, there
fore, very convenient for parents who may
have both pre-school and school age young
sters. The elementary school provides the
formal instructional program for the school
age children Who attend the centers before
and after school and during vacation periods.
For these youngsters, the centers extend and
enrich school experiences, prOVide opportu
nities for tutoring younger children, and olfer
personalized instructional activities.

Financial support for the centers Is derll'ed
from Federal through State Title IV-A So
cial Security Act funds, State appropriations.
parent fees and a permissive child develop
ment override tax.

All children attend the centers at the re
quest of their parents. Yotlngst~rsfrom fam-
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llIes receiving public assistance or from other
low income families are In the first priority
for enrollment. Fees are paid on a sliding
scale based on the number in the family
and the income level. Current recipients of
public assistance and others With very low
income pay no fee.

There is no question that the welfare rolls
in Los Angeles would increase by the thou
sands were it not for our ChUdren's Center
program Which enables parents to work, at
tend school, or receive training. At the same
time, their children are participating in an
early childhood developmental program de
signed to assure continuity and success.in
school experiences.

Please take note that with our 82 Chil
dren's Centers, we have, by far, the largest
number of child development centers op
erated by a local educational agency in the
United States. Even so, with over 8,000 chil
dren enrolled in our centers we have at least
as many on our Waiting Jists. Our projection
through 1979 calls for increasing the number
of centers by 19 to a total of 101 with an
enrollment of 12,600. The avaiJablllty and
coordination of funding from federal, state,
and local sources is essential.

Now let me describe the state Pre-school
Program. In contrast to the Children's Center
operation which is a full-day program, the
St:1te Pre-school Program is part-day operat
ing Monday through Friday for 3 hours each
day.

Forty classes of 16 children each are housed
in the Children's Center bUildings while
school-age children enrolled in the centers
are attending school. In addition to the
teacher each class has an education aide, and
a parent or community volunteer. This pro
gram serving 600 children is designed to pro
vide opportunities for pre-school children,
3 years-9 months to 4 years-nine months of
age, to attain physical, social, and intel
lectual development commensurate with
their ability. The chUdren come from eco
nomically disadvantaged famlJles or famllies
where a language other than EngJlsh is
spoken in the home.

The next program is also for pre-kinder
garten children but receives funding from a
federal source, Title I of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965.

ESEA, Title I Pre-kindergarten classes are
operated by our district in Title I schools.
There are 92 classes each with 16 pupils, a
teacher, an education aide and a parent vol
unteer. As in the State Pre-school classes,
children served are from economically disad
vantaged famllles many of whom speak II
language in the home other than English.
Comprehensive educational, health, and nu
tritional services are proVided for 1,380 chilo
dren. Emphasis is placed upon parent partici
pation and involvement.

Follow-Through is another of our early
childhood education programs. It's purpose
is to build upon the gains made by children
who attended pre-school or Head Start
classes. Federally funded by the Economic
Opportunity Act and the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act, it serves 3,600 chll
dren from low income families. The children
are enrolled in kindergarten through the
third grade in elementary schools. Follow
Through is a research and development proj
ect ut,11izing three instructional models one
of which is bi-Ungual. Parent participation
is a vital component of this program.

We feel there is an important linkage be
tween early chlldhood education and parent
education. Supporting this point of view
are 4,200 adults and 6,300 pre-school chlldren
who participate in chlld observation and
preparation for kindergarten classes respec
tively. Operating Within our Career and Con
tinuing Education Division these local Dis
trict-funded classes provide parent and pre
school education three hours each week in
140 classes.

State and District funds provide Special
Education for young chlldren who are men
tally or physically handicapped. In addition,
we have begun the planning phase of a new
project which Will integrate handicapped
chUdren lnto Children's Centers. In-service
training of professionals and paraprofes
sionals 18 now in progress.

California's State Early ChUdhood Educa
tion Program is the result of State Superin
tendent WUson RUes' desire to restructure
the pUbl1c school system by convincing the
State Legislature to make a long-range com
mitment of funds for the early grades
kindergarten through grade three. The Early
ChUdhood Education Act of 1972 requires
that parents, school staffs advisory councils,
and communities be involved in planning,
implementing, evaluating and modifying the
program. Emphasis is upon continuous pupil
progress through personalized instruction.
In ·this school year, 89 of our elementary
schools are participating serving nearly 30,
000 children.

COORDINATION OF PROGRAMS AND SERVICES

Coordination of programs operating within
the District as well as with other early child
hood education programs operating under
different auspices in the community is essen
tial to avoid duplication of services and to
addrec.> unmet needs.

