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We need a more imaginative approach to I

the kinds of services that are available and t
where they are located. Many women work I
in post offices, in hospitals, in schools, in
department stores, in big industrial plants. I
Child care facilities should be available
there. More after-school programs are needed 1
for children over age six, and good facll- I
ities-not custodial centers-are needed too
for infants whose mothers must work.
We will be hearing some of these proposals

from our witnesses today. I know that we
have only tapped the surface of the many
who are concerned with this subject. If we
cannot hear you all today, if we have over-
looked some, please view this as a beginning,
not the last word on the subject.
For if we are to focus national attention

on this issue, if we are to obtain greater com-
munity participation in these programs, if
we are to shake up the bureaucracy and get
more centers and facilities here in New York,
if we are to get the kind of broad support
needed to insure passage of a comprehensive
national child care law, then you will have
to speak out loud and clear.

TEsTIMONY BY GEORGIA L. McMtRRAY, COM-
MISSIONER-DESIGNATE, AGENCY FOR CHILD
DEVELOPMENT
I am delighted to be here today for several

reasons: First, so that I may share with you
some of the things my office is doing to get
the new Agency for Child Development fully
operational by July 1, and, second, to hear
from you some of the very real problems you
are experiencing in obtaining adequate child
care services for your children.
Let me give you a little background on the

new Agency and bring you up-to-date on
where we are at. As you may recall, last
March, Mayor Lindsay created a 21-member
Task Force made up of representatives of
City and private child care agencies, as well
as community groups and parents. I was staff
director for the Task Force. Its purpose was
to look into all publicly funded child care
programs and come up with recommenda-
tions for Improving and expanding services
to pre-school age children.
The Task Force submitted its report to the

Mayor in July. The picture that emerged in
that report was a nightmare of inadequa-
cies-bureaucratic red tape, restrictive li-
censing and funding standards-inordinate
delays on approvals-duplication of effort
in some areas and no effort at all in others-
in sum, a picture that, in every way, revealed
how grossly short-changed the children of
this City are in terms of early childhood
services.

As a first and most important step toward
correcting this situation, the Task Force rec-
ommended that one agency-whose sole in-
terest would be services to pre-school age
children-be established. That Agency is now
well on its way toward becoming a reality.

Obviously, no City agency is going to be
able to correct overnight every inequity that
exists in the child care picture. Some of the
Agency’s goals must be long range. Others
can be-and are-more immediate. Let me
state those goals briefly. The new Agency
will:
Assume responsibility for administering

the group and family day care programs now
being handled by the Department of Social
Services, the Family Day Care-Career Pro-
gram of the Community Development Agency
and the Federally-funded Head Start Pro-
gram. (For your information, the total num-
ber of day care centers and Head Start Cen-
ters involved is 290 plus approximately 1000
Family Day Care homes and they serve 21,000
children. The new Agency plans to increase
the number of day care centers to at least
300 and thus the total number of children
receiving some form of child care service
to 57,000 by the end of fiscal 1972).
We will also assume the licensing and

certifying functions now performed by the
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Department of Health. This means in addi- g
;ion, private pre-school centers which now i1
lumbers approximately 500 will also come t
uder the jurisdiction of the agency. We i
plan to establish interim-funding proce-
dures so that children being served in un-
licensed centers now can be helped through
providing public funds to make minor
renovations and employ reliable staff. It is
well-known that working parents, many of
whom are women, out of desperation are f
using unlicensed centers both day and night.
This is particularly true in poor neighbor-
hoods where women are working to keep
themselves off of welfare. Therefore, we
recognize the need for some pattern of 24-
hour child care.
We will assure real parent participation at

all policymaking levels of the Agency from
the individual center to citywide bodies. (A
45-member Interim Advisory Commission,
made up mainly of parents, is drawing up
recommendations for a permanent Commis-
sion to the new Agency). When these are
completed, they will be distributed widely
and a hearing held for comments.
We will insure that an educational com-

ponent is included in all programs so they
can truly have a "Head Start" as they move
into the school system.
We will give children from different back-

grounds and with a variety of physical and
mental abilities, an opportunity to partici-
pate in the same center.

(Presently child development services are
geared toward low-income and welfare fami-
lies. Very little, if anything, is done for the
near-poor, the middle class, or indeed, those
children who have physical or emotional
handicaps. If, in the future we are to elimi-
nate the present race and class schisms that
exist among adults, we must give our chil-
dren the opportunity to know and under-
stand and live with each other, while they
are young).
We will provide for communication, in-

formation-sharing and planning among pro-
grams and increase public knowledge and
understanding of the importance of chil-
dren’s early developmental years.

