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Bruce Reed
Deputy Assistant to the President for

Domestic Policy ‘
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Dear Mr. Reed: [
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T'am sending you a copy of the Children’s Defense Fund’s latest report on child

support at Marian Wright Edelman’s request. This fifty-state study looks at the performance
of state child support enforcement agencies in 1983 and 1992. Its results underscore the

urgent need for reform of the child support system. We hope you will find it of interiest.
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Delinquent Parents and Child Support Enforcement System Failing Nation’s Child}'en

!
WASHINGTON, D.C. -- Americans are more faithful about paying for their cars than

for their children, according to a new report issued today by the Children’s Defénsc Fund

| (CDF). The national deliriquency rate for used car loans was less than three percenj't in 1992,

1

i
while the delinquency rate for child support owed to mothers was an astounding 49 percent in

!

1990.

" Enforcing Child Support: Are States Doing the Job? surveyed pericrmance byf state chiid
| | |
support enforcement agencies which serve all welfare families as well as those non-welfare
‘ !
families who ask for help. The study found that after a decade of federal and state government

_ efforts to improve child support enforcement, delinquent parents and overburdened states are

( |

failing to provide millions of children with the economic support they deserve. !
: |

CDF’s report concludes that: ,

L Children were not substantially better off in 1992 than they were nearly a decade
earlier. In 1983, at least some child support collection was made in 14.7 percent
of the cases served by state child support agencies; by 1992, this rite edged up
by only four percent to 18.7 percent of the cases. f

L At the current rate of improvement, it will be more than 180 years! before each
child served by a state agency can be guaranteed even a partial support payment.

e States’ non-welfare caseloads almost quadrupled, skyrocketing fronfl 1.7 million
in 1983 to almost 6.5 million in 1992. Although state and federal governments
increased child support investments, the new resources barely kept pace with
exploding caseloads. Overall, agencies more than doubled their caseloads from

1983 to 1992. . | ;

-more- ‘
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. Some states have made remarkable improvements in child support enfo]rcexﬁent.
For example, Virginia and Washington State dramatically increased their rates of
establishing paternity by pioneering hospital-based programs that eﬁcourage
fathers voluntarily acknowledge paternity of children born out-of-wedlock.
"Our child sﬁpport system is failing to deliver on its most basic promise to children --

that parents will be held responsible for ensuring that children have a roof over their heads and |

food on their tables," said CDF President Marian Wright Edelman. "Children pay when their

parents don’t.”

The report cites a 1992 survey of 300 single pa?ents that shows the real harm children
suffer when child support is ﬁot paid. Duriﬁg the first year after thé non-custodial parent left
the home, morekthan half the families surveyed faced a serious héusing crisis. Ten percent
became homeless, while 48 percent moved in with friends or family to évoid homelessness.
Nearly a third reported that their childre;l went hungry at some point duriﬁg that year. Over a
third reported that their children lacked appropriate clothing, like a winter coat.

The report includes a "Hall of Fame" and "Hall of Shame" of states doing tt'le best and

i

worst jo,b.;; of enforcing child support. Hall of Fame states include Delaware, Mafssachusetts,
Michigan, Minnesota, Montana, Pennsylvania, South Dakota, Utah, ‘Washingtoin State and
Wisconsin. States that did well tended to haye more manageable caseloads pér worker, and to
spend more per case. CDF said that these states should be congratulated, but pointed out that
even the best states have a long way to go: in Washingion State, one of the nation’s|leaders, two
out of three cases served by the state agency went without any support payment at'all.

Hall of Shame states include Arizona, the District of Columbia, Illinois, Indiana,

Louisiana, Mississippi, New Mexico, Tennessee and Texas. States were includ?d in the Hall

I
i

‘of Shame if they ranked in the bottom ten states in the country in two or more key measures of
. " i

or collections

child 'support‘ performance (such as percentage of cases with paternity established

made). " -more-
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"If steps are not taken now to improve child support enforcement, ten generations of

!

children will be born, reach adulthood, ‘and pass out of the system without any assura:nce that

at least some child support will be collected for them in a year," said Nancy Ebb, CDF senior

attornéy and author of the report. ‘ : | 3 {(

CDF’s report recommends a long-range strategy of improving_ the childf" support
enforcement system by making the federal government responsible for support coilcctions,
leaving establishment of paternity and the support ébligation to the states. It also recofmmends
adoption of a child support assurance system to guarantee children a minimum leve;l of support
when the government is unable to collect it én their behalf. More immediately, CDF hrges the
federal government to help states locate absent parents and collect support, as well as lfto ensure

that each state has the staff and resources to do the job right and uses models that ha}'m proven

successful in'other states. A companion to the report, Child Support Reform: A State;Checklist

|

!

for Change, outlines successful state practices.

The Children’s Defense Fund exists to provide a strong and effective voice for children
who cannot vote, lobby, or speak for themselves. CDF is a private, nonprofit organization

supported by foundations, grants, and individual donations.

30~






Clinton Presidential Records :
Digital Records Marker ‘
|

r

|

|

This is not a presidential record. This is used as an administratilve

marker by the William J. Clinton Presidential Library Staff.
' |

This marker identifies the place of a publication.

Publications have not been scanned in their entirety for the purpose
of digitization. To see the full publication please search online or*
visit the Clinton Presidential Library's Research Room. |

t
'
'

I
!
i
|
b
I
|
|
. ________________________________________________________|
|



CHILD SUPPORT R

| FOR CHANGE

FO

A STATE CHECKLIST

By Nancy Ebb
June 1994
~ a‘e v‘

:
i
¥




Clinton Presidentialn Records
Digital Records Marker

This is not a prcsid‘ential record. This is used as an administratiive
marker by the William J. Clinton Presidential Library Staff. .

This marker identifies the place ofa publication.

Publications have not been scanned in their entirety for the purpose
of digitization. To see the full publication please search online or
visit the Clinton Presidential Library's Research Room. |






The State of

ey

- PRE-PUBLICATION
PRESSEDITION




This book 1s MMted to
_ the memory of tbree
extraordinary human beings and
child advocates: |

Elizabeth Glaser, co-frunder of the Pediatric AIDS Foundazion,

James P Grant, UNICEF executive dsrector, 1 980-1994,'
Jean Childs Young, International Year of the Child,
former CDF board member, and friend




" CONTENTS

Introductlon . o
Progress or Peril? Commumty or Chaos? : L
"~ America’s Unfinished Symphony for Freedom and jusﬁce l

‘Whatyoucando 4

"+ A prayer for children 6

1995: The New Federal Climate 9
_ Balanced budget amendment - 10 - -
Eliminating the entitlement status of child sumval programs ll o
Block grants and consolidation of sclcctcd dxscrcuonary progxams 12

Contract with Amcnca 13

- Family Income 17 Co ‘
Growing hardship among chxldrcn and young famxlm 18
Help for working poor families 18 :
- Keyfacs 18 i _

. Costs of chxid povcrty 19

CHART :

Welfare rcform debate hcats up 20

CHART 20 :

CHART 21

CHART 22

States experiment with wclfarc 23

-~ CHART 23 .
Child support cnforccmcnt continucs to lag 24
CHART 24
SSI for children with disabiliies 25
An innovative response: Project March 25
Rccommcndanons 26 ‘

Health 27 - ‘
Increasing numbers of uninsured children 27
The health of America’s children = 28 ‘
Key facs 28 ,
The demise of national hcalth rcform 29 ‘

- CHART 29 : :

CHART 30 .~
Statc managed carc plans undcr Mcd.xcaxd 31

CHART 31
“The administration’s Childhood Immunization Imnanvc 32

Community response: Increasing Medncmd enroliment in New York Cuy 33

Looking ahead to 1995 - 34
Rccommcndmom 34 '

Chlid Care and Early Childhood Development 37 »

: Strcngthcnmg Head Start 37

 Keyfacs 37 ' ' '
Other i unpmvcmcms in fcdcral c.arly chﬂdhood pohcy and programs 39

Starc preschool initiatives 39
CHART 39 '
_ Child care quality. comes under scrutmy 40
. CHART 40
Competition for child carc assistance 41

B . N

e L P




Table: States with more than 10,000 children on child care assistance waiting lists
Statc response: North Carolina’s Smart Start 42

Looking ahcad to 1995 43

Recommendanons 43

Hunger and Nutrition 45

Childhood hunger 45

Food stamp reforms 46

Key faces 46

CHART 47 _
Improved child nutrition programs 48
CHART 48

Healthier school meals 49

CHART 49 o
Community response: La Pintoresca Summcr Food Program 50
Looking ahead to 1995 50
Recommendations 51

Violence 53

Firearms: ﬂxcdcathtollonchﬂdren 54

Key facts 54

Prevention measures in the 1994 crime bill 55
CHART 55

CHART 56

Regulating fircarms . 57

CHART §7

Handguns: myth vs. reality 58

Guns in schools 58

Juvenile justice and the 1994 crime law 58
State response: Caring Communities Program 59
Recommendations 60

Housing and ‘Homelessness 63

A snapshot of homelessness 63
The housing problems of poor families 64
Key facs 64
Housing assistance and welfare 65
New assessments of housing problems 65
CHART 65 ,
The administradon’s actions 66 .
CHART 66 :
The second wave of mtmctunng plans 67
CHART 67
Housing discrimination = 68
Educatng homeless children 68

- New state trust funds for housing 68
State response: Virginia’s Homeless In:crvcnnon Program 69 :
Recommendations 70

Children and Families in Crisis

Teen Pregnancy Prevention and Youth Development 71
Teen birth rates decline slighdy 71
Key facs '72
Job prospects improve but wagcs stagnate 73
Teen drug userises 73 °

41




CHART 73 :
New data on causes, consequences of teenage childbearing 74
CHART 74

Welfare reform focuses on teen childbearing 75

CHART 75

CHART 76 .

States expand school-based health centers 77
“Federal youth employment and service programs get under way 77
Crime bili debate focuses on youth development . 78
Recommendations 78 ,

Education

Appendix 79
Children in the nation 79
Poverty among children 79
Marernal and infant health 80
Adolescent childbearing 81
Maternal labor force participation of married women with chxldrm younger than six 82
Youth uncmploymcm 83
_ Children in the states 84
Number and percentage of persons younger than 18 who arc poor, based on 1989
income 84
AFDC maximum monthly benefit for a three-person famxly, 1970 and 1994 - 86
AFDC and food stamp benefits for a single parent with two chxldrcn, as a percent of poverty,
Jarary 1994 87
Child support enforcement, FY 1993 88
Percent of births to women receiving early prenatal care, 1992 89
Percent of births at low birthweight, 1992 90
Infant mortality rares, 1992 91
Percent of two-year-old children adequately immunized,’ 1988 1990 92
Hecalth insurance coverage of children 93
-Children reported abused or neglected, distribution by race and ethnicity, 1992 94
Children younger than'18 in foster care, FY 1990-FY 1993 95 :
Children living in group quarters duc to own or family problems, by race
and cthmcnty, 1990 96
Children living in group quarters due to own or family problems, by reason, 1990 97
Head Start enroliment, by race and ethnicity, FY 1994 98 “
Maximum number of children allowed per carctaker and maximum group size in child care
. centers, by age of children 99
Fair market rent vs. the minimum wage, 1994 100 :
Numbser of children receiving food stamps, FY 1989-FY 1993 101
Numbser of participants in child nutrition programs, FY 1994 102
Adolescent childbearing, 1980 and 1990 103
Youth employment and training 104
Firearm deaths among children ages 1-19, by cause, 1992 105
Education and disability program participaton 106
Percentage of fourth-grade public school students at or above basic reading
proficiency, 1992 107







INTRODUCTION

PROGRESS OR PERIL? COMMUNITY OR CHAOS> |

AMERICA’S UNFINISHED SYMPHONY - ,
- FOR FREEDOM AND JUSTICE ;

B S

1
i

|

If we are to teach real pcaccmthxsworldandlfwcamtomrryonamlwaragmnstwar,wc
shall have to begin with children; and if they will grow up in their natural innocence, we
. won’t have to struggle; we won’t have to pass fruitless, idle resolutions, but we shall go from
love to love and peace to peace, until at last all the corners of the world arc covered with that /.
peace and lovc for which, consciously or unconscxously, the whole world is hungcnng ;

Mabatma Mobandas Gandbi
Namber 19, 1932 o :
Amcnca, you must be born agam' We have a task and lct us goout withadivine d:ssaus&cuon i
Let us be dissatisfied until America will no longer have a high blood pressure of creeds and|
an anemia of deeds. Let us be dissatisfied until the tragic walls that separate the outer city of]
wealth and comfort and the inner city of poverty and despair shall be crushed by the bam:rmg .
rams of the forces of justice. Let us be dissatisfied undil those that live on the outskirts of hopc
-are brought into the merropolis- of daily security. Let us be dissatisfied until slums are cast
- into the junk heaps of history, and every family is living in a decent sanitary horrie. Let us be
-dissatisfied until the dark yesterdays of segregated schools will be transformed into bnght
tomorrows of equal, integrated education. Let us be dissatisfied until i integration is not seen
as a problem but as an opportunity to participate in the beauty of diversity. Let us bc |
dissatisfied until men and women, however black they may be, will be judged on the basis of
the. content of their character ‘and not on the basis of the color of their skin. Let us be
dissarisfied. Let us be dissatisfied until every state capitol houses a governor who will do justly,
who will love mercy and who will walk humbly with his God. Let us be dissatisfied until from -
every city hall, justice will roll down like waters and rightecusness like a mighty stream. Let
us be dissatisfied undil that day when the lion and the lamb shall lic down together, and every
- man wdl sit undcr his own vine and fig tree and none shall be afraid. Let us be dxssansﬁed

|
Lt
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- And men will recognize that out of one blood God made all men to dwell upon the face of
the carth. Let us be dissatisfied undl that day when nobody will shout ‘White Power!?” —
when nobody will shout ‘Black Powcr”~ — but cverybody will talk abour God’s power and

human power.

Martin Lutber King, Jr, 1968
Where Do We Go From Here: Chaos or Community?

We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all Men are created equal, that they arc endowed -
by their Creator with certain Inalienable Rights, that among these are Life, Liberty and the

Pursuit of Happiness.

n 1968, Dr. King asked our nation a pre-
scient, urgent, and timely question: Where do
we go from here: chaos or community?

In this post-Cold War era of unbearable dis-
sonance between promise and performance, between
good politics-and good policy, between America’s
racial creed and America’s racial deed, between pro-
fessed and practiced family values, between calls for
community and rampant individualism and greed;
and between our capacity to prevent and alleviate
child deprivation and disease and our political will ro
do so in a world in which one in five people lives on
less than a dollar a day and one in five children lives
in poverty in the richest nation on earth, his question
demands our answer with more urgency than ever.

The overture of our nationhood was the Decla-
ration of Independence. Abraham Lincoln’s Emanci-
pation Proclamation and the 13th, 14th, and 15¢h
amendments completed the first movement of Amer-
ica’s symphony of freedom and justice. Charles Hous-
ton, Thurgood Marshall, Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr.,

Rosa Parks, Fannie Lou Hamer, and thousands of
unsung White, Brown, and Black heroes and hero- -

ines, who tore down the walls of legally sanctioned
American apanhcid, composed the second move-
ment.

I believe our national symphony is awaiting its
next movement — a movement that is mighty and
positive and transforming. A movement which returns
us to our founding truths that “All men are creared

equal,” and “arc endowed by their Creator with

certain inalienable nghts,” and among them are “life,
liberty and the pursuit of happiness.” Our ensuing
centuries of struggle to exrend these truths to women,
racial and other minority groups, and to children
must continue even, indeed especially, in this time of

| The Declaration of Independence

national moral confusion, family and community
breakdown, economic fear, and political volarility. If

‘we are going to prevent America’s dream and future

from becoming a nightmare and from destructing in
a collision ar the dangerous national intersection of
race, poverty, violence, and greed, we must not sign
any new political “contracts” before we review our
Old and New Testaments and our American
covenant.

God’s message through the prophet Zechariah
“to see that justice is done, to show kindness and
mercy to one another, not to oppress widows, or-
phans, foreigners, who live among you or any one
else in need” does not change with political fashion.
The injunction from Isaiah, fulfilled by a poor, home-
less child Christians call Savior, to bring good rather
than bad news to the poor and to set at liberty thosc
who are oppressed, cannot be overruled by political
or media pundits anymore than America’s enduring
values of fairness and opportunity can. God’s call to
heal and to care is clear and unchanging. And never
has that call been more urgent than now.

Since Dr. King’s death, over 1 million Americans
have been killed violently here athome, including tens
of thousands of children; more than 875,000 (75
percent) of the Americans killed by violence were
Whire. Almost 17 million children have been born
out of wedlock; 8.5 million (50 percent) of them were
White. Over 13 million children have been born to
teenage mothers; of them, 9 million (69 percent)
were White. And at least 16 million babies have been
born into poverty, of whom over 9 million (59
percent) were White,

An American child is rcportcd abused or ne-
glected every 11 seconds; is born into poverty every
32 seconds; is born to a teen mother every 62 sec-
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onds; is arrested for a violent crime every four min-
utes; and is killed by guns every two hours.

- These shameful numbers have small individual
faces and feelings and suffering, like that of clghtoycar-
old Gail, who said:

“In my nclghborhood there is a lot of -
shooting and three people got shot. On the next
day when I was going to school I saw a litde
strearn of blood on the ground. Onc day after
school me and my mother had to dodge bullets.

I was not scared. .

“Thereis achurch and a school thatIgoto~
in my neighborhood. There are robbers that live
in my building, they broke into our house twice.

- There are rowhouses in my neighborhood and
a man got shot, and he was dead. On another
day I saw a boy named Zak get shot. By King
High ‘School Susan Harris got shot and she
died. Tt was in the newspaper. Whenmeand my -
mother was going to church we could see the
fire from the guns being shot in 4414 building.

- T'was not scared. In my neighborhood there are
too many fights. I have never been in a fight
before. There are ma'ny trees in my neighbor-
hood.

. “God is gomg to come back one day and
judge the world. Not just my neighborhood. :

. “I know these are really really bad things,
but I have some good things in my neighbor-
hood. Like sometimes my neighborhood is
peaceful and quiet and. there is no shooting.
When me and my mother and some friends go
to the lake we have a lot of fun. Sometimes the
children in my building go to Sunday School
with me and my mother. Also the building I live
in is so tall I can see downtown and the lake. It
looks so pretry.

. “I believe in God and I know one day we
will be in a gooder place than we are now”

All across our nation, children like Gail are strug-
- gling to survive in a living hell, clinging to their faith

and their families, and praying that onc day thcy will .

be in a “gooder” place.

~ In a decent, sensible, democratic, and moral
nation, children shouldn’t have to pray and wait in
fear. T believe that we are called, as people of faith, to
be active participants in working to manifest that
“gooder place” right here and right now for all of our
children and to become a nation worthy of the chil-
dren God has granted us.

With a new century only five years away and a

new millennium only six years away, the overarching

DEFENSE

FUND
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challenge America f'accs is rebuilding a sense of com-

‘munity and hope and future and civility and canng :

and safety for all our children.

No child is physically, economically, and morally
safe in 1995’s America. The culwural glonﬁcanon of
violence, sex, and ‘materialism; the pervasive break-
down of family, commumty, and moral values among
all race and economic groups; growing economxc
incquality between rich and poor; and an mcrcasmg
criminalization of the economy and scapcgoatmg of .
minority male youths as the new enemies of socxcty
pose grave dangers to our social equilibrium, thkc
15.7 million children live in poverty, 9 million lack

" health care, preschool vaccinations lag behind 'some

Third-World countries, and millions of children begin

* life and school not ready to succeed, the top 20
_percent of American houscholds increased their share

of our national income by over $116 billion between

' 1967 and 1992 — about cqual to the toml'gmss

national product of Saudi Arabia.
Can we compose and perform mgcthcr anothcr

-great movement of America’s unfinished symphony
“of justice and opportunity? Can you and I act tomove
* our nation back from the brink of violent chaos, racial

regression, and class warfare Dr. King warned abour?

~ Can we find a critical mass of citizens who are wdhng

to stand up and say no to the killing of chﬂdn:n by
guns and poverty? Can we find a critical mass of
political leaders who will care ‘more about thc next
gencration than the next election? » |
Before the new millennium, you and I must and
can compose this third movement by pumng the
social and economic underpinnings beneath the mil-
lions of African American, Asian American, I.Latmo.,

" White, and Native American children left bchmd

when the promise of the civil rights laws and the
sxgmﬁcant progress of the 1960s and 1970s in lallevi-
aung poverty was eclipsed by the Vietham war, eco-

~ nomic recession, and changing national l&dcrshxp

priorities.
And there was real progress. Some things dnd and
do work despite today’s political mythology and

~ simplistic, indiscriminate atrack on all socxal pro-
- grams. While 1tlshalthytosort out what works and

does not work, to engage in a thoughtful debate
about the roles of federal, state, and local government,
the private sector, and families in caring for children,
and to take steps to make government more cffective

- and accountable, it is essendal to be specific, careful,

and to resist policy by slogan. Human lives and the

~ nation’s future are at stake. Programs that began in

the 1960s and 1970s, like Medicaid and WIC have
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improved babies’ chances of being born healthy and
surviving: During those two decades, low-birth-
weight births were reduced by more than 10 percent
and infant deaths (Black and White) were reduced by
more than 50 percent. Comprehensive health care for
mothers and children, including cost-effective vacci-
nations and prenatal care, makes a difference. We need
.to ensure it for everyone beginning first and immedi-
ately with universal coverage for children rather than
secking to deny millions of children health coverage
and to repeal initiatives to vaccinate children. Child
poverty decreased from 26.9 percent in 1959 to 13.8
percent in 1969, reducing the number of children in
poverty by 9 million. Today alleviating child poverty
rather than eliminating child supports should be the
goal. Millions of children have begun school ready to
learn thanks to Head Start and tens of thousands of
youths got a chance to go to college thanks to targeted
government support. Investments in quality early
education and opportunities for all our children t
learn and succeed must be expanded rather than
eroded. Child and family nutrition programs, which

virtually eliminated hunger during the Nixon years,

must remain a high national priority. Let’s cut child-
hood hunger and homelessness rather than school
lunches and essential child welfare scrvices.

Ler’s build on rather than recklessly and indis-
criminately tear down the foundation of progress and
hope we have begun but not completed. Let’s thor-
oughly debate any proposals that may increase rather
than decrease the gap between Black and Brown and
White and between rich, middle-class, and poor chil-
dren in America at a time when millions of children
lack the basic necessities of life. And le’s prod our
great nation to decide that our racial diversity will be
its greatest strength rather than its fatal weakness and
to make our democratic ideals a banner of hope rather
than a profile of hypocrisy.

Let’s pray that God’s spirit will be born anew
within and among us and help us mount a crusade
across our land to stop the killing and neglect of
children and to heal our racial, class, age, and gender

divisions. Every American leader, parent, and citizen

personally and collectively must commit to reclaim
our nation’s soul and give our children back their
hope, their sense of security, their belief in America’s
fairness, and their ability to dream about, envisage,
and work toward a future that is atrainable and real.

What you can do

he first thing all adults and parents can do
is be accountable — to conduct a personal

audit to determine whether we are contribut-
ing to the crisis our children face or to the solutions
they urgenty need. Our children don’t need or expect
us to be perfect. They do need and expect us to be
honest, to admit and correct our mistakes, and to
share our struggles about the meanings and respon-
sibilities of parenthood, citizenship, faith, and life.
Before we can pull up the moral weeds of violence,
racism, materialism, and greed in our socicty that are
strangling our children, we must pull up the moral

* weeds in our own personal backyards. So many chil-

dren are confused about what is right and wrong
because so many adults talk right and do wrong in
our personal, professional, political, and public lives.

# If we are not supporting a child we brought into
the world as a father or as a mother with atten-
tion, ime, love, discipline, money, and the teach-
ing of values, then we are a part of the problcm
rather than the solution.

¢ If we are using and abusing tobacca, alcohol,
cocaine, or other drugs while telling our children
not to, then we are a part of the problem rather
than the solution.

¢  If we have guns in our home and rely on them to
feel safe and powerful, then we are a part of the
problem rather than the solution.

¢ Ifweare spending more time worrying about our
children’s clothes than about their character,
about the kinds of cars they are driving than
about where and with whom they are driving,
then we are a part of the problem rather than the
solution.

¢ If we arc spending more time on our children’s
recreation than reading, on their dance steps than
their discipline, then we are a part of the problem
rather than the solution.

¢ If we are more worried about our children’s
carnings than their honesty, about their accep-
tance than about their achievement, and about
their status than their service, then we are a part
of the problem rather than the soluton.

& If we think it’s somebody else’s responsibility to
teach onr children values, respect, good manners,
and work and health habits, then we are a part of
the problem rather than the soludon.

¢ If we send rather than take our child to Sunday

- school and worship services, and belicve that'the
.Sermon on the Mount, Ten Commandments,
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and the Koran pertain only to one day worship
. but not to Monday through Sunday home, pro-

fessional, and political life, then we are-a part of.

the problem rather than the solution.

If we or our organizations arc spending more
money on alcohol and entermainment than on
scholarships, books, tutoring, rites of passage,
and mentoring programs for youths, then'we arc
a part of the problem rather than the solution.
If we’d rather talk the talk than walk the walk to
the voting booth, school board meetings, politi-
cal forums, and congregation and community
meetings to organize community and political
support for our children, then we are.a part of
the problem and not the solution.

If our children of any race know more about Dr.
Dre than about Dr. WE.B. DuBois and are more
exposed to the obscene music that disrespects

women than they are to the inspirational lives of -

Mary McLeod Bethune and Dorothy Day, then
we are a part of the problem and not the solution.
If Black, Brown, or White children think that
being smart and studying hard is acting White
rather than Black or Brown and don’t know

about the many great minority as well as White,

achievers who overcame every obstacle to suc-
ceed, then we are a part of the problem rather
than part of the solution.

Tf our children learn racial shurs fmmns and think -

that race rather than God’s grace determines our
sancuty and worth, then we are a part of thc
problem rather than the solution.

If we are not voting and not holding political
leaders accountable for voting relative pennies
for Head Start and pounds for the defense
budget, and for opposing welfare for poor moth-

ers and children while protecting welfare for rich -

farmers and corporate executives, then we are a
: part of the problem rather.than the solution.
- If we think corrupt and unaccountable Black and
Brown leaders who neglect our children and
communities are better than cornipt and unac-
countable Whire leaders who neglect our chil-
dren and communitics, then we are a part of the
problem rather than the solution.
If we think we have ours and don’t owe any time
or money or effort to help those left behind, then
we are a part of the pmblcm tathcr than the
solution. : -
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# If we think being American is about hc:»wI much
- we can get rather than how much we can give,
. and that things and not thought, cash and not
character make the person, then we are a part of
the problem rather than the soludon. |
" The second step is to hold our public l‘udcrs
accountable for fair, j just, and effective policies for
children. With every major federal, state, and local
reform and budget change, citizens should ask our
leaders whether it helps or hurts children, andl which
children. Will it make more or fewer children poor,
hungry, and homeless? Will it make parents and
families more or less sclf-sufficient? Will it hclp fami-
lics stay together or break them up? Does it reward
work or wealth or benefit the few who have much or
the many who have litte? Is it as fair to women as o
men? To children as to adults? To domestic needs as
to the military? Does it save or costmoney in the short
and long term? Increase or decrease fair opportunity
and personal t't:sponsxbnhty> will it increase or de-
crease the tension and gaps between raclal gender,
age, and income groups? i
. We must challenge those who claim that front-
end investments in Head Start and child wc and
immunizations and prenatal care and summer jobs
don’t work, and demand they prove that| higher
back-end prison costs, out-of-home care, unemploy-
ment, and ignorance do. We are now the world’s
leading jailer. Yet fear pcrmutm our psyches, and
guns and violence proliferate in our homes and on
our streets. The child neglect tax of pnsons, police,
unemployment, and school failure costs tens of bﬂ-
lions of dollars a year.
A nation that would rather send someonc else’s
child to prison for $15,496 a year ortoanorphanagc

_ for over $36,000 a year than invest in $300 worth of
- immunization and $1,000 worth of prcnaml care o

give that same child a healthy start, $4,343 to give

.that child a year of quality Head Start experience, or

$1,800 to give that child a summer job to learna work
ethic, lacks both family values and common and
€conomic sense. -

The third step is for us to pray that our nation
may regain its moral and common sense and act o
put our children first. |

\/\.s..- ) L....J\r |




INTRODUCTION

A Prayer for Children® -

O God, we pray for children who woke up this
moming in dens of dope rather than in homes of
hope, with hunger in their bellies and hunger in
their spirits, without parents or friends to care,
pay artention to, listen to, morally guide, affirm,
and lovingly discipline them. ‘
Help us to welcome them in our bearts and

We pray for children who have no one to pray for
them or protect and guide them and who are
being abused or neglected right now by parents
who often themselves were abused or neglected.

Help us to welcome them in our bearts and
communities and nation.

We pray for children who are sick from discases
we could have prevented, who are dying from
guns we could have controlled, and who are

killing from rage we could have averted by loving,

artention and positive alternatives. -

Help us to welcome them in our bearts and

communities and nation. ‘
We pray for children struggling to live to adult-
hood in the war zones of our cides, who plan
their own funerals and fear each day will be their
last. We mourn for the thousands of children

whose life journeys already have ended too vio-

lently and too soon.

Help us to welcome them in our bearts and
communities and nation.
We pray for children who are born with two,
three, or more strikes already against them — too

tny o live, too sick with AIDS, too addicted to
alcohol or cocaine or heroin to thrive.,
Help us to welcome them in our hearts
and communities and nation.

We pray for girl children having children without

husband or steady friend or lifeline of support,
who don’t know how to parent and who need
parenting themselves. And we pray for teen and
adulr fathers to take full responsibility for their
children.

Help us to welcome them in our bearts and
communities and nation.

We pray for children who will be born and grow
up in poverty without a scat at America’s table of
plenty; for youths who believe their only hope
for employment is drug dealing, who believe
their only belonging and source of love is found
in gangs, who believe their only haven is the
streets, and who think their only tomorrow is
prison or death.

Hdpmwm‘tbauinwrbwmm
communitics and nation.

We pray for children and youths in every com-
munity struggling to make sense of life, confused
by adults who tell them one thing and do an-
other; who tell them not to fight but who fight
and tell them not to take drugs while takin,

drugs. ‘

Help us to welcome thems in our bearts and
communities and nation.

We pray for children from whom we expect too
litle and for those from whom we expect too
much; for those who have too little to live on and
for those with so much they appreciate litte; for
children afflicred by want and children afflicted
by affluence in a society that defines them by
what they have rather than who they are — Thy
loving gift.

Help us to welcome them in our bearts and

communities and nation.

We pray for ourselves as parents, teachers, preach-
ers, and leaders, that we will help solve rather

* From Guéde My e, 2 meditation guide by Marian Wright Edelman, to be published by Beacon Press.
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than cause the problems our:children face, by .
struggling to be worthy of emulation, remember-

ing we teach cach minute by example. -

Strengthcn us.

We covenant to work to protcct our children’s
dreams.

Strengthen ’m.

‘ ‘We covenant to work to rckmd.lc our chlldrcn s
hopes. : o '

Strengthen us.

We covenant to work to rebuild our children’s
families.

Strengtben us.

We covenant to teach our children family and

moral values by precept and example.
Strengthen us.

We covenant to work to ensure our chﬂdrcns
~ futures. r

Snwgtbé» 4S.

We covenant to work to reinstill in our children

a knowledge and apprccmnon of their traditions

and heritage.
Strengthen us.

We covenant to work tog:thcr, organize, and

vote to ensure every child a Healthy Starr, a Head
Start, aFaermrt,aSafc Start, andaMoral Start
in life. : :

FUND

. i
We covenant to work together, mobilize, ax:xd

vote to make it un-American for children to be
the poorest group of citizens among us or to be

killed by guns, poverty, abusc, or ncglect we havc :
the power to prevent.. [

We covenant to collaborate and work with each
other and to seck common ground with any
friend of children and to reach out to, try o
transform — and-oppose when necessary — any -
foe whose proposals and actions will make morc
children destitute, hungry, homeless, uncdu— :
cared, uncared for, unsafc, or orphancd

Gmde us. !
We covenant to bmld and work for an Amcnca '
that judges all children by the content of thcu'
character rather than by the color of their skin,
economic or family status, gender, or disability
and to raise our voices against those who seck to
divide us. ' ‘

- Guide us. - ' {

We covenant to o work nogcthcr and mobxhz: o
© create a nation that welcomes and values every .

child, whose leaders and citizens place children
first in word and deed, and where the “streets of
the city shall be full of boys and gxrls playmg in
its streets.” ) .

Gmda ux : - ;!

We covenant to work to Leave No Child Bchtmd.

|
|
|
|
r
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rospects for imprdviﬁg the lives of Ameri-

ca’s children worsened dramatically last .
November with the election of new ideo-

logical majorities in both the Senate and
House of Representatives. The newly clected House

lcadcrshxp proposed a radical legislative agenda that

would rip away basic public support for America’s
children and families and tear up long-standing social
compacts between generations of Americans.

The “Contract with America” and related legis-
ladon endorsed by the House leadership would
destroy commitments the federal government has
made with bipartisan support for decades regarding
the treatment of children: commitments, for exam-
ple, not to allow children- to become hungry and
destrute, not 1o allow children to remain in abusive
or neglectful homes, and nor to permit our poorest
children to suffer from untreated illnesses and dis-
abilities. Such commitments to" protect the health
and welfare of children arc the hallmarks of wealthy,
civilized societies.

These federal compacts to protect children re-

gardless of the community or state in which they

live also acknowlcdgc that healthy, educated chil-
drcn are vital to a strong, productive national future..

I

"

‘Only 4 nation benton wcakcfung itself and subvert-

ing its furure would make assistance for ill, hungry, ‘

“destitute, or cndangcrcd chxldn:n the firss and -

mary items to be cut in a quest to provide tax

_ reductions for the rich or reduce the national deficit.

Yet that is exactly what the Contract with Amcnca
and related proposals would do.

These proposals pose a far grancr thrcat o
children and to the nation than the budget cuts of
the early 1980s. Simple budget cuts can be reversed.
The Contract with America, on the othcri hand,
would alter the very structure of the federal govem-
ment’s response to children’s needs, severely restrict-
ing the nation’s ability to produce healthy, well-edu-

~ cated, well-cared-for children far into the future.

Through three strategies — a constitutional dmend-

* ment requiring a balanced federal budget, rcpcal of

the entitlement status of key child survival programs
and their commitment to help all thosc in ne¢d, and
program consolidation and block granting - | the
Contract would change fundamentally the rclanon-
ship between the federal government and thc: states,
shifting back to the states many costs and unfunded
liabilities for maintaining the nation’s safety net.
Such a shift would leave low-income children and
|

|

|
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families vulnerable as they have not been since the
Great Depression to the vagaries of the states’ eco-
- nomic fortunes and budget battles.

Balancing the federal budget is a worthwhile
goal. It can be accomplished thoughtfully and fairly
without jeopardizing the health and welfare of
America’s children — but not by following the
approach outlined by the congressional leadership.
Their plan for shrinking the federal government is
an unprecedented and grossly unfair attack on the.
poor and powerless, especially children. Ar press
tme, House committrees had slashed tens of billions
of dollars in investments in child survival programs.
But no wealthy farmers were yet facing proposals to
cut the billions the nation spends on farm subsidies.
No military or civil service retirees — or members
of Congress — had scen proposals to reduce their
paychecks or redrement benefits or health insurance
coverage. No wealthy clderly Americans were being
asked to pay a larger part of their Medicare premi-
ums. Far from asking wealthy Americans to make
sacrifices to help balance the budget, the Contract
with America aims to promote the economic inter-
ests of the wealthy by, among other things, cutting
the capital gains tax and cutting taxes on the most
affluent seniors’ Social Security income.

In contrast, by the end of February 1995, com-
mittees and subcommittees in the House already

had voted to shred the federal safety net for families

with children by climinating the federal guarantee
of basic lifeline benefits under Aid to Families with
Dependent Children (AFDC) and throwing an es-
timated 1.7 million children off the program by the
year 2000. Ending the guarantee of federal funding
for children who must be placed in foster care also
had been approved, along with a one-quarter cut in
the amount of funding. House committees also had
voted to end guaranteed federal funding for meals
for children in child care and for school meals for
low-income children. More than 500,000 children
with disabilities were facing possible denial of help
under the Supplemental Security Income (SSI) pro-
gram. And the portion of Medicaid that pays for
acute medical care for children also was on the
chopping block. At press time it was impossible to
know the final outcome of these and other pieces of
legislation inspired by or outlined in the Contract
with America. But if even a portion of the ant-child
provisions in the Contract and related legislation
were to be enacted, the rich in America would get
richer as the budget was being balanced, while low-
and middle-income children and their families

10

FEDERAL CLIMATE .

would pay the price. And — most certain of all —
the poorest children in America would be vulnerable
to destitution, hungcr, homelessness, and untreated
iliness on a scale unknown in half a century.

Balanced budget amendment

' constitutional amendment to balance the
budget by 2002 is the most far-reaching
proposal in the Contract to harm the mid-

dle-class and the poor and to shift costs and unfunded
liabilicies back to the states. To comply with such an
amendment, Congress would have to reduce federal
expenditures over seven years so that by the seventh
year spending would not exceed federal revenue.
Every year thereafter, revenue and spending would
have to balance unless Congress took extraordinary
measures to permit a deficit. (Although the Senate
rejected the amendment in March, Majority Leader
Robert Dole [R-KS] vowed to keep trying to find
the votes for passage.)

In the current political climate, such an amend-
ment would have a particularly harsh effect on poor
children and families because the leadership in Con-
gress has pledged to balance the budget withons cut-

. ting Social Security or defense spending, withous

raising taxes, and despite enactment of certain very
large tax cuss proposed by the Contract with America.
Revenue losses from the proposed tax cuts alone —
most of which would benefit taxpayers with incomes
of more than $100,000 — would amount o $205
billion over the next five years and $726 billion over

the next 10 years, according to preliminary estimates

of the U.S. Department of Treasury Oﬂicc of Tax
Analysis.

Such an approach would dictate very deep cuts
in the rest of the budget, including programs for poor
and low-income families with children. To balance the
budget under such conditions by 2002 would require
slashing all other federal programs by an average of
30 percent. Yet it is almost certain that a handful of
expensive, politically powerful programs would be
cut less than 30 percent. If Medicare, unemployment
compensation, federal law enforcement, and benefits
for veterans and military and civil service retirees were
cut by only 10 percent, for example, the rest of the
government would have to be cut 46 percent to
achieve a balanced budget. These huge across-the-
board cuts would lay much of the costs of balancing
the budget on poor and middle-income families and

- children. If enrollments in programs primarily serving

this population were reduced 46 percent:
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& 3,055,250 babies, preschoolers, and’ prcgnant
women would lose infant formula and other
WIC nutrition supplements.

& 6,530,100 children would lose food stamps.

¢ 11,599,000 children would lose free or subsi-
dized School Lunch Program lunches.

¢ 10,126,800 children would lose Medicaid hcalth
coverage.

€ 7,870,800 cases now served by state chxld sup-

~ port agencies would lose help to establish pater-
nity or collect child support.

¢ 4,387,750 children would losc AFDC benefits.

& 354,400 blind and disabled children would lose

: Supplemental Security Income (SSI).

@ 320,600 or more children would lose the federal |

child care subsidies that enable parents to work
- or get education and training.
¢ 340,600 children would lose Head Start carly
childhood services. _ ‘
® 964,800 children in child carc and Head Start
‘would lose Child and Adult Care Food Pro-
gram meals.
® 2,945,400 children would lose rcmcdnal educa-
tion through Title 1.

Children’s and families’ needs will not shrink or
disappear simply because the budger is balanced,
however. In fact, the need for assistance is almost
certain to increase as reduced federal spending leads
w job loss and greater unemployment. Ar the same
time, federal spending cuts of this magnitude would
have a devastating impact on state budgets. The U.S.
Department of the Treasury estimates that balancing
the budget by 2002 under the conditions outlined
above would require federal grants to states to be cut

by $97.8 billion in 2002. Other federal spending thar .

directly’ benefits. state residents would be cut by
~$242.2 billion in 2002. As states receive fewer dollars
from Washington to help them meet the needs of their
citizens, t.hc pressures on state budgets are bound o]
intensify.
And it isn’t just state budgcm and poor chdd:cn
- that would feel the economic pmch Reduced federal
spending would create layoffs in the public and non-
profit sectors and would mean less income flowing
into communities, dampening economic growth in
‘general and hurting everyone. Most economists warn
that a perfectly balanced budget is not the right goal
in all cconomic circumstances. Short-term deficit
spending during business recessions and national

emergencies is sometimes necessary, but once in

place, a constitutional amendment would restrict the
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govcmmcnt’s abthtv to mspond qmckly and ﬂcmbly
to unforeseen situations.

Fiscal responsibility is important, and thefederal
deficit can and should be reduced. But the balanced
budget amendment would accomplish these éoals in
a way that will damage the Constitution and the
cconomy. Other avenues exist to conerol the 1dcﬁcit,
as our experience since the 1992 electiorn has shown.
Lockmg the balanced budget into the Constitution
forever is an abdication of legislative tmponsnbmty
that would tic the nation’s hands for decades to come.

Ellmlnatlng the entltlement status

of chlld survwal programs ,

he assault on the “entitlement™ smtus of the
nation’s child survival pro — Aid to
Families with Dependent Children (AFDC)
and child care for children in AFDC families, food
stamps, foster carc and adoption assistance, child

nutrition, Medicaid, Supplemental Security Income
- (SSI), and child support enforcement — represents

another major threat to children’s well-being. For
decades the federal government has assured funding
sufficient for these “lifeline® programs to hclp all
children or families who meet the criteria of need
established in the legislation authorizing thtsc pro-

. This is basically what an cnnt:lcmcnt”u is—a
promise that all those meeting the criteria wdl be
served rather than be put on waiting lists or turned
away arbitrarily. These basic survival scmccs are
guaranteed because the cruel consequences of not

- doing so — widespread childhood dcsutunon, hun--

ger, homelessness, illness, neglect, and chddrcn un-
able t leave abusive homes — are untlunkablc ina
wealthy nation that aims to be a model for the rest of
the civilized world. Just as we do not put 75 ~yca:—old
retired workers on waiting lists for Social Secunty,
we should not put hungry children on wamng lists
for food or sick children on waiting lists for health
care. Yet we now seem to be on the verge of forgetting
why child survival programs arc ﬁmdcd on this “en-
ttlement” basis. -

A variety. of pmposals before Congmss would
strip these  programs of their automauc funding,
cither placing spending caps on the individual pro-
grams or folding them into large capped “block
grans” to be distributed o the states. Both ap-

* proaches would leave states. with dramancally less

money to meet the same or gmwmg needs and harm
millions of poor children. !