Just a word about personnel ... Teachers,
paraprofessionals, education aides and vol
unteers work together in our early childhood
education programs. With low child/adult
ratios required to meet indiVidual needs, the
ut1l1zation of an instructional team pro
motes the career development concept and
permits a cost effective operation. Pre-service
and in-service training for all personnel
must be a high priority.

FACILITIES

With the exception of our Children's Cen
ter Program, all of the early chUdhood edu
cation programs are located in scbool bUild
ings. I w1ll describe, therefore, tbe Children's
Center construction program.

Since 1960 when the Legislature author
ized the Children's Center Permissive Over
ride Tax (Re-named Child Development Per
missive Override Tax in 1972), the Los An
geles Unified School District, has constructed
63 new or replacement faclUties. These buUd
ings are designed specifically for the opera
tion of child development programs.

The District 18 presently engaged in an
extensive building program to replace pres
ent faclUties which do not meet Eartbquake
standards and to provide new facUlties to
meet the needs of parents Who have in ex
cess of 8,000 children on waiting llsts for
the existing centers.

Completion of the current building pro
gram wUl provide for 19 additional fac1l1ties
over the next four years. Each building, ex
cluslve of land purchase, if any, costs ap
proximately $350,000.

PRIME SPONSORS

In conclusion, because of the commitment,
experience, lnvestments, and capability of
prOViding early childhood educatlon and
cbild development services, the Los Angeles
Unified School District anticipates becoming
a prime sponsor pursuant to the 'passage
of the Child and FamUy Services Act of 1976.
Indeed, lt would seem that our district 18
already operating well-established model
programs and delivery systems which could
be demonstrated and repl1cated throughout
the country. It is my opinion that, in addi
tion, because of the fiscal pollcies and ac
counting procedures of scbool districts that
those districts who so desire would be ideal
prime sponsors. AccountabUlty for expendi
tures of federal funds would be assured.

Thank you for the opportunity to address
this important committee on a topic of great
interest and concern to the citizens of our
country.

STATEMENT OF ALBERT SHANKER

I am Albert Shanker, President of the
American Federation of Teachers, AFlr-CIO,
a Union of teachers, paraprofessionals and
other educational personnel. The AFT has
more than 450,000 members in over 2,000
local unions throughout the country. We wel
come this opportUnity to present our posi
tion on what programs should be enacted
for the chUdren of our country befo!'e these
two Subcommittees. We have followed the
course of your hearings with great interest
and are pleased to have this chance tc. speak
on the major new initiatives for children
that you are considering.

Numerous arguments have already been
presented here as to why this country must
expand faclllties for the care of chlldren.
There are many compelling reasons which
were spelled out in a resolution passed by the
AFL-CIO in May of this year:

"The unmet need for child care 18 greater
today than it has ever been because large
and grOWing numbers of women have to
work. They are being forced to leave their
children without the care and attention they
need. Other mothers, on public assistance,
want jobs but cannot find adequate chUd
care.

"The statIstics clearly show the growing
nature of the problem:

"From 1948 to 1973, the percentage of work
ing mothers grew from 18 percent to 44 per
cent;

"26 m1llion children (6 m1llion under 6
years Old) have working mothers;

"12 mUllon children l1ve in female-headed
households where the median income is
$6,196 if the mother works and $3,760 if she
does not;

"5 m1llion children l1ve in single parent
famUles where the parent is in the labor force
and out of the home;

"During this time of massive and stlll ris
ing unemployment and continuing inflation,
the famlIy's real dollar shrinks. As husbands
become unemployed, wives seek to replace
their income. But to work, they must find
decent care for their children.

"More mothers are constantly entering the
labor force and many more need and want
work. But lack of adequate child care poses
a major problem to all of them. In addition,
mlIlions of disadvantaged children, whose
mothers are home, could benefit from child
care services. There are 6 million children
under 6 years of age in poor and near poor
famIUes, many of whom could benefit greatly
from child care services."

In addition, there is increasing recogni
tion of the importance of the early years to
the total intellectual and social development
of children.

In terms of the Child and Family Services
Act, these facts lead us to the central ques
tion of how to best frame a program so as to
maximize Its impact for working women and
single parents, for the total development of
the child, for the professionals who work
With children and for the social needs of the
nation. We beHeve that the best way to do
this is by administering such programs
through the public education system.