In addition, the Agency for Child Develop-
ment plans to decentralize its operations so
that development of services can be expe-
dited on a neighborhood basis. This will in-
sure that staff, parents and sponsoring agen-
cies have a firsthand responsibility, as well
as accountability, for the services they pro-
vide.
We intend to press for legislative changes

at City, State and Federal level that will
expand the role of the government in pro-
viding for well-constructed child care facili-
ties and to allow for services to children who
are ineligible for care at present. We also
plan to work with the educational system
so that advances made by children in the
pre-school years are not lost when they enter
the public school system-and to encourage
private and public employers and unions to
provide child care services as employee fringe
benefits.
We think this is a pretty full agenda for

a new baby that is just about to be born. On
the other hand, many of you here will, no
doubt, be talking about specific needs that
I may not have stressed. There is need for
24-hour child care-night-time and drop-in
care, infant care-services for "latch-key"
children-to mention the most obvious.
Those are legitimate needs-and we hope we
will have Bella Abzug’s assistance in press-
ing for the legislative changes and the funds
to make them possible.
The Agency for Child Development may

not be the answer to all your problems. But
I assure you, that as far as your efforts to
provide quality care for children are con-
cerned, you will have my support and assist-
ance in every way possible. And I would hope
that I can count on your support, too, as
my Agency moves toward its one over-riding

15675
goal which is to see the day when no child
n New York City will be denied access to
he advantages of an enriching early child-
hood experience.
Thank you.

STATEMENT BY CONO5EsswoMAN SBHILEY
CIS~HO.M

Mrs. CHISHOLM. The day care disaster we
’ace in the United States is the result of
America’s tradition of discrimination against
women. Even such liberal zealots as Dr.
Spock believe the woman’s "place" is in the
home. The prevailing attitude is . . . if
women choose to work, then they shall just
have to make arrangements.
Women don’t choose to work. They have
o ... and "arrangements" don’t exist. Three
million mothers are rearing their children In
fatherless homes. Two out of three (64% or
1,920,000) of these mothers are the sole pro-
viders for their children. The rest of the
women in our 32 million strong female work
brigade are supporting themselves or to-
gether with their husbands are supporting
their families. Poor, working poor, lower
middle class, middle class . . . they are all
in the same boat. They are, like their hus-
bands, bread winners. In nearly one third of
our families where both parents work, the
husband’s income is less than $5,000. As for
"arrangements" only 2% of our women use
group day care facilities. The rest face a
nightmare hodge-podge of "arrangements"
with elderly relatives, a rapid turnover of
sitters and bleak custodial parking lots
euphemistically called family oare centers.

If you are lucky, a family care center
means that the child will be safe, clean, fed
and lovingly cared for by a gentle soul who
likes children. More likely than not you
won’t be lucky and the person in charge may
be emotionally disturbed, uneducated, alco-
holic or so old that they need help them-
selves or all of the above.
During World War II when we were fight-

ing for freedom from tyranny and injustice,
the Government pushed day care and care
was provided for some 1,600,000 children. But
after the war, Rosle the riveter was expected
to go back home. Nearly all of the Govern-
ment day care centers were shut down. To-
day, when the number of working women
exceeds the World War I total by six million,
licensed day care centers have shrunk to
one-sixth their wartime capacity.

It’s all part of a pattern. Look around you.
Out of 435 Members of the House, 12 are
women. Women, who make up a majority of
our population, constitute nearly half of our
labor force but earn only $3,773 (Department
of Labor Statistic, 1966) a year. Right now
we have fve million preschool children
whose mothers have to work. Day oare is
currently available for only 641,000 of those
children.
Our male dominated government has been

rather irresponsible but then male Irrespon-
sibility and female responsibility for children
is the traditional pattern. It takes two peo-
ple-one male and one female-to make a
baby, but after birth and sometimes even be-
fore birth, it’s "her baby." It is a rare oc-
casion when a woman deserts her husband
and children; but the reverse is traditional
enough to have become a subculture all its
own. We call it an AFDC family.
There is no question that male prejudice

and the male fear of competition in the mar-
ket place has produced our present situa-
tion. We make it just as difficult as pos-
sible for women to work. Rotten wages, poor
day care services, limits on training programs
and little opportunity for advancement.
White males earn an average of $7,179 a

year.
Black males $4.508.
White Women $4,142.
Black women $2,934.
The Day Care and Child Development