The structure of need-based cnndcmcnt pro-
grams allows the funding to grow when nccq grows

11
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-— during economic recessions, for example — and
shrink when need declines. This elasticity not only
permits our human services to respond humanely in
hard times, but it also acts as an economic stabilizer,
automatically channeling federal spending into areas
that most need the economic boost that such spend-
ing provides. For example, AFDC and food stamp
expenditures in the typical (median) state increased
by 42 percent between FY 1988 and FY 1993, largely

. because of the recession. If a capped block grant had
been substituted for these entiiements in FY 1988,
the typical state would have received $181 million less
in federal funds in FY 1993. A rigid block grant
formula also would misdirect the federal allocations
that were made available: states hit hard by recession
would get no additonal funding, while states with
vibrant economies would get no less.

Moreover, without the entilement mechanism it
would be extremely difficult if not impossible for Con-
gress to devise funding formulas for block grants that
would trea all states fairly. Some states have been far
more aggressive than others in taking advantage of the
‘fedcralﬁmmngavaxiablc to them in the foster care and
adoption assistance areas, for example. Should those

active states get larger “grandfathered” block grant

allocations and states that have been less active be
penalized? Or should all funds be distributed based on
the number of children, or poor children, in the state,
0 inequities across states won'’t be locked in? If the
latter option is chosen, states' that have tried harder
immediately would have to cut-back their efforts.

Without the assurance of automatically increas-
ing federal endtlemerit spending during recessions,
states would be caught in a serious bind. Either they
would have to pay for the full cost of growing welfare,
food stamp, Medicaid, and other caseloads out of
their own declining revenues, or they would have o

“turn away tens and hundreds of thousands of needy
applicants, sharply reduce lifeline benefits for every-
one, or employ a combination of these strategies.

One likely result is long waiting lists for subsis-
tence benefits such as AFDC, food stamps, and Medi-
caid. Yet American ideals of fair play are violated by
the prospect of families and children who meet strict
eligibility rules being denied benefits simply because
they applied for help after funding ran out, or live in
a county where the need is especially high, or face
some other arbitrary barrier unrelated to their need
or the program’s purposes.

Most states act responsibly, but we know from
cxperience that not all states do so at all times: The
carly history of the food stamp program is a case in
point. In the late 1960s doctors found that low-

12
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income children in some areas of the South were
suffering from malnutrition comparable to that found
in children in underdeveloped countries. At that time,
states set their own income and benefit limits for food
stamps, even though the program was completely
federally funded. Many states set very low benefit

limits and some of the poorest countes declined to

run the program at all.

The doctors’ findings shocked the nation and led
President Nixon to institute national food stamp
standards. When doctors returned 10 years later to

the areas they had studied, they found hunger and

malnutrition had been reduced dramatically and cred-
ited the food stamp program for the progress.

If some stares failed to meet the needs of their
children when the federal government was willing to
foot the entire bill, states are even more likely to skimp
on meeting children’s needs under a limited block
grant that leaves them to pick up the slack. And we
know that even with the modcrating influence of the
entitiement programs, America’s poorest and least
powerful citizens still are treated very differenty from
state to state. State-set benefit levels for Aid to Fami-
lies with Dependent Children, for example, vary far
more among the states than objective economic dif-
ferences can explain. Converting key child survival
programs into discretionary block grants or otherwise
capping their funding would undo decades of pro-

toward cnsuring American children in every
state a basic level of protection and subsistence.

W are all one nation, and all citizens, regardless of
where they live and when they need help, must be
assured certain minimal guarantees. Making sure that
children are healthy and adequately nourished and
cared for must be as much a national priority in
Mississippi as in Minnesota, in New Mexico as in New
York. Ensuring these basic guarantees is the heart of the
federal government’s responsibility, and the entitle-
ment programs are the mechanism through which the
government discharges that responsibility. No other
jurisdiction can assume the federal government’s
unique role in smoothing out the worst inequities
among citizens. nationally by directing special help to -
those who need it most, wherever they happen to live.

Block grants and consolidation of
selected discretionary programs

he new Congress has an opportunity to im-
prove the delivery of essential services to chil-
dren and families in 2a number of program areas
by consolidating selected federal programs that are
not entitlements. Thoughtful consolidation of pro-
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Contract with America o { |
i

hile the “Contract thh America,” un-
veiled by Republican members of and
cindidates for the U.S. House of Rep-

resentatives in September 1994, contains some
policy proposals thar may have positive results,
many would have disastrous and unfair effects on
millions of America’s children and families.”

¢ The Fiscal I{csponsxbmty Act: An amend- “

ment would be added to the U.S. Constitu-
tion requiring a balanced federal budget, and-

the president would be given new “line-item *

veto” authority.to climinate specific appro-

' pnanons or targctcd tax provisions without .

vetoing the entire bill i in Wh.lCh they’re con-
tained.

The TakmgBackOurSn-eetx Act: Crimi-
nal penalties would be stiffened and the
crime prevention initatives in the recently

enacted 1994 crime bill would be repealed,

with rcsultmg savings used to build more
costly prisons and hire more police.
. The Personal Responsibility Act: The cur-

rent Aid to Families with Dependent Chil-

dren (AFDC) program would be revised and
cut dramancally through a combination of
‘new- time limits on welfare ‘benefits, work
requirements, and other cligibility restric-
dons that would end assistance to an est-
mated 5 million to 6 million poor children
— up to two-thirds of all children currendy
receiving help through AFDC. :

The Family Reinforcement Act: A broad
-range of largely unrelated policies affecting
families — mcludmg vougher child support
enforcement, tax’ incentives for adoption,
‘new parental consent requirements for many

federally funded surveys involving children, .

stronger child pornography laws, and expan-
sion of the clderly dependent care tax credit
— would be put into federal law.,

' The American Dream Restoration Act: A
$500 per child tax credit would help middle-
and upper-income families with children, the
so-called “marriage penalty” in the federal

_income tax code would be repealed, and new
tax-cxempt savings accounts similar to Indi-

_ vidual Retirement Accounts (IRAs) would

be established for retirement savings, pur- .

chase of a first home, collcgc cxpcnscs, and
medical costs.

¢ The National Securxty Restoration Act.

- 'Defense spending would be boosted sharply,

' the Reagan-era effort to build a costly new
missile defense system would be rcvnvcd, and
U.S. troops would be barred from scrvmg
under United Nations command.

.4 The Senior Citizens Fairness Act: 'I‘hc

carnings limit on Social Security would be
nearly tripled, 1993 tax increases on more
affluent Social Security recipients would be
rolled back, new rax breaks would be created
for individuals who purchase long-term care
msurancc, and new loopholes allowing hous-
ing discrimination against families with chil-
dren would be created by’ allowing more
housing communities 2 ) qualify as senior
. citizen retirement communities undcr cur-
~ rent fair housing laws. -

¢ The Job Creation and Wage Bnhancc-

" ment Act: The capital gains tax that primar-
ily helps the wealthy would be cut in half and
numerous other steps would be taken to

_reduce taxes on business and restrict -the
ability of the federal government to impose

~ new mandates or regulations on states, com-

' munities, or private companies.

4 ~’I‘thommonSmseLegachformAct:A
series of legal reforms would be enacted to
limit product liability claims and attempt to

- discourage “frivolous” lawsuits.

¢ _The Citizen Legislature Act: Term limits

would be imposed on members of Congress

so that U.S. senators could serve no more

than 12 years consecutively and repre-

- sentatives could serve no more than sixor 12

~ years (two different proposals for term limits
on rcprcscntnuvcs will be considered).

In the days before federal smndzrds were
app lied, stare and local governments often denied
aid to poor families on the basis of race and
national origin. This kind of discrimination is far
less likely today but not unpomblc to imagine, as
the 1994 California ballot initiative secking to
deny health care and education t chxldrcn of
illegal immigrants reminds us.
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* grams with similar goals and purposés in such areas
~ as child care, job training, and child abuse prevention
and treatment can improve the quality of services and
increase program accountability while reducing ad-
ministradve complexity and duplication of effort.
When these consolidated programs are funded
through a block grant, the result may be greater state
flexibility to design’ initiatives that respond cffectively
to children’s unique needs.

On the other hand, as the nation’s early experi-
ence with the food stamp program illustrates, block
grants and entdements without federal leadership
and stare accountability are recipes for incffective
government. It would be tragic for the nation to
ignore that lesson in a headlong rush for change. The
nation can increase the likelihood that consolidation
accomplishes positive purposes by adhering to a few
basic principles when consndcrmg establishing new
block grants: -

¢ Consolidation should not be a2 Trojan horse
for funding reductions. The goal should be to
“help government invest most efficienty and f-

- fectively in future generations. At the least, con-

solidations should maintain fedcral funding at,

current levels.

. In the past, however, maintaining funding
for block grants has been difficult. Whether be-
cause their purposes become diluted, or because
itis hard to sustain federal funding for a program
in which states make all the decisions, block

grants tend to shrink. The block grants estab- -

lished in 1981 initally were funded at levels 25
percent below the combined appropriations of
the individual programs, and over the following
13 years their funding typically plummeted to
between onc-quarter and one-half of the original
_appropriations.

¢ Consolidation should build on, not disman-
tle, our past successes. The unique mission of
enntlement programs should not be ended by
including them in block grants. In addition, na-
tional programs of proven cffectiveness such as
Head Start and the Job Corps must not be
dismantled or absorbed in ways that dilute their
focus and high standards.

¢ Consolidation should promote clarity of pur-
pose. Only programs that already share common
goals and are targeted to similar populations
should be combined. Block grants should specify
clearly the purposes for which they are to be used
and the intended beneficiaries. -
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¢ Consolidation should ensure help for those
most in need. A commitment to caring for those
least able to care for themselves must be main-
tained in any block grant. States must be required
to specify how they plan to reach low-income
children and families or other children with spe-
cial needs and must be able o document their
practice,
¢ Consolidation should require accountability
based on outcomes. States must be required to
set forth the outcomes they wish: to achieve in
cach program area, specify how they intend to
achieve their goals, and report periodically on the
use of funds to achieve those goals. Regular
federal audits also are essendal.
¢ Consolidation should safeguard children’s
health and safety and protect them against
- unfair treatment. States must be required to
meet basic standards for the quality of services
delivered under cach block grant and shouid
. describe the procedures they will use to monitor
and mainuin service quality. Laws governing
block grants should prohibit discrimination and
provide for fair and umely review of complaints.
& Consolidation should require public partici-
pation in planning and delivery of services.
~ Community and client involvement will help
ensure that children’s and families’ necds are
respected and addressed effectively.
¢ Consolidation should require states to main-
tain at least their current level of contribu-
* tions to consolidated services. States must be
held accountable for continuing to invest their
own resources in services for children and fami-
lies. They must not be allowed to replace stare
money with federal money and use the resulting
savings for purposes unrelated to the block grant.

At the beginning of 1995, the most publicized
consolidation proposals did not appear to reflect these
principles. In fact, they seemed little more than ideo-
logically driven attempts o cut back funding for
programs serving low-income children and families:
Proposals called for arbitrarily collapsing disparate
and unrelated children’s programs — including end-
tement programs — into a few massive block grants
funded with far less federal money than currently is
spent on the individual programs.

There was talk of assuring states that, after the
initial cuts, they would receive a constant level of
block grant funding for a specified number of years.
But level funding translates into a cut when infladon
and growing need are taken into account. Moreover,
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_ despite its promises, Congress would be free to reduce
block grant appropriations further if the entitlement
status of the major programs were, climinated. In-
deed, as pressures to reduce the federal deficit mount
in 1996 and beyond, block grant funding for states
could well be slashed repeatedly to meet annual fed-

eral budget targets. At the state and local levels, these

cutbacks would pit children against far more powerful
special interests in the competition for state funding,
with potcntially disastrous results for our most vul-
nerable citizens.

Although the promise of greater ﬂcxxbxhty at-
tracts governors’ support for block grants, the block -
grants envisioned by the congressional leadership-

actually may contain new federal mandates, especially.
regarding welfare benefits. States may have little or
no ﬂcxszhty to decide how to deal with such contro-
. versial issues as time-limited benefits, teenage child-
bearing, or paternity establishment. Forced by the
rerms of the block grants to deny federally funded aid
or emergency services to whole categories of needy
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children and families, states, counties, or local com-

" munities may find themselves solely rcsponsxblc for

helping these citizens. Under these circumstances,
any flexibility states theoretically may gain with the
block grants is likely to be more than offset by new
burdens imposed by unfunded liabilities. i
There is no question that a thoughtful debare
about the respective roles of federal, state, and}' local
governments is long overdue. Government can and
should operate more effectively, and the federal dcﬁcxt
can and should be brought under control. But all of
this change must be achieved responsibly, not
through reckless tinkering with our Constitution, and
not on the backs of the poor and the young. thftmg
costs and unfunded liabilities to the states through the

* balanced budget amendment and ending federal as-

surances that children and families will rccci{'c the

most basic survival assistance when they arc in need -

or ]oopardy will worsen dramatically the nlanons
most pressing problems, not solve them.’

i
H
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INCOME |

lthough 1994 marked the third year

of recovery from the 1990-1991
recession, the general economic up-

swing was hardly noticeable to mil--

lions of Americans. Lagging wages, under-

employment, loss of job security, and croding health

insurance coverage left many middle- and lower-in-

come families anxious and frustrated. Forthose at the

bottom of the economic ladder, the news was grim:

new poverty figures available in 1994 showed thatthe

number of poor children in the United States in 1993
— 15.7 million — was the highest in 30 years.
Despite this bleak economic cutlook for many
workers, the Federal Reserve Board sought to.rein in
economic growth by raising interest rates six times in

1994. This tightening of the nation’s money supply

drove up the cost of borrowing, slowed job creation,

and threatened to exacerbate the economic struggles

of many young and lower-income families. Even at
its lowest point in December 1994, the unemploy-

. ment rate was 5.4 percent and nearly 7.2 million

people were looking for but unable to find work.

1
i
H

The struggle of so many Americans to s)upport
themselves and their families through work pro-
vided a bmcrly ironic backdrop for an mcnmmgly
harsh welfarc reform debate. Pmposals prcrmscd on
the belief that families receiving welfare- lack only
the motivation to work and a sense of p‘crsonal
responsibility dominated welfare discussions at the
national and state levels in 1994. Although Con-
gress failed to act on pending welfare reform bills,
punitive state initiatives and tough clection-year
thetoric set the stage for a 1995 bacte ovcr[wclfarc -

© plans that may end assistance to as many as S'million
‘to 6 million poor children. .

One positive development in 1994 was the first
in a scries of Earned Income Credit’ cxpansxons for
low-income workers, approvcd in 1993, giving
families a much needed boost in mccnng their basic.
needs. On the other hand, without action [to raise.
the federal minimum wage in 1994, fmmlm with
one full-time minimum-wage worker cormnucd to
carn just $8,840 a year, sxgmﬁcantly below the
federal poverty hnc |

|
|
|

17




F A M I L Y

Growing hardship among children
and young families

! l !hc U.S. child poverty rate rosc from 22.3
percent in 1992 to 22.7 percent in 1993 (the
most recent year for which figures are avail-

able), leaving 15.7 million children in poverty. The

federal poverty line for 1993 was $14,763 fora family

~ of four. '
‘Very young children were most likely to be poor:
27 percent of children younger than three lived in
poverty in 1993. Minority children also were dispro-
portionately poor: more than 46 percent of all Black
children and 41 percent of all Latino children lived in
poverty in 1993, compared with 14 percent of non-

Latino White chxldn:n

Most poor children — 61 percent — lived in
families in which someone worked during 1993. And
nearly one in four poor children — 23 percent — lived
in families in which parents worked full ime through-
out the year. Poverty was far more prevalent in
mother-only families: 54 percent of children living

only with their mother were poor, compared with 12

percent of those living with married parents, in part

because of absent parents’ failure to pay child support.”

The sharply declining economic fortunes of
America’s young families with children — those

headed by someone younger than 30 — fueled much

of the continuing growth in child poverty. Analyses

of data from the Census Bureau’s Current Population

I N C O ME

Survey by CDF and Northeastern University’s Center
for Labor Market Studies in 1994 revealed that the
median income of young families with children
plunged 34 percent between 1973 and 1992 after
adjusting for inflation. By 1992, 42 percent of chil-
dren in young families were poor, more than double -
the percentage 20 years carlier. Half of the nation’s 6
million young families lived on less than $18,420 in
1992.

The loss of well-paying manufacturing jobs and
the growth of low-wage retail and service employ-
ment, the erosion of the minimum wage, and the
growing number of young single-parent families all -
have helped drive median incomes lower and poverty
higher among young families with children. And even
though the economy grew faster in 1994 than it had
in 10 years, families with children continued to feel
the effects of these trends. The unemployment rate
declined from 6.7 percent to 5.4 percent during 1994,
bur average hourly wages were lower, after adjusting
for inflation, than before the recession. Moreover,
men finding work after a period of unemployment
are carning on average 20 percent less than in their
previous jobs, according to Census data.

Help for working poor families

working families was expanded in 1994 in the

’ I ‘hc Eamed Income Credit for low-income
first smgc of a three-year expansion approved

@ 15.7 million U.S. children were poor in 1993 — the

Key
Facts

highest number in 30 years.

@ The inﬂatioh-adjustcd median income of young families
with children plunged 34 percent between 1973 and 1992.

#® Poor children are three times more likely than nonpoor

children to die from all causes.

4 Between 1983 and 1992 the percentage of child support
cases in which states collected any payments inched from
14.7 percent to 18.7 percent. At that rate of progress, it
would take more than 180 years for even partial child
support to be collected in all cases.

i8
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by Congrcss in 1993. The total cxpansion represcnts
the largest single step taken in 20 years to bolster the
incomes of low-income families and children. In

. 1994 a family with two or more children supported .
by 2 full-time minimum wage carner was eligible for

a tax credit of $2,528. The credit will continue to rise
for such a family to $3,370 in 1996. Six states éug«

mented the federal EIC wnth a state counterpart in

1994.

Once again, the year passed without a proposal :

to increase the minimum wage, stuck at $4.25 an

hour since 1991. At the start of 1995, however, .

President Clinton proposed a 90-cent increase over
two years, which would bring full-time, minimum-

wage carnings to $10,712, or 85 percent of the

projected poverty line for a threc-person family in

1996. Although the role of minimum wage hikes in

triggering job losses has evoked' heated dcbam

- .. among economists for decades, backers of the presi-

dent’s proposal cited several new studies supporting
the proposed increase. One showed, for example,
that fast food restaurants in New Jersey hired msore

workers in 1992, when the state increased its mini-

mum wage to $5.05 an hour, than did similar
restaurants in nearby Pcnnsy!vama, where there was
no mmmum wage hike.
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Costs of child poverty - i

the extraordinarily high costs of child poverty to

the nation. Prepared with guidance from a dis-
tmgmshcd advxsory panel chaired by Nobel Prize-
winning economist. Robert M. Solow, Wm»g
America’s Future: the Children’s Defense Fund Report
on the Costs of Child Poverty estimates that cvcry year
of child poverty at current levels will cost thc econ-

« I nl1994a groundbrcakmg book by CDF rcivcalcd

omy between $36 billion and $177 billion i in lower °

future productivity and employment - among those
‘who grow up poor. These costs, moreover, 'do not

-include the billions of additional dollars that;will be

spent on special education, crime, foster care, and
teenage chxldbcanng rsultmg from child poverty.

- By summarizing existing rescarch in several aca-
demic disciplines on the far-reaching effects of pov-
erry, the book also confirms that the human costs of
child poverty arc devastating. Low—mcomc chﬂdmn
axc, for example:

i

0 Two times more likely than othcr chﬂdrcn to die
... from birth defects; | i ‘

QThrec times more likely to dxc from all causes
combined; 3 _

@ Four times more likely to die from fires; '
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# Five times more likely to die from infectious dis-
‘eases and parasites; and
0 Six fimes more hkcly to die from other discases.

The research also documents that poor chﬂdrcn
arc two or more times as likely as other children to
suffer from such problems as stunted growth, severe
physical or mental disabilities, fatal accidental inju-
ries, iron deficiency, and severe asthma.

These outcomnes are not the result of poor fami-
lies’ artributes, such as race, low levels of parents’
education, or character “flaws,” but result from pov-
erty itself, according to Wastsng America’s Future. For

example, even among families that are White and -

have two parents and have a mother who finished
high school, poor children are more than twice as
likely as nonpoor children never to finish high school.

~ Poverty imself hurts children by lcadmg to parental
stress and less effective parenting, poor nutrition,
housing problems and homelessness, and residence in
deteriorating and dangerous neighborhoods, and by
reducing children’s access to good quality child care,

schools, positive extracurricular activites, and col-
lege. These and other problems, large and small,
accumulate and interact to leave poor children less
resilient and more vulnerable to elevated risks of every
kind.

Yet the report makes clear that child poverty is
not inevitable. Many other countries of comparable
wealth have far lower rawes of child poverty. The
United States can choose to reduce child povéfty

20
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through direct job creation, tax credits for low-wage
workers, increasing access to affordable child care,
increasing the minimum wage, and creating a na-
tonal system of child support enforcement and assur-
ance.

Welfare reform debate héats up |

he nation seemed united in 1994 in the belief

that the current system for providing cash

assistance to children and families without ade-
quate means of support needed overhauling. Almost
everyone, including welfare recipients themselves,
acknowledged that the Aid to Families with Depend-
ent Children (AFDC) program often undermines
family stability and does far too little to help families
move from welfare to employment at family-sustain-
ing wages. Yet the search for practical solutions to
these problems was stymied by partisan jockeying for
cloction-ymr political gains and ideological prescrip-
tions that frequently related very little to the everyday
struggles of poor families. :

After more than a year of drafting and internal
dcbatc, the Clinton administration unveiled its com-
prehensive welfare reform plan in June. The plan
included a proposal to phase in a two-year time limit
on AFDC benefits that would be followed by a public
sector job for those unable to find work in the private
sector. It also emphasized tougher child support en-
forcement, new teenage pregnancy prevention ef-
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forts, and additional federal investments in child care
and job training, while giving states options to ex-
pand AFDC cligibility for rwo-parent families,
change the treatment of earnings and assets to encour-

age work, and deny benefits to’ children born to -

mothers already receiving AFDC.
‘A number of other welfare reform proposals were

advanced by both liberals and conservatives in Con-.

gress, with increasingly harsh and punigve ap-
proaches gaining the spotlight as the year progressed.
Several bills, including one advanced by Rep. Robert
Marsui (D-CA), stressed steps that would expand
opportunity and reduce barriers to employment, in-
_cluding new investments in job creadon, child care,
education and training, and child support enforce-
ment. Yer many others would have relied far more
hcavdy upon expanded work requirements and rigid

time limits on aid (without regard to the availability *

of public or private sector jobs) to move pa.mnts
receiving AFDC into the labor force.

In the fall of 1994, the potential for achxcvmg*

broad, bipartisan consensus on welfare reform faded
as House Republican members and candidates used
their “Contract with America” to call for the complete

climination of AFDC benefits to millions of poor_

children and their families. Then at the beginning of
1995, the House leadership joined with a few Repub-
lican governors in endorsing an almost complete

dismantling of the AFDC program as well as sweep-
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ing changes and budget cuts in other child survival
programs (sec 1995: The New Federal Climate). The
most prominent threats to children in the Personal
Responsibility Act (PRA) forged by the Housc lead-
ership included: repeal of entitlement fundmg that
guarantees states will have enough money to help all
children or families cligible for assistance; fcdcral
mandates requiring states to deny AFDC benefits to
children born to unmarried teens younger than 18
and those born to parents already receiving AFDC
benefits; and the imposition of time limits on APDC
cligibility in an effort to force parents off of wclfam

_and into the work force.

‘Repeal of entitlement funding for AFDC The
Personal Responsibility Act would eliminate AFDC’s
entitiement status, substituting a capped block grant
that would transfer a specific amount of moncy to the
states each year. If a recession or natural chsasu:r
caused states to run out of federal block gra.nt funds
before the end of the year, states would have to changc

~ welfare chg1b1hty so that fewer people would quahfy

reduce everyone’s benefits to stretch the money fur- .

ther, or find additional state dollars to fill :hc gap.-

Since the last choice is the least likely when recessions
cut into state revenues, it seems inevitable that many

"needy families would be left without welfare assis-

tance or with reduced assistance if the welfare entitle-
ment were ended. b ‘
0

i
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The threat of losing the nation’s basic safety net

| for poor children and their families drove up the

stakes dramatically in the welfare reform debate. If
the federal government abandons its long-established
promise that sufficient funds will be available to help
children in times of need, the toll on children —
measured in terms of increased destitution, hunger,
homelessness, abuse, and neglect — will be enor-
mous.

New federal mandates on states. Even as Re-
publican governors sought almost unlimited flexibil-
ity and lile accountability in welfare matters, the
PRA proposed sweeping new mandates in controver-
sial areas affecting children. For example, based on
the belief that welfare benefits are responsible for
decisions by many unmarried teenagers to have chil-

" dren, this bill originally would have barred assistance
permanently to children born to minor mothers. A
later version would deny benefits to unmarried teen
mothers and their children while the mothers are
younger than 18. States also would be required to
deny welfare benefits o children born to women
already receiving AFDC in an effort to discourage
welfare mothers from having additional children.

Research evidence suggests that these new man-
dates, if approved, would have little or no effect on
childbearing among teens or mothers receiving

AFDC but would push poor children even decper

into poverty. These proposals also have drawn strong
opposition on the grounds that they may encourage
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pregnant teens and mothers receiving AFDC to seck
abortons in greater numbers. A more sensible alter-
native to rigid mandates in such untested areas would
be to await the results of “child exclusion” experi-
ments in several states that already have received
waivers to test the effects of denying additional bene-
fits to a mother receiving AFDC if she has another
child. ,

Time limits and work requirements. The PRA
would allow states to set their own time limits on
AFDC eligibility, terminating all benefits even after a
few wecks or months if they so choose. However,
states would be required o cut off aid to families after
a lifetime total of five years of AFDC bencfits. In
addition, after a maximum of two years, all parents
receiving welfare would be required to work, partici-
pate in on-the-job training, or conduct a job search
cach week, with the requirements growing from 20
hours per weck in 1996 to 35 hours in 2002. (Given
the low level of AFDC bencfits, at 35 hours a week,
welfare mothers typically would work off their grants
at the rate of $2.43 per hour.)

States would be required to have half of the entire
AFDC caseload participate in one of these ac:ivitics
by 2003, when the program is fully phased in —
enormous increase over current participation rau:s
Yet the PRAdomnatgmmnmcchﬂdmrc to children
whose parents are forced o work, and it cuts federal
funding for child care by $2.5 billion over five years.
Moreover, existing federal requirements that states
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provide education and trammg opportunities for par-
ents receiving welfare would be eliminated. And those

required to work could nof take a training course to

fulfill their 20- to 35-hours-per-weck obligaton.

Arbitrary ime limits on AFDC cligibility raise
fundamental questions of fairness in the treatment of
parents who “play by the rules” but cannot find stable
cmployment. Particularly in the absence of substantial
job creation efforts and expanded child care invest-
ments, tme limits. threaten simply to punish poor
parents for circumstances beyond their control.
“Workfare” schemes that require parents to “work
off” their AFDC grants also may make it impossible
for many parents to take badly needed steps to en-
hance their education or job skills.

States experiment with welfare |

In the absence of federal action to change the

welfare system, states continued to' seck federal .

approval for experimentation on their own in
1994. Current law allows the U.S. De ent of
Health and Human Services (HHS) to approve de-
partures from federal requirements as long as the
demonstration projects promote the purposes of the
AFDC program and are “cost-neutral.” The latter

requirement makes it more difficult for states to

design efforts to increase cligibility or assistance than
to restrict benefits, an inherent bias in the waiver
process that has encouraged’ the development of
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harsher and more punitive welfare reform measures
at the state level.

The Clinton administration has been cxm:mcly
receptive to state waiver requests of all kinds, and
HHS approved 23 requests between February 1993
and the end of 1994, Many waivers granted by HHS
had the effect of restricting benefits or punishing
families for certain behaviors or la,pscs !

® Scven states received pcrmxssnon o mducc family
benefits if parents fail to participate in 'a work
program after a specified time period, and three
other states have similar requests pcndmg

& Wisconsin and Indiana were granted permission

to end assistance altogethcr after two years
whether or not work is avaxlablc in the private
sector.

@ Three states were given permission to reduce fam

ily assistance if children are not immunized.

@ Six states were allowed to require school atten-
dance or certain school performance levels as con-
ditions for continuing assistance for a child. _

@ Three states were allowed to deny aid for| ic!*xikirvzn
conceived while the faxmly was receiving AFDC
benefits. I

~ Considering the difficultics posed by |thc cost
neutrality requirement in the waiver process, how-:

* ever, a surprising number of current state wmvcrs seek

to increase family income for families with ¢ carnings.
For example, five states received approval | Ito allow
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families to keep more of the child support collected
on their behalf, and two states — Virginia and Con-
necticut — were given permission to launch experi-
ments on child support assurance. Eleven states were
given permission to allow familics moving from wel-
fare to work to keep more of their carnings, and the
same number received approvals to allow AFDC
recipients to have more savings or assets, such as a
car, before being deemed incligible for benefits.

Child Support enforcement
continues to lag

Congrcss took no action in 1994 to improve
child support enforcement, although most
welfare reform proposals included measures to
improve child support collections to help reduce
reliance on welfare,

The need for a vasdy improved system of child
support enforcement was underscored by CDF re-
search published in Enfircing Child Support: Are States
Doing the Job? The 1994 study is based on dara
reported by state child support enforcement agencies
to the federal government. While states have im-
proved some aspects of enforcement in recent years,
the bottom line — the percentage of children who
ultimately get child support — has improved lirte. In
1983 states collected at least some child support in
14.7 percent of cases; by 1992 that figure had edged
up to just 18.7 percent. At that rate of progress, said
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the report, it would take more than 180 years before
cven partal child support could be guaranteed in each
casc.

" One reason for states’ generally poor record on
child support is a staggering increase in demand for
scrvices, according to the report. The number of
non-welfare families secking enforcement help grew
fourfold between 1983 and 1992. State resources
barely kept pace with the increase, and in some parts
of the country, caseloads exceeded 1,000 cases per
worker.

Between 1983 and 1992, states improved their
performance in establishing paternity and locating
noncustodial parents, two crucial steps in obtaining
support. But states did not significanty improve their
record in establishing support orders: the median
state obtained a support order in just one-third of
cases requiring one. Nationwide, just 58 percent of
custodial mothers had child support orders in 1990,
according to the Census Bureau.

Based on four performance indicators — percent-
age of cases in which some support was collected,
average amounts collected in cases with collections,
patcrnities established, and support orders estab-
lished — the 10 states doing the best job, according
to the report, are Delaware, Massachuserts, Michigan,
Minnesota, Montana, Pennsylvania, South Dakota,
Utah, Washington State, and Wisconsin. Performing
the worst are Arizona, the District of Columbia,
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Illinois, Indiana, Louzsmna, MlSSlSSlPPl, Ncw Mex-
ico, Tennessee, and Texas. '
Enforcing Child Support urged that any welfare

reform plan include steps toward a system of child

support assiirance so children would reccive a mini-
mum level of support from their noncustodial par-
ents. If a noncustodial parent could not or would not
provide that support voluntarily; the government
would provide the assured benefit and pursue the

noncustodial parent for reimbursement. The report -

also recommends that all child support enforcement
* be centralized in a federal agency such as the Internal
Revenue Service, frecing up state resources to estab-
lish paternity and child support obligations.

If federalizing enforcement is not possible imme-

diately, the report recommends strong interim meas-

ures to improve the current state—federal system.
Although the PRA jeopardizes children’s welfare gen-
crally, it'does contain strong positive child support
measures that would improve state systems. '

S5l for children with disabilities
S upplcmcntal Security Income (SSI), which pro-

vides cash benefits for 847,000 needy children.

with severe disabilities or chronic ilinesses, came

under attack in 1994. The program’s critics charged

that children without serious disabilities were being
awarded benefits and argued that, instead of cash
benefits, eligible children should receive some services
and medically necessary equipment. However, elimi-
nating the cash benefit would place a severe hardship

‘on the families of children with serious disabilities.
Parents’ responsibilities for caring for these children

. restrict their opportunitics to earn a living, yet they
ncur many extra expenses rclaacd to’ thcxr children’s
conditions.

The contention that sngmﬁcant numbers of chil- .

dren without disabilities were receiving SST was not
supported by studies released in 1994. After review-
ing 617 dxsabﬂxty decisions, the Social Security Ad-

ministration found only 13 cases in which children
might have been coached to appear mcm:ally disabled.

Among thése cases, just three had been approved, and
- even those had evidence in the case record substant:
aong disability.

A General Accounting Office (GAO) smdy de-
“termined, that most of the growth in the children’s
SSI program since 1991 occurred because of pent-up
need for the program, which did not previously reach
© many children with serious disabilities. Some in-
- creased participation resulted from a 1990 Supreme
Court ruling requxnng the Social, Sccunty Admini-

o

stration (SSA) to consider a child’s level of function-
ing as well as medical condition in dctcrmmm’g cligi-
bxhty, said the GAQ, yet 70 percent of the new awards

“went to children whose impairments wcnc severe
enough to quahfy on the basis of SSA old stand-
ards.”

vaxsxons tosetup a commission to study SSI
were part of the 1994 law establishing the SSA asan

. independent government agency. Yet by the end of

the year it was unclear whether Congress would await
the findings of this commission before considering
SSI reforms. For example, the House Republicans’ -
PRA proposed to eliminate SSI cash benefits for all
but a handful of children with disabilities so severe
that they would have to be mstmmonahzed if cash
assistance were not provided. At least 150, 000 poor
children with disabilities would lose all SSI assxsumcc
Most of the remaining caseload, instead of mcclvmg

_cash assistance, would receive some medlalf and re-

iawd goods and services.

I
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An innovatlve response; ,
Project Match L E

ince 1985 Project Match in Ctncago has pro-
vided long-term job counseling and related serv-
ices to welfare recipients as they move toward
stable employmentand economic mdcpcndcncc Pro-
ject Match’s 800 clients live in Chicago’s Cabrini-
Green - public- housing project, one of t:hc most
economically disadvantaged commumum in the
country.
The project employs an experimental approach

® hclpmg families move off of welfare, mckmg and
- studying its participants’ work experience month by

month and using this information to develop and-

- refine strategies that scem promising. ,For most

women, leaving welfare is not a simple smgic event,
but an uneven, nonlinear process characterized by

. false starts, setbacks, and incremental gains, says Di- .
~ rector Toby Herr. And cspecxally for women with low

basic skills, participating -in traditional adult basic
education or GED programs as a first stcp does not
always lead to progress, Herr says. A more. 'wcc:ssﬁal A
route often begins with employment, for; it is only
after holding low-paying jobs with few opportumtm
to advance that many welfare recipients undcrsmnd
the link between school and work and makc a com-
mitment to school.

- For others, both school and paid work represent
too big a first step. These individuals, says Herr, need

" to begin with smaller steps, such as volunteer work

at Head Start or participation on tenants’ councils —
: I'
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activities that develop habits and sclf-pcrccpn’ons re-
quired in the world of work.
This “ladder” approach is the basis of a spccxal

employment program at a Cabrini-Green Head Start -

program that Project Match developed with a grant
from HHS. Many participating parents begin with
“low-rung” activities such as following through on
medical appointments for their children and doing
some unscheduled volunteering at Head Start. As
they “climb” the ladder, parents commit in advance
to regular, scheduled volunteer activides. Gradually
these parents progress along a continuum of increas-
ingly work-like community and Head Start activities
with specified time commitments, until they have
accumulated a portfolio of skills and habits that quali-
fies them for successful participation in the regular
work force.

Many welfare reform experts would like to see

the Head Start/Project Match program become 2

model for similar efforts in public housing projects,
family support programs, and schools, believing it has
a much greater chance of success in moving welfare
recipients permancntly into the work force than do
arbitrary time limits on welfare benefits. Herr ac-
knowledges the challenges of implementing the ap-
proach on a |
welfare reform legislation will be flexible enough to
allow interested states to experiment with the model.

~ All clients of Project Match may receive services
for five years. Because as many as 70 percent lose their
initial job within the first year, the project emphasizes
post-employment services. Follow-up assistance gets
people quickly into second or third jobs, training
programs, or education programs, and staff members

continue to track participants month by month, re-
. maining available to help clients advance to better

jobs or move into or out of education programs, as
appropriate.

A study of 259 Project Match participants (not
including ‘those in the Head Start project), showed
that 38 percent had jobs in the third month after
enroliment, whereas 56 percent were working at the
end of three years — a 47 pcrccnt increase in cmploy-»
ment. In addition, participants’ average wages in-
creased by 23 percent between the first and third years
of employment, confirming that Project Match’s
long-term, individualized approach does pay off.

Recommendations

he year ahead poses extremely serious threats
to the well-being of poor children. Contract
with America proposals, if enacted, would
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scale, but she hopes the final -
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break the promise that all eligible children and fami-
lies that need assistance may receive help and would
further impoverish millions of children and their
families. While much of advocates’ work in 1995
must be devoted to opposing ‘this unproccdcntcd
assault on children, other important initiatives to help
lift families and children out of poverty deserve sup-
port. Advocates can make a difference by:

@ Opposing attempts to unravel the already mea- -
safety net for poor children and their fami-
lies. Let federal and state lawmakers know that it
s unacceptable to reduce or eliminate basic sur-
vival assistance for children such as AFDC, food
stamps, school lunch and breakfast programs, and
SSI.

® Pushing for real welfare reform plans that re-
duce child poverty. Make sure lawmakers at fed-
cral and state levels focus on strategies that create
jobs, expand access to child care and health cover-
age, increase opportunities for education and
training, and supplement carnings from low-wage
work so that working parents can bring their
children out of poverty.

4 Promoting measures mensuretlntallchnldren
have the support of two parents. Work on behalf
of federal measures to strengthen child support
enforcement efforts. Support initiatives to stream-
line paternity establishment, but oppose attempts
to withhold welfare payments to children whose
‘mothers are cooperating fully in identifying the
father. Encourage states to adopt model child
support enforcement practices and mount demon-
stration projects to test child support assurance so
that no child suffers as a result of spotry collections.

QAdvocaungforama]ormcrmcmﬂacfedcral
minimum wage. Urge lawmakers to approve a
series of incremental hikes in the minimum wage
to halt the erosion of its mﬂauon-ad]uswd value,
thereby making it more likely that eamings from
full-time, year-round work will lift families out of
poverty.

@ Launching aggressive state and commumty
outreach efforts to publicize the newly ex-
panded Barned Income Credit. Many families
whose eamings are too low to require filing a tax
form do not realize that they can receive hundreds
of dollars or more from the EIC. Help mount
outreach campaigns that engage employers, serv-

~ ice providers, congregations, and state and local
agencies in getting out the word. (Eligible families
and individuals must file a federal income tax
return to receive the credit.)
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calth reform efforts took center stage in
1994. Yet badly needed changes in the
U.S. health care sysem were not
achieved. Lack of consensus on the type
of reform that was needed, combined with special
interest politics and the intenscly partsan climate
- created by the 1994 election, contributed to the

- . failure. Congress may revisit at least limited aspects

of the health reform debate in 1995, In the meantime,

the health care needs of millions of vulnerable chil-

dren and families go unatrended.

Data released in 1994 on key maternal and child

health indicators such as low-birthweight births, im-
munization rates, and prenatal care showed little
improvement, again confirming the glaring madc’
quacies of our current heaith care system. Even more
alarming was news that the number of children with-
out health insurance increased dramatically in 1993
(the most recent year for which there are figures), a

warning signal that children’s health will be in even

greater jeopardy in the future unless the nation takes ;

bold action. ,

Not all attcmpt.s to address children’s health
problems stalled in 1994, however. The Clinton ad-
ministraton’s Childhood Immunizaton Initatve,

l
including the new Vaccines for Chﬂdrcn program
was launched in an effort to raisc the country’ ’s shock-
ingly low rates of childhood immunization. And
throughout the year, states engaged in their own
health reform efforts — some more promising than
others — searching for workable solutions to rising
health care costs and increasing numbers of children

and families with unmet health can: necds 1
L

, Increasmg numbers of umnsured

children -

1gures released in 1994 showed thata gmwmg
number of children and families lack even the
most basic health insurance covcragc The
number of children without health i insurance rose by

© a staggering 806,000 in 1993, the largcst increase

since 1987. In 1993 almost one in every seven chil-

dren — more than 9.4 million children nationally —
as well as an estimated 500,000 or more pregnant
women were uninsured. Children accounted for 79

~ percent of the rise in the total number of uninsured

ns in 1993. Between 1990 and 1992, nearly
one-third of all children went for at least one month
(and often far longer) without health insurance.
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The rapid disintegration of employer-based

health insurance coverage for children has been the |

driving force behind their rising uninsuredness. If
current trends continue, less than half of the na-
tion’s children will be covered by employer-based
health insurance in the year 2000, according to new
CDF research. This research shows that the per-
centage of children covered by health insurance
through a family member’s job fell from 64.1 per-
cent in 1987 to 57.3 percent in 1993. Had the
percentage of children covered stayed at the 1987
level, 4.7 million additional children would have
employer-based insurance today. The decline in
employer-provided coverage among children is not
due to a drop in employment, but rather to fewer
employees being able to afford coverage and fewer
employers offering or subsidizing health insurance
plans that include coverage for dependents. The
percentage of children who lived in families with at
least one worker was virtually the same in 1992 as
in 1987.

If public health insurance coverage for children
and pregnant women had not been expanded substan-

tially through the federal Medicaid program, the

recent rise in uninsuredness would have been far
greater. Yet the growth in Medicaid simply has not
kept pace with the unravelling of the private health
insurance system.

The health of America’s children

he nation’s failure to ensure access to essential
health care for all children takes a serious toll
on children’s health. Despite the fact that the
United States has one of the most innovative and
advanced health care systems in the world, many
American children are growing up without the health
care necessary for a healthy start in life. The most

_recent data show that in 1992

¢ Out of every 1,000 babies born, 8.5 died during
their first year of life. This infant mortality rate
places the United States behind at least 21 other
nations, including Japan, Germany, and Canada.

¢ Out of every 100 babies born, 7.1 were low
birthweight babies (less than 5.5 pounds), plac-
ing them at greater risk of infant death or long-
term disability.

¢ Ababybomin 1992wasmorchkclymbcbom
at low birthweight than a baby born in 1980.

Health outcomes arc even worse for Black chil-
dren. In 1992, 17 out of every 1,000 babies born to
Black mothers did not live to see their first birthday.
Not only is this rate more than twice that of Whitc
infants, but it also ranks behind the overall rares of
almost 40 other natons, including Cuba, Malaysia,
and Sri Lanka. More than 13 in cvery 100 Black -
babies were born at low birthweight. This alarming

' : ‘ & More than 9 4 million chxldrcn were without health
ny - insurance in 1993, an increase of more than 800,000

- from 1992.

| @ The overall infant morrality rate in 1992 was 8.5
FﬂCtS infant deaths per 1,000 live births; Black infants
died at twice that rate: 17 deaths per 1,000 live

births.

& About 7

ent of all babies were born at low

birthweight (less than 5.5 pounds) in 1992.

~ @ More than 13 percent of Black babies were born at
low birthweight, a rate that has shown no improve-
ment for more than 20 years.
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rate, more than twice that of White infants, has shown
no improvement for more than 20 years.