We are aware that our position in support
of the public schools as the presumed prime
sponsor for child development programs rep
resents a major departure from the estab
Hshed organization and substance of existing
federal programs and a departure from the
direction these committees took in passing
the vetoed Comprehensive Child Develop
ment Act in 1971. We believe that at that
time the use of the public school system as
prime sponsor was not adequately consid
ered, probably because even in 1971 it was
not yet clear that the schools were avalIable
to administer a program that would serve
even more children than they were already
responsible for. The whole trend of declin
ing enrollments in education has produced
a situation where the school system can now
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begin to provide and coordinate needed serv
ices for children in the pre-kindergarten age
group.

In fact, now is a time when our social pol
icies should be trying to combine the inter
ests of children, parents and the professionals
already working In existing programs to de
velop a program that will meet the common
needs of all. We belleve that the approach
outllned in S. 626 and H.R. 2966 does not
represent the best way to do the job. By
providing prime sponsorships for state and
local governments, with opportunities for
profit-makers, private non-profit, commu
nity action agencies and others to. operate
programs, the b11l would guarantee a frag
mentation of effort, dupllcation of services
and would act as an inhibition to the crea
tion of a strong active constituency able to
secure the funding and publlc support so
necessary for the success of such a program.
We belleve that putting responsiblllty in the
schools is the best way to create a program
that can grow. This is the case I intend to
make here today.

First, the schools are available through
out the country. They exist In urban, su
burban, small town and rural areas. By be
ing universally available, the school sys
tem meets the first and one of the most im
portant criteria that the AFT has for a chlld
development program. Child development
programs should be avallable to all chlldren
whose parents desire to utllize this service.
It should not be restricted on the basis of
means tests, sllding income scales, or other
criteria that prevent the majority of our
citizens ·from ut1l1zing a highly desirable
and crucial publlc service. Second, over the
past few years, the school systems of our
country have become adept at administering
large, compllcated federal programs. They
already possess the expertise to move imme
diately to the implementation stage without
creation of another layer of bureaucracy.

Another major criteria the AFT has Is that
the program should contribute to the intel
lectual development of young chlldren. With
in the last twenty years, the works of edu
cators llke Benjamin Bloom, J. McVicker
Hunt, Jerome Bruner and Jean Plaget have
pointed to the crucial importance of the
early-what are now thought of as pre
school-years to the later intellectual po
tential of children. Their thinking tends to
support the idea that the young chlld should
be dellberately exposed to stimulating ex
periences rather than simply left on his own.
The evidence on why the publlc schools
would be better eqUipped to provide such
stimulation inclUdes the following:

1. It is well known that much of a chlld's
development during the early years has to do
With the social, emotional and physical
growth that sUITounds intellectual develop
ment. These areas are just as important to
cognitive growth as those activities viewed
more strictly as "academic." In view of this,
comprehensive publlc school services having
to do with diagnosis, guidance counseling,
health (Innoculation, etc.), special treatment
referrals, blllngual education, handicapped
education, and the services of dieticians
would provide chlldren with more services
than the average nursery or day care center.

2. An Office of Chlld Development Report
called A Report on Longitudinal Evaluations
ot preschool Projects: Is Early Intervention
Effective? which suggests that the gains of
programs like Head Start are better main
tained if there is a continuity of effort be
tween such programs and supplementary,
publlc, school-age programs llke Follow
Through. It would seem to make sense to
administer both through publlc schools to
gain maximum effect from a more compre
hensive effort.

3. A report of the Institute for Develop
ment of EducatIonal ActIvitIes (I/D/E/A)
which catalogued all the possible kinds of

actIvities that could take place In preschool
and found that most programs which they
looked at were heavily concentrated In a few
of the more obvIous: Blocks, naps, outdoor
play, etc. (see AppendiX). The I/D/E/A re
searchers also found significantly higher pro_
gram qualIty In the publlc school kInder
garten programs they observed and attrib
uted the difference to the fact that these
programs were part of the educatIonal main
stream and not isolated as were many of the
preschool programs.

There are other, less obvIous, reasons why
it makes sense to use the schools for these
programs:

1. It would be more efficient to use eXIsting
underut1l1zed resources than equIp new ones.

2. The public schools would be more able
to coordinate the diagnostic, counseling, die
tetic and other services needed by young
children than isolated day care centers. The
schools are performing this function with
respect to handicapped chlldren and there Is
every reason to belIeve they can do It With
young children as well. Some services, such
as dental care, which are now provided in
public schools could be prOVided to children
earller if early childhood programs were part
of the' public school system.

