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Delinquent Parents and Child Support Enforcement System Failing Nation's Children 
I 

I 
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 Defense Fund 

. 	 , I 

(CDF). The national delinquency rate for used car loans was less than three percent in 1992, 
I 

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

1990 . 

. Enforcing Child Support: Are States Doinl! the Job? surveyed perr"ormance by state child 
I 
I 

support enforcement agencies which serve all welfare families as well as those non-welfare 
I 

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 
I 

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

CDF's 	report concludes that: 

• 	 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 ~4.7 percent 
of the cases served by state child support agencies; by 1992, this rate edged up 
by only four percent to 18.7 percent of the cases. i 

I 

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

• 	 States' non-welfare case loads almost quadrupled, skyrocketing fron,l1.7 million 
in 1983 to almost 6.5 million in 1992. Although state and federal,governments 
increased child support investments, the new resources barely kebt pace with 
exploding caseloads. Overall, agencies more than doubled their c~seloads from 
1983 to 1992. 

-more
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• 	 Some states have made remarkable improvements in child support enfo~cenient. 
For example, Virginia and Washington State dramatically increased theit rates of 
establishing paternity by pioneering hospital-based programs that ehcourage 
fathers voluntarily acknowledge paternity of children born out-of-wedl~ck.

" . 	 I ' 
"Our child support system is failing to deliver on its most basic promise to children -..: , 	 . I ' 

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 lhen their 

parents don't." 

The report cites a 1992 survey of 300 single parents that shows the real harm children . 	 I 

suffer when child support is not paid. During the first year after the non-custodial !parent left 

the home, more than half the families, surveyed faced a serious housing crisis. T~n percent 

became homeless, while 48 percent moved in with friends or family to avoid holelessness. , 	 . . I 
Nearly 1l third reported that their children went hungry at some point during that year. Over a 

third reported that their children lacked appropiiate clothing. like a winter coat. I 
The report includes a "Hall of Fame" and !lHall of Shame" of states doing t?e best and 

I 
I 

worst jobs of enforcing child support. Hall of Fame states include Delaware, Massachusetts, 
I 
I 

Michigan, Minnesota, Montana, Pennsylvania, South Dakota, Utah, Washington State and 

Wisconsin. States that did well tended to have more manageable caseloads per wLker, and to 

spend more per case. CDF said that these states should be congratulated, but pOiLed out that 

even the best states have a long way to go: in Washington State, one of the nation's leaders, two 

. I ' 
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, Illinbis, Indiana, 

Louisiana. MiSSisSiPPi.' New Mexico. TeMessee and Texas. States were inclUd~ in the Hall 
i 

of Shame if they ranked in the bottom ten states in the country in two or more ke~ measures of 
. 	 . I 

child support performance (such as percentage of cases with paternity establishedlor collections 

made). 	 . -more-

I
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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 assurdnce that 
! " 

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

attorney and author of the report. 

CDF's report recommends a long-range strategy of improving the Child, support 

enforcement system by making the federal government responsible for support collections, 

leaving establishment of paternity and the support obligation to the states. It also recoIrunends 
I 

adoption of a child support assurance system to guarantee children a minimum level of support 

when the government is unable to collect it on their behalf. More immediately, CDF :urges the 

federal government to help states locate absent parents and collect support, as well as ito ensure 

that each state has the staff and resources to do the job right and uses models that ha~e proven 
I 

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. 
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INTRODUCTION 

PROGRESS OR PERIL? CO~UNITY O~C~OS~? 

AMERICA'S UNFINISHED SYMPHONY . 


FOR·FREEDOM AND JUSTICE. 