15676
Council of America, Inc. and the AFL-CIO
executive council report that the estimated
cost of day care per child is $2,000 a year.
If you are a black female head of house-
hold, $2,000 for day care leaves $934 to live
on for the rest of the year and God help you
if you have more than one child. Of course,
if one uses the administration’s conserva-
tive estimate of $1,600 per year you would
have $1,334 left to live on after day care
expenses. Or if you were a maid working In
the Congressional Fiefdom of Capitol Hill
you’d be earning $3,484 per year. Then you’d
have the handsome sum of $1,484 left to live
on or using the administration’s figure $1,884.
Really high living, isn’t it I That’s less than
the amount many of the Members of the
House of Representatives pay for travel ex-
penses to and from their district.

In an excellent article from the Washing-
ton Post, February ’70, Philip E. Slater
pointed out that the Dr. Speck attitude Is
pervasive in the U.S. to quote:
"Spock makes quite explicit, even in his

latest edition, his belief that a woman’s
place is in the home. He lays great emphasis
on the importance and the difficulty of the
task of child bearing and gives it priority
over all other possible activities. He suggests
government allowance for mothers otherwise
compelled to work, on the grounds that it
"would save money in the end," thus im-
plying that only a full-time mother can
avoid bringing up a child who is a social
problem. He allows reluctantly that "a few
mothers, particularly those with professional
training," might be so unhappy if they did
not work that It would affect the children-
the understanding here is that the profes-
sional training was a kind of unfortunate
accident, the effects of which can no longer
be undone."

Russia, Scandanavia, Israel and many oth-
er countries have comprehensive day care.
We do not. During the war the U.S. Day
Care Centers were open to all, now they are
available only to those with serious emo-
tional and financial problems-and not all
those are served.

Existing programs and most proposed pro-
grams emphasize service for the poor.
We justify our focus on the poor because

of our "concern" and our "limited" funds.
Our funds aren’t limited; we are the rich-
est nation in the world. We scrimp on pro-
grams for people because we choose to spend
our money on tanks, guns, missiles and
bombs I
Mr. Dellenback, in testimony inserted In

the Congressional Record on February 9,
1970, estimated that the cost of his pro-
posed comprehensive Headstart Child Devel-
opment Act would cost somewhere in the
neighborhood of $16.5 to $22.75 billion in
the year 1975. Aghast at the cost, he indi-
dated that the government couldn’t possi-
bly foot this kind of bill and proposed that
the private sector should help out.

I believe that the private sector should
help out and should be encouraged to do
more, but the primary responsibility will
have to be from the public sector. We shall
have to spend 16 to 22 billion dollars-start-
ing right now. That’s what the oft-heard
phrase "reordering our national priorities" is
all about.

If we can afford planes that cost 46 million
dollars each, the current figure for the C5A,
we can afford day care services for our 32
million working women.
Why do you think there has been such a

response to Ralph Nader? Why do you think
everyone is running around making speeches
about ecology, pollution and the quality of
our environment? The people want a change
in national priorities.
Women form the majority in our popula-

tion. Not only are increased services for
women needed, they are politically ex-
pedient I
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There are other reasons day care should

not be limited to the poor.
First, income limitation and means tests

are demeaning.
Second, because those just over the line,

the working poor, those with a toe-hold in
the middle class and those in the middle
class need this resource and service as well
as the poor.
Third, we know from our experience with

the poverty program that programs exclu-
sively for the poor-no matter how well
justified-are not popular. We have seen
time and time again how popular resentment
has generated enough political pressure so
that poverty appropriations are hacked to
smithereens on the floor of the House.

All of us are vividly aware of the splits and
tensions in this country between the poor
and the working class. The "lazy bums on
the welfare roll" vs. "middle Americans of
the silent majority" is the jargon this battle
is currently cast in.

Let’s not aggravate those tensions. The
poor and the working class have the same
needs and the same problems. Low wages,
inflation, lack of job opportunities, poor edu-
cational resources, frustration with the im-
personal bureaucracy, and the lack of day
care facilities--they are the same problems.
Do not pit these people against each other
like starving packs of dogs fighting over the
same meager scraps.
Too much of our current legislation and

new legislature proposals presume that day
care facilities exist. There are stipends from
welfare to pay for day care expenses, pro-
posals for increased tax reductions for day
care and the like, but these cannot even be
used if the facilities are not available.