3. QualIfied personnel: Through the llcens
Ing mechanIsms already In place In every
state and local education agency in the coun
try, a program run through the schools could
be sure of using the best avallable people for
Its operation. We have heard much about the
lack of quallfied people in early chlldhood
educatIon and how much lead time and
training is needed to reach the fully opera
tive stage. Part of the reason for the teacher
shortage of the 1950's and 1960's was the
ridiculously low pay that teachers received.
With the advent of professional pay scales
won through collective bargaIning, more and
more teachers began to look at their jobs as
a llfetime profession. When teacher salaries
became competitive wIth some of those paid
In the private sector, many quallfied teachers
stayed with their jobs and the turnover In
education became less of a problem. We won_
der how many more qualIfied people would
seek the jobs In these programs if they were
available at professional salaries. It might
turn out that the shortage Is not as great as
Is currently anticipated and that a real pro
gram can be made operative. We do, however,
agree that specIal sk11ls are needed for very
young chlldren and we do advocate provisIon
for training professIonals both Inservice and
preservice.

PUBLIC CONTROL

In our view, one of the main reasons why
new InitIatives in child development should
come under the jurisdIction of the public
schools Is that the schools are publlcly
administered and controlled. Because the
schools are so often supported by separate
and vIsible taxation, they must be account
able to parents and the publlc. And, because
funding for the schools Is so frequently de
pendent on voted bond Issues or voted In
creases in property tax m1Jlage, the publlc
education system Is one of the most respon
sive institutions of government. Private
profit-making entities In the day care busi
ness, on the other hand, are not subject to
democratic pollcy-maklng, and their services
are always geared to their profit margins.
It is our position that the publlc schools
should be the presumed prime sponsor of
programs provided for under this blll except
In those instances where the publlc school
system Is unw1Jling or unable to assume this
responslblllty. Our position in this issue Is
shared by virtually all of the education com_
munity and by the AFL--CIO. In May, a reso
lution adopted unanimously by the AFL-CIO
Executive Council stated:

"In most communIties, the school system
would be the appropriate prIme sponsor of
the chlld care and early chlldhood develop
ment program, with the responsibUlty for

planning programs, distributing funds and
monItoring programs. Where the school sys
tem Is unwllling or unable to undertake this
responslb1l1ty in accordance with Federal
standards, some other appropriate publlc or
non-profit communIty organization should
be ellgible.

"Even where the publlc school systems are
the prime sponsor, all of the services need
not actually be offered In pUbllc school fa
clUtles. l"or Instance, communities may want
in-home chlld care, famlly and group day
care homes for chlldren who are too young
or not ready for large school faclllties as well
as special services for the emotionally and
physically handicapped Which may be of
fered outside the educational system. We
support the expansion of these diversIfied
services by educational systems or by an
alternative sponsor as they administer these
programs.

"Only publlc and non-profit groups shOUld
be permitted to participate in the program.
There Is no legitimate role for profit-makIng
entrepreneurs In child care programs. The
sorry record of profit-making organizations
In the provision of human servlces,especi
ally in the nursing home, health care and
education fields, has led the AFL-CIO to
strongly oppose any involvement of profit
makers in human servIces programs. Profit
makers were excluded from prOViding day
care under Head Start. They should contfnue
to be excluded In any new early childhood
and day care programs."

Clearly, the time has come to reverse
direction. Although current efforts include
many programs that meet hIgh standards
and provide quallty care for the chlldren
serve",. they cannot take the place of a com
prehensive program Intended for all chil
dren. While we support continued funding
for these programs, we beUeve It is time to
examIne some of the reasons for the sorry
state of chlld development programs.

FAILURE AT IMPLEMENTATION AND FUNDING

Overlapping jurisdictions make it impossi
ble to know exactly what is and Is not being
done, but a few dramatic examples should
help to lllustrate the problems inherent to
mUltiple administrations:

1. The Early and Periodic Screening, Diag
nosis and Treatment Program has screened
only 10 percent of a possible 10 to 13 mlllion
children under 21 for possible physical de
fects. The purpose of the program was to
provide children who are ellglble for Medi
caid with preventive health care. HEW has
not been able to persuade the states to
Implement the program Congress authorized
seven years ago.

2. The Supplemental Security Income Pro
gram Is intended to prOVide monthly cash
payments to disabled children. The payments
vary according to a family'S Income and
the nature of the dlsablIlty. HEW now esti
mates that only 65,000 out of a possible
250,000 eligible children are now receiving
these payments. Children receiving SSI are
automatically eligible for Medicaid and
would also be provided with vocational train
Ing. No effective outreach programs now ex
ist to find these chlldren.