I 

i 

I 
I 

If we are to teach R:al peace in this world and ifwe are to carry on a real war against war, we . 

shall have to begin with children; and if they will grow up in their natural innocence, we ' 

won't have to snuggle; we won~ have to pass fruitless, idle resolutions, but·we shall go from . 

love: to love and peace to peace,until at last all the comers ofthe world are Covered with that I . 

peace and.1ove for which~ consciously or unconsciously, ~e whole world is hungering. I· 


. . f 

MIIbtI..MiI_....GJruIIti 
NlTMIfber19, 1931 

• . I 

America, you must be born again! Wc:have a task and let us go out with a divine dissatisfaction. i 

~ us be dissatisfied until America will no longer have: a high blood pn:ssun: ofcn::cds andl 

an anemia ofdceds. Let us be dissatiSfied until the tragic walls that separate the outer city ofj 

wc:alth and comfort and ~e inner city ofpoverty and despair shall be crushed by the battering, . 

rams ofthe forces ofjustice. Let us be dissatisfied until those: that live on the outskirts ofho~ 

are brought into the metropolis· of daily security. Let,us be dissatisfied until slums are cast; 


. into the junk heaps of history, andc:vc:ry family is living in a dc:cc:nt sanitary home. Let us be 
.. dissatisfied until the dark yesterdays of sc:grc:gatcd schools will· be transformed into bright 

tomorrows ofequal, integrated education. Let us' be dissatisfied until integration is not sc:eq 
as a problem. but as an opporrunityto participate in the beauty of diversity. Let us ~ 
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· 
dissatisfied, 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 dty hall, justice will roll doWn like waters and righteousness like a mighty stream. I4 
us be dissatisfied until that day when· the lion and the lamb shall lie down together, and every 
man will sit under his o~ vine: and fig tro: and none shall be afraid Let us be dissatiSfi1. 

. . , , ~ 

.' 
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INTRODUCTION' 

And men will recognize that out. of one blood God made all men to dwell upon the face of 
the earth. Let us be dissatisfied until that day when nobody will shout 'White Power!' 
when nobody will shout 'Black Power!' - but everybody will talk about God's power and 
human power. ' 

.Mllrri"lMther IU"IJ,Jt:, 1968 
Where Do We Go From Here: Chaos or Community? 

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

- I"" 

n 1968, Dr. King asked oue nation a pre
scient, urgent, and timely question: Where do 
we go from here: chaos or community? 
In this post-Cold War era ofunbcarable dis

sonance between promise and performance, between 
good politics. and good polic:y, 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 oue political will to 
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 oue answer with more urgcnc:y than ever. 

The overtuR:: of oue nationhood was the .Decla
ration ofIndependence. Abraham Lincoln's Emanci
pation Proclamation and the 13th, 14th, and 15th 
amendments completed the first movementofAmer
ica's symphony offrccdom 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 apartheid, composed the second move
ment. 

I believe' our national symphony is awaiting its 
next movement - a movement that is mighty ind 
positive and transforming. A movement which returns 
us to oue founding truths that "All men an:: created 
equal," and "an:: endowed by their Creator with. 
certain inalienable rights," and among them an:: "life, 
liberty and the pursuit of happiness." Our ensuing 
centuries ofstruggle to extend these truths to women, 
racial and other minority groups, and to children 
must continue even, indeed especially, in this time of 

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

.we an:: going to prevent America's dream and futun:: 
from becoming a nightmare and from destructing in 
a collision at the dangerous national intersection of 
race; poverty, violence,·and greed, we must not sign 
any new political "contracts" before we review oue 
Old and New Testaments and our American 
covenant. 

God's message through the prophet Zc:chariah 
"to sec that justice: is done, to show kindness and 
merey to one another, not to oppress widows, or
phans; foreigners, who live. among you or anyone 
else in need" does not change with political fashion. 
The injunction from Isaiah, ful.filled by a poor, home
less child Christians call Savior, to bring good rather 
than bad news to the poor and to set at liberty those 
who an:: oppressed., cannot be ovenuled by political 
or media pundits anymore than America?s enduring 
values of fairness and opportunity can. God's call to 
heal and to ~ is clear and unchanging. And never 
has that call been more urgent than now. 

Since Dr. ICing's death, over 1 million Americans 
have been killed violendy here at home, including tens 
of thousands of children; more than 875,000 (75 
percent) of the Americans killed by violence were 
White. Almost 17 million children have been born 
our ofwedlock; 8.5 million (50 percent) ofthem 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 ba~ies have been 
born into poverty, of whom over 9 million (59 
percent) were White. 