Currently, the only Federal construction
money available is through two SBA pro-
grams and they are for profit-making in-
stitutions only. Under one of the programs,
there is a $25,000 statutory limitations on
loans. In New York City that will buy you
the front hall.

Existing head start, day care and nursery
school programs have snapped up all but a
tiny fraction of the church and community
center space available. As an old day care
hand and one who gets called upon fre-
quently for help now, I know that in New
York at least, the much talked about
"renovation" is often more expensive per
square foot than new construction. If you
talk to the people in OEO’s comprehensive
health program, you will find they have
discovered the same thing.
We need massive construction funds now,

and planning grants so that local groups
can hire attorneys, architects and people to
help locate sites.
One of the administration’s proposals, to

provide day care for people in training pro-
grams but nothing for the woman and her
children after she finishes training and finds
a job, is ludicrous. What is she supposed to
do with the kids after her training period
is over?
Another problem with the WIN day care

program is that the States have failed to
appropriate their 25% share of the funding
and have been unwilling or sluggish in
changing existing laws which hamper the
program. You will recall that the Department
of HEW had estimated that more than one
million children would receive day care in
1972. The Bureau of the Budget called for 35
million for day care during WIN’s first year.
Congress appropriated exactly I/ that
amount. Because of the problems referred to
above, only 85,000 children received care in
WIN’s first 12 months at a cost of less than
$11 million.

According to the testimony of Elizabeth
Koontz (Director of the Women’s Bureau).
"The lack of child care services has been

the most serious single barrier to the success
of the work incentive (WIN) program. Care
in centers for eligible children is rare and
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most mothers in the program have been
forced to make their own arrangements.
These have proved to be haphazard and sub-
ject to frequent changes, interruptions and
breakdowns."
There is no question that the solution of

the welfare problem in the United States is
irrevocably linked with the necessary to pro-
vide good and accessible day care services.
When we talk about welfare we are talking
about AFDC families-mothers and children.
Study after study has shown that wel-

fare mothers want to work, but they are not
going to work unless they feel their child-
ren are safe and well cared for.

It is estimated that there are over 240,-
000 children under the age of 5 who are mem-
bers of public assistance families in New
York City. In the Bedford-Stuyvesant sec-
tion of my district alone, there are 15,757
children in this category. But there are only
three day care centers to serve them.

In the whole city if you count every child
care program, public, private, head start.
pre-kindergarten classes run by the board of
education and the children’s centers run by
the department of parks, we still have only
1099 centers serving 55,470 children.

If we really want to help to reform our
present welfare system, we are going to have
to institute an extensive and expensive day
care program. There is no way around it.
Many parents don’t play or talk with their

children except to shout at them. Assistance
in these areas, the use of simple things such
as teaching children to learn the difference
in textures of fabrics, colors, sounds can be
done at home. We could follow up the ex-
tremely successful Seasame Street televi-
sion program with a program aimed at
mothers of small children.
The question of the involvement of the

parents brings us to the whole question of
community participation and community
control. I favor both of these concepts. I be-
lieve parents should dominate the day care
center boards and should be intimately in-
volved, but I do not feel that this should
mean we must lower the academic and pro-
fessional standards of the employees of day
care centers. It is not enough just to offer
love and attention in clean, pleasant sur-
roundings.
We need para-professionals, friendly,

familiar neighborhood figures and profes-
sionals as well.
Let me illustrate. We all know one of the

chief problems which minority children face
is the difficulty they have in using standard
english as is required by the school and the
society at large. Some children hear only a
foreign language at home-Spanish, French,
Eskimo-others, primarily black children,
have learned a dialect we refer to as non-
standard English. Professional teachers can
help youngsters overcome that hurdle by pro-
viding a model and by providing assistance.
The para-professionals, because of their own
language problems cannot help the child in
this area.
I am afraid that in some of the poverty

program experiments, the zealous concern
for providing jobs for non-professionals led
to an over-emphasis on the parents to the
neglect of the children’s educational ex-
perience. We have to be concerned about
both.

In my mind we would provide better long-
term assistance to the parents who are hired
If we made a serious effort to provide them
with real educational training in early child-
hood education. Let’s set up programs which
provide credits for high school equivalency
and college level training. The parent would
then share with the child in the program
and would have a marketable skill when
finished. Not only that, but it would be an
important and necessary skill because there
are not enough trained people in the field.
Half of our present day care centers are pri-
vate. Most people got into the private day
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care field because they saw the need. Most
started out as small "mom and pop" day care
centers and most of the people running them,
although they have a college education, have
no formal training in early childhood devel-
opment. We need training not only for para-
professionals but for those professionals
whose expertise is based solely on the num-
ber of years in the business. This is a serious
problem and yet to my knowledge, no one has
ever dealt with it.