3. Nine hundred mlllion dollars appro
priated for state social service programs went
unspent during 1973. The 2.5 blllion dollars
allocated to social services through Title IV
A Is the largest federal source of day care
money. Only a Ilttle more than half the
money was actually spent.

POOR QUALITY OF STAFF; PHYSICAL PLANT,
HEALTH AND SAFETY, ETC.

The well-known study, "Windows on Day
Care," pUbllshed by the National Council
of Jewish Women and "Early Schooling In
the United States," a report of I/DIE/A are
among the many studIes whIch thoroughly
document the poor conditions found In many
day care establishment and the inadequate
professional tralnlng received by most staffs.
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Both these reports place the blame a.t the
feet of the states whIch, for the most part
have Inadequate state licensing provisIons
a.nd staff qual1fl.catlons that are set very low.
A state by state analysis of these provisIons,
whIch can be found in "Child Care Data and
Materials," a report of the Senate CommIttee
on Finance, shows that day care staff can
range In qualificatIon from such vague stip
ulatIons as "equIpped for work required" In
Idaho, Iowa and Kentucy to the prerequI
sIte of a B.A. In HawaiI.

Although all but two states require that
day care centers be licensed, many exempt
federally operated or regUlated centers. And,
since the Federal Interagency Day Care Re
quirements defer to the states In the li
censing of centers and staff, there Is l1ttle to
prevent endless buck-passIng between the
two levels of government when It comes to
enforcement.
LACK OF ADHERENCE TO LICENSING STANDARDS

INCLUDING CHILD/ADULT RATIOS

Because of fragmentation, surveys In this
field are hard to come by. Yet a recent HEW
audit of day care programs called The Review
of Chlld Care Services ProvIded Under Title
IV, Social Security Act gIves enough Infor
mation to Indicate how wide the gap Is be
tween licensing demands and reallty. Of
552 centers and prIvate homes whIch pro
Vide day care In nine states, the audit found
that 425 dId not meet minimum health and
safety reqUirements while over a third of the
sample did not meet child/staff ratIo requlre
mt-n.s. Such figures are really quite shock
ing. It Is surprising that they have not re
ceived more attention In the testimony be
fore these committees.

INADEQUATE RESOURCES ~ STAFF

All of the major studies I have referred to
thus far support the observation that most
day care and early childhood centers employ
staffs at very low rates of pay. Low wage
scales cannot hope to attract the best quall
fied people. In fact, as our members know,
one of the reasons for the teacher shortage of
the Fifties was the ridiculously low pay that
teachers received. It took some hard battles
and collective bargaining to make teaching
a job anyone would view as a long-term pro
fession. It also meant that teaching came to
attract better qualified professIonals. The
same could come to be true In the day care
field.

At this poInt, some would argue that aU
this Information on poor quality care only
proves that day care Is bad for children and

that the Federal government is Wise not
to involveltsel!.

Nothing could be further from the truth.
Women w1ll go on working regardless of

what actIons are or are not taken by the
Congress. The lack of access to quality child
care will not eliminate the economIc neces
sIty of supportIng a family. Rather, failure to
provide quaIlty child care to those who need
It will sImply force fam1lles to settle for
custodial care or no care. And It will be
the children who suffer. The problem wUl not
go away by Ignoring It. It Is not a question
of encouraging women to leave home. Rath
er, women working and leaVing the home are
facts which have existed. Their numbers con
tinue to Increase in spite of rising unemploy
ment and In spIte of decreases in famlly size.

AmerIca prides itself on being a child-lov
Ing society. In real1ty, we pay only Up-service
to this ideal. A simple explanation of the
status of chlldren today painfully 1llus
trates this fact:

America must bear the shame of lagging
behind 14 other countrIes In the rate of in
fant mortality;

29 percent of all children In our Inner
cIties do not see a doctor during a given year;

5 mlllion children In the U.S. suffer from
malnutrition;

Hundreds of thousands of handicapped
children receive no services;

Thousands of retarded children are living
In state "warehouses" under what has been
rightly called "Institutionalized child abuse";

Child abuse and neglect are widespread
and growIng problems among all social
and economic groups;

Teenage alcohoIlsm and drug abuse are
growing problems;

lout of 9 children will be In juvenile court
before they reach the age of 18; and

Suicide Is now the second leading cause of
death for young Americans between ages 15
and 24;

And what leadershIp roles have Federal,
state and local governments taken to help al
leviate this growing crisis?

HEW Is currently spending only about
14 percent of Its total bUdget on children.

Chlldren represent 40 percent of our popu
lation but recetve only 10 percent out of
every health service dollar.