America’s poor record in promoting and protect-
ing children’s health in recent years means that only
two of the Surgeon General’s Goals for the year 2000
— those for overall infant moruality and neonatal
mortality — are likely to be reached on schedule.
Other goals, including those for low birthweight and
prenatal care, will remain clusive in the absence of
decisive new child health initiatives.

Children’s immunization rates also remain at
levels far below acceprable standards, although rates
have increased in the past few years. The improve-
ments came largely as a result of stepped-up outreach
and public education after the measles epidemic of
1989, which struck nearly 60,000 Americans, more

than 40 percent of whom were preschool children. Yet -

despite new immunization campaigns in communi-
ties across the country, only 67 percent of American
two-year-olds were fully immunized against prevent-

able childhood diseases in 1993, leaving more than 1

million two-year-olds vulnerable to a host of prevent-

able diseases such as measles, ncmnus, polio, and‘

hepatins B.

Vaccination levels are lowest among low-income,
urban, and non-White children. Black two-year-olds,
for example, were less likely to be immunized than
" Whire infants. Lack of a regular medical home for
children and missed vaccination opportunities in pri-

rUND

vate physicians’ offices and pubhc clinics both con-
tribute to these low i immunizaton rates. .

The demise of natlonal health .

reform . }

he effort to enact comprehensive: nauonal
health reform in 1994 uncovered somc decp
political divisions regarding the goals of re-
form and the best means of achieving them. {On one
end of the reform spectrum, proponents ofia Cana-
dian-style smglc-payc:” system wanted to| achieve
health care coverage for everyone by havmg the
federal government pay all Americans’ health care

" bills through increased tax revenues. On the otherend

were those who believed that nothmg was fundamen-
tally wrong with the nadon’s current hcalth care
system and that only the most minimal changes in
rules govcmmg the health insurance industry were -
needed. |
Betwéen those extremes, the Clinton admmxstra
tion and many members of Congress sought to ensure

‘affordable health benefits for all Amcncans by ex-

panding and strengthening the nation’s cmploycr-
based health insurance system. The admmxstrauon s
Health' Security Act would have required all but the -
smallest employers to provide health care insurance
for employees and their families and to cover at least
80 percent of the cost. To restrain cscaiatmg health
care costs wlnlc pmcrvmg famnha’ choice of health

I
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care providers, the plan also would have established
a new system of managed competition, with regional
consumer alliances bargaining with area health plans
to ensure that consumers had access to the most
comprehensive coverage at the lowest possible cost.

Along with the administration’s plan, many other
health care reform bills were introduced in Congress,
including several modifying the administration’s pro-
posal. An approach supported by many conservative
Democrats and moderate Republicans sought to
achieve 90 percent coverage through a system of
insurance market reforms, voluntary purchasing
pools for small employers, and limited subsidies.
Later in the year, as it became clear that the adminis-
tration’s plan faced insurmountable opposition in the
Senate, then-Majority Leader George Mitchell (D-
ME) artempted to craft a compromise bill that relied
upon a combination of insurance industry reforms
and federal subsidies to help some low-income people
pay for insurance. If the subsidies and reforms failed
to bring the proportion of Americans with health
insurance up to 95 percent by 2002, the Mitchell plan
then would have required employers to provide their
employees with health insurance.

Opposition to comprehensive health reform in

any form proved overwhelming, however, as power-~

ful lobbies and interest groups mounted well-financed
and highly publicized campaigns to defeat the major
plans. The National Federation of Independent Busi-
nesses, for example, spent almost $40 million (ap-
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proximately two-thirds of its budget) to wage war
against provisions in the administration’s plan that
would have required employers to pay the majority
of health insurance costs for their employees. And the
Health Insurance Association of America, which op-
posed the administration’s proposed mandatory con-
sumer alliances, spent $14 million on “Harry and
Louise® TV advertisements suggesting that the

.Health Security Act would mean fewer choices and

diminished quality of health care.

By the fall it had become clear that a plan ensur-
ing universal, comprehensive, and affordable health
insurance would not pass Congress in 1994. In the
closing weeks of the congressional session, some
members responded by pursuing the less ambitious
but still crucial goal of securing health insurance
coverage for all children and pregnant women. This
“children first® proposal sought to achieve universal
coverage for children by leaving Medicaid intact and
helping low- and moderate-income families pay their
health insurance premiums. Full subsidies would have
been offered to families with incomes of less than 200
percent of the poverty line and partial subsidies to
those with incomes berween 200 and 400 percent of
poverty. The “children first™ plan also would have
required that all private health plans pay 100 percent
of the costs of preventive services for all pregnant
women and children. Unfortunately, the approaching
clection dimmed prospects for bipartisan accord on




"c;nn_n,naevn's
the “children first” pmposal and Congmss adjourncd

wuhout takmg action on thc measure.

State managed care plans under
Medicaid

hile‘federal reform was being debated,
/.- many states continued with their own re-

- form experiments in 1994. Among the

most significant was the move to put Medicaid bene-

ficiaries into managed carc programs. Under a typical

managed care system, a defined package of services is -

furnished to enrollees for a pre-set monthly fee. Man-
-aged care programs hold the promise of yielding
savings that can be used to expand access to compre-
hensive medical services to 2 greater number of poor

and minority persons — especially children and their

parents, the main beneficiary group enrolled in Medi-
caid managed care. However, they also carry the
- threat of becoming a vehicle for inappropriately re-
stricting children’s access to essential services, particu-
larly those to which they currendy are entted

through Medicaid’s Early and Periodic Screening, -

Diagnosis, and Treatment (EPSDT) program.

. The push toward Medicaid managed care is

* reshaping the face of Medicaid’s health coverage for
poor children. and their families: one-quarter of all
Medicaid recipients and more than half of all AFDC
recipients now are enrolled in managed care plans. All
but cight states had Medicaid managcd care programs

DEFENSE
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in placc in at least some communities as of ]unc 1994,
a reflection of the growing belief among state ofﬁcnals

" - that managed care is the best way to contain rising
* . Medicaid costs. |

By the end of 1994, seven states — Oregon,

- Hawaii, Rhode Island; Kentucky, Tennessee, Flor-

ida, and South Carolina — had been granted permis-
sion by the U.S. Department of Health andiHuman

- Services (HHS) to conduct statewide demonstrations

that include mandatory managcd care enrollment for

.all Medicaid families. It remains unclear whcthcr :

these experiments, which deny families the ablhty to

‘choose which doctor or provider they sec,‘ will in- "

cmscordunm:shduldrensaoccssmgoodquahty
health care. Properly implemented managcd care can

‘avoid problems associated with fragmented health

care intervéntions by multiple providers and 'gcncratc V
cost savings that can be used to finance expansions of

" Medicaid coverage to currently uninsured children or
.adults. At the same time, however, poorly run or

profit-drivén managed care plans that fail or mfusc to
provide services to enrollees can restrict - dramatically

.poor chxldrcn s and farmh(s access to mcnual health

care.
The controversy surroundxng Tcnncsscc s foray
into the world of Medicaid managed care. offersa
case in point. Tennessee launched its TennCarc
at the beginning of the year to cover an
additional 301,000 uninsured individuals thmugh

'managcd care. TcnnCarc supportcrs pomt to the
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expansion of Medicaid coverage to hundreds of
thousands previously without health insurance, a
step that the state would not have taken without
the savings generated through managed care. At the
same time, critics warn that the state’s failure to
plan adequately for the shift to managed care has
compromised the quality of and access to services.
They note, for example, that managed care organi-
zations were unable to givc consumers the required
lists of providers, services, and procedures for ob-
taining services when TennCare began.

Additional states are likely to seck federal waivers
as. part of their efforts to expand or preserve health
insurance coverage. In 1994 Minnesota applied for a
federal waiver that would allow the state to expand
its state-subsidized health plan, MinnesotaCare, to
reach its ultimate goal of universal coverage. Min-
nesotaCare currently covers 75,000 people (who do
not qualify for Medicaid or AFDC) on a sliding fee
basis, including more than 30,000 children up to age
18 and their parents with incomes up to 275 percent
of poverty, as well as single people and families
without children with incomes up to 125 percent of
poverty. The waiver would allow the state to fold

MinnesotaCare and all federally subsidized health-

programs into a single managed care program that
would strive to cover as many as 225,000 additional
uninsured individuals.

Some Medicaid experts believe that greater fed-
eral supervision of statewide managed care programs
may become the norm as more and more states receive

waivers for such programs. South Carolina received .

a federal waiver in 1994 allowing it to implement a
statewide Medicaid managed care plan and use result-
ing savings to cover an additional 230,000 low-in-
- come residents under its Medicaid program. Yet the
waiver approval by HHS included provisions for
closer scrutiny by federal officials than is typical for
other states now operating Medicaid managed care
programs under similar waivers.

The potential pitfalls of Medicaid managed care’

programs were highlighted in 2 CDF review, com-
pleted in 1994, of states’ managed care contracts in
23 stares and the District of Columbia. CDF's study

examined the extent to which these contracts ade-

quately specify the obligations of managed care plans
to provide crucial services to which children are legally
entitied under Medicaid’s EPSDT program. To the
extent that states fail to detail service obligations in
these contracts, children are less hkcly to receive
EPSDT’s comprehensive care, with its cmphasw on
prevention and carly intervention services, CDF
found that:
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¢ While a large majority of the contracts (82 per-
cent) refer generally to EPSDT, the language
seidom reflects the importance of EPSDT serv-
ices for children’s health or the services as among
those that must be provided.

¢ Of the conrraces that refer to EPSDT, only 59
percent require plans to furnish periodic screen-
ings, the most basic EPSDT service. Only a small
minority identify all of the screening compo-
nents.

¢ Despite the fact thar childhood immunizations

~ are among the most important preventive pedi-
atric services and thus should be explicitly re-
quired, only 12 contracts do so; cight others give
providers the option of providing immunization
services, with three directing providers that chose
not to offer immunizations to refer children to
public health deparunents.

¢ Scventy percent of contracts require the medical
case manager to have some type of medical cre-
dential, yet no contract contains language requir-

~ ing that primary care providers be pediatricians.

These findings raise doubts that current Medicaid
managed care contracts will ensure that low-income
children receive the full range of services to which they
arc entitled by law. The study highlights the need for
state Medicaid agencies to improve their contracting
procedures and for the federal Health Care Financing
Administration (HCFA) to provide the assistance and
oversight n to ensurc that states mest their
EPSDT obligations under Medicaid.

The administration’s Childhood
Immunization Initiative

he Clinton administration launched its Child-
hood Immunization Ininative in 1994 — a
multi-pronged effort to increase immunization
rates against preventable childhood diseases to 90
percent by 1996. The initiative focuses on improving
immunization s€rvices, inCreasing community par-
ticipation and education, improving monitoring of
disease and vaccination coverage, and reducing vac-

-cine costs to families.

The cost barrier is addressed by the Vaccines for
Children (VFC) program, enacted in 1993 and
launched in the fall of 1994. Under the VFC, the
federal government provides free vaccines for all un-
insured, Medicaid-eligible, and Native American
children under 18 years of age through their regular
physicians. Children with insurance that does not
cover immunizations — “underinsured” children —
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~ also can receive free vaccines under the VFC program
by going to community, migrant, or homeless health
centers. Public health clinics continue to receive and
provide free vaccines to any child rcgardlcss of insur-
ance status.
Before the VFC program began, families without
- insurance coverage that sought to have their children
immunized in private physicians’ offices faced bills of
more than $270 per child for the cost of vaccines
alone. This cost, prohibitive for many working fami-
lies, often prompted physicians to refer families to
public clinics and resulted in delayed or missed i im-
munizations.
While the launch of the VFC program in October
1994 produced immediate benefits for children and
states (states enjoy offsetting Medicaid savings as a
result of the distribution of free vaccines), its carly
implementation was marred by technical problems
and continuing resistance to the program by drug
manufacturers. Ambiguity in VFC’s authorizing leg-
islation and the manufacturers’ refusal to cooperate
fully in negotiations with HHS on federal purchase
and distribution of free vaccines both hampered
tmely implementation of the program in all states.
Although by carly 1995 every state was receiving free
vaccines for use in public clinics, only 26 states had
distribution systems in place for delivery of free vac-
cines to private physicians’ offices. Until thesc re-
maining barriers are overcome, the full pot:ntxal of
- the V'FCpmgram will not be realized.

Community response: lncreasing
Medicaid enroliment in New York
City

s many as 250,000 low-income children in
New York City are cligible for but not en-
rolled in the Medicaid program. CDF’s New

York City office (CDF-NYC) has been working to
change that statstic by collaborating with two com-
munity health centers and the pediatric ward of a local
hospital to simplify the Medicaid enroliment proce-
dure. In the process, CDF-NYC also has demon-

strated effective ways of reaching out o families to

encourage them to enroll in Medicaid and thus gain
comprehensive health care services for their children.
- CDF-NYClaunched its initial pilot project to test
a simplified apphcanon form in 1993, after discus-

sions with the city’s Human Resources Administra- -

ton (HRA) and’ an agrecment with the Deputy
Commissioner for Medical Assistance. The result was
a two-page form that gathered the necessary informa-
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tion but was less complicated and significantly less
time-consuming to complete than the traditional six-
page application. - [

CDF-NYC then worked with schools and com-
munity-based organizations to test the new forms
Schools with large numbers of medically uninsured
children were asked to be pilot sites at which Medicaid
enroliment would be encouraged at special ‘health
fairs or regular school-sponsored events such as
grandparents’ or literacy days. Schools sent. ﬂycrs
home to parents notfying them of the oppommxty
to apply for Medicaid at.these school events. The

~ flyers explained in simple language Medicaid’s cligi-
bility requirements and listed the doaxmcnts neces-
sary to apply.

When CDF-NYC informed city and stanc offi- -
cials of the positive responses to the szmplxﬁed form
from families and Medicaid officials alike, the state
legislature agreed to mandate use of a simplified form
throughout the state, starting in July 1994. } :

In response, CDF-NYC launched a seoond pilot

- project in January 1994 to improve the form even .
further. Working with statewide advocacy groups,

~ CDF-NYC and the Nutrition Consortium convinced
the state Department of Social Services that the new

" application form should be designed to enroll preg-
nant women and young children not only in Medicaid
but also in the Special Supplemental Food Program
for Women, Infants, and Children (WIC); the Prena-
tal Care Assistance Program (PCAP); and Child

" Health Plus, the state insurance program for children.
Then the simplified Medicaid form was whxttlcci

- down to a one-page “Growing Up Healthy”, form in
both English and Spanish. This application gtncmlly
_ takes only about five minutes to complete in contrast

to the 45 minutes the traditional Mcdmud form
required. The documentation to prove chgxbmty also
was reduced gready, further simplifying cnroilmcnt
CDE Medicaid, and WIC staff then trained !workc:s
from community organizations to prescreen Medi-
caid applicants and help eligible famxlus com plctac the
simplified form. '

‘While the form was being tested with the Mcd1~
caid population, CDF-NYC began workirig with
HRA t remove a number of informal rules that

_ impeded the Medicaid enroliment process. HRA
agreed to lift its limit on the number of Medicaid
applications a community program could submit to
HRA each weck. And since the simplified form made
the enrollment process less comph&u:d, HRA no

: longcr required community-based organmnon staffs
to review completed applications with Medicaid offi-
cials. The applications now arc sent directly to a -

. : T | .

i
!
i

33




HEALTH

central Medicaid office, leaving the staffs of commu-
nity-based organizations more time to enroll other
children and pregnant women in the Medicaid
program.

In July, CDF-NYC helped draft a “Growing Up
Healthy” brochure and pressed the state Department
of Social Services to print and distribute it to families
and community groups to publicize the four pro-
grams and procedures for enrolling in them. By the
end of 1994, 26,541 new one-page forms had been
completed in New York Clty and submitted to Medi-
caid — a good start on increasing the number of
Medicaid-eligible children who are getting the health
care they need.

v Looking ahead to 1995

nlike 1994, when advocates were working at
the national level o secure expanded health
care coverage for children through compre-
hensive reform, 1995 will be a year in which advo-
" cates will need to defend aggressively the basic
structure of and funding for existing federal child
health programs. It is possible that both the guarantee
' of Mecdicaid coverage for those who meet federally
defined eligibility criteria and federally defined bene-
fits will be eliminated. In early 1995 House leaders
were discussing proposals to -give states a capped
amount of federal funds for Medicaid along with the
flexibility to set their own eligibility and benefits
standards. It also is possible that states will have to
assume full responsibility for funding and design of
an acute care program (primarily for children and
women), while the federal govemnment assumes re-
sponsibility for the funding of services for the disabled
and those requiring long-term care services. Dexci-
sions about ehigibility and benefits for children under
the acute care services program also would be left o
states. .
In either case, this abdication of federal respon-
* sibility for children’s health insurance coverage would
negate recent hard-won expansions in éligibility for
children and pregnant women, as well as mandated
health care services for children conmined in the

EPSDT program. Medicaid spending caps almost

certainly would prevent states from expanding eligi-

bility in order to cover more children through the

Medicaid program.

Children’s access o compmhcnslvc health care
also could be threatened by congressional attempts to
repeal the VFC program. If not eliminated, the pro-
gram may be absorbed into a large block grant that
also would include the Marernal and Child Health
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Block Grant; mental health, community, and migrant
health centers; the Centers for Disease Conmol and
Prevention; and other public health programs. A
consolidation of this nature would eliminate the clear
focus on immunizing preschool-age children as a top
national prionty and may well be accompanied by
large cuts in federal investments in all aspects of
maternal and child health.

Although these threats loomed large at the be-
ginning of 1995, opportunities to expand children’s
access to comprechensive health care may remain.
Incremental reforms that would increase the propor-
tion of children covered by either public or private
health insurance still may be possible through bipar-
tisan action, particularly because universal health
insurance coverage for children could be achieved at
surprisingly modest cost. In the event that the new
congressional leadership allows legislation containing
private market insurance reforms to move forward in
1995 or 1996, children’s advocates must be ready to
mount aggressive cfforts to secure approval of com-
pamon measures that would cxpand children’s health
insurance coverage.

Recommendations

ith potentially devastating threats to pro-
grams essential to children’s health emerg-

ing in 1995, child advocates must work
together to protect the basic health safety net for
children. At the same time, federal action on even the
most modest health reform measures may create new
openings to promote children’s healthy growth and
development. Advocates should pursue both goals

by:

¢ Demanding that Congress protect recent
gains in health insurance coverage for chil-
dren through Medicaid. Educate lawmakers
abour the key role that the Medicaid program
plays as the primary insurer of poor and low-in-
come children and urge them to reject major cuts
in Medicaid eligibility or expenditures.

¢ Working to attain a health reform plan that
at least insures all children and pregnant
women. The coverage should include a compre-
hensive benefit package for children and preg-
nant women, as well as a full array of services for
children with special needs. Stress the impor-
tance and cost-cffectiveness of prcvcn:ivc

- services.

¢ Working to ensurc that Medicaid
care programs at the state level are imple-
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mented effectively. Monitor carefully the man-
© aged care plans in your state to ensure that they
provide the broad range of needed health services
to which children are entided under Medicaid’s

EPSDT program, including preventve services:

and services for children with special needs.
Encouraging states to take full advantage of
the federal Vaccines for Children p.

Push state and local health officials to broaden :hc
scope of VFC: programs as quickly as possible,
encouraging the participation of doctors and clin-
ics and getting the word out to parents that free
-vaccines are available for eligible children. Urge

N
i
your govemor, state health officers, and members
of Congress to retain this vital initiative to elimi-
nate cost asa barrier to immunizing all children.
Organizing local efforts to ensure that all
children are fully immunized. Mount vigorous
outrcach and mobilization campaigns to raise
immunization rates in your state or community.
Encourage local organizations that havc daily
contact with young children — whether thcy be
day care centers, schools, or local WIC smcs —
to use cvery contact with a child and parcnts as
an opportunity to educate parents about the
importance of immunization.
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s a group, America’s youngest chil-
- dren remained in serious jeopardy in
1994. A distinguished task force ap-

care, and increasing poverty were creating a “quiet

crisis” among children younger than three. The task
force’s conclusion was confirmed in part by several
new reports in 1994 showing that many children are

cared for in unsafe and unstimulating child care situ-

ations, while only a small fraction receive high quality

quality of their children’s child care, larger numbers
‘of low-income working families found themselves
waiting longer and longcr for child care assistance in
1994, as states used an increasing portion of their
child care funds to assist welfare families. Potential
legislative developments in 1995 could make it even

harder for low-income working families to find child

care assistance in the future. The threats include the
climination of guaranteed child .care assistance for

- families receiving welfare and the consolidation of
federal child care pmgrams into block grants with
reduced fundmg

pointed by the Carnegie Corporation -
warned that poor quality child care, inadequate h@lth _

; Strengthening Head Start

Quitc apart from ‘pa.rcnts"ooncc.ms about the

Against this grim backdrop, however, 1994
brought some tangible gains for young children. The
federal government expanded and stzcngchcncd Head
Start, the nadon’s flagship early childhood educauon
program, and took modest steps to unpmvc the .

* quality of federally assisted child care. chcral states
" also moved ahead to expand their own prcschool
‘ ptograms to give more children a better chancc of

cnu:nng school prepared to succeed.

i
!
!

President Clinton signed a four-year reduthori-
zation that will further strengthen the program.
Based on many of the recommendations made by a

In May, on Head Start’s twcnty-mnth bxrthday,

- national Head Start advisory panel in 1993, the new
law requires Head Start’s performance standards ©

be updated to reflect current best practices | in carly
childhood development and in mecting the complcx
needs of today’s families. Head Start programs not

- mecting performance standards - after special help
- from the Head Start Bureau in the Department of
- Health and Human Services (HHS) will be dropped

from the program and new grantees will be sought

- to replace thcm New grantees wﬂl reccive intensive

i

37




cCHILD CARE AND EARLY

monitoring and assistance to make sure they have the
necessary support to mount effective programs.

Among other improvements, the new law estab-
lishes a mentor-teacher program to identify and re-
ward outstanding teachers who will provide on-the-
job guidance to less experienced weachers through role
modeling, observation, and feedback. In addition,
Head Start grantees for the first time not only will be
able to own but to construct buildings for their
programs when necessary, making it more likely that
children will atrend Head Start programs housed in
appropriate facilities.

Recognizing the critical impormncc of a child’s

first three years and the paucity of services to families -

with infants and roddlers, the Head Start legislation
creates a new Early Head Start Program for children
younger than three. A special advisory committee will
~ help guide planning for the new program, which will
‘incorporate Head Start’s trademarks of parent in-
volvement and comprehensive services that include
health, education, and social services. Current Head
Start grantees and other local providers will be able
to apply for Early Head Start funds to bcgm scrvmg
infants and toddlers in 1995.

The legislation also provides for the appomtmcnt
of a Head Start liaison in every state to facilitate closer
collaboration between Head Start and state and com-
munity agencies.

CHILDHOOD DEVELOPMERNT

The push toward full funding for Head Start
stalled in 1994, largely because of tight spending caps
on discretionary programs resulting from the drive to
reduce the federal budger deficit. In 1995 Head
Start’s budget will reach $3.53 billion, 2 $210 million
increase from 1994. However, most of the new funds
will be used for the new Early Head Start program,
required spending on quality improvements, and in-
creased program costs due to inflation, leaving little
possibility of expanding the number of children par-
ticipating in the regular Head Start program in 1995.

Partnerships between Head Start and child care
programs in numerous communities are improving
the child care options of many low-income families,
according to a study CDF conducted in 1994. By
working together, Head Start and child care pro-
grams (both family child care providers and centers) -
can offer children in both programs full-day high-
quality comprehensive services year round. (Head
Start programs typically are part-day, while many
full-day child care programs do not offer comprehen-
sive services comparable to Head Start’s.) In addition,
these combined programs make it possibie for chil-
dren of employed parents to participate in Head Start,
allow Head Start 1o avoid incurring start-up costs and
making new investments in expensive facilities, allow
Head Start students and their younger siblings to be
cared for in the same location, and create new training
and support opportunities for child carc staff.

, _ ¢ More than 60 percent of married women with
Kgy ‘ children yotinger than six are in the labor force.
‘ ¢ Nearly 650,000 children pamapated in Head
Start in FY 1994.

F ac ts - » Thirty-five percent of the family child care homes
sampled in one survey were found likely to harm .

children’s development because of poor quality

care.
* By 1992,

ininatves.
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Other improvements in federal
early childhood pollcy and
programs

C ongress acknowlcdgcd Head Start’s hxgh qual-

ity comprehensive services as the benchmark

for other early childhood programs by requir-
ing states using Tide I funds for preschool programs
to make sure those programs comply with Head Start
performance standards by October 1996. This
change was made as part of the reauthorization of the
Elementary and Secondary Educadon Act, which
includes the Tide I program (formerly Chapter 1)
that provides federal funding for compensatory edu-

cation for poor children. The new requirement points

to a growing recognition that all carly childhood
programs, regardiess of their funding source, should
offer low-income children and families a_ similar
package of high quality, comprehensive services.

. Measures to strengthen federally assisted child care
, programs also were included in the 1994 bill
reauthorizing several child nutrition programs, includ-
ing the ChnldandAdLﬂtCathoodProgmn (CACFP),
which reimburses participating child care providers for
food costs. In the past, child care agencies, resource and
referral agencies, and other nonprofits that channel
CACFP reimbursements to family child care pmidm
have offered-these providers training about nutrition.
The new law will allow sponsors play an even

DEFENSE FUND
i

stronger role in program improvement by *offcnng
" training in health and child development, as wcll The -
new law also makes children in Head Start aummat—
icallyeligible for CACFP if their family incomelis below
the poverty linc. However, as 1995 began, it appeared
that CACFP would be folded into a block grant and
losc its entitlement funding.

The Clinton administration proposed changes
to federal child care regulations in 1994 that would
improve child care services by allowing sm:s to use
federal funds to pay higher rates for hnghcr quality
child care. Other changes would make it casxcr for
families leaving welfare as a result of increased carn-
ings to receive one year of child care assxsmncc under
the Transitional Child Care (TCC) program, as the
law guarantees. As the year ended, however, it
appeared that these regulations might never take
cffect if Congress moves ahead in 1995 on proposals
to combine the major federal child care programs
into one block grant that significantly rcduccs the
federal role in assuring program quaht}r and ac-
countability,

State preséhool initiatives

he number of states supporting prekinder-

garten initiatives nearly tripled between 1979

and 1992, according to a CDF study, Fire
Steps, Promising Futsures: State Prekindergarten Initia-
tives in the Early 1990s. Most of the 32 smt;cs that

i
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invest in prekindergartens target four-year-olds con-
sidered at risk of school failure. Although these chil-
dren often come from low-income families, states’
income guidelines for prekindergarten programs usu-
ally are broader than Head Start’s general require-
ment that family income fall below the federal poverty
linc. In 1992, however, the vast majority of states
were not able to provide prekindergarten services to
most of the .children deemed cligible. Kentucky,
Texas, and South Carolina were among the handful
of stares serving more than half of the eligible
children.

While few state initiatives offered comprehensive
services comparable to Head Start’s, a significant
minority demonstrated a commitment to assuring
families a variety of health and social services as well
as education. Oregon, Washington State, California,
Towa, New York, and New Jersey (specifically its
Urban Prekindergarren Program) were among these
states. In some states, notably Kennucky, Colorado,
Oregon, and New Jersey, the state prekindergarten
programs were coordinating their efforts with child
care, Head Start, or other family service providers in
the community.

" Moststates, however, offered only part-day, part-

year programs, and many did relatively little to meet
the needs of parents who work or go to school full
time and who cannot take advantage of stand-alone,

part-day programs.
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. Child care quality comes under

scrutiny

year do not balance new evidence of the na-

don’s inadequate investment in protecting and
nurturing young children. One sobering 1994 report
by the HFS Inspector General’s office, for example,
was based on a four-state review of child care centers’
compliance with state health and safety standards.
The review found that significant numbers of centers
were not meeting state standards and thus were
placing children at risk of harm. The study also
revealed inadequate enforcement efforts by state Li-

! I |hc piccemeal gains achieved during the past

* censing agencies, often due to insufficient resources,

staffing levels, and training. For example, at the time
of the survey each licensing inspector in North Caro-
lina had responsibility for 160 child care centers and
Head Start facilities, making it difficult for inspectors
to visit each site regularly and follow up effectively.

The New York-based Families and Work Inst-
tute’s three-city survey of family child care found that
35 percent of a sample of 226 providers who care for
children in their homes offered such poor quality care
they were likely to harm children’s development. Only
9. percent offered care.considered to be good enough
to promote development. The remaining 56 percent
of homes were rared as custodial, neither enhancing
nor harming development.
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- The survey found that 65 percent of parents who
looked for alternatives when choosing child care felt
- they had few good options. Twenty-cight percent of
the mothers said they would use other care were it
available. In general, low-income children were found -
to be in lower quality care than their higher income
peers, and minority children were in somcwhat lower
quality care than others.

The Families and Work Institute recommended
improving the quality of family child care by making
government and business funding available for train-
ing; developing national, state, and local associations
to offer providers support and technical assistance;
Ancreasing ‘statc and business efforts to encourage
providers to become licensed and. making sure the
system helps providers improve the quality of care
they offer; and increasing government and business
cfforts to help families pay for child care. :

One of the first in-depth reports on how the child
care system has responded to cultural and linguistic
diversity found that in California, where such diversity
is the norm, child care providers and centers are ill-pre-
pared to meet the challenges or take advantage of the

. opportunities that diversity presents. While 96 percent
-of the 450 California centers surveyed serve children
from two or more racial groups, and 81 percent serve
children from two or more language groups, child care
workers themselves do not reflect this diversity, ac-
cording to Affirming Children’s Roots: Csltural and
Lenguistic Diversity mEarly Care and Education, pub-

Wﬁztmg Lzm‘
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lished at the end of 1993 by California Tomorrow.
What’s more, said the report, the fragmented child care
system has no mechanism for ensuring that child care
workers receive education and tmmng about how to
respond to diversity, and existing training mat:nals do

-not provide enough information about spccxﬁc actions

child care workers can take to make their programs
more culturally and linguistically appropriate.

Competition for child care
assistance

hild advocates and child care experts grew in-
creasingly concerned in 1994 about the grow-
ing competition for scarce child care a'mstancc
between working poor families and familics rcccxvmg
welfare. The U.S. General Accountng Office (GAO)
found that more and more federal and state child care

funds are targeted to families receiving welfare or

moving off welfare into the work force, at the,expense
of working poor familics. Many states are using state
funds previously used to assist the working -poor to
draw down AFDC child care entitlement fundmg,
which requirés matching funds from thcm Other
states are taking advantage of the fact that the Child
Care and Development Block Grant (CCDBG) docs
notmqmmasmmmamhandmusmgdmﬁmds—
intended to serve low-income working familics —

provide chnld care assistance to AFDC famllm

|

States with more than 10,000 children on child care assistance waiting Ilsts

Georgia

“Texas

Ilinois
_Florida
Alabama

New Jersey
North Carolina
Kentucky |

Source: Children’s Defense Fund survey of st chikt care adminiszrators, 1994,

41,000
35,692 !
20,000 |
19,757 - @
19,699
14,000
13,000
10,000
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The GAO report said, “the well-intentioned em-
phasis on providing services to assist welfare recipi-
ents in leaving welfare has overshadowed the impor-
tance of the provision of child care to prevent welfare
dependency. The current systems may also inadver-

~ tently create an incentive to go onto welfare for those
needing child care to become employed.”

CDF research in 1994 uncovered more evidence
that child care dollars increasingly are drained away
from the working poor and targeted o AFDC fami-
lies. For example: -

¢ In Ilinois no families on the waiting list for
CCDBG assistance except teen parents and chil-
dren who need protective services had moved off
the list in the prior 18 months. It had been a full
year since child care funds were available for
former AFDC families losing their onc year of
Transidonal Child Care (TCC) benefits.

¢ In Colorado child care administrators placed a
temporary freeze on all new low-income appli-
cants for child care assistance, starting in Decem-
ber 1994. Administrarors estimated that within
two 1o four years the state would have enough

child care funding only pmvndc assistance to

former AFDC families.

¢ In Connecticut the only new famxlm receiving
child carc assistance since August 1994 were
those headed by teen parents in school and fami-

~ lies leaving the TCC program.
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“] feel that because of the high cost of my day care
1 will be forced in the next few weeks o quit my job
and go on welfare,” said one mother responding to a
1994 survey by the Rhode Isiand Department of |
Human Services of mothers on the state waiting list for
child care assistance. “It’s unfortunate that the govern-
ment makes it easier to live on welfare than t oy
work and support [our] families.” Another mother
said, “When T asked several agencies what other options
I had w help pay these child care expenses, T was told
o quit my job and go on welfare.”

State response: North Carollna s
Smart Start

n 1994, 18 counties in North Carolina used $40

million in funding from the staw’s new Smart

Start initiative to make sure the counties’ young
children start school healthy and ready to learn. En-
acted by the state legislature in 1993, Smart Start
gives state grants to counties to create local nonprofit
partnerships for children made up of community
organizations and agencies. Each county parmership
oversees delivery of a broad range of coordinated
services to county preschoolers and their families. The
initiative was passed with the understanding that the
state gradually would exvend the initative to all 100
counties. Gov. Jim Hunt’s state budget proposal for
1995-1997 includes funding to raise the number of
participating counties to 56 by 1997.
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Each county decides what spccxﬁc steps it will
take toaccomplish Smart Star’s overall goal of giving
young children the best. possible start in life, The
parmership in Orange County, where Chapel Hill is
" located, used its first allocation of $388,000 in 1994
to eliminate waiting lists for child care assistance and
raise the cut-off for family cligibility to $25,000 of
annual income. Those actions assured that virtually
every child in the county who néeded a duld care
subsidy received one. '

After consulting with the child care cornmumty, '
~ the partnership decided to use’ part of its second

1994-1995 allocation of $2:3 million for several
new initiatives, including a competitive grant pro-
gram to help quality-conscious child care providers
expand the kinds of child care in short supply. The
partnership hopcs to increase the supply of infant
care and evening and wcckcnd care, especially for
low-income children and those with special needs,
by abour 250 slots. The new money . also will be
used t6 make vision and dental screenings available
to children at all of the county’s child care programs
and to pay for a nurse/health educator to visit cach
child care program monthly.

To support and guide the county partnerships, the
Smart Start initiative created the statewide North Caro-
lina Partmership for Children, a private nonprofit body
appointed party by the govemnor and pardy by the
General Assembly. The state partnership educates the
public about Smart Start’s mission; encourages partici-
pation by the private sector, raises private funds to
" supplement state funding, and helps select the order in

which counties are brought into the initiative.
Smart Start also secks to strengthen the quality
of existing child care services in all 100-counties. The
_initiative was passed with companion lcgisl:ition that

improved staff-child ratios in licensed child care pro- .
grams, added funding for 10 more inspectors to

improve child care licénsing compliance, and pro-
vided continuing education stpends for day care
~ teachers. To help families afford good child care, the
state increased on a sliding scale the amount of the
state’s child care tax credit for families earning less
than $40,000 annually.

In 1994 the legislature approved an addmonal $4 1:
million for the state child care subsidy program to

help low-income families pay for child care. Another
$4.6 million in grants went to help counties, towns,
and neighborhoods develop innovative school-age
child care programs.
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‘ Recommendatlons .
‘ . dvocates can help prcvcnt severe. damagc' ‘
o to the programs that cnable parents to
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Lookmg ahead to l995

l

t the beginning of 1995 Congrcss was con-
sidering proposals to combine many key

federal child care programs and some related

 programs, including the Child and Adult Carc Food

Program, into two block grants and reducing the total

.amount of funding available for the combined pro-

-grams. Congress also was entertaining pmposals o
‘climinate the guarantee of child care assistance for

AFDC recipients participating in work or trammg,

and for families leaving AFDC (sce pages 17-26)

Losing CACFP would mean the end of assurancm

tﬁat children will receive nutritious meals and snacks

whﬂcthcyammduldcarc:de&dSm Many
children spend 10m12hcmrsadaymchddcamand
thus receive the majority of their nutrition from the
meals available through the CACFP. Other features of
dxchﬁdmrcblockgrant(]ongrmswasconmdmngm
Jmawl%wmﬂdmukmmomchﬂdmbcmgcamd
for in unsafe and poor quality setrings. Thmcfamm
cndmgducguamnmcofdnldmmmwmncc
forAFDCfamﬂmandfanulmsl&vmgwdfare,dum—

naungasmmnw(nowconmnedmducOCDBG)mat,

federal funds would be reserved for improving the
quality and increasing the supply of child care, climi-
namxgassumncmﬁaatparcmswonldbcmmbmwdat
rates high enough to allow them a genuine choice
among child care providers, and ending requirements

1

that states enforce minimal health and safery standards ™

i

. for all publicly fanded child care. |

Thoughtful consolidation and adequate fundmg
of selected federal child care programs could be a

positive step, but wrapping up CACFB the child care -
_ entitlements, and all other child care programs into

block grants with reduced funding would undo the
progress the nation has made in recent years toward
making: decent, affordable child care available to
America’s most vulnerablc faxmhcs

work knowing their children are wcll cared
for by:

\ bleblockgrannngofchddweprograms
" must: increase funds for child care assxsmncc for

low-income work.mg families, ensure that federal
_ funds are used in safe child care scmngs, ensure
that funds are sct aside to help states strengthen
- the quality and build the supply of child care, and

%

understand that respons:- |

|
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ensure that families receive adequate reimburse-
ments so they have a genuine choice of providers.
Urging Congress to make sure that all eligible

-children in child care and Head Start con-

tinue to get nutritious meals and snacks
through the Child and Adults Care Food

Program.

Promoting guarantees of quality child care

help for families receiving AFDC that are
affected by federal or state welfare reform
plans. Make sure lawmakers include explicit as-
surances of child care assistance protect chil-

dren while their parents are participating in

work, education, or training activities under new

CHILDHOCORD
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welfare reform schemes. Take steps to ensure that
reimbursements are adequate to pay for safe,

good quality care.
’ 'Encouragmg states to maintain and bmld

upon their investments in child cire and pre-
programs to help families work

and children succeed.
Encouraging local leaders in child care, Head
Start, prekindergarten, and other early child-
hood programs to work tively to im-
prove carly childhood services for children.
Also encourage your community to improve
child care quality by offering providers incentives
to improve and expand services. ‘
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NUTRITION

he nation made modest progress in'1994
toward ensuring that no child in America

goes hungry. As part of the reauthoriza-

ton of the nadon’s childhood nutrition

programs — the WIC supplemental nutrition pro-

gram, the school meals and summer food programs,

‘and child care-related food programs — Congress
made some improvements that will increase the

number of needy children being served. In addition,
1993 changes in outdated food stamp chgnblhty
rules began twaking effect in 1994, mecaning that

more poor families are able to feed their children

adequately.

On the other hand, Congress did not keep the
WIC program on track toward full funding by 1996,
as child and nutrition advocates had urged, and the
year ended with indications that much of the ground
gained in child nutrition in recent years may ‘be
threatened in 1995. As the Americans who dcpcnd

.. the most on food stamps and other nutrition assis-

tance, children would be the hardest hit if Congress
enacted proposals raised at the end of 1994 to shrink
overall funding for food assistance programis and
- eliminate the assurance of bcncﬁts to cligible
chxldrcn

. -steadily during

Chlldhood hunger -

overtyis the root cause of i madequau: numrition
in the United States. In 1993, 15.7 xmlllon
children were poor, meaning that a huge

‘number of American children were at risk ofmadc

quate nutrition.

The federal food stamp program. is thc nation’s
most widely used public food assistance program, and
its enroliment are a goad reflection of the risk
of hunger.in the United States. The number ofclul
dmnmccmngfoodswnpbcncﬁtshasmmsed
the 1990s, reaching a record evel of
14.2 million children in the summer of 1993 (the
latest available data). That figure represents a 51
percent increase in enroliment since 1989. More than
half of all food stamp recipients are children, ahhough
children make up only slightly more than onc-quaracr
of the U.S. population.

Contrary to popular belicf, most chﬂdxcn receiv-

- ing food stamp benefits in mid-1993 werc White —

42 percent, compared with 35 percent African Ameri-

~ can, 17 percent Latino, 3 percent Asian, and 1 percent
. Native American. The average size of a houschold -

receiving food stamps, according to the U.S. Dcpart-
ment of Agnculturc (USDA), was 2.6 mdmduals

i, -
. 45

i
H

]




H UNGER, AN

(counting children and adults), which belies the com-
mon notion that families receiving food stamps gen-
erally have large numbers of children.

Research shows that children who experience
even temporary spells of malnutrition during infancy
or childhood may suffer health and learning setbacks
that limit their potential growth and development.
Poor nutrition can retard physical growth, brain de-
velopment, and cognitive functioning permanently.

The U.S. Conference of Mayors’ Status Report on
Hunger and Homcelessness in America’s Cities: 1994
shed light on the demand for emergency food assis-
tance this past year. Officials in the 30 surveyed cities

-estimated that requests from families with children
had increased by an average of 14 percent since the
1993 survey, with 79 percent of the cities registering
an increase. More than half of the cities reported that
emergency food assistance facilities didn’t have
enough food to meet the need, and the overall level
of public resources available for emergency food as-
sistance decreased by 4 percent during the year. On
average, 15 percent of the requests for emergency
assistance went unmet, but in four cities, berween 30
and 50 percent of requests could not be met.

Second Harvest, the nation’s largest network of -

private hunger relief agencies, reported that its
70,000 food pantries, soup kitchens, homeless shel-
ters, and other programs served 26 million individu-
als in 1993, with children accounting for a dispropor-

tionate 43 percent of the total. The Second Harvest

N UTRIT1ION

‘study revealed that many children experience hunger

despite their parcnts’ best efforts to provide for them
through work. Nearly one-third of all houscholds
using -Second Harvest’s food programs had at least
one employed member, and half of all those served
worked full time. As the value of carnings among
low-income U.S. workers has eroded, many families
find it impossible to stretch the family budget to cover
all of their food needs in addition to rent, clothing,
transportation, and other basics. And even those who
receive assistance often live on the edge of hunger.
When Second Harvest asked client houscholds about
their meal patterns, more than 10 percent said their
children had missed meals in the past month because
of the family’s lack of food and money.

The Second Harvest network reports turning
away about 61,000 people each year for lack of food,
illustrating the limitations of private charities’ ability
to feed the nation’s hungry children.

Food stamp reforms

During 1994 five states received approval
issuc food stamp benefits electronically in
some counties instead of using coupons,
bringing to 11 the number of states experimenting
with the electronic syseem. Under Electronic Benefits
Transfer (EBT), recipients receive a plastic card simi-
lar to a money machine card, which is used to debit
individuals’ personal food stamp accounts as pur-
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Key
Facts

¢ A U.S. Conference of Mayors survey of 30 cities

found that emergency food requests from families

- with children increased by an average of 14 percent

between 1993 and 1994.

A record level of 14.2 million children received food
stamp benefits in 1993 — up 51 percent since 1989.