Speaking as a former day care teacher and
as one who has been active in the commu-
nity for many, many years, I can testify that
in the mind of both the professional day care
personnel and the mothers, education is of
paramount importance in day care centers.
Many accuse day care professionals of only

being concerned with potecting their jobs
and their status when they speak of the im-
portance of professional training and a sound
educational program. This is both unfair
and untrue. Rather, it is a belief born of
experience . . . and the mothers of the chil-
dren feel the same way.
In a recent survey I had conducted on day

care services In my district 100% of the re-
spondents-that’s every single person ques-
tioned-felt that the day care center should
be educational in nature.
Work-located day care centers are the most

convenient and allow the most parent-child
contact, but they are the scarcest form in
this country. There are a handful of show-
case programs in industry and a sprinkling
of day care demonstration projects around
the country.

Although in the 1966-1968 session, the
Congress authorized $25 million under title
V, B of the Economic Opportunity Act to pay
qualified public or non-profit agencies, in-
cluding trade unions, 90% of the costs in-
cluding alteration, renovation and opera-
tional costs of a community day care facility;
as yet no funds have been appropriated for
this purpose.
Further, the recently passed amendment to

section 302 of the Taft-Hartley Act to permit
unions and employees to bargain collectively
to set aside funds jointly administered for
the setting up of day care centers is not man-
datory, and therefore is unlikely to be whole-
heartedly accepted by employers.
The leaders in the work-site day care

center field are hospitals and the labor de-
partment says that there are only about 100
of them.
Worst of all is the Federal Government.

After a lot of nudging from Esther Peterson,
the Department of Labor set up the first
Federal day care center as a demonstration
project. It shouldn’t be a demonstration proj-
ect Day care centers should be as permanent
as a cafeteria in every Federal Government
office building.
We ought to have them here in regional

office buildings, in post offices, and in every
new public housing project as Representative
Patsy Mink has indicated is required in
Hawaii. She also notes that Hawaii is able
to keep down the costs of the children’s toys
and furniture by having the prisoners in the
penal system make them. Things for chil-
dren are surely as useful as license plates.
We could require that any hospital built

with Hill-Burton money would have to have
a day care center in the plan.
There are so many, many things which can

be done and which ought to be done. What
we need now is the will to carry them out.

STATEMENT BY TaRDE LASH, CITIZENS COM-
MITTEE FOR CHILDREN OF NEW YORK CrTY
I’l be very brief became I am sure you

will have eloquent testimony of people who
every day work for better child care pro-
grams. Not that I’m not doing that, too, but
I think we want to hear from those who are
directly involved. Most of what I have to say
was contained in the report of the New York
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City Task Force for Early Childhood Devel-
opment, which I am sure you have, Mrs.
Abzug, and which I am sure you have read
since you are one of the very few people who
seem always to have done their homework.
You seem always to be up on what needs to
be done.
A report, by the way, which was made pos-

sible not only by the great devotion of the
Task Force, who worked together, in spite of
their differences day and night and by the
very moving and very dramatic testimony of
parents and workers in Early Childhood pro-
grams which we received at the many public
hearings. It was also made possible by the
brilliant staff work done under the direction
of Georgia McMurray, who we are very lucky
to have as the commissioner of the new Dept.
of Early Childhood Services in N.Y.C. That
alone is a gigantic step forward away from
the confusion familiar to all those who have
been active in day care, in Head Start or
family day care and other programs, a con-
fusion and a chaos that has reigned un-
checked in NYC.

It is clear that the need for early childhood
programs in NYC is a bottomless pit. Whether
you say that the waiting list is 60,000 chil-
dren or 100,000 children does not really mat-
ter because a waiting list, as you all know,
is meaningless. What matters is that every-
body knows that we have-although we all
know that this is an estimate-824,00 pre-
school children in this city, and if you scrape
together all the programs that now exist and
you have to add to them the Park Dept. pro-
gram, and, as you know, that is a very part-
time program, if you scrape together all the
programs that now exist you reach the mag-
nificent sum of 57,000 children.
However, that is a very optimistic esti-

mate. Now, while I agree that we must have
day care and I use the term day care to
cover all the programs, and while I agree
that every child must have the right to day
care, and every mother must be given the
chance to have day care available for her
child, I also must insist that there have to
be priorities, and these priorities be that
there is care for the children of mothers
who have to work. We are far, far away from
that. We now have this whole day care pic-
ture for 25 years and I am not very proud
of what we have achieved. I know that there
are thousands and thousands of mothers
who wish to work if only they could find
day care for their children. They are un-
able to find such care. Now we accuse moth-
ers who are not working and in this whole
dismal, vicious cycle, this welfare cycle, is
one component which people always forget:
namely, that we make no services available,
or very few services available if a mother
wishes to work.