Less than 1 percent of Revenue SharIng
money has been spent by states and 10caUties
on chlldren.

The costs of neglect are enormous. For the
children, neglect means limited opportunItIes
to develop, poor health and Umlted oppor
tunities to lead a happy and fruItful Ilfe.
For society, neglect means expensive com-

HOW GOOD ARE PRESENT DAY-CARE CENTERS?

Nonprofit centers by auspices

pensatory social service and Income assist
ance programs.

The end result of all this Is that the nation
goes on year after year spending excessive
tlme, money and effort on the problems of
juvenile deIlnquency and crime. We are look
Ing In the wrong place for solutions to prob
lems resulting from a generation of chlldren
growing up without proper superVisIon. The
situation becomes a tragIc absurdity when
one compares the $4 bUlIon a year cost to us
taxpayers of treating juvenile delinquency to
the $400 millIon pUbl1c investment In pre
ventive chlld care programs scattered about
government agencies.

While this blll cannot bear the entire bur
den of our problems, it can begin to change
the continuing record of non-accomplish
ment. It can encourage programs such as
the one now operating In CalifornIa through
the pUblic schools which offers programs for
all children regardless of Income. We fully
realize that a program of this scope cannot
be accompUshed overnight, especially In
times of such economic hardship and bUdget
shortages, but we shOUld remember that
means tested programs avallable only to low
and no Income people have never evolved
Into unIversal, high quaUty, nondIscrimIna
tory programs. Such programs have tradi
tionally served poor people poorly and work
Ing people not at all. We should avoid the
pitfalls of a poverty program and begin with
a program open to all children that need the
service. The time for these services Is now
and the institution to sponsor them Is the
schools.

We know that In a school system serving
over 45 mIlIlon students, there are Instances
of rigidity and faIlure, but we believe that
critics have greatly dIstorted the state of
education today. A resurgence of Inservlce
and preservlce reforms has occurred. Alterna
tive schools, work-study and communlty-as
school programs, open education-all exist
WIthIn the pubUc schools. They do not exist
everywhere because different children, differ
ent communIties have different needs. Yet
the fact Is, where the pUbllc wants change
and works for change, the schools have
responded. Placement of comprehensive
chIld development In the schools would nec
essarily Increase parental Involvement and
contact, thus enhancIng the school's position
as a community center. One would think
opponents of using the schools would wel
come this opportunIty to make the schools
an even more Integral part of our society.
We beHeve that when the program does op
erate through the schools, they wm.

Head Start Other public Philanthropic
Part public

part philanthropic Hospital other Total Proprietary centers
Impression

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Perceni Numberof care I Percent

Superior__•___ •• 5 10.9 4 8.3 6 8.8 6 8.0 2 16.7 3 9.7 26 • 9.3 1 1.0Good ______ ._._ 15 32.6 15 31.2 23 33.8 21 28.0 4 33.3 1 3.2 79 28.2 15 14.5
Fair•••_. ___ •• _. 22 47.8 26 54.2 30 44.1 44 58.7 4 33.3 17 54.8 143 51.1 36 35.0
Poo'- __ •__ ._. __ 4 8.7 3 6.3 9 13.3 4 5.3 2 16.7 10 32.3 32 n.4 51 49.5

TotaL.___ 46 100.0 48 100.0 68 100.0 75 100.0 12 100.0 31 100.0 280 100.0 103 100.0
Inadequate in-

1 ._.•.•.•••••_._. ____ ._.• _••• __ 11 ____.._.._ 4 ._ •.••..•. 1 _____ ••• __ 7 _._._. __ •. 24 ....•.• _..formation_••_. 24 ••..• _.••_

I Impression of care is based on review of such factors as adult-child ratios, size of groups,
services reported to be available, salaries reported paid, information on training, parental par
ticipation, hours open, observations 01 council survey participants on educational program, space,
equipment, and other relevant aspects of care ,

Note: The previous table is taken from "Windows on Day Care," by Mary Dublin Keyserling, a
report based on findings of the National Council of Jewish Women, 1972, p. 120. It shows the num
ber and percent distribution of nonprofit and proprietary cenlers by impression I of quality of care.
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Curricular area or activity

Informal arithmetic••••••••••••••
Formal arithmetic .
ArL ..
Foreign languages __ ..
Informal language ..
Formal language .
Informal music ..
Formal music .
Music instru ment instruction ••••••
Informal rearling readiness .
Formal reading readiness ..
Reading ..
Informal science .
Formal science .
Informal social studies .
Formal social studies .
Blocks _ ..
Carpentry•• _ .
Cooking•••••• ~ .•~., ••••••••••••
Dramatization and role playing ..
Organized group games.. __ ..
Informal resl. __ .
N.ps , .
Nature walks __
Outdoor play ..
Rhythms ..
Story time __ .~.