WIC provided nutrition assistance to 6.5 million
women, infants, and children in 1994 about 65
percent of those chgxblc

At least 2.1 million children were served by the

Summer Food Service Program in 1994, less than 9

percent of those who pamcxpatcd in the school lunch

- program.
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chases are made. EBT decreases costs to retailers and

banks and reduces fraud, according to a 1993 USDA
study of EBT in two counties. Proponents say EBT
is popular among recipients becausc the card is safer
to usc and helps remove the stigma associated with
food stamps.

As EBT took hold in some statcs others showcd ‘

‘interest in converting, food stamp benefits into cash
grants, arguing that giving recipients a check rather

than coupons is less demeaning to recipients and cuts,
administrative costs. However, “cash-outs” may both
weaken the food stamp program and result in poorer

nutrition for children. With rare exceprions, the cur-
rent system assures that food stamp benefits are used
for food, while turning the benefits into cash invites
landlords, creditors, check-cashing businesses, and
others to demand part of families’ food stamp grants.
An carly USDA study of cash-out demonstrations
showed that they resulted in a 5 percent decrease in

families’ food expenditures, which is not surprising

given the many legitimate but competing expenses
low-income families must juggle every month with-

out any cash cushion for emergencies. Advocates fear,
however, that public support for the program would
‘weaken, as would political support from agri
interests, if the benefit could be used for nonfood

 purchases, leaving the program mcmasmgly vuiner-
able to cutbacks.

By the end of 1994 USDA had granted waivers
to 17 states to conduct cash-out demonstration pro-
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jects and appeared ready to approve other fwa.ivcr
requicsts without waiting for assessments of the exist-
mg demonstrations. Arguing that morc dcmonstm-
tions were unwise and unnecessary, child and ant-

* hunger advocates persuaded Congress include in

the legislation mauthorizing the child nutrition pro- .
grams a one-year moratorium on cash-out dcmon»
stranons pending a fuller review of the ongomg
Implcmcntanon of important unprovcmcnm in
the food stamp program also began in 1994. Sched-
uled ro be phased in gradually over several years, these
changes were enacted as the Mickey Leland Hunger
Relief Actin 1993. They amend a number of oundawd
chgtblhty rules that had ignored the economic reali-
ties confronting today’s low-income families, open-
ing the way for more poor families and children to
reccive food stamps. The changes include, forncxam
ple, raising the amount of housing costs that low-m~
comefamdmwxdxveryhxghtcnumndednctm
determining eligibility and benefit levels, raxsmg the
value of vehicles that food stamp recipients may own
and remain eligible for benefits, and allowing families -

~ that must share housing but do not purchase and

prepare food together to be considered: separate
households in applying for food stamps. Sumng in
the fall of 1995, parents paying child support for
children living in other houscholds are to be allowed

to deduct these payments in dctcmunmg thcxr chgx-
bility for food stamps.
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. Improved child nutrition programs

ongress made improvements in several of the
child nutrition programs in 1994. The modi-
fications were part of the Healthy Meals for
Healthy Americans Act, which reauthorized the
school breakfast and lunch programs, the Summer
Food Service Program (SFSP), the Child and Adult

Care Food Program (CACFP), and the Special Sup- -

plemental Food Program for Women, Infants, and
Children (WIC).

Under the new law, families that apply for
WIC’s supplemental nutrition benefits now can re-
ceive benefits for 60 days while their nutritional risk
assessment is being processed. Previously, families
had to wait until this procedure was completed
before they could start receiving benefits. In addi-
tion, some families’ nutrition will be improved
through greater access to fresh fruits and vegetables
as a result of a modest boost in authorized funding
for the WIC Farmers® Market Nutrition Program,
which gives WIC enrollees vouchers to use at local
farmers’ markets in participating states.

Unlike the other child nutrition programs, WIC

is not an enttlement program. WIC served 6.5

million women, infants, and children in 1994, about
65 percent of those eligible. On the basis of research
showing that every dollar spent on WIC saves $3.13
in Medicaid costs for low-birthweight babies, advo-
cates recently have pressed for full funding by 1996,
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a goal the Clinton administration also has em-
braced. After appropriating a substantal downpay-
ment on full funding in 1993, Congress backed off
in 1994, appropriating an increase of just $260
million for FY 1995, bringing its budget to §3.5
billion.

The new nutrition legislation also modified
CACFP to make children enrolled in Head Start
auromatically eligible to receive benefits if their family
income is below the poverty line. Previously, parents
and Head Start sponsors had to file sometimes bur-
densome paperwork for children to receive the food.
{As an entidement program, CACFP automatically
reimburses participating child care providers for the
cost of food and snacks. However, in carly 1995,
CACFP was facing the possible loss of guaranteed
funding.)

The reauthorization law also authorized USDA
to create demonstration programs to deliver CACFP
benefits to 13- to 18-year-olds. Expanding the age
cligibility beyond the current limit of 12 years will
encourage after-school mentoring, tutoring, and cul-
tural enrichment programs to serve both young and
older children. ‘

As a result of important changes in SFSP, private
nonprofit organizations wishing to operate feeding
sites during the summer now will find it easier w0
qualify as sponsors and receive full federal reim-
bursement for meals served to eligible children, The
new law ends the preferential status previously en-

m
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joyed by public sponsors such as schools and -parks
and recreation departments by chmmatmg the one-
. year waiting period for nonproﬁts applying to serve
summer meals and giving preference to nonprot’ 1ts
that already have pamcxpatcd successfully in- the
program over public insututions applying for the
first time. These changes will help address the short-
age of summer food sponsors in hard-to-serve.areas,

~.a significant causc of low participation rates by’

- children in the great majority of states.
To encourage SFSP sponsors to engage children
in positive summer activities in addition to feeding

them, the 1994 law requires USDA to notify spon-
»Healthler school meals

sors of sources of federal funds that may be used to
operate all-day education and recreation activitics at

SFSP feeding sites. The SFSP historically has re-

quired sponsors to provide four hours of recreation
_activities each day, and while some sponsors have
‘gone beyond the requirement, building full-day aca-
demic and ‘cultural enrichment programs around
summer food, other sponsors have made only mini-

mal efforts.to comply.
As a result of stepped-up outreach by commu-

" nity leaders and advocates, participation in the sum-
mer food program has-grown cach year since the

early 1990s. Preliminary figures for 1994 showed
thar at least 2.14 million children were served by
SFSP in 1994. Yet that number represents less than
9 percent of the 24.7 million children who partici-
patcd in the free and reducod -price schooi lunch

 program, the most Qxdcly used child nutrition pm«u

gram and a strong indicator of the level.of need for
nutrition ass:stavncc for children. (lec the child care
food program, however, SFSP was vulnerable to
losing its entitlement status as t}ns book went to
press) , »

 Participation in the school breakfast program
also increased in the 1993-1994" school year. The

. number of participating schools was up 10 percent
- and the number of children receiving free or re-
~duocd-pncc breakfasts increased 8 percent from the

previous school ycar to 5.8 mﬂhon

mprovmg the nutrmonal quahty of m&ls served

in the nation’s schools was another focus of

activity among child nutrition advocates and the -
USDA in 1994. Their efforts culminated ina USDA
proposal, approved as part of the Healthy Meals for -

' Healthy Americans Act, to reduce the fat, sodium,

and cholesterol content of school lunches and break-
fasts to conform to the USDA’s general dictary guide-
lines. The law requires schools to meet the guidelines
by the 1996-1997 school yearand requires the USDA

- to help them do so. This action followed a 1993
- USDA survey of 545 public schools that found vir-
 tually none of the schools mectmg the agcncy’s die-

tary guidelines.
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Community response: La
Pintoresca Summer Food Program

ederal child nutrition programs enable com-
munities o fulfill one of their most basic moral

_obligations: making sure their children have
enough food to eat. And when food assistance is
combined with recreation or academic activides, the
result can take communities beyond feeding children

D

to boosting their sclf~cswcm and deterring violence

and delinquency.

Two years ago, La Pintoresca Park in northwest
Pasadena, California, was plagued by shootings and
stabbings. Today crime is all but gone from the park,
which again is becoming a favorite picnic and outing
spot for families and children in the surrounding
densely populated low-income neighborhood.

The transformation happencd after Pasadena’s
city and school district officials set up.a federal
Summer Food Service Program site at the park in
the summer of 1993. Every day around lunchtime,
a school district van pulled up to serve a simple but
healthy meal to any child who showed up. Word
spread quickly, and within a few wecks more than
500 children and teens were coming to the park each
day. Young toughs, who had been hanging out in’
the park and who had been pegged “gang members”
by police and others, brought younger sisters and
brothers to the park for the meals. Some of these
older youths got involved in serving the food and
supervising the younger children.

The first-year success led Pasadena to expand the
program in the summer of 1994. The district started
delivering both breakfast and lunch to the La Pin-
toresca site, and the city hired two . full-time staff
members to organize children’s activities there. The
public library adjacent to the park also got involved,
hosting puppet shows, story hours, and arts and crafts
workshops throughout the day. Taking advantage of
the interest in the World Cup Soccer tournament
taking place at the time, the library also launched a
“Kick Back and Read” campaign to interest children
in reading,.

Anne Broussard, child care coordinator for
Pasadena’s Human Services and Neighborhoods De-
partment and a driving force behind the creation and
expansion of the La Pintoresca summer program, says
it is successful because it provides rwo things children
and teens in the area badly need: food and positive

* summer activities. There’s nothing mysterious about
why the crime rate dropped cither, says Broussard.
“When the good guys come to the park, the bad guys

leave.” She continues, “I'm not saying there’s no more

50

NUTRITION

crime in the area, but there’s a lot less crime at the
park.”

Pulling togcthcr the resources and people needed
to run a program that provides meals and enrichment
activities can be difficult for any onc agency to handle,
but in the case of La Pintoresca, cooperation between
the Pasadena Unified School District and the City of
Pasadena makes it possible. The school district, which

is the SFSP grantce, does the federal paperwork,

prepares the meals, and provides the van, while the
city supplies the personnel to help serve the meals and

~ lead the children’s activities.

More work lies ahead in Pasadena. City-wide,
about 12,000 children receive free or reduced-price
school meals during the academic months, but only
5,000 get summer food from La Pintoresca Park and
20 other SFSP sites scattered throughout the city. The
La Pintoresca Park experience provides a model for
expanding the summer food program in Pasadena —
and clsewhere in the nation — so that it benefits all
children who need it.

Looking ahead to 1995

s part of a scheduled reauthorization of the
A food stamp program and the new congres-
sional leadership’s announced agenda to re-
form welfare and cut back federal nutrition programs, ,
Congress is expected to try to alter federal food
assistance programs fundamentally in 1995. In carly
January various proposals were afoot to shrink the
overall funding for food assistance; to eliminate the
guarantee of food stamps, school meals, child carc
food, and summer food to all eligible children; and
to consolidate food stamps with welfare funding into
one capped block grant with few federal requirements
attached. If enacted, any of these changes likely would
result in a fierce competition for funding at the state
level that could pit children’s nutrition against other
worthy causes. The outcome is certain to be reduced
help for poor families and a level of need for food
assistance that private charities won't be able to fill.
Ultimately, more American children will go hungry
and malnourished.

In 1995 anti-hunger and children’s advocates
must help Congress understand how vital good child
nutrition is to the broader national interest and how
necessary strong food stamp and child nutrition enti-
dement programs are to furthering that interest. To
prosper in the future, the United States needs all of
its children to receive enough nourishment to reach
their full physical and intellectual potenaal.
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Recommendations

' number of proposals being considered by
Congress would dismantle critical food as-

sistance programs that help provide ade-

quate nourishment to low-income children and
pregnant women. Child advocates must take con-
certed action in 1995 to preserve these programs and
combat child hunger at federal, state, and local levels.
Advocates can make a difference by:

-

Urging your member of Congress to protect
key federal child nutrition programs. Educate

your lawmakers about the importance of a fed-

eral nutrition safety net for children and encour-
age them to maintain funding levels for crucial
programs, including the School Lunch Program,
School Breakfast Program, Child and Adult Carc
Food Program, Summer Food Service Program,
Special Milk Program, and WIC.

Demanding that the federal government
maintain its commitment to the food stamp
program. Encourage Congress to continue the
iron-clad assurance of food stamp aid to all eligi-
ble families and preserve expansions of the pro-

gram cnacted in the 1993 Mickey Leland

DEFENSE rUND

Childhood Hunger Relief Act. Urge lawmakers

concerned about possible fraud and abuse to

_ tackle those problems directly, through measures
- such as those already proposed by the administra-

tion, rather than launching an indiscriminate
assault on nutritional aid to the needy.

- Mecting with state policy makers to promote

policies that reduce child hunger. As state
officials develop and implement their own wel-
fare reform plans, work with them to ensure that
children’s nutrition needs are addressed. Also ask
them to exploit opportunities to expand the fed-
crally funded School Breakfast and Summer
Food Service Program within the state.

Work with local schools to encourage them
to serve school breakfasts and participate in

the Summer Food Service Program. Help

school administrators understand the impor-
tance of these vital nutrition programs for chil-
dren. Help schools develop creative summer
programs that combine summer food services
with recreation and academic and cultural enrich-
ment. ' ’
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un violence claimed the lives of thou-

sands of American children in 1994.
And while the senscless carnage among
children helped fuel some of the public’s
fear and rage about seemingly random violence, ado-
" lescents — even very young ones — were viewed
more as perpetrators than vicims by many Ameri-
cans. This view tilted policy debates heavily toward

tougher pumshmcnts for young offenders as opposed V
“to protection and prevention for children likely to -

find themselves in harm’s way.

The perception that young people are lzrgely
responsible for violent crime was reinforced in 1994
by extensive media coverage of youth violence, a few
horrific and highly publicized acts by children, and
harsh election-year rhetoric. Fears of increasing youth
violence are understandable: juvenile arrests for both
murder and weapons violatons more than doubled
over the past decade. But violent'crime is not the
exclusive — or even the primary — domain of the
young. According to federal statistics, less than one-
fifth of the increase in violent crime since the early
1980s is atributable to juveniles.

Nonetheless, polmcnans responded to public
anxiety about youth c¢rime by dcvxsmg increasingly

punitive measures directed at young Americans. Both
state and federal .governments” took steps to try
younger and younger children as adults and to require
schools to expel children caught carrying weapons in
school — most often with no provision for altermative - -
education. Such measures not only are unlikely to
prevent crime but also may distract public attention

 from the need to address the risk factors associated

with youth violence and crime. These risk factors
include poverty, family breakdown, child abuse and
neglect, weakening moral guidance, repeated expo-
sure o violence — and, of course, ready access to

On - the positive side, the comprchensive crime

“bill passed by Congress in 1994 did conuain provi-

sions to help communities address some of those risk
factors. Aftera bitter congressional debate, significant.
new funding was approved for after-school, weekend,
and summer programs to give children and adoles-

. cents positive alternatives to the streets, and a historic

ban was imposed on certain types of semi-automatic
assault weapons. The year ended, however, with a

‘newly elected and more conservative Congress threat-

ening to repeal these crucial prevention measures..
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Firearms: the death toll on children

total of 5,379 children and teenagers were

killed by firearms in 1992, the most recent

year for which data are available. Nearly
two-thirds (63 percent) of the children died as a resuit
of gun homicides, about 26 percent from gun sui-
cides, and 9 percent from gun accidents. All told,
nearly 15 children died of gunshot injuries every day
in 1992 — one child every 98 minutes.

While adults’ risk of being murdered has in-
creased since 1985 (when murder rates reached a
13-year low), the risk for teenagers has increased far
more dramatically. According to a study released in
1994 by the Centers for Disease Control and Preven-
ton (CDC), the murder rate for teenage boys ages
15 to 19 more than doubled between 1985 and 1992,
rising from approximately 13 homicides per 100,000
boys to nearly 33 per 100,000. For Black males in this
age group, the homicide rate nearly tripled, rising
from 47 to 129 homicides per 100,000 between 1985
and 1992. Virtually all of this increase (97 percent)
was attributable to the use of guns, according to CDC
data.

The victims of gun violence are not limited to-

those children who die, however. They also include
many thousands of children who are physically in-
jured and hundreds of thousands of children scarred
emotionally by exposure to violence in their homes,
neighborhoods, and schools,

The mounting toll of violence by and against

-children reflects the fact that young people are using

fircarms o commit crimes and to settle interpersonal
grievances as never before. The number of juveniles
arrested for murder increased 168 percent berween
1984 and 1993, according to newly released dama
from the Federal Bureau of Investigation. Similarly,
arrests of juveniles for weapons violatons such as
possession increased by almost 126 percent during
that period.

Neverthcless, adults still commit the large major-
ity of crimes: 84 percent of all arrests for murder and
77 percent of all arrests for weapons violadons in
1993 involved adults. Statstics from the Office of
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention show
that only 19 percent of the increase in violent crimes
berween 1983 and 1992 was attriburable to juveniles.

There is no question that youth violence has

become deadlier in recent years as the impulsiveness’

of adolescence and deteriorating social and economic
conditions for youths have intersected with easy ac-
cess to guns. The Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and
Fircarms esumates that 200 million firearms were in
civilian circulation in the United States in 1989;
millions more have been produced since then. More
than 40 percent of American houscholds now have at
least one gun, and the proportion of houscholds
owning handguns has risen from 13 percent in 1959
to about 24 percent at present. ‘

. : @ Guns killed 5,379 children and teens in 1992 — one -
Ke.y © every 98 minutes.
' ¢ The number of juveniles arrested for murder increased
168 percent between 1984 and 1993, but adults still ac-

Fac ts | count for 84 percent of those arrested for murdcr.

# Forty percent of students surveyed in 10 inncr-cify high
schools said they have a male relative who carries a gun.

# Unlike other dangerous consumer products, firearms
are not required to meet any health or safety standards.
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In scvcral polls released late in 1993, tccnagcrs”

confirmed that guns are cxtraordmarzly casy to get.

In one poll, nearly half of the inner-city boys surveyed -

said they could “borrow”a gun from friends or famuy
if they wanted one. (The claim seems believable in
light of a survey by the National Institute of Iusncc
(NI]) released in Ianuary 1995 in which 40 pcn:cm:
.of students from 10 inner-city high schools in Cali-

fornia, Louisiana, New Jersey, and Illinois said that
male relatives carried guns outside their homes.) Ina

1994 poll conducted for the Black Community Cru-
sade for Children (BCCC), 70 percent of Black teens

interviewed said that youths having access to guns is -

a serious problcm And pollsu:r Louis Harris has
found that a majority of young' people, including

many who themselves carry guins, say thcy would like

msccancndtomcgunculmm

Preventlon measures in the 1994
crime blll

midst heated public debate on how best to .
' ensure public safety, the federal government .

enacted a comprehensive ant-crime law in

1994 that contained an assault weapons ban and

included total federal funding over six years of about
$10 billion for prisons, $8.8 billion to put more police
. on the streets, and nwly $6 billion for a broad range
of violence prevention initiatives. These federal funds

arc intended to come out of a spccxal trust fund -

created from savings achicved through large man-
dated personnel cuts throughout thc federal govern-:
ment.

. The vxolcncc prcvcnuon provisions that focus on
children and youths reflect our best current under-
standing of the roots of delinquency and the feelings

. of isolation, alienation, anger, and hopelessness that

can lead young people to commit-acts of violence.

* Child development experts and a growing number of
- law enforcement authorities agree that punishment

alone cannot effectively deter anti-social behavior. On
the other hand, strong and consistent relationships
with canng adults and involvement in positive group
actividgies such as sports do help children dcvclop the
life skills and moral armor that make it easier for them
to reject risky behavior and the lure of the streets.

Although after-school and summer programs cost
moncy, thcy can save taxpayers’ dollars in the long

* run by averting the far greater costs of ;uvcmlc cnmc,

detention, and rehabilitadon.

Healing America’s Cities, a report: pubhshed in
1994 by the Trust for Public Land, detailed what .
many child advocates and law enforcement officials -
know from experience — that initiatives designed to
providc opportunities for positive youth develop-
ment increase the chances that young people will
avoid crime and violence. For instance, the report
describes a 28 percent drop in juvenile arrests in Fort
Myers, Florida, since the city began its STARS (Suc-
cess through Academics and Recreational Support)
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program for young adolescents in 1990. Similarly, the
establishment of a- Boys & Girls Club in a public
housing complex in Tampa has resulted in a “signifi-
cant decrease in recidivism, drug trafficking, and drug

acuvity” in and around the complex, according to the

director of the Tampa Housing Authority.

Evidence of prevention’s effectiveness, however, .

“was ignored by conscrvative members of Congress as
the crime bill became increasingly entangled in last
'year’s election politics. These members artacked the
bill's prevention programs as nothing more than

“pork barrel” spending. Although the bulk of funds
for violence prevention remained in the final bill, the
provisions were challenged again immediately afeer

the ‘clection by the new congressional leadership.

Their ultimate fate was in dpubt as the new Congress
began its work in 1995.

- The three major prevention programs for chil-
dren and youths created in the 1994 crime law are the
Community Schools, the Family and Community
Endeavor Schools (FACES), and the Ounce of Pre-
vention programs. A total of $900 million over the
next six years was authorized for these programs in
an attempt to help children and adolescents living in

communitics with high rates of poverty and juvenile.

delinquency.

In carly 1995, community-based organizations
were invited to apply for Community Schools grants,
which are being administered by the U.S. Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services. Grants would

allow the organizations to operate community-based
sports, academic, and other extracurricular programs
after school, on weckends, and on holidays during the
school year and summers.

Grant applications for FACES, a similar grant
program for schools and other community groups
interested in offering school-based prevention pro-

and social services to at-risk students, also were
due in ecarly 1995. The U.S. Department of Educa-
tion is administering that program, which offers
grants of $250,000 or more to support limited
school-day programs as well asaftcr-school, summer,
weekend, and holiday programs. ' _

The third major youth preventon initiative is to
be directed by a new Ounce of Prevention Council,
composed of federal department representatives and
headed by Vice President Al Gore. The council not
only will fund and oversee community-based violence
prevention activities but also is charged with coordi-
nating the range of federal prevention initiatives.
Slated to receive only start-up money in 1995, the
council is to begin awarding grants in 1996 to cities,
towns, school districts, and a wide variety of commu-
nity-based organizations. Funded activities may in--
clude mentoring and tutoring programs, job prepa-
ration and placement programs, and prevention and
treatment programs to reduce substance abuse, child
abuse, and adolescent pregnancy. ‘

Beyond- these: major youth-focused programs,
the crime law ¢reated the Model Intensive Grant -
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Program, beginning in 1996, for-compmh;nsivc

crime prevention programs in up to 15 high-crime
communites selected by the U.S. Arrorney General.

In addition, the Local Partnership Act will channel

$1.6 billion in funding to all cities and towns based
on a formula that takes population.and crime, rates
into account. Local governments will be able to set
their own pnormcs for the use of funds but must
invest the ‘money in existing federal programs that
combat crime and violence through education, job
training, and employment.

Regulatmg firearms

the 1994 crime law also included a long-overdue

ban on the manufacture, sale; and possession of
19 types of assault weapons and copycat modcls, and
on ammunition feeding devices capable of holding
more than 10 rounds. The ban certainly will help save
children’s lives. Sen. Dianne Feinstein’s (D-CA) of-
fice released an analysis in 1994 showing that children
accounted for 53 percent of the Americans killed by
assault weapons in the seven-month period between

A I n addition o youth crime prevention programs,

passage of the ban in the Senate and in the House. .

* Even following passage of the Brady bill in 1993

(which requires a five-business-day waiting period

and a background check by police for any handgun
purchase) and enacument of the assault weapons ban

in 1994, the gun industry remains among the least

regulated industries in the United States. Unlike other
dangerous consumer products, firearms are not re-
quired to meet any health and safety standards. Even
guns that fire when dropped or have triggers that a

~ toddler can pull are exempt from federal safety rules.

~ This wanton disregard for public safery
prompted the Violence Policy Center in Washington,
DG, to publish a report in 1994 calling for Congress
to regulare guns and ammunition just as it does
virtually cvery other dangerous consumer product.
The report, Cease Fre: A Comprehensive Strategy to

- Reduce Firearms Violence, noted that the lack of regu-
- lation is one reason the gun industry has been so

successful in developing new prodiucts and new mar-
kets since the late 1980s, when saturaton of the
traditional market — adult White males — resulted
in a sales slump. To reinvigorate profits, the industry
redesigned and expanded its product lines to apply
military and law enforcement technology to the civil-
ian market, making cheaper, smaller, lighter, more
portable, and more concealable weapons of ever
greater: ﬁmpowcr.

The mdustry also turned increasingly to women

- and youths as potential customers. Its cfforts to mar-

ket guns to those populations were the subjects of two
additional reports by the Violence Policy Center in
1994. A report on the industry’s strategy for using
federal tax dollars to market to children, *Use the
Schools” — How Federal Tax Dollars Are Spent to Market
Guns 1o Kids, documented how the leading fircarms
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trade association, the National Sports Shooting
Foundatdon (NSSF), used a $229,000 federal grant
in 1993 to update and expand its school program
materials. The report also quored NSSF advice to gun
manufacturers:

There’s a way o help insure that new faces
and pocketbooks will continue to patronize your
business: Use the schools. This is where most of
your potential down-the-line shooters and hunt-
ers now are....Schools collect...a large number of
minds and bodies that are important to your
future well-being. How else would you get these
potential customers and future leaders together
to receive your message...?

Another Violence Policy Center report, chale
Persuasion, analyzed the gun industry’s efforts to mar-

ket guns to women by playing on their fear of un-

known intruders and emphasizing the power associ-
ated with owning a fircarm. The report reproduced
one ad featuring a mother tcking her child into bed.
The headline states, “[Y]ou always have a right o
protect yourself in your home. Even more important,
you have a responsibility to be there for those who
depend on you. . . . For protecting yourself and your

loved ones, we rccommcnd a dcpcndablc .semiauto-

matic pistol.” This ad also appeared in an industry
publication under the arrestingly honest headline:
“You Might Think This Ad Is About Handguns. It’s
Really About Doubling Your Business.” :

Handguns: myth vs. reality

: DF launched a public education campaign in
1994 to alert parents and other adults to the

tragic toll of guns on American children and

about the risks of keeping guns at home, particularly -

handguns. While handguns represent only about one-
third of all guns in the United States, they were used
to commit more than 55 percent of all murders and
more than 80 percent of all firearrn murders in 1992.
Handguns are used in about 70 percent of all adoles-
cent suicides in which a firearm is the suicide weapon,
and they account for 50 to 60 percent of all accidental
fircarm deaths among children.

CDP’s public education campaign includes tcle-
vision public service announcements, posters for mass
transit systems, and print ads calling attention to the
fact that fircarms are not regulared as dangerous
products and challenging the gun industry’s claim
that guns make families safer. One ad — bearing the
headline “A Gun in the Home Can Mean the Differ-

cnce Between an Argument and a Funeral® — cires
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research showing that a gun in the home is 18 times
more likely o kill someone living in the home than
o kill an intruder, even when suicides are omitted.

Guns in schools

iolence has invaded schools as well as the
 streets. The NTJ study at 10 inner-city public
high schools in California, Louisiana, New
Jersey, and Illinois released in January 1995 found
that one in five of the students surveyed (one in three
males) had been shot at, stabbed, or otherwise injured
with a weapon at school or in transit to or from school
in the past few years. Two-thirds personally knew
someone who carried a weapon to school and one in
four reported carrying weapons while in school.
These findings are similar to the results of a 1993
Metropolitan Life survey in which nearly one in four
students reported being a victim of violence in or riear
a school. «

In 1994, Congress used both the Clinton admin-
istration’s new Goals 2000: Educate America Actand
the reauthorized Elementary and Secondary Educa-
ton Act (ESEA) to require school administrators to
implement mandatory expulsion rules for gun posses-
sion. Each act ties federal funding to statc require-
ments that school districts expel for at least one year

‘any student who brings a fircarm to school. The

ESEA also requires school districts to refer any stu-
dent who brings a fircarm or other weapon to school
to the criminal justice or juvenile justice system.

While it is critical that schools be safe places of
learning for all children, mandatory expulsion laws
can create new problems if they fail, as those in ESEA
and Goals 2000 do, to require alternative education
programs for expelled students. It is not in anyone’s
best interest to remove troubled young people from
adult supervision by putting them out on the streets.
Taking youths completely out of any structured
school environment increases the likelihood they will
drop out permanently, putting them at even greater
risk of delinquency.

Juvenile justice and the 1994 crime

_ law

he Youth Handgun Safety Act contained in the
1994 crime law makes the possession of a
handgun by a minor a federal crime — a
provision of great concern to child advocates and
juvenile justice experts. While keeping guns out of the
hands of juveniles is crucial, federalizing the crime of
possession — which is not a crime for adults — is an
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ill-conceived policy. First, the federal judicial system
is not set up to deal effectively with the large influx
of juveniles who may be charged with possession of
a handgun under this provision. Second, imprisoning
adolescents for gun possession, while refusing to
regulate the manufacture, sale, and possession of guns
by adults or to take other measures to reduce the flow
of guns into society at large, is almost certain o be

ineffective and, in the end, only punishes children for

unwise public policies made by adults,

Another worrisome provision of the crime law
lowers from 15 to 13 years the munmnmagcatwhxch
minors may be tried as adults in federal courts for
certain violent crimes commitred on federal property.
Although juveniles must be held accountable for their
actions, their behavior does not change the fact that
they are children. Society must continue secking to
rehabilitate as well as to punish minors who engage in

acts of violence. The juvenile justice system, while

itself in need of reform, is still betrer suited than the
adult system to meet this challcngc

_ The new federal law permitting younger children
to be tried as adults in federal court is similar to laws
already in place and increasingly employed in a

number of states. The Nasnional Law Jowrnal reported

in 1994 that adult certification of juveniles accused of
crimes has increased dramatically in the past five
years, cmng statistics from several major urban prose-
cutors’ offices. In Houston, requests for adult certifi-
cation increased from 10 cases in 1988 to 102 in the
first half of 1994. In Chicago, certifications jumpcd
from 69 in 1989 to 383 in 1992, and in Los

from 245 in 1988 to 622 in 1993. Continuing thxs :

trend, in 1994 a number of states, including Tennes-
sec and Michigan, made technical changes o their

statutes that could result in many more youths mov-

ing through the adult court system. :

At the same time, both juvenile court ;udgcs and
juvenile justice experts highlighted the need for im-
proved rchabilitation programs for juveniles. When
the National Law Journal surveyed 200 juvenile court

- judges in 1994 regarding the state of juvenile justice -

in the United States, fully 84 percent expressed a
desire for a wider range of rehabilitation optons for
the youths that come before them. Three-quarters of
the judges said that well-financed, first-rate rehabili-
tation programs — were they available — would
reclaim most youths who come through their courts.
Only about 10 percent could not be reclaimed, said
nearly half of the judges.

In its 1994 report Images and Reality: Juvenile
" Crime, Youth Violence, and Public Policy, the National
Council on Crime and Delinquency (NCCD) recom-

P

- mended tha states develop a continuum of rehabili-

tative programs for young offenders that includes
intermediate sanctions (restitudon and community
service, for example), well-strucrured commumty—

“based programs for those who need more attention,

and small secure facilities for the most serious offend-
ers, with sound re-entry and after-care services.

. At present, according to NCCD rcsan:h less
than 14 percent of the young people in the juvenile
corrections systems of 28 states were being held for
serious violent offenses, although many states claim
a shorrage of facilities for violent juveniles. More than
half of the juveniles in those state correction facilities
were there for property and drug crimes.

State responsé:

Caring Communities Program

he Caring Communities Programs (CCP) in
Missouri are the kind of prevention-focused
mmgramd service delivery systems that the new
federal crime prevention money can help fund. Lo-
cared at four elementary and two middle schools,

'CCPaxmmstrcngmcnfanuhcssoﬂmcyarcbctmr

able to support and guide their children’s develop-

ment. To ensure that children perform well in school
and stay out of the juvenile justice system, CPP offers
families early help when children have problems in
school and makes sure families get crisis intervention
services when necessary.

The first program was started in 1989 at Wal-
bridge Elementary School in an almost exclusively
African American neighborhood in north St. Louis,
where poverty and unemployment are high and fewer

“than half of the adults have completed high school.

Then, as now, most families enter CCP when the
school refers a child, although occasionally a referral
comes from juvenile court or another agency. Parents
then are invited to artend a parent conference with
the child’s teachers and CCP staff. During the meet-
ing CCP staff tries ro establish a positive, supportive

 relationship with the family, explaining that any plan

ro address the child’s difficulties will be a team effort

" involving CCB the school, and the parcnts.

Family strengths. are identified and nurtured,
while family problems such as substance abuse, un-
employment, and underdeveloped parenting skills are
acknowledged, discussed, and addressed. CCP offers
families access to a wide variety of activities and
services, and a staff member coordinates and tracks
the various pieces of each participating family’s serv-

‘ice plan. During regular meetings with the CPP
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coordinator, the parents and teachers assess the effec-
tiveness of the approaches that are employed.

Following is a sample of the many services and
programs available to children and their families
through CCP

@ The Latchkey Program serves breakfast and an
afternoon snack, offers before- and after-school
acuvities, and provides a safe place where children
can work on and receive help with homework.
Parents with children in the program must attend
parenting or job training classes.

® The Day Treatment Program offers school-based
counseling and behavior modification for children
with behavioral problems.

® Familics First, the state-funded family preserva-
tion program, provides intensive in-home crisis
intervention and conflict resolution services for
families at risk of having a child placed in foster
care or another out-of-home setting.

4 Substance abuse case management provides coun-
seling to youths and their families and offers
groups for family members to help them deal with
co-dependency.

@ The Teen Drop-in Center develops positive peer

groups as counterweights to gangs and provides
 drug-free rccrcation as an alternative to destructive
actvities.

# Health screenings, referral to appropriate treat-
ment, and health monitoring are available to all
families. ‘

#® An ant-gang and anti-drug task force, in partner-
ship with the St. Louis police department, involves

“students, parents, and community activists in set-
ting up and operating Neighborhood Watch pro-
grams and picketing known drug houses to make
the cntre necighborhood a safer, more nurturing
environment for children and families. In five
years, task force picketing has shut down 18 crack
houses in Walnut Park.

A CCP advisory board composed of neighbor-
hood residents, parents, school personnel, and com-
munity, civic, and religious leaders assures commu-
nity input and involvement in the program and in
efforts to expand its impact to the larger community.

A preliminary evaluation of CCP at Walbridge
was conducted by independent researchers at the end
of 1991. Data showed that, although the children
who needed the most intensive services — case man-
agement and Families First in-home services — had
the greatest academic difficuldes of all the partici-
pants, the children who received these intensive serv-
ices had large and consistent improvements in their
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academic performance. The longer these children
were tracked, the greater their improvements.

The Walbridge CCP was replicated in another
clementary school and a middle school in the same
neighborhood and expanded into an additional mid-
dle school and two elementary schools in a second
neighborhood, A Caring Communities Project in
rural northern Missouri offers many of the basic
services available in the urban programs.

. As an inidarive of the Missouri departments of
education, social services, health, and menral health,
CCP receives half of its annual budget (about
$500,000 for each participating school) from the
state. One-quarter comes from the federal drug and
alcohol abuse biock grant. The Danforth Foundation
and Civic Progress, a St. Louis civic organization,
contribute 15 to 20 percent of the budget, and about
10 percent comes from the St. Louis Public Schools.

Recommendations

oncerted actions are required in 1995 to main-

rain and build on 1994’s gains in efforts w

reverse the senseless proliferation of guns and
growth in gun violence, and to counter the hopeless-
ness and despair that engulf far too many of our
young people and contribute to youth crime and
violence.

Advocates should:

¢ Fight to retain the 1994 crime bill’s major
focus on prevention. It is essential that the new
Congress, as it alters many parts of last year’s crime
bill, maintain the youth violence prevention thrust
that was one of the most hopeful parts of the 1994
law. Programs like Ounce of Prevention and Com-
munity Schools get children off wo a strong start in
life and give them alternatives to lives of violence
on the streets.

# Fight also to keep the Brady bill and assault
weapons ban intact against new congressional
attacks and to promote new restrictions on the
manufacture, sale, and possession of nonsporting
fircarms and ammunition. Call on federal and state
policy makers to stand up to the National Rifle
Association and the gun manufacturers’ lobby in a
comprchcmwc effort to reduce the deadliness of
violence in America and to reclaim the streets for
our children and families.

# Build constructive alternatives and beacons of
hope for our poorest and most disadvantaged
children and youths. Work at the federal, state,
and local levels to combat child and family poverty

om
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-and expand opportunitics for work and learning.
Remind lawmakers and communiry leaders that
jobs, training, summer and after-school programs,
and high quality.schools all are less expensive over

time than the spiraling prison, health, and human

costs of the carnage now rampant on our streets.

¢ Oppose punitive measures that discard sensible

legal protections for children and threaten to

D E F E N S8 E
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‘ ch;:r'z;p even more of our young people in the

criminal justice system without productive re-
sult. It makes no sensc automatcally ro try 13- ©
year-olds as adults for certain crimes. Caution
lawmakers against responding to rising public -
anxiety in ways that will only make matters worse
by treating children as hardened adult criminals
and thereby producing a self-fulfilling prophecy.
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HOUSING
~ AND
HOMELESSNESS

‘he Clinton administration grappled with

the problem of homelessness during 1994,

bur little concrete progress was made to-

ward ensuring all American children safe-

and stable homes. And although welfare reform was
on everyone’s mind, the likelihood thar sweeping
eligibility cuts in welfare would lead toan even greater
housing crisis among poor famﬂm largely was ig-
nored.

In May the U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development (HUD) issued a major report
and plan to reduce homelessness, along with a pro-

posal to streamline homeless assistance programs. Yet -

the proposed remedies were sadly anemic compared
with the scope of the problem. Then, at the end of
the year, the administration announced radical plans
to consolidate and reorganize HUD programs, plans
that could result in the elimination of thousands of

units of low-cost housmg and the loss of fodcral o

money for housing assistance.

In the absence of significant federal action, a few
states created special housing trusts in 1994 to pro-
vide a regular, if limited, source of funding for low-

income housing and housing assistance. And non- .
profit organizations, religious and civic groups, and

public-private partnerships continued w devote sig-
nificant human and financial resources to assisting
homeless families and children. Their efforts, while
desperately needed, also reinforced the obvious: the

_housing problems of America’s low-income families
- will not be solved without a national response to deep

and pervasive poverty among families with children
and significandy greater federal investments in afford-
able housing,

A snapshot of homelessness

or the past two decades, according o HUD,

homelessness has increased faster among fami-

lies with children than among any other group
of Americans. In the 30 cities surveyed by the U.S.
Conference of Mayors for its Stasus Report os Hunger
and Homelesness sn America’s Cities: 1994, families
with children accounted for, on average, about 39
percent of the homeless population. One in every four
individuals reported as homeless was a child younger
than 18. And homelessness still is growing. Requests
by families for emergency shelter increased in all but
three of the surveyed cities in 1994, with an average
increase of 21 percent. In contrast, the number of
emergency shelter beds for families grew only an
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estimated 3 percent. One-quarter of homeless famili-
es’ requests for shelter went unmet during the year,
primarily for lack of resources, said city officials.

Wasting America’s Future: The Childven’s Defense
Fund’s Report on the Costs of Child Poverty documents
that many children without permanent housing suffer
physically, emotionally, and educationally. Among
the myriad problems they face, homeless children
have higher rates of infant mortality, more scvere
health problems, and a reduced chance of being im-
munized than other poor children. Homeless children
also are at greater risk of missing school.

The housing problems of poor
families

ven when their families are not homeless, poor
children are likely to be plagued by housing
problems. A 1994 paper by HUD economist
Kathryn Nelson and co-author F. Stevens Redburn
concluded that 2.1 million poor families with chil-
dren have “worst-case” housing situations: they do
not receive housing assistance and either pay more
than half of their income for rent, live in substandard

housing, have been involuntarily displaced, or suffer-

a combination of these circumstances. These 2.1
million families make up more than half — 57

— of all families with children cligible for federal
housing assistance, according to Nelson and Red-
burn. Forty-cight percent of worst-case houscholds

H O M E L E S 8 N E 8 8

reccive Aid to Families with Dependent Children
(AFDC) or Suppiemental Security Income (SSI),
and 60 percent get food stamps.

Housing and employment problems tend to keep
poor families on the move. Poor children move about
twice as often as nonpoor children, and each move,
according ro Wasting America’s Future, is estimated to
diminish a child’s chances of finishing high school by
more than 2 percentage points, when other factors
are constant.

Overcrowding, utility shut-offs, and madcquatc
heating create health problems for poorly housed
children. Cockroach and rodent infestation, typical of

. low-cost housing, causes allergics, respiratory prob-

lems, and asthma in children. In addition, poor chil-

dren are three times more likely than other children
to live in homes with peeling paint or falling plaster,
which create a danger of lead poisoning. Children

“between the ages of one and five living in low-income

families arc three times more likely than those in
moderate-income families to have harmful amounts
of lead in their bloodstreams.

Separation from their familics is perhaps thc most
devastating impact of poor housing and homelessness
on children. In more than half of the cites surveyed
by the U.S. Conference of Mayors in 1994, homeless
families sometimes had to break up to stay in emer-
gency shelters. And a number of states and localities
report that between 15 and 30 percent of children in
foster care were removed from their families or re-

4 One in four pcoptc rcportcd as homeless is a child

Kgy younger than 18.

© Nearly half of poor households pay more than 50 per-

cent of their incomes for housing,.

F ac ts ' # An estimated 1.2 million families are on waiting lists
L for public housing.

¢ Claims of discrimination against families with chil-
dren account for 23 percent of all housing discrimina-
tion complaints. '
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mained in care primarily bccausc of housing

problems.

Such reports prompred children’s’ advocates o

work hard in 1994 to convince Congress to continue
the Family Unification Program, a Section 8 rental
assistance program for families with.children at risk
of entering or remaining in foster care because of
homelessness or inadequate housing. The administra-
tion had proposed eliminating the program, in which
16 states designated by Congress and HUD currently

parucipate. In 1994 a total of 1,651 Section 8 hous- -

ing certficates, good for five years, were available

. through the program to kecp families together. In the

end, Congress funded the program at almost that
same level for FY 1995.

Housing assistance and welfare |

" Ithough it is commonly assumed that most
.families. receiving AFDC also receive hous- ~

ing assistance, the opposite is true. Fewer -

than one-quarter (23 percent) of welfare families also
have federal or other housing subsidies or live in
public housing, according to the U.S. Department of
Health and Human Services (HHS). Nearly two-
thirds of AFDC families rent in the private housing

market without subsidies. As the value of AFDC -

benefits has declined, these families have had to spend

ever-increasing portions of their AFDC benefits on .
rent, making them highly vuinerable to eviction and

homelessness. A 1992 study by the HHS Inspcctor
General’s Office found that almost 70 percent of all
families interviewed in shelters for homeless families
were receiving AFDC benefis. New York City has
rcported that 95 percent of those entering shelter in
the city are receiving AFDC. Welfare reform could
have an enormous impact on AFDC families’ ability
to provide shelter for their children. Responsible
reform could prevent and reduce.homelessness by

- helping recipients obtain work at decent wages, re-

ceive health care and child care.assistance, and accu-

‘mulate the assets needed to mové into permanent

housing. On the other hand, policies that arbitrarily .
cut back or deny families welfare benefits could force
many families into the streets, overwhelming state
and local homeless assistance efforts and exposing
many more children to harm. Nonetheless, the major
welfare reform proposals of 1994 were largely silent
on the issue of housing, and many raised precisely
duosc risks. ‘

‘New assessments of housing

" problems

sty: Home! The Federal Plan to Break the Cycle of

Homelessness, developed by a 17-member federal
interagency task force. It followed the February re-
lease of a congressional task force’s report on home-

I n May the Clinton administration released Prior-
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lessness. The two reports covered muich of the same
" ground and reached similar conclusions.