I wish I had time to present some of
the case histories we have been collecting
during the years. The picture is entirely
different from what the public image is.
The situation now in New York City is, of
course, much worse than it has been, be-
cause while in the past we had no child
care for jobs, we now have no jobs and no
care. I don’t know whether you read the
analysis by Abraham Beame of the 18,000
additional welfare clients who joined the
welfare rolls in December 1970. It is usually
said that the welfare rolls consist of 80
percent of mothers and their children and
20 percent of all the other categories, home
relief and old age, the disabled and so on.
In the December figures, the mothers and
children only made up 64 percent while the
number of people who joined the welfare
rolls because there were no jobs jumped
dramatically. Now what does that mean?
That means that we still insist, the Federal
Government still insists, that it will, with
very tiny exceptions, finance child care only
for mothers who want to work, without, ap-
parently, connecting New York City with
the rest of the United States.
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What’s true here is true in other cities as

well, namely, that the Federal Government
finances day care largely for the children of
mothers in training or who work. Now, then,
you are supposed to get day care, you want" it,
even, and you are not in training because you
can’t get it and you are not at work because
you can’t get a job. That’s apparently not
recognized.
Now I would like for a few minutes to con-

centrate on those issues which have legisla-
tive implications because I take it, Mrs. Ab-
zug, that’s what you are of course most in-
terested in. It is of vital importance not only
that funds be made available by the fed-
eral government, even under existing legis-
lation, the so-called Title IV legislation, but
that funds be made available so that you
can finance care for children of parents who
are not on welfare. I was very touched by
the testimony of Mrs. Bailey, of what moth-
ers need and what they have to go through
to get care if they’re lucky enough to get it.
Even new proposed legislation, the Birch

Bayh bill, for Instance, provides that care
shall be made available free for the children
of welfare clients. If the family earns $6,000
a year, then the family shall pay half the
cost. Let’s say day care here costs $2400 a
year. Is that about correct? That’s the low
figure. Just imagine, if you make $6000 a
year you’re supposed to pay $1200 a year if
your child is to be in day care. What non-
sense. What preposterous and insulting non-
sense. And if you make $8000 you’re supposed
to pay the whole cost of care.
Now what we have always done in NYC,

and praise be to NYC, we have made care
available not only to the children of welfare
clients but to other families who had social
needs or who maybe were in danger and
when we did charge a fee it was a small fee
on a sliding scale which indeed was not pro-
hibitive. NY State proposed that small fees
be charged, beginning with a family income
of $7500.
So this is one of the most vicious prohibi-

tions against the development of daycare. We
feel it is of extreme importance, and we
stress this-in our report-that there cannot
be a segregated day care program, whether
economically, ethnically or socially segre-
gated. We don’t want segregated programs.
We want all the children from different
groups, in the same program.
The national administration stresses again

and again, when it comes to talking-such as
at White House conferences-that programs
for young people are now going to be an ab-
solutely priority. Do they really mean seg-
regated programs? This is something that we
have to think through. This is still a danger
which is still in the wind and which has to be
fought. Last year, many of you will remember,
there was a proposal which apparently had
White House support-that the federal gov-
ernment would spend only 110% next year of
what it spends this year on day care. In NYC,
unfortunately, the Federal government spent
very little on day care. So if we only got
110%, next year It would mean that those
prices go up much more and we would have
to cut, rather than add, to our very skimpy,
puny resources, Instead of expanding as we
should be doing is add considerably.

I do agree completely that staff funds
will have to be increased and I am afraid
that we will have an enormous fight on our
hands. I also am terribly scared, and I am
only talking about Federal issues now, I am
terribly scared that under the pressure of
the financial crisis the city will try to lower
its own input to the day care program-and
we mustn’t let them. We won’t let them
but I know that there are pressures on the
city administration not to put as much
money as they have in the pot. I am sure
that we can organize pressures and marches
on City Hall if anybody should dare to sur-
face with a proposal of that sort. That it is
floating about, I know.