Trips ..
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TABLE 5.1-FREQUENCY OF CURRICULAR AREAS AND ACTIVITIES

Daily Frequently Occasionally

College Parents College Parents College Parents
Total laboratory Montessori cooperative Total laboratory Montessori cooperative Total laboratory Montessori cooperative

Sample centers center~ center.' Sample centers centers centers Sample centers centers centers

150.22 76.47 76.16 30 27.57 11. 76 16.67 40 12.30 5.88 0 15
17.26 23.52 45.83 0 10.09 11.76 12.50 0 7.06 17.64 8.33 5
82.50 88.23 83.33 85 11.50 0 12.50 10 2.00 0 4.17 0
8.95 0 16.66 0 4.96 11.76 29.16 0 9.93 17.64 12.50 5

68.02 88.23 75.00 55 10.65 5.88 8.33 25 4.06 0 4.17 0
20.60 35.29 45.83 0 10.55 11. 76 20.83 10 5.02 0 0 15
77.22 94.11 62.50 60 15.84 5.88 25.00 30 2.97 0 4.17 5
19.58 23.52 29.16 15 18.07 5.88 25.00 10 7.52 23.52 12.50 15
5.58 11.76 12.50 5 12.69 5.88 16.66 15 21. 31 17.64 25.00 30

62.18 82.35 91.66 45 15.91 5.88 0 15 5.47 0 C 15
21. 71 35.29 50.00 5 11.11 11.76 16.67 10 7.06 11.76 4.17 5
15.81 17.64 54.16 5 3.57 17.64 8.33 G 7.65 5.88 16.67 15
5G.99 76.47 62.50 45 26.25 23.52 20.83 25 14.13 0 12.50 20
10.04 17.64 20.83 0 13.04 17.64 25.00 10 15.05 11. 76 25.00 15
36.86 58.82 50.00 30 27.25 29.41 29.16 25 16.15 11.76 8.33 15
6.08 11.76 8.33 0 13.16 11.76 33.33 5 10.13 11.76 20.83 15

81. 30 88.23 62.50 70 9.08 5.88 0 20 2.52 0 8.33 5
20.00 47.05 25.00 25 21.00 35.29 8.33 45 21. 50 5.88 16.67 20
7.06 17.64 25.00 5 23.21 64.70 4.17 25 43.93 11.76 41.66 55

32.82 64.70 16.67 30 35.81 23.52 29.16 30 18.69 5.88 29.16 20
35.64 11.76 50.00 25 29.20 41.17 12.50 30 19.30 11.76 25.00 20
45.95 64.70 25.00 30 4.02 5.88 4.17 5 11. 10 5.88 8.33 10
43.00 23.52 25.00 5 .50 0 0 0 2.00 5.88 0 0
4.51 5.88 8.34 5 44.71 70.58 33.33 15 39.18 11.76 41.66 70

82.82 88.23 87.50 70 11.10 5.88 8.33 20 2.52 0 0 0
38.69 52.94 45.83 30 47.23 35.29 45.83 45 11. 05 11.76 8.33 15
85.34 82.35 79.16 85 10.10 11.76 8.33 10 2.01 5.88 4.17 0

0 0.00 0 0 33.32 41.17 16.16 25 49.98 41.17 50.00 65

I Percent of directors who indicated that informal arithmetic occurred daily in their program. Source: "Early Schooling in the United States," an IjDjEjA reporl.

TABLE I.-RESULTS OF HEALTH AND SAFETY REVIEW

TABLE 2.-RESULTS OF CHILDjSTAFF RATIOS REVIEW

Source: "Review of Child Care Service Provided Under Titlj
IV, Social Security Act," HEW Audit Agency, Office of the
Assistant Secretary, Comptroller, p.23.

SUMMARY OF COMPLIANCE TO DAY CARE CENTER CHILDe
STAFF RATIOS REQUIREMENTS IN VIRGINIA, MISSOURI,
AND WASHINGTON

tion to this decades-old conflict may
finally be nearing.

The reopening of the Suez Canal,
matched by the generous and laudable
Israeli pullback of tanks, artillery, and
missiles, shows us that step-by-step
negotiations can work, with increasingly
significant responses to each new initia
tive for peace. President Sadat's words
well express this forward progress, when
he states that--

I think by the act of Israel today the mo
mentum has started which opens the door
to peace.