Both documents discussed the sharp decline in
the supply of affordable housing over the past two
decades, noting that those with the lowest incomes
were most affected. In 1991, according to Priorszy:
Home!, the poorest one-quarter of renters totaled
nearly 8 million households, yet fewer than 3 million
housing units were affordable to this group. This
“affordability gap” of 5 million units in 1991 had
grown by almost 4 million since 1970. (According to
HUD'’s standard, “affordable” housing is that which
costs no more than 30 percent of a household’s
adjusted income, yet nearly half of poor households
pay more than 50 percent of their incomes for
housing.)

Large reductions in rental housing assistance to
low-income persons also have contributed to home-
lessness, said the congressional report. A later report
from the Congressional Budget Office stated that
annual budget authority for housing aid has fallen
from $69 billion in 1977 to $17 billion in 1995 in
inflation-adjusted dollars. The number of additional
assisted units funded each year dropped from more

' than 300,000 in the late 1970s to fewer than 60,000 -

by 1991.

Although the congressional and administration
reports credited the Stewart B. McKinney Homeless
Assistance Act for funding emergency services for
homeless citizens, they both noted the small amount
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of resources distributed under the act, the fragmen-
taton of the federal response under McKinney, and
its failure to address the root causes of homelessness.
Both analyses called on mainstream programs such as
food stamps, job training, and child care assistance to
do more to help families avoid poverty and homeless-
ness, and the congressional task force also recom-

" mended increasing the minimum wage and improv-

ing income support programs such as SSIand AFDC.

The administration’s actions

rwnvy Home! presented a package of lcg:.sla~
tive and administrative actions to ‘streamline
homeless programs, increase local control, and
promote the development of local “continuum of
care” systems that move homeless people in incre-
mental steps from emergency services to transitional
housing and social services to permanent housing. On
the legislative front, HUD proposed to reorganize
and consolidate the McKinney act programs into one

- homeless assistance block grant, including the pro-

posal in its 1994 housing reauthorization bill. That
bill died in the 103rd Congress, however, putting the
block grant consolidation on hold. Nonetheless, Con-
gress did appropriate the $1.12 billion the admini-

stration requested for the McKinney act programs —
a 36 percent increase over the combined 1994 level

_ of funding.
-‘M
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. Despite Congress’ failure'to acton the McKinricy
program consolidation and block grant, HUD imple-
mented new ‘administrative procedures in 1994 to

promote program: coordination. Titled the Consoh—t

dated Plan, the new rules require just one community

planning and applicaton process for a variety of -

HUD?’s homeless and housing initiatives — including
McKinney programs — to be overseen by a local
board on which homeless peopic and their advocates
are represented. ‘Federal funds will be distributed
according to a formula based on need, once a com-
munity’s plan is approved. With reduced federal over-
sight of the planning ‘process, however, there is a

 danger that local politics may cause federal funding -

1o be dwcrtcd from thosc who most nccd sérvices.

- The second wave of restructunng
plans

t the end of the year, HUD’s earlier consoli-
daton efforts were eclipsed by its an-
nouncement of far more radical plans to
.reorganize and simplify HUD and revamp federal

housing programs, all aimed at heading off proposals )

to eliminate the department altogether.
Henry Cisneros called for consolidaton of 60 of

HUD’s major. programs into three “performance- -
~ based grants” by 1998. HUD expects the restructur-
ing, which would cut staff by onc-thlrd, to save more

- than $800 million in administrativc expenses over five
_ years.

The first pcrformancc grant, called “Housing

- Certificates  for Families and Individuals,” would

combine over three years all rent subsidy programs
with public housing construction and renovation pro-
grams. All housing assistance would be “tenant

' based,” meaning that tenants would receive housing
" subsidies to use wherever they chose, and' public
‘housing wouid compete wnh the private market for '
" tenants.

The second grant, thc ‘ﬁffordablc Housing
Fund,” ultimately would group t:ogcthcr homeless -
assistance programs with programs to increase home-
ownership opportunities for low-income Americans
and thosc with special needs. The homeless programs,

" ‘however, would not be folded in until FY 1998. The
third grant, the “Community Opportunity Fund,”

would focus on comrhunity development and would
include the existing Commumty Development Block
Grant program, other economic dcvclopmcnt initia-
tives, and the YouthBuild program.

. Designed with litde input from tenants, public
housing officials, or Congress, HUD’s proposal raises

* fundamental questions about the appropriate roles for

federal, state, and local government in addressing
housing needs. Although increasing states’ ability .
usc federal funding flexibly to meet local needs is a -
posmvc goal, thcrc are scnous risks xf thc fcdcral
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_ government does not insist on enough state and local
. accountability to ensure the proper usc of funds.

Portable housing subsidics for families and in-
dividuals could encourage mobility and help reduce
high concentradions of low-income families in re-
source-poor neighborhoods. But that benefit may
be offset by the loss of large numbers of low-income
housing units. Replacing project-based housing as-
sistance with houschold-based subsidies would re-
sult in less low-cost housing because assistance to
individuals does not lead as directly to the creation
or maintenance of low-income housing. Moreover,
the administration’s proposal does not appear to

consider the difficulties some housing authorities

would face in properly maintaining housing projects
if they lost significant numbers of tenants and, with
them, significant operating revenue.

It’s also likely that many landlords may be unwill-
ing to participate in a houschold-based assistance
program, especially in dght housing markers where
they can command rents that may be higher than
low-income families can afford, even with subsidies.

Advocates also worry that funding cutbacks are
likely to accompany such massive consolidations at

a ume when current investments do not begin to *

meet the need for housing assistance. Although
funding for Secton 8 assistance was more than
doubled last year, HUD estimates that 1 million
families currently are waiting for Section 8 housing
assistance. HUD also estimates that 1.2 million
families are on waiting lists for public housing. It
scems certain that sharply reduced spending, how-
ever cfficiently administered, would lead to even

- greater housing difficulties and more homelessness
for poor families.

Housing discrimination
" 'he Contract with America, endorsed by most
Republican House members and candidates
during the 1994 clection campaign, contains a
provision that would make it more difficult than ever
for low-income families to find adequate housing by
weakening the law that protects families against hous-
ing discrimination. The 1988 law barring discrimina-
tion against families with children exempts housing
for older persons if it provides “significant facilities
and services” specially designed for older residents.
The contract proposcs to repeal this “significant fa-

cilities” test, making it possible for communities to

discriminate against families with children by falsely
claiming to be housing strictly intended for senior
citizens.
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According to HUD, discrimination against
families with children continucs cven with the
stronger protections contained in current law. A
total of 10,522 complaints of housing discrimina-
tion against families with children were filed be-
tween carly 1989 and the fall of 1994. In FY 1994,
23 percent of all housing discrimination complaints
charged discrimination against families with
children.

Educating homeless children

ongress reauthorized thc Education for
Homeless Children Program in 1994 as part
of the Elementary and Secondary Education

Act, adding new language clarifying that local school
districts must, to the extent possible, allow homeless

* children to attend the schools their parents request.

Meanwhile, Tllinois enacted its own education act
for homeless children. It requires schools to provide
or arrange for transportation to school for homeless -

- children if parents are unable to do so. It also requires

schools to enroll homeless children even if the families
cannot provide medical records, proof of residency,
or other required documents. School officials, rather
than parents, are responsible for obraining a homeless
child’s records from previous schools.

In a 1994 court case regarding the educadon of
homeless children, the federal appeals court in Wash-

~“ingron, DC, ruled that homeless children have an -
enforceable right to an education under federal law.

The original suit against the District of Columbia had
charged that the city was violating the McKinney act
by failing, among other things, to cnsure homeless
children access to public school education and trans-
portation to school. The city had claimed the children
had no right to sue for enforcement of the act.

New state trust funds for housing

few states creared housing trust funds in

1994 to generate targeted revenues to ex-

pand housing for low-income families and

individuals. Although the amount of money expected

to be generated is modest, the initiatives are a positive

sign of growing statc interest in innovative solutions
to their citizens” housing problems.

In Towa, the legislature dedicated 5 percent of the
revenue collected from a real estare transfer tax to
support the statc’s existing Housing Improvement
Fund, which supports low-income housing assistance
but previously had no dedicated revenue source. Of-
ficials expect approximarely $500,000 in revenue will
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be used to provide loans, grants, interest subsidies, or
" other support to low-income housing sponsors and
to individuals.

Missouri created the Missouri Housing Trust
Fund in 1994 after six years of work by supporters.
A special 83 fec charged to record officially any legal
document is expected to yield as much as $4 million
a year for the fund, which will make loans and grants
to a wide variety of initiatives to-assist low-income
individuals and families with their housing needs. At,
least half of the money must go toward activities and
projects scrvmg households earning 25 percent or less
of the state’s median income, and nonc of the funds
maybcuscdtoa:ddaosccannngmorcthan half of
the median income.

In Washington State, the city of Spokanc was the
first to test the public’s willingness to use a 1993 state
law allowing local jurisdictions to raise property tax
- levies for 10 years to finance affordable housing for

low-income households. Although the measure failed
with 45.5 percent of the vote, housing advocates
called it a strong first showing. Had it passed, the levy

would have generated an estimated $20 million dur-

mg its life. The revenue would have provided housing

assistance for houscholds earning less than half of the _

area’s median income. The broad-based coalition sup-
porting the measure is expected to try again.

State response: Virginia’s
Homeless Intervention Program

inding affordable housing is only part of the
" battle for low- and moderate-income families
with children. When unexpected finanaal
emergencies arise, many families find it a formidable
challenge to keep up with rent or mortgage payments
sO as to maintain their housing.
In 1989, as housing costs soared in Virginia and
a growing number of familics became homeless as a
result of eviction or foreclosure, the state’s General
Assembly authorized more than $1 million for a pilot
program giving families short-term grants or loans to
help prevent homelessness. The program targeted
families that previously had been sclf-sufficient but
were experiencing a temporary financial crisis due to
an illness, accident, job layoff, or other unavoidable
event. The experiment wis based on a calculation that
it would be more cost-effective for the state to help
families get back into or hang on to their homes than
to pay for shelters and related costs. -
~ Administcred by the Virginia Department of
Housing and Community Development, the Home-
less Intervention Program (HIP) now works through

a toral of 10 (originally eight) local governments,
- community action agencies, and nonprofit organiza-

tions throughout the state, which distribute the HIP -
loans and grants to chgxblc houscholds that are home-
less or in imminent danger of becoming homeless.
Local service agencies refer individuals and fami-
lies o HIP offices, where they are interviewed and
their capacity for. long-term self-sufficiency is evalu-
ated. The HIP staff also verifies applicants’ situations
with employers, landlords, mortgage holders, and
others to guard against fraudulent requests for help.
Assistance to those who are cligible is granted on a

_ first-come, first-served basis, accompanied by hous-

ing counseling if. necessary. Familics needing addi-
tional social services are rcfcrmd o appropnatc
agencics. o

Grants, which are paxd dlrocdy to the landlord,
help individuals and families get into or remain in
rental housmg and need not be repaid. No-interest
loans, given for security deposits and mortgage assis-
tance, are to be repaid on 2 monthly basis, according
to the family’s income. All money repaid to HIP goes
back into the program to help others. .

A study of the program’s first year, 1990, showed-
that 1,770 Virginians — of whom nearly half were
children — received assistance. About 55 percent of
the houscholds recciving help were headed by
women, 49 percent were Black, and 47 percent were
White. The average family recceived help for 3.6
months, costing a total of $1,562, compared with the
$4,403 it costs to shelter a family for the same period

-of dme.

Just as graufymg as the cost savings is the fact
that the program spares children the emotional

* trauma of losing their homes, says Rick Howard,

homeless services coordinator for the Alexandria pro-
gram. In 1994 Alexandria’s HIP served 561 individu-
als, of whom 235 were children. “When a family is
evicted from their home and forced into a shelrer,
their whole life is disrupted,” says Howard. “Chil-
dren, especially, feel alienated if they have to change
schools or leave their peers.” About 80 percent of
houscholds given assistance in 1994 were in stable
housing three to four months after receiving help,
says Howard.

Alexandria is primarily a rental community, so
the program there makes more grants than loans. In
1994 a roral of $283,174 was distributed, with the
typical grant amounting to $1,033. Between 1990
and 1994, 54 Alexandria houscholds received a total
of $44,166 in loans for security deposits or mortgage

“assistance. At the end of 1994, 13 percent of that total
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had been repaid — a rcpavmcnt rcoord that sansﬁcs
HIE, says Howard.

The Virginia lchslaturc has been so pleased with
HIDP’s resuits it has allocated increased funding cach
year to expand services. And in Alexandria, the city
council has found HIP so effective it has contributed
$100,000 in city funds annually since FY 1993 w
enable even more eligible households to stay out of

* shelters and in their homes.

Recommendations

dvocates have much to do in 1995 to pre-
serve and expand already inadequate hous-

ing opportunities for low-income families
with children. Proposals to slash housing assistance
for millions of low-income families, radical changes
in the structure of current housing assistance pro-
grams, and proposed eligibility cuts in welfare reform
all threaten to increase the housing crisis among poor
families even further in the years ahead. Advocates
can help by:

@ Emphasizing the housing needs of poor and
homeless families during welfare reform de-
bates, Take every opportunity to educate and
remind both federal and state lawmakers about the
consequences of ill-conceived welfare reform on
families’ housing situatons. Welfare plans that
sharply reduce eligibility and arbitrarily cur off
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benefits would virtually guarantee increased
homelessness among families with children.

@ Urging the administration and Congress to
continue investing in the supply of affordable
housing. Heclp lawmakers and federal officials
understand that cuts in housing assistance pro-
grams are counterproductive and would increase
homelessness. Bureaucratic waste and inefficiency
should be atracked directly, not by reducing the
assistance that families desperately need w keep
their children adequately housed.

‘@ Making sure there is full citizen participation

in planning for state and local use of any new
housing-related block grants. Broad community
participation in planning and oversecing the use of
block grant funds will help ensure that funds are
targeted to those with the greatest housing needs.

@ Supporting efforts in your community to help
precariously housed families remain in their
homes. Join with others in your community to
encourage the adoption of anti-eviction measures
and tenant educadon programs as well as the
creation of emergency funds for families needing
temporary housing assistance. Insist on the vigor-
ous enforcement of fair housing laws, and urge
members of Congress not to weaken anti-discrimi-
nation provisions that protect families with
children.




TEEN I’REGNAN CY PREVENTION
- AND
YOUTH DEVELOPMENT

he welfare reform debate drew renewed
national attention to tecnage pregnancy
and childbearing in 1994. Unfortunately,
little of the public discussion was directed
toward ' positive solutions — addressing the bleak
environments and lack of hope, oppormunity, and
school success that contribute to many teenagers
becoming parents before they are ready. Instead, the
conservative leadership in Congress blamed teenagers
for what they maccuramly characterized as runaway
dependence on welfare in this country and blamed
‘the current welfare system for encouraging unmar-
ried teenagers to have children. The solution pro-
. posed in the leadership’s Contract with America —
denying welfare assistance to unmarried teens and
their children — would do lirde to deter teenage
childbearing but is certain to threaten the well-being
-and future prospects of both teen mothcrs and their
young children.-

Yet the year did bring some reason for hopc The
birth rate for weenage girls declined in 1992 for the
first ime in the previous five years, according to data
released in 1994. Advocates hoped the drop signaled
the start of a downward trend. Ncwly launched youth

cmployment and nanonal service, programs offered

‘teenagers expanded opportunities to reach their full

potential through work and education. Finally, the
community-based crime and violence prevention and
youth development programs included in the 1994

-crime bill, though under atrack: by the majority in

Congress at the end of the year, still may offer some
young people safe havens from often-violent neigh-
borhoods, as well as stronger connections to and
guidance from caring adults.

Teen birth rates decline slightly f

n 1992 the teen birth rate dropped 2.3 percent
from the 1991 level, according to data released
by the Centers for Disease Control and Preven-

. don (CDC). However, the proportion of teen births

that were to unmarried teens reached the highestlevel -
ever recorded.

 In 1992 there were 505,419 births to girls ages
15 to 19, for a rate of 60.7 births per 1,000 girls, In
contrast, there were 519,577 births to teen girls in
1991, for a rate of 62.1. The drop follows a steady
increase between 1986 and 1991, and there is no way
to know whether it is a one-time event or the begin-
ning of a downward trend. The rate still is consider-
ably higher than those experienced throughout most
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of the 1980s. Virtually all of the dcchnc occurred
among teens ages 15 to 17.

In light of recently reported declines in the teen-
age abortion rate, both the CDC and the Alan
Gurmmacher Instirute (AGI) believe that the drop in
the teen birth rate reflects a corresponding decline in
the teen pregnancy rate (although teen pregnancy
data are only estimates). In its 1994 report, Sex and
America’s Teenagers, AGI estimated a 19 percent de-
cline in the pregnancy rate among sexually experi-
enced teenagers between 1972 and 1990, falling from
254 to 208 pregnancies per 1,000 teenage girls ages
15 to 19. (Because the number of teenagers having
sexual intercourse doubled during this time, however,
the number of pregnancies remained more or less
constant at about 1 million per year.) AGI and CDC
data suggest that sexually active teenagers increas-
ingly are likely to use some form of contraception on
a regular basis, a trend that may be conmributing to
declines in both teenage pregnancy and childbearing
rates. There is also some evidence that the proportion
of teenagers who are sexually active may no longer be
rising.

These statistics, as well as 2 number of recent

beginning to make a positive difference in teens’
sexual behavior. Two 1993 studies by the World
Health Organization (WHO) Global Programme on
AIDS found no support for the claim that sex educa-
tion causes sexual experimentation or increased sexual
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studies, suggest that family life education may be
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activity among adolescents. In fact, the WHO reports
— which examined research findings from dozens of
scparatc studies from recent years — concluded that
if education programs had any effect, it was in leading
reens to postponc sexual activity or to use contracep- -
tives. A 1994 paper by Douglas Kirby titled “School-
Based Programs Reduce Sexual RiskTaking Behav-
iors™ also reported no evidence that sexuality or HIV
education programs hasten the onset of intercourse
among teenagers or increase the frequency of sexual
activity.

Similar to the overall teen birth rate, the birth
rate for unmarvied girls ages 15 t 19 in 1992 fell
slightly, to 44.6 births per 1,000 girls from 44.8 births
per 1,000 girls in 1991. A rotal of 365,000 babies
were born to unmarried teens in 1992, Although
here, too, it is impossible to know whether this small
decline is a one-year pause or the beginning of a. -
downward trend, this was the first time since 1978
that the birth rate for unmarried teenage girls had
fallen.

For many years the proportion of all teen births
that are to unmarried teens has been rising — a trend
fucled by rising birth rates and falling marriage rates
among teenage girls, as well as declining birth rates
among married teens. In 1992, while the birth rate
among unmarried teen girls did not rise, births to
married teenage girls continued to fall. As a result,
the proportion of all teen births that were to unmar-

® The teen birth rate dropped slightly between 1991

Key and 1992, to 60.7 births per 1,000 teen girls.

# Fully 83 percent of teens who give birth are from
economically disadvantaged households.

F acts # Only three in five teen mothers received early

prenatal care in 1992; one in 10 received late or no
prenatal care.

# Illegal drug and alcohol use both mcreascd among
teens between 1992 and 1993.
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ried teens in 1992 reached 2 rccord high of more than
.70 percent. :

‘ job prospects improve but wages .
stagnate .

ers improved slightly during 1994, with the
number of teens with jobs rising by 161,000.
While the seasonally adjusted tcen unemployment
rate in January 1994 stood at 18.5 percent, by De-

i I !hc immcdiaté“cmpldymcmoutlook for teenag-

~ cember it had fallen to 17.2 percent. Comparisons

with previous years are hampered by technical
changes made in 1994 in the government’s unem-
ployment darta, but teen unemployment still appears
to be higher than it was at th: start of.the 1990
recession.

Although shghtly greater numbcrs of young
workers are finding jobs, their wages continuc to
erode. In part because of the federal government’s
. failure to boost the minimum wage, the median
hourly wage of workers-ages 16 to-19 was $4.79 in
1993, down by 2 percent from its level a year carlicr
after adjusting for inflation.

Long-term earning trends for young workers

without college education reveal how slgmﬁmndy
their economic prospects have deteriorated, particu-

larly among young men entring the work force.

Inflation-adjusted wages have dropped steadily for all

teens, falling by 24 percent since 1973. Bctwccn 1973

and 1993. hourly wages fcr male cntry -level workcrs
with only high school diplomas plummcccd 30 per-
cent after adjusting for inflation, according to the
Economic Policy Instinite. Among male entry-level
workers with college degrees, mﬂauon-ad]ustcd

wages dmpped 8 pczr::nt
Teen drug use nses

wo scparatc surveys released in 1994 docu
.mented an increase in teen drug and alcohol

use between 1992-and 1993. The percentage

of twelfth-graders who said they had used an illicit
drug within the prcwms 30 days (“current” usc) rose
from 14.4 percent in 1992 to 18.3 percent in 1993,
with marijuana use increasing most sharply, accord-
ing to the University of Michigan’s Institute for Social
Research. Among cighth-graders, there was a 60
nt increase in current marijuana use between

1991 and 1993. The National Houschold Survey on

Drug Abuse also showed an increase in the pereentage
ofteens 12 to 17usxng1llcga.ldmgs from6.1 pcrccnt
in 1992 to 6.6 percent in 1993,

‘The houschold survey revealed a 15 pcmcnt)ump
in current use of aloohol among 12- to 17-year-olds
between 1992 and 1993, while the Umvcrsxty of
Michigan survey showed that more than one ini four

(26.2 percent) cighth-graders and more than one in
two(Slpcm:m)l'ugxschoolscmcm cuncnd}f’drank

alcohol in 1993. That ycar, more than onc in cight
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(13.5 percent) eighth-graders and more than one in
four (27.5 percent) seniors said they had engaged ‘in
“binge” drinking, defined as consuming five drinks or
more in a row, within the previous two weeks.

New data on causes, consequences
of teenage chi'ldbearing

escarch by Northeastern University’s Center
for Labor Market Studies (CLMS) and CDF
in 1994 provided another reminder that, for
many teenagers, the primary cause of carly pregnancy
and childbearing appears to be a lack of hope and
opportunity — problems that require community
efforts to creare positive life options for poor and
minority adolescents who now see no reason to post-
pone sexual activity, pregnancy, and childbearing.
Poverty and weak basic academic skills, two of
the most obvious impediments to hope and opportu-
nity, are linked closely with teenage chﬂdbeanng
Fully 83 percent of adolescents who give birth, as
reported by the AGI, arc from economically disad-
vantaged households, although just 38 percent of all
teenage girls are from such families. According to
- newly analyzed data from the National Longitudinal
Survey of Youth (NLSY), as family income rises, the
proportion of teens who become teen mothers de-
clines. In fact, four our of 10 poor teens became teen
mothers, compared with one out of 10 teens in the
highest income bracket.
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The same NLSY data reveal that three out of
cight teens with the weakest basic academic skills (as
measured by the Armed Forces Qualifying Test) be-
came teen mothers, compared with only one out of
20 teens with the strongest skills. The combination
of poverty and weak basic academic skills helps ex-
plain seemingly large differences in teen birth rates
across race and ethnic groups. Using NLSY data, the
CLMS calculated in 1994 that all Black-White differ-
ences in teen childbearing rates (as well as roughly 70
percent of the difference in our-of-wedlock teen child-
bearing rates) can be accounted for by greater poverty.
and lower basic academic skills among young Black
mothers.

One of the reasons adolescent childbearing poses
a serious threat to the health and development of the
next generation is that teen mothers are far more likely
than those in their twenties to receive late or no
prenatal care and to have babies born at low birth-
weight. The proportion of teens receiving prenatal
care remained shockingly low in 1992 — only three
in five teen mothers ages 15 to 19 received prenatal
care during the first trimester, while one in 10 cither
received no prenatal care or obtained such care only

‘in the third trimester. Black and Latina seen mothers

in this age group are nearly one and a half times more

likely to receive late or no prenatal care than White

teen mothers. For all racial and ethnic groups, receipt
of early prenatal care is even less likely for the small

m
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bur highly vulncrable group of girls younger than 15:
only 43 percent got carly prcnatal care in 1992.
Partly because so many teen mothers fail to re-
ceive éarly prenatal care, the percentage of their babies
born at low birthweight (below 5.5 pounds) remains

- frighteningly high. Nearly one in 10 births to all eeen

mothers ages 15 to 19 — and more than one in eight
births to Black teen mothers in this age group — were
at low birthweight. Infants born at low birthweight
are 20 times more likely to die in infancy, and those

who survive remain at much greater risk of such -
lifelong disabilities as mental retardation, blindness, -

deafness, cerebral palsy, and other health problems:
Early childbearing, pamcularly by unmarried

girls, also has an enormous impact on teens’ sub-

sequent education, earnings, and poverty status.

Analyses of data from the NLSY illustrate some of -

these consequences for teen parents, including:

@ Limited education. Teen mothers were three times

more likely to drop out of school than mothers
who delayed childbearing undl they were in their
twenties.

@ Lower earnings. Unmarried teen mothers had

average annual carnings of less than $7,300 in
1989, compared with nearly $8,800 for unmarried*

mothers who did not give birth unnl they were in
their twenties.

@ Higher poverty rates. Dunng the pcnod covered
by the NLSY, unmarried teen mothers spent 5.3
years living in poverty, compared with 4.1 years

in poverty for unmarricd mothers who delayed
chxldbcanng until they were in their twenties.

. To reduce too—carly pregnancy and chﬂdbcar-

_ing, communities must make sure children grow up
-acquiring the motivation as well as the knowledge

and capacity to prevent pregnancy. Children and
their families must have access to jobs that provide
a decent standard of living, adequate nutrition and
housing, and services to meet special needs. Chil-
dren musr have access to an education that provides

~ them with the solid academic skills on which Iong-

term employability, self-esteem, and confidence in
the future are based. For youths who are not doing
well in school, non-academic avenues for success are
crucial. Children also need links to caring aduits
who provide positive role models, values, and en-
couragement. Without such comprchcnswc sup-
ports for children as they grow toward adulthood,
there is little chance of achieving a major reduction

in too-carly chﬂdbcanng among America’s teenag-

crs.

Welfare reform focuses on teen
chnldbearmg

uring 1994 conservatives used the welfare:

reform debate to press their claims thar Aid

to Families with Dependent Children
(AFDC) encourages tecnage pregnancy and has filled
the welfare rolls with unmarried teenagers. In fact,
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teenagers younger than 18 account for just 1 percent
of all parents now receiving AFDC — fewer than
50,000 out of 4 million parents receiving AFDC
nationwide. Nor is the assertion that welfare encour-
ages teenage childbearing supported by research. In
* Junc 1994, 76 prominent economists and social sci-
entists who examined the relationship between wel-
fare and out-of-wedlock childbearing issued a joint
stacement stressing that no significant correlation
“exists between births to unmarried women and the
amount of welfare benefits provided by various states.
Moreover, the large and troubling increase in the
proportion of children born to never-married moth-
ers — from 17 percent in 1979 to 30 percent in 1992
— has occurred during a period in which the value of
the average AFDC benefit (adjusted for inflation) was
reduced by nearly half.

A 1994 study by the Center for Law and Social
Policy (CLASP) did confirm that the precarious

cconomic circumstances of many teenage mothers

often forces them wo tumn to AFDC for at least
temporary help. In 1990 slighdy more than half (51
percent) of all mothers receiving AFDC had their
first child when they were younger than 20. Yet the

CLASP study challenged the myth that most teen

parents remain on AFDC for extended periods.
Analyzing data from the NLSY, CLASP found that
40 percent of unmarried weenage mothers leave
AFDC within one year, and 70 percent leave within
four years. .
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The Clinton’administration responded to con-
cerns about teen parents on welfare by incorporat-
ing tough new provisions in its 1994 welfare reform
plan. Under that proposal, all minor parents would
be required to live at home or in a supervised group
setting as a condition of receiving AFDC benefits
and would be required to stay in school. Unmarried
minor mothers would be required to identify their
child’s father, and teen fathers would be held respon-
sible for child support. Upon reaching their eight- -
ecnth birthdays, mothers who had received benefits
for two years would be required to work 15 to 35

. hours per week. Teen parents would be provided

with caseworkers to assist with living arrangements
and obuaining services such as parenting classes and
child care. Selected older welfare mothers would

- serve as mentors to school-age parents. States would

have the option to use a combination of monetary
incentives and sanctions to help keep teen parents in
school, atrending GED classes, or participating in
parenting activities.

To reduce teen childbearing in the future, the
administration also proposed a teen pregnancy pre-
vention campaign that would invest $300 million
over five years in innovative pregnancy prevention
programs, focusing on geographic arcas with the
highest concentrations of middle- and high-school
youths at risk of early sexual activity. The program
would award grants from $50,000 to more than
$400,000 o 1,000 schools and community-based
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groups across the country. In'addition, $90 million

~ in demonstration grants would be available over five

years for seven selected community sites, to provide

an intensive array of social, health, and education
services to youths ages 10 to 21 to prcvcnt preg-

. nancy.
In contrast, House chubhcan wclfan: reform

proposals unveiled in the fall of 1994 would have -

eliminated completely welfare benefits to unmarried
" teen mothers younger than 18 and permanently
denied aid to children born to such mothers. The
House leadership relented slightly early in 1995 —
apparently responding to public concern about the
"consequences for children — proposing instead to

deny benefits to unmarried teen mothers and their

children while the mothers are younger than 18.
However, states would have the option of denying
benefits to children of mothers younger than 21.
The money saved would be given back to the states
in the form of block grants that could be used to
build and maintain orphanages and group homes or

to promote the adoption of children who could not

be cared for by their parents. (Sec Family Income
_ chapter for details.) A

States expand school-based health
centers

he number of school-based health centers na-

tonwide has more than doubled over the past

two years, according to findings from a 50-
state survey conducted by the Robert Wood Johnson
Foundation’s Making the Grade project. More than
600 centers now operate in a total of 41 states,
providing comprehensive school-based health scrv-
ices for children and youths with unmet health care
needs. States as diverse as New York, Louisiana,
- Towa, and Virginia have established such centers.
. Much of the progress in developing school-based
health centers has occurred because states have more

- than doubled their own investment in centers (from -

$9.2 million in 1992 to $22.3 million in 1994) and

have allocated more federal Maternal and Child

Health Block Grant funds to such programs. The
survey found that 21 states sponsor specific school-
based initiatives; eight states promote the model as

. part of broader school-related health services pro-
grams; and five states arc considering new steps to
support or encourage the development of centers in
the near future.

DEFENGSE FUND

Federal youth émployment and
service programs get under way

he federal government launched several inita-
tives in 1994 that willopen up new educational
and employment opportunities for young peo-
ple. Young people who do not go directly from high
school to college may succeed in gaining a stronger
foothold in the job market or postsecondary educa-

‘tion as a result of new school-to-work legislation -

enacted during the year. The School-to-Work Oppor-
tunities Act authorizes grants to states to establish
innovative job training programs, apprenticeships,
and vocational education systems. In July a total of
843 million in the first round of implementation -

. grants was awarded to eight states — Kentucky,

Maine, Massachusetts, Michigan, New Jersey, New
York, Oregon, and Wisconsin. Individual state grants
ranged from §2 mﬂhonm $10 million (see Education
chapter). h

In a separate. initiative, the U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development in )uly awarded
$38 million in grants to 136 organizations in 41
smw,“kshmgmn,DC and Puerto Rico to fund
YouthBuild programs in cities and rural cormunities.
YouthBuild helps high school dropouts complete
their education and gain vocational and construction
skills while bmldmg affordable housing in low-iri-
come communitics. Another $74.1 million has been
appropnamd by Congress for a second round of

‘grants in 1995, although thesc funds (and many other

federal youth employment funds provided through

" the Job Training Partnership Act, or JTPA) were in

jeopardy as a result of deep budget cuts under con-

sideration by the new Congress as the year began.
Under the auspices of AmeriCorps, the new

national service program, 15,000 volunteers started

work in all 50 states in September in community

service projécts that deliver child care, health educa-
tion, home ownership assistance, and other services
in low-income communities. By the end of year, an

-additional 5,000 AmeriCorps volunteers had been

recruited. In exchange for one or two years of service,
cach- AmeriCorps volunteer receives a living allow-
ance of $7,500 per year; health care; child care, if
needed; and an education award of 34 725 per year
of scrvice to help pay for college tuition or pay back
a student loan. Volunteers who serve part tme and
meet certain requirements may receive education

* awards of $2,362 per year.

During the summer of 1994, more than 7,000
AmeriCorps volunteers participated in the Summer
of Safety program (SOS). Working in 91 public safety
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_ improvement projects in 35 states, the young people
helped local police organize Neighborhood Watch
programs, conduct violence prevention workshops,
and patrol playgrounds and parks.

In 1994, $155.5 million was distributed to na-

tional and state organizations to fund AmeriCorps:

projects. In 1995, $262 million is slated for distribu-
tion. A rotal of 100,000 volunteers are expected to
participate in the program over the next three years.
In carly 1995, however, efforts were under way in the
House to eliminate the entire 1995 increase for
AmeriCorps.

- Crime bill debate focuses on youth
 development

n September President Clinton signed a compre-
hensive crime bill containing authorization for
$3.6 billion over six years to fund community-
based crime and violence prevention programs in
areas with high juvenile delinquency and poverty
rates. These programs, which may include after-
school recreation activities, sports programs, tutoring
and mentoring programs, and community service

activities, will give youths positive alternatives to .

gangs, street crime, drug use, and violence. It was
expected that 300,000 youths ages five through 18
would benefit from these programs by October 1996.
However, with the House considering proposals at

. the start of the year to fold these youth crime preven-
tion programs into a general law enforcement block
grant, the future of these - programs was uncertain at
press time, ‘

The 1994 crime law contained other provisions
that protect the well-being of adolescents and some
measures that seriously jeopardize their welfare,
Young people will benefit from the 1994 crime law’s
ban on the manufacture, sale, and possession of 19
types of assault weapons, which have taken a signifi-
cant toll on the lives American children and adoles-
cents in recent years. At the same time, however, new
provisions in the law allowing teenagers as young as
13 to be tried in adult courts threaten to destroy the
balance between punishment and rehabilitadon that
long has been sought through our nation’s juvenile
justice system (see Violence chapter for details.)

Recommendations

igh rates of childbearing and risk-taking
among adolescents will persistas long as poor
and minority teenagers lack adequate oppor-
tunities t learn, work, and develop healthy self-es-
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teem. Yet the hope of future success, already too
remote to keep many teenagers in school and out of
trouble, will be weakened even further in the coming
year if investments in key employment, health, and
after-school and summer programs are reduced
sharply. Advocates can help by:

® Urging Congress to reject proposed cuts in
summer youth employment, job training, and
national service programs for poor and minor-
ity teenagers. Help lawmakers understand thata

' summer job, community service assignment, or
high quality vocational training program can open
up possxbﬂma that young people never knew
existed. Also, insist that lawmakers resist pressures

to reduce investments in proven or carcfully tar-

gered programs such as the Job Corps, Youth-
Build, and Youth Fair Chance.

@ Promoting expansion of urgently neceded
youth dcvclopment programs that provide
constructive alternatives to the streets during
nonschool hours aind summer months. Urge
members of Congress to preserve the funding set
aside in the 1994 crime law for after-school and

" summer programs offering academic enrichment
as well as recreational outlets in poor communitics.
Emphasize the importance of these activities in
reducing risk-taking behavior and reinforcing
gains achicved in school. -

@ Establishing and expanding mentoring and t-
toring projects in your community. Urge avic
groups, congregations, fraternities and sororitics,
and other community-based organizations to link
poor and minority youths to caring’ adult role
models who can help keep them on track in school
and steer them away from too-carly pregnancy and
childbearing,

OWorhngmthmmmdloalcmaalsmbuﬂd
strong family life education programs within

- schools and adolescent health services that are
casily accessible to students. Build consensus
among state and local education and health offi-
cials regarding the importance of age-appropriate
family life education from elementary through

- high school. Involve parents to ensure that new
initiatives have strong local support and can with-
stand attacks from small groups of vocal critics.
Make sure that health services respond to the full
range of teenagers’ health and developmental
needs.
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CHLDREN
| AND
FAMILIES IN CRISIS

‘ew data released in 1994 on child abuse
and neglect, domestic violence, illicit

no doubt that the' crises confronting
America’s most vulnerable children and families are
not abating. Yet the yw also brought evidence of
progress in the manner in which the nation is atrack-
ing the complex and interrelated family problems that
threaten the futures of so many American children.

The federal government, state agencies, private
providers, advocates, and families all are beginning to

share a common vision of the family-centered, com-

- munity-based, integrated service systems that are
most likely to strengthen fragile families. and help
them nurture and protect their children.

- The ycar also marked the begmmngofa ’10-wa '
initiative t help

federal “empowerment zone”
strengthen poor and distressed communities so that

low-income children can grow up in more posmvc ’

and supportive environments.
Unfortunately, as 1994 ended and thc new year

began, the Republican Contract with America set’

forth a welfare reform proposal that would move the
nation in the direction of destroying families instead
of preserving them. The proposal would deny welfare

drug usc, and children in foster care left-

assistance to many chﬂdrcn and famdxc.s, dismantle
federal child protection services, and leave children .
with few supports when parents need help to care for
them. The proposal would eliminate the guarantee of
federal assistance now. available for foster care and
adoption assistance for children who can’t be cared -

 for safely athome and would replace it and other child
. abuse prevention and treatment services with a

apped block grant. This change would put enormous
pressures on states to abandon new investments in
family support initiatives to rcplacc shortfalls in fed-
eral fostr:r care ;

Children in need of help

" 'hild abuse and neglect remain a major threat

. to children’s well-being,. according to data
: reported in 1994 by the National Committee
to Prevent Child Abuse. Authoritics confirmed more
than 1 million of the nearly 3 million reported cases
of abuse or neglect in 1993. Almost half of reported
and confirmed cases of maltrcauncnt involve neglect,

‘often the deprivation of necessities, as opposed to

physical or sexual abuse. An average of three children

_ dic cach day from maltreatment. In 1993, 46 percent
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of the victims were younger than on¢ year old; 86
percent were younger than five.

Substance abuse by parents is a major contributor

to child abuse and neglect, but in 1994 the Nanonal
Committee to Prevent Child Abuse noted that only

11 states reportcd having any new initiatives focused.

on parents’ substance abuse and its connection to
child abuse. What’s more, in 1994 there was new
evidence that substance abuse is worsening. In 1993,
for the first ime in almost a decade, current use of
illicit drugs increased among adolescents ages 12 to
. 17, according to the National Household Survey on
Drug Abuse. For young adults ages 18 to 25, 1993
marked the second time current drug use had in-
creased in nearly a decade (the first uprurn was in
1991). In 1993, one in four young people ages 18 to
25 reported using illicit drugs in the previous year.
This trend not only has worrisome implications for
the young people themselves but also for children,
since some of these 18- to 25-year-olds already are
parents and others soon will be.

A 1994 survey by Peter D. Hart Research Asso-
ciates, Inc. revealed that the vast majority of Ameri-
cans believe the nation should be investing more

resources in community drug education, treatment, -

and law enforcement programs and spending less
money on drug interdiction. Yet in 1994 the federal
government continued to emphasize efforts to con-
trol the drug supply and only marginally increased
funding for treatment and education.

Key
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Efforts to protect children from abuse and ne-
glect resulted in an estimated 464,000 children being
cared for in foster family homes, group homes, and
residential treatment centers on a single day in 1993.
About three-quarters of these children lived with
foster families. Although the rapid increase of chil-
dren in foster care appears to be leveling off, particu-

 larly in large urban areas, that good news is offset by

the fact that fewer children are leaving foster care. A
study published by the Child Welfare Research Center
in California in 1994 reported that even very young
children are remaining in care for long periods in that
state. Twenty-ninc percent of children who entered

‘care before their first birthday were still in care after
four years.

An estimated 7.7 million children in the United
States suffer from serious emotional disorders. Some
of the consequences of the nation’s inadequate re-
sponse to their needs were revealed in 1994 by the
Chesapeake Institute. Compared with other youths
with disabilities, the institute found, students with
serious cmotional disturbances get lower grades and
are more likely to be retained in grade. Forty-cight
percent of students with serious emotional distur-
bances drop out of school between grades nine and
12, compared with 30 percent of students with other
disabilides. Among emotionally troubled dropouts,
73 percent are arrested within five years of lcavmg

" school.

\ 4 Morc than 1 million cases of child abuse or ncglect were conﬁnncd

in 1993, while nearly 3 million children were

: ncglccu:d. Almost half of reported and confirmed cases of ma.ltrat-
“ment involved neglect.

reported abused or

@ Between 3.3 million and 10 million children are exposed to

Facts

domestic violence each year. These children are at increased risk of
abuse and neglect as well as behavioral and emotional problems.

@ An estimated 464,000 children were in foster family homes, group

homes, and residential treatment centers on a single day in 1993.

- About three-quarters of the children were in foster homes.
@ An estimated 7.7 million children in the United States suffer from
serious emotional disorders. Forty-eight percent of these children

drop out of school between grades nine and 12.

¥ Nearly 4.1 million American children are growing up in neighbor-
hoods in which at least 40 percent of the population is poor.
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~ Legislative activities related to’
vuinerable children

uring 1994 Co_ngr;:ss took a number of ‘ac-
vons that will aid children with serious emo-
" tional disabilities, children affected by

domestic violence, and children awaiting adoption.

However, Congress included provisions in the 1994
crime law that are likely to impede effective rchabth—
tation of juvenile offenders.

Children’s mental health. Congress gave a sig-
nificant boost to coordinated community-based serv-
ices for children with serious emotional disturbances

in 1994 by increasing funding for the Child Mental

Health Services program from $35 million to $60

million. Administered by the Center for Mental .-

Health Services of the U.S. Dcpartmcnt of Health
and Human Services (HHS), the program provides
grants to states, communities, and Indian tribes for
collaborative i interagency systems of care for children
~ and youths with serious emotional disturbances. In
1994 the program funded 22 ininatves.

Greater recognition of the importance of devel-
oping and intcgrating comprehensive services for

children with mental health problems also was evi- -

dent during the congressional debate on health re-

form. That debate revealed a remarkable consensus-
that mental health and substance abuse treatment :

should be an integral part of a national system of
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health care. Major committee bills in both the House
. and the Senate proposed the establishment of com-

munity-based networks of public and private provid-
ers offering mental health services to meet the needs
of children with serious emotional disabilities and
support their families, recognizing that such local
service delivery systems most effectively ensure that
children’s multiple needs are addressed comprthcn-

sively. A poll commissioned in 1994 by the Bazclon

Center for Mental Health Law revealed enormous
public support for immediate health insurance cover-
age for mental health services for children.

Family violence. In 1994 Congress acted ‘with
bipartisan support to assist women affected by do-
mestic violence, passing the Violence Against Women
Act, the most comprehensive legislation on domestic
violence in U.S. history. Between 3.3 million and 10
million children are exposed to domestic violence
cach year. These children are at increased risk of abuse

‘and neglect as well as a broad range of behavioral and
’ cmononal problems. ‘

Child and spousal abuse also received new atren- -

- tion from the :American Bar Association and the

Amcrican Medical Association in 1994. Both groups -
urged their memberships to-take 'more ladcrship in
protecting women and children from domestic vio-
lence and to promote coordinated and mulndisaph-
nary cfforts to reduce domestic violence and its ad-
verse consequences. for children. ‘And for the first
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time, leaders in the child prorection field and those
- working to stop domestic violence met in 1994 to
initiate broader collaboration bctwccn their respec-
tive constitiencies.

Adoption. Congress also took a step in 1994 to
address the plight of tens of thousands of children
who are free for adoption but linger in foster care
because they are members of mmomy or sibling
‘groups, have disabilities, or are older. To increase such
children’s chances of finding pcrmancnt homes, the
new Multi-Ethnic Placement Act requires state child
welfare agencies to recruit foster and adoptive families
of all races and ethnicities and prohibits state agencies
from using the issue of race inappropriately to deny
children permanent families.

Juvenile justice. Child advocates observed a sad
irony in 1994: the twenteth anniversary of the sign-
ing of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion Act, enacted with high hopes of improving the
nation’s ability to address the special needs of juvenile

~ . offenders, was marked by passage of the 1994 crime

bill, which provides for harsher treatment of some
juvenile offenders and allows children as young as 13
to be tried as adults.

These federal policies, which reflect similar trends .

in many states, ignore evidence of promising new
treatment strategies for serious juvenile offenders.
These policies also ignore the fact that the vast ma-
jority of juveniles are arrested for property crimes and
other less serious offenses — not crimes of violence.
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Large numbers of these nonviolent offenders none-
theless are scparated from their families and confined
in juvenile facilities, even though such facilities gen-
erally are acknowledged to be breeding grounds for
more violent behavior. Few states have developed
comprehensive strategies to remedy these counter-
productive responses to troubled yourhs. In fact, the
sharp rise in the number of young people in detention
increasingly has impaired states’ ability even to house
and protect these young people adequately, let alone
educate and rehabilitate them. A study released in
1994 by the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention reported that nearly half of the
juveniles confined in detention and reception centers,
training schools, ranches, farms, and camps across the
country were in facilities whose populations exceeded
their design capacity. Only 20 o 26 percent of the
facilities had adequate bed space, health care, security,
or suicide control. Inadequate conditions placed con-
fined juveniles at increased risk of institutional vio-
lence, suicidal behavior, and punitive and restrictive
discipline measures such as the use of isolation.

Family preservation and support
planning gets under way
tate planning to implement the most significant
natonal program for helping abused and ne-

glecred children and families at risk of abuse in
more than a decade got under way in 1994. Under
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the Family Preservation and Support Services Pro-
gram (FPSSP) cnacted in 1993, states should receive
a total of $900 million over five years to develop and
expand family support and family preservation serv-
ices and make service delivery systems more respon-
sive to the needs of families. Services will focus on the
family as a whole, work with families as members of
their communities, and build on families’ strengths in
an effort to protect children, keep families together,
and reduce the need for unnecessary foster care and
other out-of-home placements. Family support pro-
grams link families to a wide range of voluntary
- preventive and supportve services that help both

- parents and children and often are delivered in neigh-
borhood centers or through home-visiting programs.
Family preservation services provide more intensive,
home-based help for-families in crisis.

HHS, which administers the program, issued

instructions early in 1994 encouraging states to use
the new federal program asa mmlyst to develop more
comprehensive, coordinated service delivery systems
for helping families, building on and extending the
best of existing community-based services. States are
' required first to establish an inclusive planning effort

that reaches across agencies and service pmvidcrs and™’

into communities. The plamung group is to assess

needs and capacitics so. it can establish goals for

improving services for families and children. It is
chargcd with taking a comprehensive look at services
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— beginning before protective services and extending
to the point at which a child returns home or moves
into an adoptive home. A number of state planning
groups have conducted focus groups to hear the views
of parents, grandparents, and adoptive and foster

~ parents on changes that are needed in service delivery.

Comprehensive Child and Family Services Plans for
the Family Preservadon and Support Services Pro-
gram must be submiteed to HHS by June 30, 1995.

In Ohio, Missouri, Oregon, and a number of
other states, FPSSP planning activities are being in-
corporated into broader state plamung efforts already
under way to involve communities in making deci-
sions about the best use of state resources for children
and families. In some states, FPSSP planning groups
also have forged links with those guiding implemen-
tation of the State Court Improvement Program, a
federal initiative to help courts assess and reform their
own policies and practices in cases relating to child
abuse and neglect, foster care, and adoption.

The FPSSP was complemented by a new 10-stare
demonstration project approved by Congress at the
end of the year to heighten the impact of the new
reforms. The sites selected by HHS will be able to use
their federal foster care, adoption, and child welfare
services dollars more flexibly to improve outcomes for
children and families and progress toward the FPSSP
goals.
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Better data to improve services

everal 1994 activities will result in more effec-

tive collection and use of dara to enhance child

welfare services for children and families. Dur-
ing the year, more than three-quarters of the states
began making use of increased federal funds available
for three years to help states improve their automated
data systems for tracking children in the child welfare
system. L
Advances also were made in refining data collec-
tion. One goal of the federally funded Mula-State
Foster Care Data Archive at the Chapin Hall Center
for Children at the University of Chicago is to supply
data that paint a more accurate and complete picture
of children in state care. In carly 1994 the archive
released its first report, presenting five years of data
for the five states that together account for nearly half
of the children in care —California, Illinois, Michi-
gan, New York, and Texas. These dama fully describe
the experiences and characteristics of children in care,
allowing for the first time comparative analyses of
caseloads, rates of entry to care, and the duration of
placements. Unlike the annual one-day “snapshots™

of children in state care, the data collected by the new

data archive do not miss children who move in and
out of care quickly and return infrequendy. .
Two studics released in 1994 also shed more light
on the problems and circumstances that bring chil-
dren and families to the door of the child welfare
system in the first place. A detailed analysis of 800
children placed in foster care in the Washington, DC,
metropolitan region between February and July 1992
revealed a constellation of problems related to pov-

erty. Forty-cight percent of the children lived in im- _ -

poverished families with annual incomes of less than
$10,000, according to the study by the Metropolitan
Washington Council of Governments. Fifty-six per-
cent had parents who abused drugs or alcohol, and
homelessness or inadequate housing had contributed
to the foster care placement of one-quarter of the
children. Fifty-five percent had siblings in foster care.

A study done for the Alabama Department of
Human Resources similarly found that families with
children in foster care were likely to have inadequate
income and to lack public assistance, including Medi-
. caid; to have a parent who abused drugs or alcohol
or had a criminal history; to have a child with serious
behavioral problems; and to have had a child pre-
viously placed in foster care. Such data reveal the
complexity of the problems confronting already dis-
tressed families and the need for broad community-
based family-focused initatives.
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Building stronger communities

n its 1994 Kids Count Data Book, the Annie E.
Cascy Foundation called attention the millions
of children growing up in neighborhoods that
are resource poor, overrun by violence, and paralyzed
by fear and hopelessness. And an analysis of 1990
Census data by Paul Jargowsky of the University of
Texas at Dallas revealed that nearly 4.1 million chil-

_ dren live in neighborhoods in which at least 40

percent of the population is poor. Parents in such
neighborhoods face terrible odds as they struggle to
raise healthy, self-respecting children who are moti-
vated to achieve in school and prepare for productive
lives in the mainstream economy. To improve out-
comes for children in distressed communities, said the
foundation, the nation must combine individual and
family-centered services with social and economic
initiatives that rebuild community infrastructure.
Responding to poor neighborhoods® need for
intensive economic, community, and human services .
development activities, the federal government in
1993 enacted legislation to funnel new money into
selecred economically distressed urban and rural ar-
cas. At the end of 1994 President Clinton designated
cight cities and three rural areas as the nation’s first

-empowerment zones under the 1993 legislation. The

empowerment zones will receive millions of dollars
in federal grants and tax breaks for businesses to
stimulate economic activity and community develop-
ment efforts. The urban zones — Baltmore, Atlanta,
Chicago, Detroit, New York, Los Angeles, Cleveland,
and Philadclphia-Camden — will reccive between
$90 million and $125 million in social services block
grant funds over 10 years from the U.S. Department
of Urban Housing and Development. The rural em-
powerment zones, cligible for $40 million in grants,
are the Kentucky Highlands; Mid-Delea, Mississippi;
and the Rio Grande Valley in south Texas. In addition,
99 other urban and rural areas were designated as
“enterprisc communities,” slated to reccive $3 million
grants. :

About 500 cities and rural areas competed for the
grants by submitting comprehensive revitalization
plans to the Community Enterprisc Board, co-
chaired by Vice President Gore and President Clin-
ton’s domestic policy adviser, Carol Rascoe.
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_ State response: Alabama overhauls
child welfare system .

“ n1988the state of Alabama senta seven-year-old
boy to a psychxatnc hospital when his parents
divorced because it could not provide alternative

community-based services to address the boy’s men-
tal health problems. A resulting class acton suit

charged the state with failing to meet its obligation

to provide cmononally disturbed children in or at risk

of being placed in foster care with services to help -

them achieve permanent living situatons and success
in school.

~ The statc agreed to settle the suit in 1991 through
a unique consent decrec dmgned to transform Ala-
bama’s child protective services and foster care sys-
tems by emphasizing the prevention of out-of-home
placement through early intervention and family-fo-
" cused services in community settings. In the course
of carrying out this settlement, the state has become
an exciting laboratory in which some of the most

promising reforms under way- in other states and

communities are bcmg implemented in a coordinated
fashion. The cffort is driven by a commitment to

tailor services to mect the specific needs of individual -

children and families so that children ‘may be kept
safely in their homes.

The overhaul'is bcmg executed in stages, starting -
in 1991 with six counties. By the end of 1994, a total |
of 18 counties had been phased in, and state officials

. reported that the second-wave counties are ch
their systems more qmckly than the first six did. The
remaining 49 counties will be phased in over the
coming four ycars

One cornerstone of thc reform is an intensive
famﬂy preservation service program, Family Options,
based on the Homebuilders model. Another is Family
to Family, a neighborhood-based family foster care
program and a third support takes the form of

-up efforts to reunify children with their fami-
hcs and to find adoptive familics for chxldrcn who
cannot return home.

Family to Family foster care kccps children in or
close to their own neighborhoods so they can main-

win a relationship with. their birth families ‘even

though they live in foster homes. Foster parents are
trained to share parenting responsibilities and work
closcly with birth parents to help bring about the
succéssful reunification of the family whcncvcr possi-
blc :

To carry out the new family focus of the famxly ~

preservation and foster care programs, the state radi-
cally changed training for caseworkers and other
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©agency staff m&mbcrs, cmphasizing ahighly individu- .

alized, family-focused approach. To give caseworkers °
more fime to assist families, the state is hiring new

“ staff and has streamlined administrative and record
: kccpmg procedures. The child welfare agency brings
" in experts from other states to help caseworkers and
- “other staff members work through difficult cases and
'new administrative chaﬂcngcs

A variety of strategies have been used to generate
additional funding to support these reforms. As re-
quired by the consent decree, the state has invested
an additional $18.6 million in child welfare services
since FY 1990. And by taking fuller advantage of all
federal money available to states for foster care and
adoption services and heaith care, the state increased

.by $15.:8 million the federal funds it‘has had to work

with during the same period. To make it casier for
counties to match dollars with needs, the state also
decategorized some funding allocated to counties so -

 they can use the money ﬂcxxbly

Such changes already are having a posmvc effect.
In the six counties where reform bcgan and family-
focused and community-based services increased, the
number of children in out-of-home care dropped 36
percent between 1991 and 1994. While a typical child
remained in state care a total of 438 days in 1989, the
length of stay in the six reformed counties had
dropped to 100 days by 1992. Children in care were
less likely than previously to leave their homes, be
separated from siblings, or moved frcqucntly The

ng -~ number of children in group homes, institutions, and

other types of congregate care was reduced by 34
percent between 1989 and 1992. In the state as a
whole, the number of children in out-of-home care

 declined by 21 percent between 1991 and 1994.

* - In 1993, while Alabama was moving ahead on

‘its own reform agenda, Congress enacted the FPSSE

Under this initiative, Alabama received federal money
to'bring together a broadly representative group to

* plan for developing and cxpandmg community-based

scrvices to support and prescrve families. The poten-

tial for using the FPSSP planning and funding to

cxpand and complement the ongoing child welfare
reforms was obvious. -

" The FPSSP planning group decided to ‘target

" some of the new federal money to community initia-"

tives in Birmingham, Huntsville, and Dothan. In.
Birmingham, at the sitc of the Family to Family
program’ established under the consent decrec re-

forms, FPSSP funds are supporting a family resource
center providing a continuum of famﬂy support serv-

ices for all interested families in the community.
Additional family preservation services are also being -
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developed. In Hunesville, a Healthy Families home-
visiting program for families with young children
[based on Hawaii’s model s being established. Dothan
is developing a new family service center, and at an
additional site in Hale County, planning for a family
service delivery system specially designed for a rural
area has been started. All of these services are being

designed by the communities and famnilies themselves .

to mect their unique and constandy changing needs.

As the FPSSP effors and the consent decree
reforms move forward together in Alabama, they will
complement, extend, strengthen, and support each
other. As a result, many more children in Alabama

will have a chance at gmwmg up in permanent,
nummng families.

Looking ahead to 1995

| B hope of brighter futures for many vulner-
able children and families was severely threat-

ened carly in 1995 by the House Icadership’s

efforts to destroy the federal entitiement to a foster .

home, group home, or adoptive family for poor
abused and neglecred children who cannot live safely

with their parents. Under the leadership’s proposed.

Child Protection Block Grant, federal assistance no
longcrwouldbcguarantccdtosmtcsasfostcrcarc
and adoption caseloads grow.

The proposed block grant would replace about
20 federal programs that serve children who are
abused or neglected or at risk of maltreatment. But
far from fostering more effective coordination at the
local level, the block grant, with its reduced funding,
seriously would impair state efforts to expand services
to protect children and support families. States’ need
to usc limited block grant funds for foster care for
children who are endangered and adoption assistance
payments for children with special needs who are
already in adoptive families will leave states little, if
any, flexibility v ‘expand family support and family
prescrvanon services, and may them to cut
back existing ones. Under the block grant, the federal
government no longer would have responsibility for
making sure that states are taking even the most basic
steps to protect children.

Ar the same time, other provisions in the House
welfare reform plan — the Personal Responsibility
Act — are likely to increase significanty the demands

on state child protection agencics. For example, pro- .

- posals to deny aid to children born to unmarried teens

or mothers already receiving welfare benefits and to
children with serious disabilities (see Family Income
chapter) would undercut efforts to support and pre-
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serve families. Many children with disabilities whose
parents now are able to support them at home with
cash assistance from the Supplemental Security In-
come (SSI) program would lose that assistance, forc-
ing some families to turn to the child welfare system
for help. In addition, alrcady fragilc families would
be hurt by proposed reductions in child care ass:s-

"tance, child nutrition programs, and food stamps.’

Recommendatnons

n 1995 advocates must press for expanding and
strengthening communiry-based service delivery
systems for families and children, building upon
the gains already established. At the same time, ad-
vocates must defend against federal efforts to destroy
the essential safety net for children, which would
inflict great pain and further disadvantage on the
most vulnerable families and children and would have
a chilling effect on the creation of comprehensive,
coordinated, community-based services for these
children and families. Advocates also must fight
against state cfforts to reduce funding for needy
families and to shift responsibility, without adequare
resources, to the local level.
Advocates can meet these challcng:s by:

* Opposmgcﬁ'omatthcfedcrallcve!mdxsman
tle the federal safety net programs that offer
aid to children who are abused or negiected,
hungry, poor, sick, or disabled. Help lawmakers
understand the importance of honoring the dec-
ades-old pmmxsc that children in need will receive
modest help in obtammg the most basic necessi-
ties. Work to mainrain federal guarantees of foster
care and adoption -assistance, AFDC, Medicaid,
SSI, and child nutrition services and to keep these
P separate from any block grants. Then
work with policy makers to consolidate selected
programs serving common purposes and similar
beneficiaries, to reduce duplication, enhance ad-
ministrative efficiency, and give states and com-
munities greater flexibility w design more
integrated and effective strategies for serving chil-
dren. At a minimum, such consolidations should
require accountability based on outcomes, safe-
guard children’s health and safety and protect
them against unfair treatment, and ensure com-
munity involvement in planning and delivering
services.

* Continuing to push for eﬁ‘ectm: implementa-

. don of the Family Preservation and Support
Services Program at the state and local levels.
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'Encouraging broad-based and inclusive commu:
nity planning and goal-setting will help ensure the
implementadon of appropriate community-based
preventve and supportve services. Help establish
partnerships that reach across agencies and sys-
tems and link community representatives and in-
itatives to one another.

¢ Making a strong case for investments in the
prevention and treatment of family violence,

substance abuse, and homelessness. Emphasize -

the importance of building comprehensive service
delivery systems in communities thag provide help

F U N D

for victims of family violence, substance abuse, and
homelessness, so the impact of other family-fo-
~cused services can be maximized.

& Helping to link reforms in children’s and fam-

ily services with community and economic de-
velopment initiatives. Work to ensure that
establishing comprehensive community-based in-
itiatives for children and families is part of the
agenda in the designated empowerment zones and
-enterprise communities, as well as other areas in
which community revitalization activities are un-

© der way.







CHILDREN'S DEFENSE FUND

Children in the Nation

NATIONAL TRENDS

TABLE A1.

POVERTY AMONG CHILDREN*

Number of
Younget. : than 18
Year Who Are Poor
1959 17,552,000
1960 17,634,000
1961 16,909,000
1962 16,963,000
1963 16,005,000
1964 16,051,000
1965 14,676,000
1966 - 12,389,000
1967 11,656,000 -
1968 10,954,000
1969 9,691,000
1970 10,440,000
© 1971 10,551,000
1972 10,284,000
1973 9,642,000
1974 10,156,000
1975 11,104,000
1976 10,273,000
1977 10,288,000
1978 9,931,000
1979 10,377,000
1980 11,543,000
1981 12,505,000
1982 13,647,000
1983 13,911,000
1984 13,420,000
1985 13,010,000
1986 12,876,000
1987 12,843,000
1988 12,455,000
1989 . 12,590,000
1990 " 13,431,000
1991 14,341,000
1992 - 14,617,000
1993 14,961,000
Total percent change
1969-1993 54.4%
- .1980-1993 296
Average annual percent change
1969-1993 , 23
1980-1993 23
*Related children in families.

Child

, Rate

27.3%
269
25.6
25.0
231
230
210
17.6

‘166

156
14.0
15.1
15.3
15.1

144

15.4

171

160
162
159
164
183

zo.o"

219
03
215
207
205
203
195
19.6
206
218
219
220

57.1%

202 -

. a4

16

Number of
Children

Younger than Six

‘Who Are Poor

n/a
. " rx/a
n/a
" nfa
n/a
n/a
n/a
nja
n/a
. nfa )
3,298,000
3,561,000
3,499,000 .
3,276,000
3,097,000
3,294,000

3,460,000
" 3,270,000

3,326,000
3,184,000
3,415,000
4,030,000
4,422,000
4,821,000
5,122,000
4,938,000
4,832,000

. 4,619,000

4,852,000
5,032,000

- 5,071,000

5,198,000
5,483,000
§,781,000
6,097,000

- 84.9%
513

35
39 .

Source: U.S. Deparement of Commerce, Bureau of the Census. Cakulations by Children’s Defense Fund.

n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
nfa
nfa
n/a
nfa
n/a
n/a
15.3%
16.6
169
16.1
15.7
169
182
17.7
18.1
172
17.8
2058
220
233
246
234
226
216
224
226
225
230
240
25.0
256

| 67.3%

249

28
19
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CHILDREN I N THE N ATION

TABLE A2.
MATERNAL AND INFANT HEALTH

Percent of Babies Born
Infant Mortality Rates' to Mothers Who Received
' Black- Low Late or No Prenatal Care®
White Birth-
Year Toral White Black Ratio Weight? Total White Black
1940 47.0 43.2 729 1.69 n/a n/a n/a n/a
1950 29.2 26.8 439 1.64 n/a n/a n/a n/a
1959 26.4 23.2 48 1.93 nfa nfa nfa nfa
1960 26.0 229 443 1.93 7.7% n/a n/a n/a
1961 25.3 224 41.8 187 78 nja - n/a nfa
1962 25.3 223 426 1.91 ‘8.0 n/a n/a n/a
1963 25.2 22.2 4.8 1.93 82 n/a n/a n/a
1964 24.8 21.6 423 196 82 n/a n/a " n/a
1965 24.7 215 41.7 1.94 83 " nfa. n/a n/a
1966 23.7 206 40.2 1.95 83 n/a n/a nja
1967 22.4 19.7 375 1.90 8.2 n/a n/a n/a
1968 21.8 19.2 362 189 . 82 n/a n/a n/a
1969 20.9 18.4 348 189 8.1 8.1% 6.3% 18.2%
1970 20.0 17.8 326 1.83 7.9 79 6.2 16.6
1971 19.1 17.1 303 .77 7.7 72 5.8 14.6
1972 185 164" 296 1.80 7.7 7.0 55 132
1973 17.7 15.8 28.1 1.78 7.6 ' 6.7 5.4 12.4
1974 16.7 14.8 26.8 1.81 7.4 62 5.0 114
1975 16.1 14.2 262 1.85 7.4 6.0 5.0 10.5
1976 15.2 133 255 - 192 7.3 5.7 4.8 99
1977 141 123 236 1.92 7.1 5.6 47 9.6
1978 13.8 12.0 23.1 1.93 7.1 5.4 45 9.3
1979 13.1 11.4 21.8 191 . 69 5.1 43 89
1980 126 11.0 204 % 195 68 5.1 43 8.8
1981 11.9 10.5 20.0 190 6.8 52 43 9.1
1982 115 10.1 196 1.94 6.8 55 . 45 9.6
1983 11.2 9.7 192 1.98 6.8 56 46 9.7
1984 10.8 9.4 18.4 1.96 67 56 47 9.6
1985 10.6 93 182 . 196 68 5.7 4.7 10.0
1986 10.4 89 18.0 2.02 6.8 6.0 5.0 106 .
1987 10.1 8.6 179 2.08 69 6.1 5.0 11.1
1988 10.0 85 17.6 2.07 69 6.1 5.0 10.9
1989 9.8 8.1 186 2.30 7.0 6.4 52 119
1990 .92 7.6 18.0 2.37 7.0 6.1 49 113
1991 89 7.3 176 2.41 - 71 58 47 10.7
1992 85 = 69 168 243 7.1 52 4.2 9.9
Total percent change :
1969-1992  -59.3% -62.5% -51.7% ‘ -12.3% -35.8% -33.3% —45.6%
1980-1992 =325 -373 = 215 . 4.4 20 =23 12.5
Average annual percent change '
1969-1992 26 27 22 -05 -16 -l14 2.0
1980-1992 -2.7 -3.1 -1.8 0.4 02 -02 1.0

“Unfant deaths per 1,000 live births. The White and Black rates for 1980 and subsequent years are not comparable with the rates for cartier years.

3Less than 5.5 pounds (2,500 grams).
3Care beginning in the last trimester of pregnancy, or not ar all

Source: U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, National Center for Health Statistics. Calculations by Children’s Defense Fund.




.{:HI'LDREN‘B DEFENSE .FUNDZD

. TABLE A3, :
ADOLESCENT CHILDBEARING

. Total
Total Unmarried Teen .
Fertility Birth Fertility

Year Rate! Rate? . Rate?
1959 118.8 219 . 891
1960 1180 216 89.1
1961 117.1 2.7 " 886
1962 112.0 219 814
1963 1083 225 76.7
1964 104.7 ) 23.0 ‘ . 731
1965 96.3 235 70.5
1966 90.8 234 - 70.3
1967 87.2 239 67.5
1968 852 244 » 656
1969 86.1 25.0 65.5
1970 879 264 68.3
1971 816 255 © . 645
1972 73.1 248 617
1973 68.8 T 243 ’ 593
1974 67.8 . 239 57.5
1975 660 ‘245 : 55.6
1976 65.0 ‘ 43 52.8
1977 66.8 256 52.8
1978 65.5 ‘ 87 . 51§
1979 672 _ 272 * 523
1980 68.4 294 530
1981 674 295 : 522
1982 67.3 . 30.0 . 524

© 1983 65.8 . 303 514
1984 654 T 310 50.6
1985 662 : 328 - ‘ . 510
1986 654 - 342, , 502
1987 65.7 © 360 ‘ 50.6
1988 672 . 385 - . 530
1989 692 . 4 416 ' 573
1990 - 79 438 ; . 599
1991 69.6 - 482 62.1
1992 689 - 452 0.7
Toral pcrccntdzangc L ,
1969-1992 -20.0% 80.8%. : ~7.3%

" 1980-1992 .07 ' - 537 145
Average annual percent change - .
1969-1992 -0.9 - 35 -0.3
1980-1992 0.1 4.5 12
IBirths per 1,000 females ages 15-44.

3Birchs per 1,000 unmarried females ages 15-44.

*Births per 1,000 females ages 15-19.

*Births per 1,000 unmarried females ages 15-19.

Teen
U ied
Birth

. 155
15.3
16.0
14.8
15.3
159

. 167

175
18.5
19.7
204
224
223
228
227

230
239
237
25.1
249
264
276
279
28.7
295

300
‘314

- 323
338

40.1 .
425
448
4.6

118.6%
616

52
5.1

Source: U.S.DepamnfﬂalﬁxaxﬂmeSaﬁw.Naﬁmal&nutforHaﬂxSmisﬁu. Qla:ht’xmby(lﬁldm‘sbcfcnxﬁnd.

36'4‘ ) .
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CHILDREN IN THE NATION

TABLE A4, '
MATERNAL LABOR FORCE PARTICIPATION OF MARRIED
WOMEN WITH CHILDREN YOUNGER THAN Six

o 1a the Labor Force .
Year - "Number Percent
1948 1,226,000 , 10.8%
1949 1,285,000 11.0
1950 ' 1,399,000 119
1951 1,670,000 ’ 14.0
1952 1,688,000 139
1953 1,884,000 : 155
1954 1,808,000 ‘ 149
1955 2,012,000 162
1956 2,048,000 159
1957 2,208,000 17.0
1958 2,399,000 - » 182
1959 . 2,471,000 ’ ' 18.7
1960 - 2,474,000 186
1961 2,661,000 200
1962 2,884,000 , 213
1963 3,006,000 225
1964 3,050,000 227
1965 3,117,000 232
1966 3,186,000 242
1967 3,481,000 265
1968 3,564,000 27.6
1969 3,596,000 285
1970 3,914,000 303
1971 , 3,690,000 296
1972 ' 3,778,000 30.1
1973 4,104,000 ‘ 327
1974 4,274,000 ) 344
1975 . 4,518,000 : 36.7
1976 . 4,520,000 375
1977 4,547,000 « 394
1978 : 4,768,000 V 41.7
1979 4,939,000 433
1980 : ‘ 5,227,000 45.1
1981 5,603,000 478
1982 5,690,000 , . 487
1983 . 5,859,000 499
1984 ' 6,219,000 51.8

- 1985 6,406,000 - 534
1986 6,573,000 , 53.8
1987 . 6,952,000 56.8
1988 6,956,000 §7.1
1989 na n/a
1990 7,247,000 58.9
1991 7,434,000 5§99
1992 7,333,000 599
1993 : 7,289,000 59.6
1994 7,723,000 61.7
Average annual change :

1950-1960 107,500
1960-1970 144,000
1970-1980 . 131,300
1980-1993 178,286

n/a — Data noe available,

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census; and u.s. Deparement of Labor, Bureau of Labor Satstics. Cakulations by
Children’s Defense Fund.,
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CHILDREN'S

YOUTH UNEMPLOYMENT

1970-1993 38.8%
1980-1993 -4.2

‘Total Unemployment Rates

All Age -
Year Ages 16-19
1959 5.5% " 14.6%
1960 5.5 147
1961 67 16,8
1962 . 55 147
1963 . 57 17.2
1964 5.2 16.2
1965 458 148
1966 . 3.8 12.8
1967 - 38 12.9
1968 36 12.7
1969 35 122
1970 49 15.3
1971 .59 169
1972 5.6 16.2
1973 49 14.5 .
1974 - 5.6 16.0
1975 8.5 199
1976 - 77 19.0
1977 7.1 17.8
1978 6.1 16.4
1979 5.8 16.1
1980 7.1 17.8
1981 7.6 19.6
1982 . 9.7 232
1983 9.6 24
1984 75 189
1985 72 18.6
1986 7.0 183
1987 6.2 16,9
1988 5.5 15.3
1989 5.3 15.0
1990 5.5 15.5
1991 6.7 18.6
1992 74 20.0
1993 68 - 19.0.

* Toral percent change

24.2%
67

Average annual percent change

1970-1993 17

1980-1993 0.3 .

L1
0.5

DEFENS.E

TABLE AS.

FUND

Unemployment Rates, Youths Not Enrolled in School

Age
20-24

8.5%
8.7
10.4
90
88

.83

6.7
5.3
5.7
5.8
5.7
82
10.0
9.3
7.8
9.1
136
120
11.0
96
9.1
115
123
149
145
115
11.1
10.7
9.7 -
8.7
86
88
10.8
113
105

. 28.0%

-8.7

12
-0.7

Less than

Four Years of High School
High School  Graduate Only

n/a
nfa
n/fa
nfa .
n/a
n/a
n/a

14
- -08

n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a.
nfa
. .nfa
. nla’
n/a
. n/‘a
. oA
n/a
9.9%
9.6
. 9.5
7.2
9.8
- 136
< 12.1
10.5
88
. 99
128
13.8
173

152

118
127 -
11.5
10.7
101
10.1
10.4
12.7
139
13.1

32.3%
4.3
14
0.4

Source: 1.5, Deparament of Labor, Bureau of Labor Sttistics, Calcularions by Children's Defense Fund

Four Years
or More

of College

n/a
nfa
.nfa
ol
nfa
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
6.5%
66 -
72
4.9
50
82
7.1
8.0
6.3
5.0
59
5.3
92
70
59
54
48
5.5
" 48
5.0
52
6.9
6.5
6.1

-6.2% -
34

-0.3
- 03
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CHILDREN 1IN THE S TATE® 8

Childrcn in the States

TABLE BT, .
NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF PERSONS YOUNGER THAN 18
WHO ARE POOR, BASED ON 1989 INCOME

All Races White Black . Latino®
" Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Alabama 253,636 24.2% 89,959 12.9% 160,510 47.5% 1,829 23.4%
Alaska 19284 114 8,864 7.4 1,086 145 809 122
Arizona 212,001 220 104,283 149 12,813 357 89,883 349
Arkansas 155,399 253 82,932 177 70,023 52.0 2,290 319
California 1,380,275 182 591,097 127 195,563 30.7 713,980 272
Colorado 129,565 153 . 88,222 122 13,677 33.8 48 497 32.7
Connecticur 79,020 10.7 36,963 6.1 23,591 289 30,002 412
Delaware 19,256 12.0 7,543 6.3 10,600 308 1,297 25.0
District of Columbia 28,610 255 799 49 26,339 29.1 1677 26.3
Florida 525,446 18.7 252,793 120 243435 41.0 93,288 24.6
Georgia 343,068 20.1 108,825 99 . 227,207 400 7,163 240
Hawaii 31,944 116 8,306 9.9 969 11.7 i 5,296 178
Idaho 49,159 162 41,528 14.7 281 225 7,705 35.4
Hlinois ) 495,505 170 204276 9.7 233,506 43.3 80,047 250
Indiana 203,791 142 141,319 112 55,984 40.1 7627 218
Iowa 101,661 14.3 89,059 13.1 8,241 506 3253 26.7
Kansas 93,066 143 65,528 11.5 18,665 403 8,233 235
Kentucky 234,012 248 193,614 227 38,193 470 1,803 %.2
Louisiana 380,942 314 112,404 15.4 259,228 56.5 5,908 23.3
Maine 41,897 13.8 40,429 136 ‘ 440 259 435 16.2
Maryland 128,523 11.3 46,164 6.1 77,002 23.2 4165 123
Massachusetts 176,221 132 105,129 92 29,547 333 49,645 49.1
Michigan 450,426 186 239,263 124 188,405 46.2 22,103 30.2
Minnesota 146,386 12.7 102,624 9.7 17,394 495 6,486 30.7
Mississippi 248,705 336 59,138 149 186,212 556 1471 309
Missourni 230,058 17.7 152,757 139 ' 71,928 415 4,246 203
Montana 44706 205 33,458 171 221 31.1 1,874 360
Nebraska 58,474 13.8 44,420 114 8,761 43.2 3,861 279
" Nevada 38,232 133 22,893 99 8,358 335 8.491 215
New Hampshire 20,440 74 19,295 . 7.2 351 15.3 708 16.4
New Jersey 200,726 113 84,110 64 81,788 278 59,531 278
New Mexico 122,260 278 67,615 2.1 3,542 350 70,158 35.0
New York 799,531 19.1 342,541 119 274947 34.1 29,703 419
North Carolina 272,923 172 102,034 93 158,007 359 5,047 242
North Dakora 29,732 17.1 23,031 144 . 204 . 151 623 275
Ohio 493,206 17.8 315,714 134 ‘ 163,131 45.4 15910 320
Oklahoma 179,283 217 105,173 166 34,475 445 11,950 358
Oregon 111,629 158 91,249 14.2 5,489 363 14,285 338
Penrwsylvania - 432,227 15.7 270,941 115 124,859 40.6 38,374 46.7
Rhode Island 30,842 138 20,274 104 4425 359 6,356 41.3
South Carolina 190,873 210 52,430 95 136,563 396 1,635 19.0
South Dakota 39,896 20.4 25,008 14.7 327 26.7 663 278
Tennessee 251,529 21.0 142418 152 106,024 43.0 2,400 24.1
Texas 1,159,710 243 612,724 18.3 254,287 393 638,905 402
Unh 78,041 125 64,755 11.1 1,290 347 9,213 268
Vermont 17,020 120 16,435 119 211 249 143 11.8
Virginia ] 197,382 133 : 88,370 8.1 102,862 309 5,147 119
Washington 179272 145 T 124,632 119 14,548 305 27,381 M40
West Virginia 115,073 26.2 106,458 254 7,887 50.2 . 814 ‘343
Wisconsin 188,863 149 110,939 99 . 53,392 55.8 12,435 337
Wyoming 19,190 144 15,532 126 ‘ 340 315 2,724 28.1
United Scates 11,428,916 18.3% 5,876,267 12.5% 3,717,128 39.8% 2,407,466 32.2%

*Persons of Latino origin can be of any race.
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CHILDREN'S DEFENSE FUND

TanLr B1.
NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF PERSONS YOUNGER THAN 18
WHOAARE POOR,»}BASED ON 1988 INCOME (CONTINUED)

Native American Asian/Pacific Islander o Other

Number  Percent Number Percent Number = Percent

Alabama 1,519 24.6% ' 1,166 . 19.0% ; T 482 28.0%
Alaska © T 8621 25.7 500 8.3 213 12.6
Arizoma . 44,607 53.1 . 2,204 149 _ © 48,094 38.2
Arkansas 1,083 26.1 648 . 175 , 743 34.7
California 17,982 26.5 155,493 19.6 420,140 30.2
Colorado 3,008 35.4 3,130 . 17.6 21,528 36.8
Connecticur 313 214 , 917 6.6 ' 17236 47.1
Delaware 80 - 215 149 66 - - 884 30.0
District of Columbia 55 387 232 - 160 1,185 316
Florida 2,541 26.1 5194 . 129 21,483 315
Georgia - : 938 25.0 2,465 115 . 3,633 29.7
Hawaii . - 408 252 21,327 12.1 ~ 934 16.5
Idaho 2,056 405 567 - 206 4727 409
Hlinois 1422 239 7.640 94 48,661 27.8
Indiana .. 1,132 30.2 1,124 11.6 T 4,232 27.8
lowa 1,160 0 434 ‘ 1,898 235 1,303 28.4
Kansas 1932 26.8 2,203 222 4,738 26.6
Kentucky - 681 418 867. 165 657 26.2
Lommm 3,166 69 4414 340 1,730 30.3
583" 283 326 136 . 119 19.0
Maryimd 661 18.5 2820 ¢ 76 1876 143
Massachuserts . 1,309 353 9,330 24.1 30,906 519
Michigan 6,147 325 : 4,891 146 11,720 359
Minnesota 10,459 54.8 12,638 37.1 . 32N 375
Mississippi 1,429 45.6 1,657 . 397 269 325
Missouri 1,483 26.2 1984 177 1,906 25.0
Montana 10,238 534 224 176 565 43.3
Nebraska o279 - 570 7%4 . 179 1,774 318
Nevada - - 1,745 29.8 1,040 109 . 4,196 " 25.0
New Hampshire CoNne . 286 370 134 305 22.6
New Jersey 886 = 26.2 4622 59 29,320 33.0 -
New Mexico 26,643 50.1 s 797 184 23,663 36.0
New York' 4,800 29.6 ' 25,021 149 S 152222 476
North Carolina 7,820 299 2,344 164 2,718 312
North Dakota 6,179 58.3 148 16.8 ‘ 170 226
Ohio . 1,588 304 . © 3,587 14.1 L9216 . 39.3
Okizhoma - 31977 34.8 : 1,427 15.8 6,231 404
Oregon 4,288 323 3,752 192 6,851 372
Pennsylvania ‘ 1,128 311 8,354 20.7 26,945 54.7
Rhode Island " 440 395 T 2,043 340 ~ : 3,660 425
South Carolina - 599 274 715 12.1 566 21.6
_ South Dakora 14,160 633 195 170 206 S 262
Tennessee 906 30.8 1,438 - 15.7 743 258
Texas 4501 256 14,518 156 ' 273,680 406
Uwh 4,893 473 2,281 19.8 . 4,822 335
Vermomnt - 251 363 70 73 53 1202
Virginia 666 19.0 3377 78 2,107 135
Washington 10,228 37.7 - 12594 - 200 - 17,270 39.8
West Virginia - 337 44.6 193 85 198 321
Wisconsin 6,505 46.1 .10,819 48.8 7,208 _ 425
Wyoming 1,966 49.0 ‘ 84 10.0 1,268 352
United States 260,403 38.8% 346,491 17.1% 1,228,627 35.5%

Source: U.S. DepamnmtofCanmcm‘Bumucfd\:Ceum&,19906mmofPopuhumandHounng,SummarysztElc3 Calaulations by
Chxldmn’sDcfcchun(L
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CHILDREN IN THE STATES

TABLE BZ.
AFbC MAxmum MONTHLY BENEFIT
FOR A THREE-PERSON FAMILY, 1970 AND 1994

1970 Maximum 1970 Adjusted

(Actual for 1994 Percent
Dollars) . Inflation Maximum Change Rank
Alabama $65 $ 244 slee . ~33% 10
Alaska 328 1,230 923 ~25 5
Arizom 138 517~ 347 ~33 10
Arkansas 89 334 204 ~39 20
California 186 697 607 ’ -13 1
Colorado 193 724 , 356 ) 41
Connecticut 283 1,061 680 . ~36 14
Delaware 160 600 338 44 30
District of Columbia 195 731 420 —43 25
Florida 114 427 303 ~29 8
Georgia 107 : 401 280 ~30 9
Hawaii 226 847 712 ~16 2
Idaho - 211 ' ™1 317 ~-60 49
Tilinois 232 870 367 ~-58 44
Indiana " 120 ' 450 288 ~36 14
lowa 201 - 753 426 —43 25
Kansas 222 832 429 -48 38
Kentucky 147 551 228 -59 48
Louisiana 88 330 190 -42 22
Maine 135 506 418 -17 3
Maryland 162 607 366 -40 21
Massachusctts 268 1,005 . 579 -42 22
Michigan 219 821 459 —44 30
Minncsota 256 960 532 -45 35
Mississippi 56 210 120 —43 25
Missouri 104 390 292 ~25 5
Monuna 202 757 401 —47 37
Nebraska 171 641 364 ~43 25
Nevada Tl 454 348 -23 4
New Hampshire 282 982 550 44 30
-New Jersey 302 1,132 424 -63 50
New Mexico 149 559 357 -36 14
New York 279 1,046 577 -45 35
North Carolina 145 544 77 ~50 40
North Dakota ; 213 798 ’ 409 49 39
Ohio 161 604 341 —44 30
Oklahoma 152 570 34 . 43 25
Oregon 184 690 460 -33 10
Penssylvania 265 993 421 ~58 44
Rhode [sland 229 858 554 ~35 13
Sourh Carolina 85 319 200 -37 18
South Dakota 264 990 417 ~58 44
Tennessee 112 420 185 -56 43
Texas 148 §55 184 87 51
Unah 175 656 414 -37 18
Vermont 267 1,001 638 ~-36 14
Virginia 228 843 354 -58 44
Washington 258 967 546 —44 30
West Virginia 114 427 ‘ 249 -42 22
Wisconsin 184 690 - 517 -25 5
Wyoming 213 798 360 -55 42

Source: U.S, Hmofhpmmunvu,CanmmmWa)umdMnngOmuofmw 1994 Green Baok. Ranks caloulated by
Children's Defense Fund.




CHILDREN'S DEFENSE FUND.