President Ford has shown his willing
ness and ability to help this effort con
tinue forward, and I believe that his work
of the past days and weeks should be ap
plauded by this Senate and the Ameri
can people. Nothing should bel allowed
to interfere with the movement that has
begun, nor should the good will that
has been created be marred by political
rhetoric.

I am concerned that one of the key
elements in this peace effort not be jeop
ardized. This is the role of the United
states as a mediator. Whether we as

. Americans accept this role or not, in
reality we are the only nation to which
the parties to this dispute can turn as a
"fair broker:' History has cast us in
this role and it is one which we are well
equipped to serve. But, the administra
tion will need the support of the Senate
in the coming month. I urge that we pro
vide that support.

The letter which was recently sent to
President Ford by 76 Senators should
be carefully exaL'lined, in light of this
mediation role which the United States
is being called upon to fulfill. It is pos
sible, unfortunately, that some of the
nations involved directly in the Middle
East conflict will construe this letter to
mean that we are not truly mediators.
searching for peace and justice for all
the parties involved.

There is, obviously. some ditIering of

Number not
Number of Number not meeting health

facilities meeting childj and safety
reviewed staff ratios requirements

Massachusetts.. 12 0 11
New Jersey ____ 20 8 7
Virginia....____ 75 20 1\7
Geor~ia••------ 12 11 9
Michlgan.__..__ (') ('l (')
Texas ________ • 6 5
MissourL. .. __ • 40 7 27
California. __ ... 330 123 279
Washington____ 112 71 70

TotaL•• 607 243 425

THE MIDDLE EAST: RENEWED
HOPE

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President. when
the peace negotiations that were under
way earlier this year collapsed, I be
lieve that we all shared a deep concern
for the future of the Middle East. Events
of the past few days, however, have re
newed our hopes that a peaceful solu-

I Records ·were not available to permit evaluation of health
and safely compliance at 55 facilities.

, Compliance waived by SRS Regional Commissioner.

Source: "Review of Child Care Services Provided Under Title
IV, Social Security Act," HEW Audit Agency, Office of the
Assistant Secretary, Comptroller, p. 38.

States
reviewed

RESULTS OF THE HEW AUDIT AGENCY'S REVIEW OF
COMPLIANCE WITH FEDERAL, STATE, AND LOCAL SERVICE
REQUIREMENTS

Required ratio
ObservedState and Age

center group State Federal' ratio

Washington:
A........... 4 10:1 7: 1 16:1
B........... 3-5 10:1 7: 1 14:1
C........... 4-5 10:1 7:1 16:1
D........... 5~ 10:1 7:1 15:1

I As previously indIcated, FIDCR provides for childjstaff
ratios ranging from 5:1 to 10:1 depending upon the ages of the
children-5:1 for 3- to-4-year-olds; 7:1 for 4- to·6·year·olds;
and 10:1 for older children up to age 14. In case of overlapping
age groups, we used the more liberal 7:1 ratio.

Source: "Review of Child Care Service Provided Under Title
IV, Social Security ACl," HEW Audit Agency, Office of the Assist
ant Secretary, Comptroller, p. 24

19:1
20:1
12:1
15:1
n:1

12:1
15:1
17:1
19:1
25:1

Observed
ratio

7 1
7 1
7 1
7 1
7 1

7 1
7 1
7 1
71
7 1

453 185

105 17
49 41

607 243

453 363

150 21
49 41

552 425

Number not
Number meeting

examined requirements

Number
Number not meeting

examined requirements

10:1
10:1
10:1
10:1
10:1

10:1
10:1
10:1
10:1
10:1

2-5
2~
2-5
2-6
2-6

~
2-5
3-5
3-5
3-5

Required ratio
Age ---'-----

group State Federal I

Total. __ ..

Care type

TotaL. ..

Care type

State and
center

Virginia
A ..
B __
C ..
D _
Eo ..

Missouri:
A .
B ..
C _ ..
D __
Eo ~. __••

Day care centers..__ .
Family day care homes (in

cludes care in the homes of
relatives or friends) .

In-home care...... _ __ ..-------

I Excludes 55 facilities which were examined in Virginia but
for which the records available did not disclose compliance with
health and safety standards.

Source: "Review of Child Care Services Provided Under Title
IV, Social Security Act," HEW Audit Agency, Office of the As
sistant Secretary, Comptroller, p. 20.

Day care centers..__ .
Family day care homes (in

cludes care in the homes of
relatives or friends) ..

In-home care ..
-------