TABLE BS. '
AFDC AND FoOD STAMP BENEFITS FOR A SINGLE PARENT WITH
Two CHILDREN, AS A PERCENT OF POVERTY, JANUARY 1994

Combined Combined AFDC AFDC

Percent Rank ‘ Percent Rank
Alabama 48% 50 C17% 50
Alaska (1) S 2 ' 77 1
Arizona 67 o 29 : 36 S 32
Arkansas , 52 45 21 . 45
California 86 ' 5 - 63 ‘5
* Colorado . 67 ' 29 37 29
Connecticut 9 . . 3 ‘ 4 U 2
Delaware’ - : 66 - 34 ) 35 B 1
District of Columbia 72 S V4 . 44 16
Florida S 62 A .38 32 - 38
Georgia . " 60 .41 29 4]
Hawaii ' 103 - 1 65 4
Idaho o 64 37 33 37
Hiinois T 69 25 38 25
Indiana - .61 39 30 39
Iowa o 72 . 17 4 16
Kansas ‘ : 74 15 45 ‘ 15
Kentucky 55 44 % 44
Louisiana 81 ~ 47 20 47
Maine ‘ 72 17 4“4 16
Maryland 6 . 25 38 25
Massachuserts . 83 9 60 : .6
* Michigan ~ .78 , 1“0 . 48 13
Minpesota . , - 80 11 ] I | I
Mississippi 43 51 13 51
Missouri - 61 : 39 30 39
Montana o 71 : 23 2 , 2%
Nebraska . 68 " 27 38 25
Nevada : 67 A 29 36 32
New Hampshire 81 10 . 4 9
New Jersey . 73 16 4“4 16
New Mexico ' 67 . S 29 37 29
New York . . 85 . 7 60 6
North Carolina 59 4 8 42
North Dakota 71 , 23 : . 43 -2l
- Ohio =~ - . 66 T 34 36 : 32
Oklahoma 65 .36 . 34 36
Oregon 73 13 - 48 13
Pennsylvania 72 17 44 16 -
Rhode Island 86 5 . .58 8
South Carolina 52 45 21 ' 45
South Dakota : 72 - 17 43 )
" Tennessee : . - 50 S48 19 48
_ Texas ' 50 48 B ' 48
Umh | ’ ' 72 17 .43 21
Vermont : 88 L4 67 3
Virginia . A 29 S S
Washington o 84 ; 8 B : 57. 9
West Virginia ' o 57 . . 43 - 2 43
Wisconsin- - . Y . 12 . 54 12

Wyommg o 68 : - 27 38 25

Source: 1.8, Huseofkeprumnnvu,(hnmmmWaylmdMam,OmnmafEnﬁdmﬁWlWinmm Rmksahthdby
Children’s Defense Fund, . ) .
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CHILDREN IN THE STATES

. TASLE B4,
CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT, FY 1993
Cases Percent of
Total with Cases with .
Alabama 291,340 67,351 23.1% 16
Alaska 45,638 7,830 17.2 ; 34
Arizona 263,674 14,325 5.4 51
Arkansas 117,508 29,994 255 13
California 1,833,853 228,640 12.5 4
Colorado - 172,008 ' 24,125 ' 14.0 42
Connecticut 181,309 32,464 17.9 31
Delaware : 46,845 . 12,958 277 11
District of Columbia 77927 9,086 11.7 45
Florida 880,938 134,621 15.3 38
Georgia 478,116 . 80918 169 35
Hawaii - 66,113 . 20,858 315 5
Idaho 50,580 15,772 ' 12 6
Tllinois . 705,272 67,417 96 48
Indiana 757,399 n575 96 48
Towa 155,822 32,991 ‘ 212 23
Kansas ‘119,485 33,342 279 ‘ 10
Kentucky 273,831 47,751 17.4 33
Louisiana ’ ' 288,552 40,503 14.0 42
Mainc 67,229 18,638 27.7 11
Maryland 313,088 76,510 . 244 14
Massachusetts 214,616 44277 20.6 25
Michigan 1,241,644 217,542 175 - 32
Minnesota 198,795 73386 369 2
Mississippi 252,736 27,903 1.0 46
Missouri 328,368 63,272 . 193 T 29
Montana 29,151 6,609 227 17
Nebraska - 121,579 24,186 19.9 26
Nevada ! 72,197 14,121 196 27
New Hampshire 42,496 13,223 311 7
New Jersey . 584,521 122,308 209 24
New Mexico 66,924 10,240 153 . s
New York 1,146,038 181,161 : 15.8 37
North Carolina 408,647 80,200 . 196 27
North Dakota 35,361 7536 213 22
Ohio ‘ 957,196 209,558 219 19
Oklahoma 108,895 17,646 , 162 36
Oregon 220271 40,033 182 30
Pennsylvania ‘ 884,525 © 267,083 30.2 8
Rhode Island 80,399 7,383 92 50
Sourh Carolina 199,270 47,530 . 239 15
South Dakor 25,980 7,452 287 9
Tennessee 516,640 56,485 109 47
Texas 753,663 106,111 14.1 41
Unh 80,640 17,655 2ty 19
Vermont 21,592 8312 385 !
Virginia 325,114 72,896 24 18
Washington T 308,092 105,793 343 3
West Virginia 79,687 17,433 219 19
Wisconsin 399,159 132,391 : 332 4
Wyoming . 27937 4,041 145 40
- United States 16918660 3,072,435 18.2%

Source: U.S. Deparunent of Health and Hurman Services, Office of Child Support Enforcement. Calcularions by Children’s Defense Fund.-




CHILDREN'S DEFENSE FUND

TABLE BS.
Pzncr.'m' OF BIRTHS TO WOMEN RECEIVING EARLY
‘ PRENATAL CARE,* 1992

AﬂRaces ‘ White : Black ‘

Percent Rank - Percent Rank Percent Rank
Alabama 77.1% 35 842% 25 : 63.7% 34
Alaska 83.1 11 858 13 : - 817 1
Arizona, R 71.3 47 73.0 49 66.6 19
Arkansas 72.3 45 © 770 44 : 573 4
California 75.1 0 74.9 47 T 723 . 10
Colorado ‘ 79.0 27 80.1 38 : 676 " 17
Connecticut A 875 2 89.8 3 72.8 7
Delaware 80.5 20 -86.7 9 ) 61.3 " 39
Districr of Columbia 56.9 51 - 87.0 7 . 523 50
Florida oo 779 34 822 32 644 . 30
Georgia 75.8 39 _ 82.6 29 642 31
Hawaii 73.6 44 . 76.8 45 . 659 23
ldaho - . 766 37 . 76.8 45 9.6 14
Hlinois 78.2 32 826 29 632 - 35
indiana " 783 31 , 80.4 37 617 38 -
lowa ‘ 86.2 6 86.9 8 72.0 11
Kansas 83.6 10 ‘ 85.0 18 , 71.3 12
Kentucky : . 801 2 v 81.6 33 ) 658 4
Louisiana 76.3 38 85.5 16 63.9 33
Maine 87.3 3 874 6 802 . 3
Maryland ‘ 85.0 7 ' 90.7 1 ; 728 7
Massachuseres 872 5 - 89.1 4 744 4
Michigan o 80.8 19 S 849 19 o 65.6 27
Minnesota 818 16 < 849 19 ' 524 49
Mississippi 74.9 41 84.8 21 64.6 29
Missouri 80.5 20 '84.0 % . 640 32
Montana 782 32 809 35 81.3 2.
Nebraska - 823 12 837 27 664 20
Nevada 718 46 ' 73.5 48 547 47
New Hampshire 87.3 3 875 5 72.8 C 7
New Jersey 815 18 86.1 11 T 627 37
New Mexico 61.7 50 : 64.6 51 “ 53.3 48
New York : 74.7 42 ' 799 39 : : 56.9 43
North Carolina . 7.4 ) S 85.8 13 64.7 28
North Dakoaa o822 14 84.4 23 . 73.0 6
Ohio 823 12 853 17 664 20
Oklahoma 74.6 43 ; 779 42 , . 589 41 -
Oregon o 78.7 30 79.3 4] 657 26
Pennsylvania ™6 24 , 84.3 2% . 54.8 46
Rhode Island : 88.5 1 90.4 2 - 73.8 5
South Carolina . N3 47 80.8 36 - 561 44
South Dakoea 790 27 , 823 . 31 . ‘ 65.8 24
Tennessee 79.6 24 836 28 672 18
Texas 70.3 49 712 50 62.8 36
Utah : 85.0 7 860 - 12 711 13
Vermont " 845 9 847 22 o R -
Virginia . 81.8 16 - 866 10 , 68.1 16
Washington , 798 23 81.0 34 68.9 15
West Virginia ' 76.7 36 ‘ 77.5 43 - 55.4 45 .
Wisconsin 82.0 15 85.8 13 : 60.2 40 .
Wyoming : 79.0 27 79.8 40 662 22
United States o 77.7% 80.8% 63.9%

*Care begun in the first trimester of pregnancy.

Saxurce: UsmmnmtofﬂatﬂnndHum&mmNamCmurforHaﬁnSmc,lemg'&tMM 1992, Vol
F—Nazality. mk:uhmdby(}nldmsb:&mel‘und. ) .
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N THE

* TABLE B6.

S TATES

PERCENT OF BIRTHS AT Low BIRTHWEIGHT,* 1992

Alabama

" Alaska

Arnizoma
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
District of Columbia
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho

Illinois
Indiana

Iowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakona
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

Unh
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

United States
*Less than 5.5 pounds.

All Races
Percent Rank
8.5% 44
49 1
6.4 19
8.2 4]
59 14
8.5 44
6.9 24
76 38
143 51
74 < 34
8.5 T 44
72 27
‘5.5 9
7.7 40
6.7 21
5.7 13
6.4 19
6.8 23
94 49
50 2
83 42
6.0 16
75 37
52 4
99 50
73 32
60 16
56 10
71 26
53 7
7.2 27
7.2 27
7.6 38
84 = 43
5.1 3
74 34
6.7 21
52 4
7.2 27
6.3 18
9.0 48
52 4
85 44
7.0 25
5.6 10
5.6 10
74 34
53 7
7.2 27
59 14
7.3 32
7.1%

—Number too small to calculate a reliable rate.

White
Percent Rank
62% 38
43 1
6.2 38
6.5 45
53 11
8.0 51
58 24
58 24
4.6 2
6.0 28
6.0 28
54 13
55 16
5.7 20
6.0 28
54 13
6.0 28
6.3 41
6.2 38
5.0 5
5.7 20
54 13
5.6 18
48 3

. 6.8 47
6.0 28
6.0 28
53 11
6.4 43
52 10
5.7 - 20
7.3 50

. 6.1 35
6.4 43
50 5
6.1 35
6.1 35
5.0 5
58 24
59 27
6.3 41
5.1 9
6.7 46
6.0 28
5.6 18
55 16
5.7 20
49 4
70 48
5.0 5
7.2 49
5.8%

Black
Percent

12.8%
10.7
125
135
126
16.9
14.0
13.1
16.4

-12.0

13.1
10.7

146
12.4
129
116
11.8
13.7

13.7
109
14.8
114
132
136

11.8
138

135
133
13.1
13.2

139
12.4
109
145

133
14.0
13.0

126
119
124
134

13.3%

[ BSE5| |B2 1B -2abR I NEBY | Lol 2¥0B8.8| Bwuk

Rank

18

N8|l wREERERREEE G

Source: U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, National Center for Health Scatistics, Viza! Ssasiesics of the Unised Stazes: 1992, Vol.
I—Nazality. Ranks caiculated by Children’s Defense Fund.




CHILDREN

Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
District of Columbia
Florida
Geargia .
Hawaii
Idaho
Llinois
Indiana
- Towa
Kansas
Kenrucky
Louisiana
. Maine
Maryland
Massachuserts -
Michigan
Minncesota
Mississippi
Missouri

Monmna
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
Norsh Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma’

orcgon .
Pennsylvania -
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

Uah

Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

United States

*Infant deaths per 1,000 live births,

DEFENSE FUNGD

" TABLE B7.

INF‘ANT MORTALITY RATES,* 1992

All Races
Rate Rank
- 108 49 -
8.6 26
84 23
10.3 46
70 8
76 16
7.6 16
8.6 26
19.6 51
88 29
103 46
63 4
g8 29
10.1 44
9.4 37
8.0 21
8.7 28
8.3 22
94 37
56 1
9.8 42
65 5
102 45
7.1 9
119 50
85 25
75 15
74 13
6.7 6
59 2
84 23
7.6 16
88 29
100 43
78 19
94 37
88 29
7.1 9
9.0 34
74 13
104 48
23 36
94 37
78 19
5.9 2
72 - 1
95 41
6.8 7
92 35
72 11
89 33
85

«~=Number too smail 1o cicukee a reliable rare.

Whm:
Rate Rank
76 . 37
7.3 31 .
78 40
86 46
63 10
7.2 30
62 -8
58 2
7.0 24
71 27
83 47

; 74 34
80 - 44 .
7.7 38
75 36
79 41
69 .19
55 1
67 13
58 2
70 214
6.2 8
8.0 44
69 19
6.7 13
6.7 13
59 5
58 2
59 5
68 16
7.1 27
7.3 31
74 34
79 41
79 41
6.8 16
69 19
69 19
7.1 27
7.7 38
7.0 24
6.8 16
6.0 7
73 31
69 19
64 11
89 48
64 11
9.0 49
69 -

Black
Rate Rank
162 . 14
16.7 19
162 14
16.8 20
146 = 6
172 22
18.0 26
220 33
15.1 7
159 9
198 29
203 30
217 32
127, 1
13.0 2
165 16
13.4 3
21 34
175 %
16.1 13
159 - 9

166 18
187 28
158 '8
16.5 16

180 26
16.8 20
204 31
160 12
174 23
142 5
17.7 25
159 9
135 4
168

" Source: U.S. Dcpammmof}iakhmiﬂumn&mmNammlOmwrforHaﬂszu, VmiSmcg’ﬁn Unised Stages: 1992, Vol

T—Mortality. Caloulations by Children’s Defense Fund. |




- €CHI1LODREN I N T HE S TATESTS

Tanlx B8.
PE RCENT OF TWO'YEAR*OI.D CHILDPREN ADEQUATELY IMMUNIZED,
1988-1990
1988 1989 1990
Percent  Rank Percent  Rank Percent Rank

Alabama §7.0% 22 58.5% 17 - §6.5% 30
Alaska 52.7 28 59.7 15 62.8 14
Arizoma 48.7 36 58.1 18 55.7 33
Arkansas 42.0 42 47.0 38 62.7 15
California 482 37 484 36 87.2 28
Colorado 60.8 12 61.7 11 . 63.3 12
Connecticut . 659 5 ‘ 63.6 8 , 70.3 -
Delaware 53.2 2 §3.2 23 v 54.2 35
Districr of Columbia 387 | 45 480 37 48.0 44
Florida 49.3 35 50.8 29 i 61.4 17
Greorgia 50.6 31 ) - 45.0 41 60.0 23
Hawaii 609 11 : 61.2 13 . 63.0 13
Idaho 49.4 34 53.8 22 nfa na
Dlinois** - n/a nja n/a n/a n/a n/a
Indiana 56.0 24 52.0 27 5§2.7 37
Iowa 51.7 29 524 25 61.3 18
Kansas 58.4 14 . 52.4 25 §5.2 34
Kentucky - 60.3 13 59.4 16 §9.4 24
Louisiana 58.0 18 58.0 19 56.9 29
Maine 65.3 6 : 70.1 3 68.0 9
Maryland 56.6 23 n/a n/a 62.2 16
Massachusetts 64.9 8 9.3 3 70.8 3
Michigan 61.0 10 49.1 34 42.1 46
Minnesota 6l.4 9 . 605 14 : 71.4 2
Mississippi . 580 = 18 64.1 7 65.1 10
Missouri 44.1 40 493 33 52.0 38
Montana 53.2 26 48.8 35 519 39
Nebraska . 65.0 7 nfa n/a 60.7 20
Nevada . 416 43 46.1 40 : 50.3 41
New Hampshire 789 1 70.3 2 . 68.4 8
New Jersey } 50.2 33 : 495 32 45.1 45
New Mexico 54.8 25 65.4 6 55.8 .32
New York** . nfa n/a . n/a n/a n/a n/a
North Carolina 58.1 16 n/a n/a . - §9.1 25
North Dakota 58.3 15 n/a n/a 60.8 19
Chio . 51.0 30 51.0 28 - 500 42
Oklahoma 44.1 40 50.0 31 69.0 -
Oregon . 47.2 39 n/a n/a 53.0 36
Pennsylvania 58.1 16 53.2 23 58.2 7
Island , 67.6 4 63.8 9 68.9 7

South Carolina n/a n/a n/a n/a : 58.7 26
South Dakota n/a n/a 6l.4 12 60.3 21
Tennessee 69.5 2 6.5 4 72.0 1
Texas** n/a n/a nfa nfa na na
Umh 41.3 44 46.5 39 ‘ 49.3 43
Vermont 68.2 3 704 1 . 70.4 4
Virginia : 57.8 21 58.0 19 60.1 22
Washingron 50.5 32 | 546 21 56.0 31
West Virginia 48.1 38 50.3 30 50.8 40
Wisconsin** n/a n/a - nAa n/a . nfa. n/a

Wyoming - 58.0. 18 . 63.1 10 639 1l

*Four doses of DPT, three doses of OPV, and one dosc of MMR.
"Daunmmpomdford'mmmbcammzpfansmadm&unmmﬁgmu
n/fa — Data not available.

Source: U.S, Deparnment of Health and Human Services, Centers for Disease Control and Preventon. Rxnkscahthdby(}xﬂdmsbcfcxm
Fund.




CH'!LDRENK'S DEFENSTE 'FUND

" TABLE BS.
HEALTH INSURANCE COVERAGE OF CHILDREN

Pement of Medicaid Recipients and Vcndor - Uninsured Children, 1989-1991
. Payments on Persons Younger than 21, ' . (Average for Three Years)
FY 1993 ‘ « ; '
depie:m Payments Number Percent Bank
Alabama o 54. 2% . 25.8% , 204,382 18.1% ‘44
Alaska : 59.3 ‘ 374 ' 17,322 114 24
Arizoma. : - —_— 155,762 169 42
Arkansas §1.2 321 : 130,275 186 46
California . .. - 520 223 : 1437220 17.4 43
Colorado ) 574 26.8 107,889 119 25
Connecricut . 50.2 13.1 41,630 53 |
Delaware k o 622 28.4 : 23,503 - 134 32
Districr of Columbia - 52.0 205 28262 213 49
Florida - L 57.0 28.4 556,536 , 183 45
Georgia s .- 853 27.9 _ 200513 124 28
Hawaii ' ‘ 54.1 ’ 199 19,285 6.6 7
Idaho . 60.7 272 - 49,326 15.3 39
Ilinois 56.0 241 . ‘ 292,629 ) 96 19
Indiana ] 56.1 238 -167,304 12.1 26
Iowa _ 520 244 By 42,150 57 3
Kansas 554 25.1 - ] 78,253 11.0 23
Kentucky - . 504 255 T 122,405 ‘ 13.9 34
Louisiana . 57.8 : 305 ' 211,133 189 ’ 47 .
Maine i ' 492 204 30,272 C96 19
Maryland : 52.7 25.5 147,668 131 . 30
Massachusets . 49.2 1232 . . 87,768 6.6 7.
Michigan R 53.3 -213 o 159256 64 .8
Minnesota ‘ 524 '16.0 < 60,615 53 ‘ 1
Mississippi K ~ BS2 29.0 o 136,407 16.8 41
~ Missouri 53.5 : 239 182,728 13.3 31
- Montana - : 542 27.1 ) 29,996 , 125 T 29
Nebraska » 59.0 C. 272 33,260 .72 10
Nevada . 568 316 . 48,493 , 157 . 40
New Hampshire : 5§24 11.8 23314 89 17
New Jersey - 51.8 - 18.0 . 162,035 88 16
New Mexico 605 36.1 . 100,838 22 50
New York : 538 o 17.6, ) 423,052 o982 © 18
North Carolina 53.3 253 L 209,604 . 136 33
North Dakota 50.0 18.0 : 10,653 . 5.8 4
Ohio : 55.8 23.4 224,029 77 12
Okizhoma : 55.5 340 - 166,165 : 199 48
Qregon 57.1 249 . 114,685 . 146 .37
Pennsylvania - 523 203 - 251,675 - 84 - 13
Rhode Island " - — 12,627 64 5
South Carolina - 53.9 ‘ 282 - 139,705 . 152 ; 38
South Dakota 57.3 26.1 19911 . 103 22
Tennessee 51.8 ) 262 147,906 123 27 .
Texas ‘ , 62.0 349 . 1,100,963 S 2260 51
Uah L 602 29.5 . 54812, . 87 - 15
Vermont . Ml - 170 - 10,613 - 75 11
Virginia 584 245 229,804 © 139 34
Washington 529 213 108,357 8.6 14 -
West Virginia ' 53.5 279 . 64,017 - 143 .36
* Wisconsin .- 484 154 S 86,745 ‘ 6.9 ‘ 9
Wyoming : 61.8 29.6 . 13,277 .96 : 19
United States ' 54.4% 23.3% - 8,477,030 - 13.0%

Source: U.S. Dcpamnmtofﬂulﬂmmdﬁunm&m&s,ﬂahh&mhmgmmm,mdus Dcpamm:ofCommm,Bumuof
the Census. &laﬂmmuby&nmmnmdbyduldmsbe&xm?md.




CHILDREN IN THE STATES

TasLe B10.
CHILDREN REPORTED ABUSED OR NEGLECTED,
DISTRIBUTION BY RACE AND ETHNICITY, 1992

Total Total, Race/ . ’
Number Ethnicity . Native Asian/Pacific
Reported  Reported White Black Latino  American  Islander Other
Alabama 43,146 23,240 60.6% 38.8% 0.4% e 0.2% —
.. -Alaska 9,892 6,768 518 83 2.0 35.1% 11 1.8%
Arizoma 81,216 30,556 582 8.4 249 4.2 0.3 4.1
Arkansas 36,089 7.538 66.4 3.8 0.7 n/a nja 0.8
California 463,090 73,675 51.6 12.2 30.9 0.5 2.8 2.1
Colorado 55,740 9,237 62.9 116 22.3 1.2 ) 3 I 0.9
Connecticut 22,080 16,011 54.8 26.2 183 — 0.6 —
Delaware 8,292 2,187 49.5 45.6 3.2 — — - l4
District of Columbia 12,093 n/a n/a n/a nfa nfa n/a n/a
Florida 180,285 78,007 64.9 34.7 n/a 0.1 0.3 n/a
Georgia 46,192 46,192 5L7 44.8 1.2 —— 0.3 1.9
Hawaii 5,310 2277 16.7 34 — _— - 812 271
Idaho 24,020 7514 81.3 — 138 1.2 — 31
Tllinois . 131,592 43,433 438 47.9 6.5 — 0.2 1.5
Indiana 58,970 30,283 - 810 15.0 1.8 — 0.2 21
lowa 28,094 7934 - 879 8.6 1.6 1.0 . 0.6 _
Kansas 22,079 22,079 75.2 160 6.4 0.7 0.6 1.0
Kentucky . 56,438 25,647 82.5 14.1 04 -_— 0.2 2.7
Louisiana . 47,893 16,043 39.8 58.7 0.5 — -— 0.8
Maine 10,177 n/a n/a n/a n/a na n/a n/a
Maryland 48,698 n/a n/a nfa n/a n/a n/a n/a
Massachusetts . 52,581 24,601 §7.3 19.3 16.2 0.1 1.6 5.5
Michigan 117,316 25,931 62.7 34.1 25 0.5 0.2 e
Minnesora 27,462 11217 = 669 18.8 3.8 8.6 1.8 N
Mississippi 32,076 10,264 42.0 56.6 — - 1.0 —
Missouri 79.493 17,548 71.5 27.4 0.4 0.2 — 0.3
Montana 14,760 n/a - nfa n/a n/a n/a n/a nfa
Nebraska 17,029 5,262 779 11.9 4,7 4.7 0.8 v
Nevada ‘ 22,540 7,699 58.3 17.3 9.3 1.3 1.6 2.2
New Hampshire 10,943 n/a n/a n/a n/a < nfa n/a wa
New Jerscy 50,443 17,499 354 . 446 17.1 — 0.7 2.1
New Mexico 26.969 6,716 385 26 46.1 115 13 -
New York 228,457 92,238 47.8 337 145 - 0.3 - 38
North Carolina 88,472 29,546 536 43.7 03 2.3 — —
North Dakota 7.565 ‘nfa n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Ohio 148,101 51,506 66.9 276 ‘14 0.1 . 02 a8
Oklahoma . 4,092 8,063 67.0 16.1 2.6 136 - 0.8
Oregon 41,506 8,705 81.7 6.2 8.1 .26 1.4 C -
Pennsylvania 25,891 n/a n/a nfa n/a n/a na nja
. Rhode Island 12,886 4931 66.1 16.0 134 —_— 1.7 25
South Carolina 33,854 11,348 43.4 55.4 ——, — — 1.0
Sourth Dakota 10,486 2903 45.6 . — 51.8 e .26
Tennesser - 31,231 11,469 649 33.7 0.4 S —_ - 09
Texas 174,255 62,342 425 4.1 316 0.2 0.5 B W |
Unh 27.047 10,875 85.2 18 7.7 4.0 1.3 - —
Vermont 3,205 1498 . 986 — —— e —_ [ -
Virginia - 55,680 14,472 §3.1 29.0 3.7 -_— 6.5 - 33
Washington : 55,836 41,879 74.1 9.3 6.9 6.0 0.4 1.2
West Virginia 20,949 n/fa n/a n/a nfa n/a n/a n/a
Wisconsin 47 622 n/a n/a n/a n/a nfa n/a n/a
Wyoming . 5,458 2,017 814 2.0 7.0 8.0 — -
Uni ted Staves 2,855,691 951,484 58.5% 27.4% 10.1% 1.5% 0.9% 1.8%

n/a — Data not available.

— Number 00 small 1o cakulare a reliabk rare.

Nore: States cannot be compared or ranked because of differing definitions and reporting requirements. Furd\cmmon!ymdthcmm
repore unduplicated counts, and noc all states report data for all the racial and edhinic groups.

Source: U.S. Depamnmtofﬂn}dnndﬂumm&mou,Nauoml&nmrm(&n]dhbuxanchgquhHMstﬂWlxmﬁu
sbe Ssazes o the Nasional Cenzer on Child Abuse and Neglecs. Calculations by Children’s Defense Fund.
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CHILDREN Younszn THAN 18. IN FOSTER c:An!:,
: ‘ FY 1990 FY 1993

© Alabama
"Arizona

Arkansas

~ California .

Colorado

Connecticut

Delaware

District of Colﬁnbu .1

Florida -
Georsn
Hawaii
Idaho
Tlinois

Utah
Vermont
 Virginia -
‘Washingron
. West Virginia
~ Wisconsin
-Wyoming -

" Unired Stares
nfa — Data not available,

FY1990

4420

3.852.
3379
- 1381

- 79,482 °

"3,892
. 4,121
2,313

10,664
15,179 .
T 1659
N 548 ' .
~20,753 -
7492
3425

'3,976..
3,810

- 5,379
1,745

6473
11,856

9,000
7,310
2,832

. 1,224

2,543

2,566
1,508
8,879
2,042

63,371

7,170
. 393
18,062
3,435
4261
16,665 -
3,286
567
4971
6,698

1174
1,063

6217
13,302

1997

6,037

. '404,407_' '

- 10,235
. 15,500

L’ast Day

. FY1991

S 4383

1942

3618

-, 1,326
80880
8,519
4202 ¢
«655,
n/a

1,600 -

. 877

8,126
4,609
7,112
6422°

- 5,799
1814
4,859
-13,232
11,282

- 3776

7898 :

2830 -
7,143
1,494

2660

. 1,563
. 2,095
8,451

2304 -

65,171
. 9,619
. 695
17,298
3,803
3,996
17,508
3311
. 3,698
© 613
‘5217
" 7200
1,405,
1,088
6,590
13,956
1,997
6,403

o

+ Note: Suummbcmpamdmnnkedbeauxofdcﬁmmmlmm

Last Day
FY 1993
3,938

2,029 -
“4,107

2296

- 88,262

L8700 -

4,557

707

2,145

.- < 9,568
~ 17277

1,574

1342

. 33,815

. 8,669

- 3,411

L -4,593
. 3,363 .

. 2,150
6,107
13,382

10,382

: 9,»700

.3,293

. 8,625 -

1,447

3222
2,831

2,509

7,673

2097
59,658
1, 024

805 .
- 15922
© 2953
4119 -
18,976
2,830
4,656
710
5,835
- 10,880

1,465
1,236
6,229
8,394
2,483
7,045 .
620

42218

P&éent

- FY 1990-1993

-10.9%
—~473
. 215
69.9
110
465
106
6.6
-7.3
-10.3
138
81
1449
62.9

157 . ‘

Source: Amcnm mbthckEarc Anoaanm,VolunuryCoopmm InﬁmmnmSy:tan &Iwhmbgouldmsl)cfuuel‘und.

i
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 CHILDREN IN THE STATES

TABLE B12.
CHILDREN lema IN GROUP QUARTERS DUE To OWN
OR FAMILY PROBLEMS, BY RACE AND ETHNICITY, 1990

Tozal, : Natiwe -~ Pacific Other

" All Races Whire Black - Latmo American Islander Race
Alabama. C 3455 0 2058 0 1347 36 18 23 9
Alaska 598 301 44 25 238 10 5
Arizoma 3,019 2,014 441 815 265 43 256
Arkansas 1,696 1,146 514 29 16 9 11
California 25,235 13,105 6,569 8,459 519 - 1,098 3,944
Colorado 2,457 1894 304 560 90 22 147
Connecticur 3,572 . 1,768 1,446 701 35 25 298
Delaware 364 151 200 21 1 3 9
Distrir of Columbia 1,704 - 258 - 1,404 T 51 5 15 22
Florida 8,876 4,824 . 3,739 813 73 58 182
Georgia - . 4490 2,150 2,268 " 81 20 23 2
Hawaii 644 © 180 - 47 n 12 392 13
Idaho' - 881 "758 8 119 37 11 70
Hlinois 6,908 3,650 2890 - 590 47 82 - 23
Indiana . 459 3,400 1,076 141 28 17 75
lowa 2233 . 1954 178 82 40 19 42
Kansas - 2,148 1,525 392 196 58 59 . 114
Kentucky _ 2,160 1,706 409 23 18 © 4 23
Louisiana 3,942 ‘1,910 1976 . 75 21 .17 18
Maine 606 - 575 9 7 12, g 2
Maryland 3879 . 144 2372 124 - P 36 24
Massachusetrs 4620 2985 1,126 841 . 33 76 400
Michigan 6,043 3,119 2,637 268 128 25 134
Minnesota 2916 2,041 490 129 . 273 35 77
Mississippi 1,667 . 895 - 746 17 1 oon 4
Missouri 4231 2,714 1413 84 40 21 43
Montana 573 408 18 28 121 8 18
© 'Nebraska 1,561 1,132 259 124 87 15 - . 68
* Nevada " 1,265 . 819 298 189 45 32 71
New Hampshire 601 - 561 25 18 1 5 9
New Jersey 4998 - 1465 3,132 707 27 36 338
New Mexico 1238 726 74 488 235 7 19
New York 20,008 6,587 11,189 4982 147 197 1,888
North Carolina 4,187 2284 1741. .65 19 - 19 %4
North Dakota 660 347 18 302 4 1
Ohio 7,539 4473 2891 180 40 26 109
Oklahorna 2,566 1,753 449 102 306 13 45
Orcgon 2,122 1707 - 131 - 188 146 .40 98
Pennsytvania - . 9,494 4,782 4,263 664 51 - 50 348
Rhode Island 563 399 133 48 6 6 19
South Carolina 3,037 1,691 - 1308 2% 13 . 7 18
South Dakota - 947 513 13 29 - 396 7 18
Tennessec 4236 2951 1213 57 30 23 19
Texas o 13,434 8,904 2931 - 3579 88 123 1,388
Utah 1299 1126 - 28 148 40 22 83
Vermont ' 177 n : 2 4 i 0 1
Virginia 4,771 2,578 1,962 43 30 6 . 135
Washington 3,187 2,179 574 249 269 -85 7 10
West Virginia 926 822 79 V 8 14 5 6
Wisconsin. 3,191 T 1936 1,056 167 107 20 72
Wyoming 501 432 8 66 22 2 37
United States 196,021 109,248 67,828 26,781 4,706 2930 11,309

’Pcmofumoongmmnlxofanym

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, lm&mndPopdaumdemng,:pemleumemnnhﬂmm
Calaulations by Children’s Defense Fund. 7




CHILDREN

8 DEFENSE.'

TABLE B13.
CHILDREN LIVING IN GROUP QUARTERS

FUND

DUE To OWN OR FAMILY PROBLEMS, BY REASON, 1990

Alabama
. Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
Colorado
Connecricur
Delaware

District of Columbia

Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
. Idaho
Illinois
Indiana
Iowa
Kansas
Kenrucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachuserts
Michigan
Minnecsota
Mississippi
Missouri

Monana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakona -
Ohio
Oklahoma

Oregon -
Pennsylvania -
Rhode Istand
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

Unh

Vermont
Virwini
Washingron
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

" Uniwed Stares

Home-

703

134

580
215
6,416
476
1,531
120
1,118

- 1,648 -

758
32
185

1,479
679
344
383
422
413
106
812

1,693
983
429
223
725
106
117

- 160

84

2,529
184

8,305

529
50
1,100
‘614
610

2,305
114
3
150
506

2,116
12

32
816

1,061
185
488

95

45,576 .

lessness Emotional ‘

414
93
420
297
3,600
738

. 763
101
87
1,475
996
77
153
1,331

1,034

101

39,230

Neglect
769

1,218
1,316

Drug or Adult Juvenile Physical/
Alcobol Correr.nons Delinquency Medical

156 © 345 686 382
93 1 172 19
90 261 1,293 135
72 o 1n 262 232
590 2,890 9,084 690
69 81 801 109
108 270 . 428 174
S ¥ 12 76 0
16 . 213 54 151
465 -2,267 1,544 589 -
181 1,030 662 221
155 . 82 41 7
86. . 44 280 73
162 799 1,351 568
116 357 1,109 191
113 90 532 192
28 323 269 101
101 178 515 153
207 ¢ 680 1,113 278
63 21 283 25
45 516 1,007 221
107 136 453 362
44 592 2,293 254
323 303 821 218
60 114 562 133

. 166 344 735 261 -
22 1 285 16
63 94 280 79
18 292 359 64

111 2 183 73 -
166 319 90 - 171

.94 ‘114 267, 165 .
378 1,751 2,846 1,013
79 533 580 402
22 10 318 96
135 176 3,402 318
255 147 468 144

118 60 718 50 -
320 281 3,161 - 336
13 3 A3 7
18 203 1,082 275
11 56 326 114
184 168 947 374
733 1,264 2271 544

21 30 452 0

1 3 14 3
88 . AN 1,832 354
114 177 1,071 173
32 77 228 169
135 109 1,085 97
20 22. 210 0
6,784 18,164 50,044 10,816

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, IMCmanofPOpMmuuiHmnng,:pcmlepQuamubuhnm

Ca}mhnmsby(:hxldmsD:&m:Fund.
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TasLz B14.

8 TATES

HEAD START ENROLLMENT, BY RACE AND ETHNICITY,

Alabama
Alaska
Anzom
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecricur
Delaware

District of Columbia

Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
Llinois
Indiana
Towa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine

Massachuserss
Michi

Mi &
Mississiopi

" Missouri

Monnana
Nebraska
Nevada

" . New Hampshire

New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvani
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

Uah

Vermont
Virginia
Washingron
West Virginia
Wisconsin

Wyoming

o8

United States -

Tatal
Enrollment

14,513
1,209
9,846
9,083

70,895
8,122
5,600
1,455
2,841

27,461

19,500
2,260
1,897

30,537

11,747
5,946
5,793

14,180

19,329
3,439
8,576

10,851

30,695
8,576

24,114

14,063

‘2,324
3,644
1,793
1,156

12,879

6,414

39,039

15,789

1,738
33,919
11,078

4,594
25,531

2,434
10,154

2,025
14,512
§1,401

4,028

1,271
11,059
8,264
6,402
11,934
1,323

647,273

Non-Latino
White

3,300
342
2.819
4,503
13,116
2,749
1,400
309

2
5,363
4,454
419
1,466
8,456
7,648
4,847
3,266
11,411
3,318
3,301
2,004
4,738
16,299
5,524
2,824
7,896
1,883
2272
559
1,072
1,932
1,154
11,665
4,506
1,426
18,577
6,152
3,267
13,041
1,283
804
1,521
8,260
7,479
2,764
1,166
4,103
4,444
5,622
6,046
901

233,657

FY 1994

Non-Latino
Black

10,650
35
14,117
2,697
354
9,949
546
9,348
62
6,007
14,814
104
23
5,943
1,169
738
3,714
43

262,937

Source: U.S. Deparanent of Health and Human Services, Head Start Bureau.

52

5,302
114
39,006
4,077
1,743

133

2,137
493

Non-Latino
Asian

61
29
65

18
5,742
147
58

2

36
198
96
1,603
10

Non-Latino
Native Ameri




CHILDREN'S DEFEMNMSE FUND

: TASLE B13. . .
MAaxiMuM NUMBER OF CHILDREN ALLOWED PER CARETAKER AND
MAXIMUM GROUP SIZE IN CHILD CARE CENTERS, BY AGEK OF CHILDREN

A Children per Careraker C o -Group Size
.- 12Months 2 Years 4 Years . 712 Months . 2Years 4 Yeans
Alabama 6 8 20 6 8 20
" Alaska 6 6 10 —_ - -
Arizona 5 10 15 — —_— —
Arkansas 6 9 15 —_ —_ -
California 4 12 12 - —_ -
Colorado 5 7 12 10 14 —
Connecticur 4 4 . 10 8 8 20
Delaware 7 10 . 15 — - —
District of Columbia 4 4 10 8 8 20
Florida 6 o200 — - -
Georgia - 8 10 18 © 18 .20 36 .
Hawaii- 5 . 8 ’ 16 o1 L — —
Idaho 12 12 S U - —_ —
Illinois T4 8 10 12 16 20
Indiang 4 5 12 ‘ 10 15 -
Iowa 4 6 12 —_— - _—
Kansas - 5 7 . : 12 : 10 14 A
Kentucky 6 10 - 14 : 12 20 28
Louisiana '8 12 16 — _ —
Maine 4 5 8 12 - 15 % ..
Maryland ¢ 3 6 10 6 12 20
Massachuserts 3 ‘4 10 7 9 <20
‘Michigan 4 - .4 12 - - —
Minnesota 4 7 10 8 14 20
- Mississippi 9. 12 16 10 14 20 .
Missouri. 4 8 . 10 8 16 S -
Monana 4 8 8 -— -— —
Nebraska 4 6 12 — - -
Nevada 6 8 13 . - - -
New Hampshire 4 5 12 12 15 24
- New Jersey 4 7 15 4 7 20
New Mexico 6 10 12 — — f—
New York . 4 5 8 8 10 .16
North Carolina - 7 12 T 20, 14 % -_—
- North Dakota - 4 5. 10 - - - -
Ohio ; 6 8 14 12, 16 28
Okiahoma 6 .8 .15 12 16 30
Oregon , 4 4 10 8 8 20
Pennsylvania 4 5 10 8 10 20
Rhode Island 4. 6 10 8 12 . 20
South Carolina 7 7 14 - — —_
South Dakota 5 5 10 20 20 20
Tennessee 7 8 15 14 16 20
Texas 6 13 20 14 35 .35
Unah 4 7 15 N 14 25
Vermont 4 5 10 8 10 20
Virginia 4 10 12 - - -
Washington 7 7 - 10 14 - 14 20
West Virginia 4 ‘8 12 — — —
* Wisconsin 4 6 13 8 12 - 24
Wyoming 5 8 15 - — -
35 46 8-10

Recommended 612 8-12 16-20

Source: Parenting Magagine, November 1993; verified and updated by Children's Defense Fund, 1994."




CHILDREN IN THE STATES

TasLz B1S.
FalrR MARKET R!NT VS. THE MINIMUM WAGE, 1994

- Lowest Rent ' - Average Rent
Hourly Lowest As % of " Average As % of
Minimum Monthly Minimum Maonthly Minimum

Wage °  Reat Wage Rank  Rem Wage
Alabama $4.25 $ 330 46.6% 2 $424 §9.9%
Alaska 475 703 888 47 703 88.8
Arizona ’ 4.25 - 513 724 40 518 73.1
Arkansas 425 367 51.8 14 431 60.8
California 425 452 63.8 34 796 1124
Colorado 425 404 5§70 23 530 748
Connecticut 4.27 700 984 50 - . 793 1114
Delaware 4.25 516 72.8 41 . 604 85.3
District of Columbia 525 844 96.5 49 844 96.5
Florida 425 419 59.2 29 607 . 85.7
Georgia T 425 383 ’ 54,1 18 §38 76.0
Hawaii = 5.25 " 1,069 1222 51 ' 1,069 1222
Idaho 425 - 485 , 68.5 as 485 68.5
Hinois 425 . 411 58.0 27 648 915
Indiana 425 341 . 48.1 3 486 68.6
Iowa 4.65 396 511 8 471 60.8
Kansas 425 455 64.2 36 478 675
Kentucky 425 368 52.0 15 436 61.6
Louisiana 425 307 43.3 1 437 61.7
Maine- , 425 485 - 685 38 615 868
Maryland 435 374 528 16 T 689 973
Massachuserrs . 425 555 784 43 736 ‘ . 103.9
Michigan 425 . 462 - 652 3z 541 : 76.4
Minnesota ' 425 422 §9.6 30 580 819
Mississippi 425 384 - 542 19 429 60.6
Missouri 4.25 359 507 7 463 65.4
Montana ] 4.25 395 55.8 20 404 §7.0
Nebraska 425 433 ‘ 61.1 32 479 676
Nevada 425 618 872 45 618 872
New Hampshire 425 617 87.1 44 779 110.0
New Jersey 5.05 . 645 76.6 42 827 - 98.3
New Mexico 428 417 589 28 509 719
New York 425 397 56.0 22 775 109.4
North Carolina 425 362 51.1 8 499 70.4
North Dakota 425 404 57.0 23 429 60.6
Ohio 425 . 357 504 5 481 679
Oklahoma 425 L 366 517 12 441 623
Oregon 4,75 487 615 33 523 66.1
Pennsylvania 425 350 49.4 T4 592 83.6
Rhode Island 445 649 875 46 650 87.6
South Carolina 425 395 55.8 20 460 649
South Dakon 4.25 452 638 34 465 65.6
Tennessee 425 363 512 10 461 65.1
Texas 425 366 517 12 524 74.0
Urah 425 < 409 §7.7 26 432 61.0
Vermont 425 644 - 909 48 644 209
Virginia 425 363 512 10 626 88.4
Washingron 490 . 491 60.1 31 599 733
West Virginia 425 3587 504 5 397 56.0
Wisconsin 425 405 5§72 25 522 737
Wyoming 4,25 378 534 17 437 617

Noxe: Average monthly &:rmrk«mnmfmmhedmmm,w@mdbyl%Cmpowhmmﬂfumopdmm Lowest
m&ly&nm&amamformbedmnmumd:bmopnmdmopohmmmdx

Source: U.S. &pmm:dﬂmgmummmwwﬁmghﬁmmm&m and Center on Budget and Policy
Prioriges. Caloulations by Children’s Defense Fund.

A _ TaBLE B17.
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’CHILBREN'B DEFENSBE FUMND

NUMBER OF CHILDREN RECEIVING FOOD STAMPS,
FY 1989 - FY 1993 '

o : - k Percent Increase
FY 1989 FY 1990 ¥Y 1991 FY 1992 FY 1993 FY 1989-1993 Rank

Alabama 203,627 233,238 262,315 270,687 287,848 - 41.4% 20
Alaska 13,852 . 13,718 15,248 19,669 23,974 73.1 39
Arizona 142,460 167,762 217,238 256,159 268,442 88.4 47
Arkansas 103,406 110,277 125,340 . 133,326 141257 366 17
California 1,130,068  1241,125 1481548 1,699,067 ~ 1931912 710 - 38
Colorado 108,030 112,473 132,190 149987 147542 36.6 17
Comnecticur 62,617 . 74,757 97,769 109609 117,334 874 46
Delaware 15,639 17,504 0 22,295 . 27,143 31,113 98.9 48
Districc of Columbia 29,772 . 34,682 = 40,214 . 47,998 48,102 _ 61.6 34
Florida . 319,164 389,332 - 534,866 743,403 - 789,136 147.3 49
Georgia . 247,169 248,064 349,291 394,684 417,471 689 37
Hawaii 39,780 . 38,188 41156 43,304 49,655 248 -7
Idaho 29,783 27,704 33,547 . 37316 42,125 414 20
llincis 480,701 489525 571,382 536,341 612,143 273 13
Indiana 139,258 149,436 200,686 246,967 236,511 842 44
Towa 80,704 83,162 89240 100,367 96,760 ) 199 4
Kansas 60,856 - 64,773 . 82,603 89,736 92,965 ‘ 528 29
Kentucky 190,408 - 202,494 = 238812 250,845 240572 26.3 11
Louisiana 356,575 355,061 404,590 444,442 410,456 15.1 2
Maine 38,077 40,194 . . 55340 61,159 61,468 6l.4 33
Maryland 127879 138,195 159,357 187,701 197,531 545 30
Massachusers 153,172 166908 = 206,493 239,137 | 229016 95 25
Michigan 445,279 463,569 - 498,853 506,478 513,005 - C152 -3
Minnesota 120,559 118,285 141,010 158632 - 171,796 425 23
Mississippi 224,555 229,689 249,470 256,369 273,385 217 5
Missouri 192,188 198,896 246,979 286,819 291,197 515 28
Montana 26,322 . 26,735 | 28465 . 30,836, 33,600 27.6 14
Nebraska 45,161 . 44,604 50,647 - 54,874 "61,100 353 16
Nevada 19,408 23,733 32,997 46,163 54,651 1816 50 -
New Hampshire 9,273 L12,723 20,306 25910 29209 2150 51
New Jersey 191,648 215,221 . 244014 263,472 27,689 39.7 19
New Mexico 75,537 80,341 90,280 119,115 - - 131,698 743 © - 40
New York 722,389 776,078 887010 915,006 964,858 336 15
North Carofina 177,509, 195,549 245,744 300,372 323,552 823 43
North Dakota 18,890 19,305 22503 © 22,445 23,694 254 9
Ohio , 492,247 526,888 606,867 642,334 - 611,112 - 4.1 6
Oklahoma 123,659 122,202 151,905 167,524 179,726 45.3 24
Orcgon . 90,838 87,647 112,716 126,057 137,388 51.2 27
Pennsylvania 441,560 448,201 500,527 555,539 556,377 26.0 10
Rhode Island . 29370 - 33514 . 41,574 46,181 . 49045 67.0 35
South Carolina - 137,577 - .155,603 .. 171,328 186,473 213,828 554 31
South Dakota 25,213 26,144 28813 27,999 .31,562 252 8
Tennessee 230,158 . 238858 286479 321,614 364,193 §8.2° 32
Texas A 846,306 984,543 1144204 1,301,887 1421597 68.0 36
Unh : 52,402 54943 = 64,696 69,740 . 74,253 417 2
Vermont 14,362 16,567 19982 29,196 . 25,386 76.8 42
Virginia 148,798 166,735 195617 230,539 261,125 75.5 .41
Washington 153,771 175,628 202310 219,280 229,855 495 25
- West Virginia 111,043 106,862 117673 ° . 142,017 . ° 207,751 . 871 45
Wisconsin 175,538 165,499 . 171155 188910 181,409 33 1
Wyoming 14,572 13,996 16,302 17,938 18,512 270 12
. UnitedSmes 9,429,127 10,127,129 11,951,940 - 13,348,769  14,195859 . 50.6%

Source: U.S. Depamnmtongﬁm}mrc,foodmd(‘amnm&nicl Cahxhn’nmbyﬂdk!m‘sbd’ém:?und.
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CHILDREN I N THE S TATES

TanLE B18.
NUMBER OF PARTIClPANTS IN CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAMS, FY 1994

wic! School School cnnd/Adult
Women Infants Children Total Lunch Breakfast Care?
Alabama 27,515 35,512 59,275 122,302 551,152 132,604 31,530
Alaska 3418 3,665 " 8,668 15,751 45,223 6,400 7.849
Arizom 29,665 33,136 54,335 117,136 376,508 109,252 35,390
Arkansas 21.732 23,123 43,195 88,050 312411 107,876° 18,254
California 266,178 264,624 18),264 912,066  2272,785 644,738 231,672
Colorado 18,350 14,287 36,358 68,995 293,349 41,082 40,221
Connecticut 10918 13,635 - 40,944 65,497 225598 39,785 20,769
Delaware 3243 4534 8,679 16,456 63,515 14,266 11,064
District of Columbia 4,138 5,894 8124 18,156 47,061 16,092 4,982
Florida 65476 - 86,864 146,260 298600  1,176410 323418 65300
Georgia 36,012 55,482 114,619 © 206,113 960,501 259,325 46,474
Hawaii 5419 6,831 12,631 24,881 139,326 26,744 19,801
Idaho 7.241 8,001 16,430 31,672 142,029 21,548 6,401
Tlinois ‘ 48,654 72,445 116,104 237,203 929,378 148904 68,506
Indiana 32,297 26,283 65,373 133953 596,264 68,502 38,555
Iowa 12,908 12,908 35,750 61,566 381,306 39,682 26,507
Kansas 13,888 13297 - 31352 58,537 306,595 60,583 57,706
Kentucky 26,669 28,451 59,560 114,680 506,556 156,085 34572
Louisiana 27,300 38,895 51,820 118,018 670,721 227,009 57,256
Maine 5,774 6,082 15,494 27,350 105,104 - 19086 12,662
Maryland 19921 - 24,306 40514 84.741 359947 - 63,985 35,644
Massachusets 24,757 27,851 60,655 113,263 446,743 82,144 47504
Michigan 45891 . 53,954 109,187 209,032 741,849 78,137 65726
Minnesota 18,717 20,815 57,569 97,101 515,387 53,727 93,829
Mississippi 20,846 30,073 52,323 103,242 407,983 151,040 31,989
Missouri A 30,355 32,202 59,389 121,946 555,113 121,200 39,342
Montana 3,793 3,763 11,706 19,262 85,741 11,692 12,035
Nebraska 7.589 . 8,297 18,906 34,792 203,762 19,109 37,344
Nevada 6,838 7,194 . 13,121 27,153 93,192 22,838 4,487
New Hampshire 4,324 4,609 10,709 . 19,642 87971 11,069 5,996
New Jersey 31,569 35,075 73972 140,616 506,656 62,960 38,282
New Mexico 11,283 12,558 28,426 52267 173,965 56985 41,760
New York .. 85,476 117,643 244230 447349 1625538 355378 137315
North Carolina 43,365 49,665 84,841 177,871 750,500 209,098 63,024
North Dakona 3,541 3,811 10,581 17,933 88,975 9,048 19,111
Ohio : 57,121 74,647 120925 252693 972,666 154,090 70,224
Oklahoma 20,813 24,847 43,626 £9.286 365,797 109212 39,535
Oregon : 19,683 14,939 42415 77.037 246,201 56,245 30,522
Pennsylvania 51,680 59433 147292 258 405 975,334 131,164 69 480
Rhode Island 3,800 5365 11,628 20,793 57.773 6,982 7.345
South Carolina 29,558 31403 61971 122,932 450,845 151,251 20,487
South Dakota 4882 5816 12,639 = 23,337 106,393 14,482 10,100
Tennessee 33,105 51,041 47,489 131,635 593,090 164,061 33,038
Texas 146,084 157,050 307,895 611,029 2,136,447 678,689 149,749
Urah 13,618 15,281 27,064 55,963 246,321 21,87 37,321
Vermont 3514 3,026 9,680 16,220 46,343 8,697 8,367
Virginia 27 944 33,598 67,861 129,403 583,697 132,252 33,471
Washingron 26,249 31,051 44937 102,237 418,243 83,752 46,929
West Virginia 11,884 12,246 29279 53,409 199,502 82,813 10,531
Wisconsin 21,576 23735 - 61,802 107,113 486,013 30,179 46,577
Wyoming- 2,782 2,829 6,338 11,949 57,247 6,394 7,629
Uhited States 1499353 . 1742072 3225205 6466630 24688026 5613525 2130,164

lSpeml Supplemental Food Program for Women, nmmanlm
Includes some elderly and disabled adules,

Source: U.S. Dcpamnmmngrimlwrc,FoodanannmSmﬁce. Cakukarions byGﬁldm’sDefmeFﬁnd.
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CHILDREN'S DEFENSE FUND:

- TABLE B1S.
ADOL!SCENT CHILDBEARING, 1980 AND 1990

Teen Birth Rax:e’ ) PcrcwtChange,
1980 S199%0 0 . 1980-1990

"Alabama ) 68.3 ' 71.3 , 4.4%
Alaska - 64.4 © 654 I 16
Arizona 65.5 759 , 159
Arkansas ‘ g 745 ‘ 80.1 7.5
California 53.3 715 ' 34.1
Colorado 499 , 549 , 10.0
Connecticut 305 39.2 285
Delaware 81.2 _ 55.0 - 7.4
District of Columbia v 624 95.8 535
Florida . , 4 585 ' 69.5 . 18.8
Georgia 719 . 759 56
Hawaii . 507 , 61.7 - 217
Idaho - 598 , 50.7 » ~14.8
Tilinois ‘ 55.8 63.3 13.4 -
Indiana 575 . 58.7 o 21
Iowa 430 DR 407 B -5.3
Kansas , " 568 . 56.4 ‘ L 07
Kentucky - 723 - 677 o T 64
Louisiana 760 ' 744 o S 3 |
Maince 474 . 433 , -86
Maryland : 434 ‘ . 537 - 3.7
Massachusetrs - 28.1 ' 35.7 270
Michigan 45.0 : 7 593 ; : 31.8
Minnesora ‘ 354 © 365 . 3.1
Mississippi ) 83.7 : 81.0 . : ~3.2
Missouri . §7.8 : Y 630 9.0
Montana T 485 487 U 0.4
Nebraska ‘ 481 ‘ 425 ' -5.8
Nevada 585 : 742 ‘ . 26.8
New Hampshire 336 S 332 Co-12
New Jersey ‘ 352 ' 409 . 162
New Mexico . 718 78.4 , . 92
New York 348 441 . 7% /
North Carolina 575 68.0, 18.3
North Dakoa - 417 36 ~14.6
Ohio 525 o 58.1 . 107
Oklahoma A 74.6 ‘ 672 . ‘ -£9.9
Oregon 509 - B49 79
Pennsylvania : 40.5 453 ) 119
Rhode Island ‘ 330 : 446 ‘ : 352
South Carolina 64.8 ] 718 . - 103
South Dakota 526 469 ~10.8
Tennessee 64.1 726 . . 13.3
Texas 74.3 756 , 1.7
Unh 652 487 -25.3
Vermont =~ . ) 395 343 : -13.2
Virginia o 483 533 ' T 104
Washington : 46.7 o . 535 o . 146
West Virginia 67.8 . 574 . . .. =153
‘Wisconsin : 395 428 , 8.4
Wyoming ’ : 787 . .. 565 ST -28.2
United States : 530 .. 599 .. S 130%

- *Births per 1,000 young women ages 15-19.

Source: U.S. Dcpammtofﬁulﬂ\udﬂummNamCammeahhSmma,VdSmaﬁbWMIQM, Vol. A
F~Nasality and Vital Smeirtics of the Unised Stases: 1990, Vol. F--Nawalisy; and U.S. Deparanent of Commerce, Burcau of the Census, 1980 Census
of Population and Housing and 1990 Cennn of Population and Housing, Summary Tape File 1. Cakulrions by Chikiren’s Defense Fund.
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CHI!ILDREN I' N THE S8TATES

‘ " ‘TasLx B20.
YouTH EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING

Youths Ages 16 to 19, 1993* ' Job Corps, 1991+
Employment- Unem- Enrolled
Populanm ploymenz Number per 100
Rate Rank Enrolices Eligible Eligible Rank
Alabama 37.2% 23.0% 46 448 23,467 1.9% 43
Alaska 40.1 20.7 42 0 2,158 0.0 45
Arizom | 13.1 147 17 1,101 20,687 53 2%
Arkansas 4].4 169 22 982 11,958 82 20
California 341 26.2 49 4,213 151,053 28 - 38
Colorado 508 174 . W 321 11,188 29 36
. Connecticut 482 72 1 0 10,220 0.0 45
Delaware 410 133 10 0 2,215 0.0 45
District of Columbia n/a n/a n/a 723 4,330 16.7 9
Florida 402 203 40 1,302 56,668 23 40
Georgia 40.5 175 25 3,078 37,102 83 19
Hawaii 36.0 13.9 13 502 2,542 19.7 5
Idaho 55.0 14.4 14 330 3,803 87 18
Tilinois . 435 188 32 770 49,878 15 4“4
Indiana 52.0 14.6 15 1,045 26,673 39 32
Iowa 60.1 11.5 5 482 6,993 6.9 3
Kansas 522 150 19 402 7,628 53 26
Kentucky 41.7 15.8 21 5334 - 24288 220 4
Louisiana 287 258 48 924 27,951 33 34
- Maine o 4.2 185 30 539 4,092 132 11
Maryland 39.1 22.7 45 1,294 18,044 72 22
Massachusers 429 19.0 35 1,342 19,839 68 4
Michigan 485" 17.1 23 . 973 43,274 22 41
Minnesota 63.3 109 3 466 9,700 48 30
Mississippi 317 19.0 35 1,595 16,286 9.8 13
Missouri §1.9 15.4 - 20 2,117 23,038 92 15
Montana 439 134 1l 1,080 2471 43.7 1
Nebraska - 58.7 94 2 , 360 3,814 9.4 .14
Nevada ' 445 195 38 ’ 964 5,309 182° 7
New Hampshire = 495 132 9 0 3,502 0.0 45
New Jersey 333 19.6 39 792 27,077 29 36
New Mexico 38.1 18.8 32 1,029 7823 132 11
New York 30.0 25 4“4 2,930 74,762 . 39 32
North Carolina 44.0 18.3 29 1,590 31,635 5.0 29
North Dakota 527 12.6 7 0 1,196 00 - 45
Ohio 448 182 28 1,696 42,009 . 4.0 31
Oklahoma 40.4 185 30 2,234 14,093 15.9 10
Oregon 44.6 179 27 . 2,128 11,070 19.2 6
Pennsylvania 43.4 18.9 34 3,123 42,002 74 21
Rhode Island 483 13.7 12 : 0 3,851 00 | 45
Sourh Carolina 374 . 230 46 386 - 17,287 22 41
South Dakota 56.1 12.7 8 334 1,886 12.7 8
Tennessee 402 204 41 924 28,280 33 34
Texas 405 215 43 5,316 97,332 55 25
Unh 60.0 115 5 - 2,482 5,932 418 2
-Vermont 55.4 11.3 4 450 1,629 - 276 3
Virginia 40.9 19.1 37 1,204 22,850 5.3 26
Washington 48.8 14.7 17 1,587 17,684 9.0 16
West Virginia U6 35.1 50 . 981 11,083 8.9 17
Wisconsin 57.3 146 15 330 12,010 27 39
Wyoming 47.1 17.8 26 0 1,373 0.0. 45
United States 41.7% 19.0% ' 62,205 1,103,000 5.6%
*The em ratio is the of the tion that is em The unem| t rate is the of the abor
he hgmwmfx hprom popula ployed. ploymen proportion

"lfuau:hzsno}obCap-cnfdka,mammdnt:hmmnolomeplmmmdmdutnn Residents may be enrolied in centers
in other states. Mehgﬂﬂcfordn]obfmpumymﬁuagalém%wbompwr school dropours, and not employed.

Source: U.S. Department of Laboe, Bureau of Labor Staristics, WW&WMW 1993; and U.S. Dcpinmentcf
Labor, Office of Job Corps: Calculations by Children's Defense Fund.
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"CHILDREN'S DEFENSE FUND

Tuua:l
FIREARM DEATHS AMONG CHILDREN AGES 8 K 19,*
-BY CAUSE, 1992 :

Total

Deaths Homicide Suicide - Accident Unknown

Alabama ‘ 121 . 67 33 17 4
Alaska . 17 ) 3 9 5 -0
Arizoma 101 ' 60 27 12 2
Arkansas . 69 S 42 14 12 1
California o 818 655 110 47 6
Colorado : . 68 T 31 29 8 "0
Connecticut - ‘ 41 .33 8 0 0
Delaware ( 5 ‘ -2 1 1 1
District of Columbia 73 67 3 3 0
Florida ‘ © 214 129 . 62 16 -7
Georgia 160 89 49 19 3
Hawaii ) 9 . 4 4 1 0
Idaho 22 2 13 7 0
Illinois 21 282 37 15 .7
Indiana ‘ 106 48 41 14 - 3
Towa 23 , « 4 18 ' 1 0
Kansas . 81 18 23 10 0
Kentucky §5 .18 %4 12 1
Louisiana 188 . <1287 43 21 1
Maine . 13 1 11 1 0
Maryland ‘ 100 . 80 12 0 . . 8
Massachusetts 38 . - 30 8 0 0
Michigan : 218, 137 58 0 3.
Minnesota - 48 14 32 1 1

. Mississippi : - 84 . 46 17 0 1
Missouri ' 161 - 98 40 19 4
Monmana 16 4 - 8 B 0
Nebraska ) ' 23 [ 12 5 0
Nevada 3 18 ' 9 -3 1

" New Hampshm -9 2 7 0 0
New Jersey - e .. 37 .6 5 1
New Mexico - 39 S ¥ 4 17 3 C2
New York 361 286 62 10 3
North Carolina . 147 78 49 19 1
North Dakota D - 2 7 3 1
Ohio 156 - 89 49 16 2
Oklahoma 63 27 3 "6 2
Oregon , 45 ) 11 F 7 1
Pennsylvania o 178 104 58 11 5
Rhode Island 3 3 0 o 0 -
Sourh Carolina 78 i 45 18 : 13 "2
South Dakota 10° N 1 . 7 ‘ 2 0
Tennessce R § § S 59 . 37 14 1
Texas : . 540 o 335 ' 138 59 8
Uah 41 7 31 1 2
Vermont - 9 2 6 ' -0 1
Virginia - m . o4 a8 9 0
Washingron . 70 . - 38 29 . 3 0
West Virginia . 27 - ' . 10 . 9 0
Wisconsin . 96 44 39 9 4
Wyoming - 17 1 9 7 0
United States - 5,367 o 3,351 1,426 500 90 -

Source: U.S. szdﬂmmummumm&rﬂmmmpmuudm Cakulations by Children's
"~ Defense Fund. .
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CHILDREN IN THME STATES

TABLE B22. :

EDUCATION AN& DISABILITY PROGRAM PARTICIPATION

IDEA and Chapter 1 Disabled, 1991-1992 .

Tidel

1991-1992 1990-1991  Toml Under3  3-5 617 . 1821
Alabama 135,845 1,052 96,975 634 7710 83,219 5,412
Alaska 779 11,183 16106 433 1,656 13,434 583
Arizona 101519 65727 61,076 633 5151 52,594 2,698
Arkarisas 87,557 2,000 49,018 590 5058 41,095 2275
California 1383287 986,462 494058 832 43,519 430,683 19,024
Colorado 40,404 17,187 60,357 761 4,683 52299 2,614
Connecticut 53923 16988 66,192 657 5814 56,287 3,434
Delaware 10413 1966 14,435 46 1,631 12,026 732
Distric of Columbia 14,736 3379 7,104 159 429 5922 594
Florida 208,018 ~ 83,937 253,606 2,005 16,284 225614 9,703
Georgia 168,125 6,422 107,660 174 8204 95077 4205
Hawaii 14,932 9,964 14,163 647 930 12,184 402
Idaho - 24,600 3,986 22,758 501 2,708 18,857 689
linois 18,002 79291 245931 3560 23,793 207659 10919
Indiana 96,632 4308 118924 2281 7,593 103,534 5,516
Iowa 36,595 3,705 61,510 964 5427 52215 2,904
Kansas 35,054 4,486 47,063 638 4314 40252 1,859
Kenrucky 112231 . 1,07 81,681 788 12,2001 65,357 3,335
Louisiana - 115,221 7,654 78,760 1461 - 7,139 65844 4316
Maine 28,685 1983 27,891 0 2497 24,137 1,257
Maryland . 69496 12257 92520 2775 7840 78,069 3,836
Massachusctrs 94272 42,606 156,633 5549 12,744 130,390 7,950
Michigan 176510 21,376 172238 2959 15411 144,562 9,306
Minnesota 81954 13,152 83,028 2203 9,002 68,768 3,055
Mississippi 151,157 2,753 61,197 71 4,660 53,508 2,958
Missouri 107,019 3227 105,521 1,323 5168 94211 43819
Montana 16324 6626 18,038 273 1,798 15215 . 752
Nebraska 32,335 1257 35,975 584 2,772 30,993 1,626
Nevada 13476 9,057 20,530 546 1,818 17496 670
New Hampshire 13,764 1,146 21,047 615 - 1538 17,784 1,110
New Jerscy 180,627 43,525 184,621 2,404 15041 158,562 8.614
New Mexico 53964 73505 38207 47 2,605 34,066 1,489
NewYork = 460,025 168,308 324677 2298 29213 272980 20,186
North Carolina 119,472 6,030 127867 766 11,218 111,079 4,804
North Dakota 11,893 7,187 12,679 214 1,163 1068¢ 618
Ohio 187,643 8992 210,268 0 13,629 185243 . 11,39 -
Oklahoma 59930 9392 68576 659 5324 59,853 2,740
Oregon 51412 7557 56,702 821 3,122 50,435 23%
Pennsylvania 262452 15,000 214035 5349 16887 180,883 10916
Rhode Island 15,173 7632 21,588 . 462 1,801 18,198 1,127
South Carolina 68,308 1,146 79,872 622 8577 67499 3,174
South Dakota 14,957 6,691 15,284 249 2214 12200 621
Tenncssee . 128,076 3,560 111,315 2,296 8630 95,003 5,386
Texas 584,603 320,578 367,860 7,023 26059 315751 19,027
Uuh 35710 14,860 50,009 1288 3755 43,517 1,449
Vermont 12217 500 11,101 119 1,011 9,482 489
Virginia 76937 15,133 122,647 2551 10,808 103,781 5,507
‘Washington 63479 28,646 91,286 2,032 - 10430 75,005 3,819
West Virginia 34497 231 44,338 71 3581 37465 2,501
Wisconsin -~ 69,585 14,648 91,742 1433 11452 74,648 4,209
Wyoming 5,503 1919 . 11935 392 1,334 9,711 498

United States 6,109,345 2,181,148 . 4948,601 66478 417,346 4235330 229447
Source: U.S.' Deparmment of Educadon; and U.S. Deparument of Health and Humnan Services, Sacial Security Adminisration.
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23,911
680
9,002
16,726
57,937
7,806
4,265
1,676
2,021
41,627
22,594
748
3,141
41,220
16,629
6,766
6,449
17,296
35,946
2,156
9,069
13,036
31,087
8,182
22,157
16,918
1,833

- 3,388
2,043
1,310
17,761
5,388
66,343
22,324
1,041
.38,360
9,709
5,705

. 34,016
2,101
14,003
2279
18,942
47,426
3,686
1,217
16,128
9,633
7,179
18,539
952

770,321
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CHILDREN'S DEFENSE FUND

o . ) . TasLy B23. o - :
. PERCENTAGE OF FOURTH-GRADE PuUBLIC SCHOOL STUDENTS AT
OR (ABOVE BAsIC READING PROFICIENCY, 1992

' Asian/Pacific Native
All Races White Black Latino Islander American

Alabama 48% 60% 25% . 29% - -
‘Alaska T - — —— ‘ J— fp—" —

Arizoma o 51 64 40 37 —_— 22%
Arkansas 53 . 63 26 29 —_— 48
Californiz 45 62 2% % 53% —-
Colorado 60 67 45 2 65 45
Connecricut 66 77 30 - 33 — -
Delaware 54 65 32 26 . —_ —_—
Districx of Columbia 28 81 C25 . .20 -— —
Florida o 49 62 24 39 —" —
Georgia 53 67 32, 32 - —
Hawaii 4 59 29 -32 43 —
Idaho 63 67 -— .39 — 42
Indiana 64 & 37 51 - -
Iowa 70 72 ¥ 54 —_ _—
Kansas — — _— U — — —
Kentucky 55 58 © 35 .31 — -
Louisiara 42 58 25 30 — —
Maine -7 - 73 - 47 — -
Maryland 53 65 32 37 61 _—
Massachuserts - n 77 44 39 58 —
Michigan 59 - 68 2 39 — -
Minnesot 65 68 26 42 - -
Mississippi as 60 22 20 — —_—
Missouri 63 . 71 33 38 — —
Nebraska 65 70 32 45 — —_
Nevada — - — —_ - —
New Hampshire 73 74 - 59 — —
New Jerscy .66 .78 36 35, 80. —
New Mexico 51 66 38 . 39 - 38
New York 58 71 40 30 - 66 —
North Carolina 53 64 33 34 — 38
North Dakota n 72 —_— 68 — 53
Ohio : 60 65 34 42 -— —
Oklahoma 64 69 36 47 — 58
Orcgon - o — - — —_ —
Pennsytvania .64 .73 26 38 - - —_

Rhode Istand 59 68 23 30 37 —_—
South Carolina 9 64 31 29 —_— —
South Dakota — — — — — _—
Tennessee 53 62 29 36 — —
Texas 53 68 35 38 — —
Uuh 6t 67 — 41 - -
Veamont — — . — —_ — —
Virginia - 64 73 ‘40 4l 74 -
Washingron — — - — -— —
. West Virginia 58 59 37 36 — —
Wisconsin 67 72 36 52 - - 46
Wyoming 68 72 - . 50 -— §0

57% - 66% 30% 49%

Unired States 39% 55%

Source: U.S. Depamxanofﬁ:hnmNM(hmforM Statistics, NAEP 1992: Reading Repors Card for the Ntion and the Sostes:
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Every day in America

3
15
27
95

564

788

1,340
2,217
2,350
2,699
3,356
8,189
100,000
135,000
1,200,000

is a gun.

children die from child abuse.

children die from guns.

children — a classroomful — die from poverty.

babies die before their first birthday.

babies are born to women who had late or no prenatal
care.

babies are born at low birthweight (less than 5 pounds,
8 ounces).

teenagers give birth.

teenagers drop out of school each school day.

children are in adult jails. |

infants are born into poverty.

babies are born to unmarried women.

children are reported abused or neglected.

children are homeless.

children bring guns to school.

latchkey children come home to a house in which there

Children's Defense Fund

25 E Street, N.W.
‘Washington, D.C. 2000l
(202) 628-8787
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- For Immediate Release

. Contact:  Lisa Butler McDougal, 202/662-3615

Tuesday, March 23, 1995

Stella Ogata, 202/662-3609

REPORT SAYS ONE-THIRD OF AMERICA’S CHILDREN
IN DANGER
CDF Calls Permanent Destruction of Federal Safety Net For C’htldren

Nation Deﬁnmg Moral & Political Choice

WASHINGTON, D.C. -- One’;in threelehildren growing up today will fall into peverty, drdp out of
school, or be abused or neglected before reaching adulthood, according to a new report from the v(.lhildren’s
Defense Fund. | |

- "At a time when nearly- 16 million children are poor, almost rhree million are abused and neglected,
and 400,000‘ drop out of school, éongress should be strengthening rather than permanently shredding federal
child .prptections and recklessly slashing child investments," CDFi President Marian Wright Edelman said.
"There appears to be no meral line House leaders: will not cross in thei.r rteckless rush to reinvent American
social policy and values." |

According to CDF, the unfair, massive, $46 billion assault on child nutrition, child care, foster care

“and .adéption services, and income assistance to ~poor and disabled children passed by the House of

Representatives goes beyond jUSt budget cuts. The group called the House S acuon a permanent dismantling

- of the guaranteed safety net for needy and disabled children regardless of the state in which they live.

CDF’s annual report, The State of America’s Children Yearbook 1 995 , chronicles the conditions facing
children on a Arange of indicators of child health and well-being. Among its startling conclusions:

¢ - Child poverty peaked last year -at the hlghest level since 1964. Nearly 16 million children in -
: Amenca are poor -- one in every four.

* ~The number of children reported abused or neglected in 1993 was almost three million -- triple
the number in 1980. :

4 In 1994, one in four homeless people was a child under the age of 18.

-more- :
25 E Street, NW

Washington, DC 20001
Telephone 202 628 8787
Fax 202 662 3510



State of America’s Children/Page 2
. 5,379 children and teens were killed by gunﬁré in 1992 -- one child every 98 minutes.

L 4 While 60% of mothers with éhildren under age six are currently working, 35% of homes
providing family child care were found in 1994 to be of such poor quality that they were likely
to harm children’s development. »

¢ A record level of 14 2 million children relied on food stamps to eat in 1993 -- up 51% since
1989.
¢ More than 9.4 million children had no health insurance in 1993, an increase of more than

800,000 from 1992.

"These shameful numbers have small, individual faces and feelings and suffering,” Edelman said. "It
is unAmerican that millions more children will be left behind if the House leaders succeed in ripping apart
federally guaranteed child protections. When the elderly were the most endangered group of Americans, we
guaranteed that they would not go hungry or lack basic medical care. Now our children -- the poorest group
of Americans -- are in danger and they need the same health, safety, and social security we provide to seniors."

Edelman urged the Senate to resist "policymaking by slogan" and to reject proposals that make children

- poorer and cripple families ability to work. "When a disabled child is born into a poor or middle class family

- who want to keep him at home rather than place him in an institution, they should not be told their nation has
taken away and will not ensure cash assistance to help them do that. When a recession or natural disaster hits

-and you find you have lost everything, you do not want your chance to get immediate relief to depend on the
wealth and willingness of your local and state government to provide it. When a child is sick and poor and
has no health insurance, immediate access to health care is crucial and ought to be available for every child
wherever they live." '

CDF said that not a single proposal has come out of the House that gives families the tools to work --
. not a single new job for a parent, no additional child care for workmg families, and no new health coverage
for children has been offered.

Children Likely to Slip Through Holes in 50 Safety Nets

According to CDF, the House leaders’ efforts to replace child entitlements with block grants that give
states lump sum payments will cause countless children across the country to be left behind. The end of
children’s entitlement status and move to block granting money for states means that if there are more children
in need at times of recession or natural disaster, states will be forced to reduce benefits or reduce the number
of children served by health care, feeding, or child care services. Under the House bill, states and 10caht1es
would not even be required to continue their own inadequate levels of spending on children.

"This shift from entitlement to block grants represents a fundamental, radical shift of America’s
commitment to children," Edelman said. "Children in many places may be faced with a triple-whammy threat
of simultaneous cuts in federal, state, and local budgets and will result in millions of chlldren being denied
crucial services." :

CDF said destroymg guaranteed federal mvestments in children could have devastating

consequences:
-more-



State of America’s Children/Page 3

When a child is being abused or neglected, she needs to be helped now -- not placed on a city
or state waiting list.

L4 When a child is hungry, he needs to be fed -- in Mississippi or in Massachusetts. He doesn’t
need to be told there is no money left for school lunches or summer meals because the federal
government decided he was no longer entitled to food :

L4 When a parent loses a 10b and has to go on welfare to keep the family from being put out on
the street, the last thing they need to hear is we can’t help you because there is no money left.

"We have a promise to keep to all children that whether or not they will eat or go to bed hungry won’t
depend on whether they live in New York, or California, or Mississippi,” said Edelman. "These are American
children and their well-being and futures should not be determined by where they are born."

Children Picked On While Powerful, Wealthy Interests Are Left Untouched

Children in many states would feel the effect of the sweeping entitlement cuts quickly, as states would
begin receiving fewer dollars in FY 1995 and 1996. Fewer dollars for child care assistance would mean that
by the year 2000, the parents of at least 378,000 children could face not getting a job or losing one because
they don’t have safe day care for their children. More than two million children would lose school lunches
and one million would lose child care lunches and snacks -- often the only nutritious meals children eat in a
day. -Among the most vulnerable, 1.3 million poor children would lose the cash assistance their families need
to pay the rent and utilities.

. "We cannot allow these millions of children to get lost in the shuffle of politicians in Washington who
talk only about block grants and state flexibility without talking about the harmful effect their decisions will
have on millions of children and families,” Edelman said. "While we do not oppose thoughtful change,
indiscriminate and reckless change which undermines the bedrock of American values and justice is
~ unacceptable. We oppose so-called welfare reform that puts children out on the streets and into the cold."

CDF favors welfare reform that decreases child and family poverty, prevents dependency, and
encourages work. In addition, the organization says block grants can be crafted that maintain child entitlements
while increasing state flexibility, improving effective service delivery, and maintaining at least current levels
of child investments. CDF opposes block grants that simply destroy child protections, slash child services, and
_give states carte blanche to reduce services to children.

"We welcome a careful examination of what works and what doesn’t work, and believe such a review
of social programs should include aid to rich farmers, wealthy individuals and corporations, and defense
‘contractors,” Edelman said.

The Children’s Defense Fund exists to be a strong and effective voice for the children of America who
cannot vote, lobby, or speak for themselves. CDF pays particular attention to the needs of poor, minority, and
disabled children. The organization’s goal is to educate the nation about the needs of children, and encourage
preventive investment in children before they get sick, drop out of school, suffer family breakdown, or get into
trouble. A private non-profit organization supported by foundanons, corporate grants, and individual donations,
CDF has never accepted government funds.

-30-

Note: Final publication copies of The State of America’s Children 1995 will be available late April and can
be purchased for $14.95. Check should be sent to CDF, Attn: Publications, 25 E Street, NW, Washington,
DC 20001. .



HOUSE BLOCK GRANTS = PERMANENT & IMMORAL
NATIONAL CHILD NEGLECT |

Shredding of Federal Safety Net for Poor, Negleéted, Abused and Disabled
Children is a Nation Defining Moral and Political Choice :

3/2;_ 9.0 an

ey c PNy 5 4 "3.‘ s P ‘y‘,m ! f‘.,,."
"WE'RE SIMPLY IEPLACING ONE BIG /ZDERAL NET WITH FAFTY SIRIE SNETY NETS...

YOU JUST HAVE TOBE CAREFUL WHERE YOU LAWD!

A Brief Entitlement Primer

Children's Defense Fund

THE BLACK COMMUNITY ' . ' o - 25 E Street, Nw

CRUSADE FOR CHILDREN . ) ‘ Washington, DC 20001
Telephone 202 628 8787
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There appears to be no moral line House leaders will not cross
in their reckless rush to reinvent American social policy and
values. :

Under the guise of welfare reform, House Republican leaders
would permanently tear up the 60-year old federal safety net for
poor, disabled, abused, and hungry children and replace it with a
policy of national child neglect. If they succeed, millions more
children will be left behind and be denied a Healthy Start, a Head

Start, a Fair Start, and a Safe Start in order to pay for tax
breaks for rich corporations and individuals. :

Whether our nation will affirm caring and fairness or
callousness and neglect for all American children is a nation
defining political and moral choice. While we abhor the fact that
67% of the $17 billion in budget rescissions House leaders have
passed fall on children and that a massive $46 billion in budget’
cuts to finance tax breaks for the rich fall on children, these
unfair assaults pale in comparison to the proposed permanent
dismantlement of children’s entitlement to AFDC if they are poor,
school lunches and other nutritional programs if they are hungry;

child care if their parents need to work and get off welfare; and

assured foster care and adoption subsidies if they are abused or
neglected.

H.R.4, the Personal Responsibility Act passed by the House of

'Representatives, would destroy the national foundation of

guaranteed support for children and leave millions more children
poor, hungry, and unsafe.

When a child is being abused or neglected, she needs to be helped

now -- not placed on a city or state waiting list.
When a child is huhgry, he needs to be fed -- in Mississippi as
well as Massachusetts -- now. He doesn’t need to be told there is no

money left for school lunches or summer meals because the Congress -
decided he was no longer entitled to food.

When a parent loses a job and has to go on welfare to keep the
famlly from being put out on the street, the last thing they want to
hear is we can’t help you because there is no money left.

When a disabled child is born into a poor or middle class family
who want® to keep him at home rather than place him in an institution,
they should not be told their nation has taken away and will not ensure
cash a551stance to help them do that

When a recession or natural disaster hits and you find you have

*lost’everything, you do not want your chance to get immediate relief to

depend .on the wealth and willingness of your local and state government
to provide it. You want it assured, regardless of where you live.
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When a child 1is sick and poor and has no health insurance,
immediate access to health care is crucial and ought to be available for
every child wherever they live.

What is an entitlement?

An entitlement 1is assured help -- ‘an unbreakable promise the

federal government makes to its poor and disabled children, its elderly,

and its citizens wherever they live in times of need if they meet
certain eligibility requirements. Entitlement programs ensure that
eligible children in need can be served and that help is available when
recessions and natural disasters hit. Proposed block grants to states
would take away this assurance, and either tie the hands of states
during recession or disasters or leave state and local taxpayers to pick’
up the tab. :

Children Losing

Programs Losing ’ Dollars Lost Benefits in
Entitlement Status Over 5 Years - the Year 2000
Cash Assistance to Poor A 1.3 million
Families (AFDC) o (3-5 million in
: $ 7.2 billion later years)

Assistance for Disabled o : .
Children ({S8SI) ~ $10.9 billion 348,000

Foster Care and Adoptlon .
Assistance - $ 2.8 billion 59,155

Child Care Assistance to
Families Who Work or > :
Receive Training $ 2.5 billion 378,000

School Lunch ' $ 1.6 billion 2.2 million

Food for Children in Head

~Start and Child Care ' :
{CACFP) , $ 4.5 billign. ’ ‘ 1.0 million

Food Stamps for Families ‘ State option to

-with Children $16.0 billion eliminate en-
. ‘ : . titlementstatus

What is a Block Grant?

A block grant is a fixed amount of money that may or may not

be sufficient in times of need. When states run out of money, help

will simply not be available to eligible needy children as it is
now. In fact, children face a potential triple whammy of budget
cuts: block grants with $46 billion less in federal funding may be
exacerbated by state and local budget cuts s:.nce there is no
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requirement that states -and localities maintain their current
funding levels for children’s services. When recessions and
emergency arise, states will have to choose whether to deny tens of
thousands of needy children help, drastically reduce their
benefits, pay for increased needs out of their own declining
revenue or increase state ‘and local taxes. Waiting lists may
replace immediate assistance. As Richard Nathan, a welfare expert
and staff member in the Nixon White House, said recently in a New
York Times interview: "If you have a recession, if you have rapid
inflation, if you have the courts suddenly requiring more money be
spent for foster care and groups home, then you‘re going to run out
of money. And come April or May, someone’s going to apply for
welfare or child assistance, and what are you going to say, ‘'Sorry,

we're all out’?“

Will These Block Grants Keeg Pace with Future Néeds?

It is unlikely. History shows that block grants tend to
shrink over time since Congressional interest in them wanes. From
1982 to 1995, for example, the Community Services, Title XX Social
Services, Preventive Health, and Chapter II Education block grants
shrank 49%, 28% 7%, and 53%, respectively in inflation-adjusted
dollars .

" Are the House Republicans Really Cutting Benefits to Children or

Just Future Rates of Growth in Entitlement Proqrams as They Claim?

Millions of children will be denied needed benefits under the
House Republicans’ proposals. Even under the most optimistic
assumptions, administrative savings achieved through block grants
will be small. For example, the total administrative cost of
providing cash assistance to poor families represents only about 10
percent of all AFDC costs. Yet states would have received 32
percent less AFDC money in 1995 than they received under current
law if the proposed welfare block grant had been put in place in
1990 according to the U.S. Department of health and Human Services.
In this and every other area where the House Republicans propose to

-eliminate entitlements, states would be left with too little money

to meet children’s needs and eligibility or benefit levels for
children would have to be slashed.

Can You Have Block Grants and More State Flexibilitv Without
Destrcxing Entitlements?

Absolutely. One has little to do with the cther Through the
waiver process, many states are already being given additional
flexibility. We should monitor carefully whether these waivers

result in more effective state services. Entitlements are not

inherently inflexible just as block grants are not necessarily
flexible. Entitlements can be structured to give states more
flexibility in appropriate areas, and block grant funding can be
burdened with many restrictions (as seen in the House Republican
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plan‘s restrictions on benefits to teens and legal ‘immigrants) .
Entitlements are slmply a funding commitment to ensure that
children get help when they need it.

Ia CDF Opposed to All Block Grants?

No. Not if they are designed to help and not hurt children,
to strengthen rather than destroy child protections, and to
increase rather than decrease investments for children and the
poor. The House Republican block grants would shred the federal
safety net and put nothing in its place: no new jobs, no additional
child care, no comparable or better food programs, and no
guaranteed help for abused or neglected children. ©No attempt has
been made to distinguish between programs that work and not work or
to determine -- based on evidence -- whether states have shown they
can do a better job than the federal government in specific areas.
While many states will act responsibly, not all will at all times.
In the past, some states have denied aid on the basis of race or
national origin. Others have denied aid in recent times to working
poor families or two-parent families or have erected huge barriers
to child support enforcement services for chlldren bern out of -
wedlock.

Can All States Haddle These Additional Resﬁonsibilitiea?

There are grave concerns about some. states’ ability to handle
the massive additional responsibility under the proposed new block
grants. At a time when 20 states have been brought to court for
severe shortcomings in their efforts to help abused and neglected .
children and when state child support enforcement agencies are able
to collect payments for only one in five of their current cases,
block grants may be a recipe for disaster for countless children.

ongresa Should Pick on Someone Their Own Size and Stop. Pickinq on
Children -

Shamefully, children have been singled out for a. massive

- budget assault and unfair sacrifice. Not a single wealthy

corporation or farmer or defense contractor has been threatened.
Not a single entitlement for military or non-needy Americans has
been dismantled or cut. Congress is picking on children who do not
vote or lobby because they think they can ‘although federal
entltlements for children and the poor constitute a very small
portion of the. federal budget. Worst, they are cutting children
and the poor .to fund tax breaks for the rich and to increase
defense spending. It is a fundamental perversion of American
values of fairness and common sense. :

The Children’s Defense Fund favors thoughtful change but will
oppose thoughtless, indiscriminate, precipitous change that
undermines the bedrock foundation of American values of fairness.
We favor welfare reform that prevents dependency and encourages
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work. We reject welfare reform that simply puts children and
parents out in the street with no positive alternatives. We favor
thoughtfully crafted block grants which maintain child
entitlements, increase effective service delivery, and maintain at
least current levels of child investments. We reject block grants
that simply destroy child protections, slash child services, and
give states carte blanche to cut services for children. We welcome
examination of what works and doesn’t work in social programs. We
oppose destruction of programs that do work. That is what the
House "Contract with America" will do.
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