An American child is reported 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 individ\lal 
faces and feelings and suffering, like that ofeight-year
old Gail, who said: 

"In my neighborhood there is a lot of _' 
shooting and three people got shot. On the next: 
day when I was going to school I saw a little 
stream of blood on the ground. One day after 
school me and my mother had to dodge bullets. 
I was not scared. 

"There is a church and a school that I go to . 
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. It was in the newspaper. When me and my 
mother was going to church we could see the 
fire from the guns being shot in 4414 building. 
I was not scared. In my neighborhood there are 
too many fights. I have never been in a fight 
before. There are many trees in my neighbor
. hood. 
. "God .is going to come back one day and 
judge the world Not just my neighborhood. '. 

"I know th~ are really really bad things, 
but I have some good things ir1 my neighbor
hood. Like sometimes my neighbOrhood is 
peaccfu1 and quiet and_ there is no shooting. 
When me and my mother and some friends go 
to the lake we have a lot offun. 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 pretty. 

"I believe in God and I know one day we 
will be in a goodcr 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, arid praying that one day they will 
be in a "gooder" placc. 

In a decent, sensible, democratic, and moral 
nation, children shouldn't have to pray and wait in 
fear. I believe that we are called, as people offaith, to 
be active participants ir1 working to in3.nifest that 
"gooder place" right here and right now for all 'ofour 
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 aw~y. the overarehing 

challenge America faces- is rebuilding a sense of1com
'munity and hope and future and civility and dmng , 
and safety ~or.all om: children. '. I 

No child IS physically, economically, and morally 
safe in 1995's America. The cultural g10rificatibn of 
violence, sex, and materialism; the pervasive ~reak
down offamily, community, and moral values among 
all race and economic groups; growing ecorlomic 
inequality between rich and poor; and an incrc1asing 
criminalizationof the economy and scapegoacing of , 
minority male youths as the neW enemies of s?ciety 
pOse grave dangers to our social equilibrium~ While 
15.7 million children live in poverty, 9 millioh lack 


, health care, preschool vaccinations lag behind isome 

Third-World countries, and millions ofchildren begin 

life and school not ready to suc~ the· n?P 20 


. percent ofAmerican households increased their share 
ofour national income by over $116 billion between 
1967 and 1992 - about equal to the total!gross 
national product ofSaudi Arabia. 

Can we compOse and perform together another 
'great movement of America's unfinished symphony 
-ofjustice and opportunity? Can you and I act tomove 
our nation back from the brink ofviolent chaos, racial 
regression, and class warfare Dr. King ~amed about? 
Can we find a critical maSs ofcitizens who are willing 
to stand up and say no to the killing of chilru:en by 
guns and poverty? Can we find' a critical m~s of 
political leaders who will care' more about th~ next: 
generation than the next: election? ' 

Before the new millennium, you and I muSt and 
can compOse this third movement by pu~ the 
social and economic underpinnings beneath ~e mil
lions of African American, Asian American,rlatirlo, 

'. White, and Native American children left ~hirld 
when the promise of the civil rights laws a?d the 
significant pro~ ofthe 1960s and 1970s inlallevi
ating poverty was eclipsed by the Vicmam war, ec0

nomic recession, and changing national leadership 
priorities. I 

AM there 1PAS' ruu. prtJlJfUS. Some things did and 
do work despite today's political mythololh- and 
simplistic, indiscriminate attack on all' socii! pro

. grams. While it is healthy.to sort out whatwofks and 
does not work, to engage ir1 a thoughtful ;debate 
about the roles offederal, state, and local government, 
the private sector, ~d families in caring for children, 
and to take steps to make government more effective 

, and accountable, it is essential to be specific, ~, 
and to. resist policy by slogan. Human lives and the 
nation's future are at st3h. Programs that began in 
the 1960s and 19705, like Medicaid and WIe, have 
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INTRODUCTION 

improved babies' chances of being 90m healthy and What you can do 
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 adifference. We need 

. to ensure: it for everyone begirining first and immedi
ately with universal coverage for children rather than 
seeking to deny millions of children health cove~ 
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 ofchildren in 
poverty by 9 million. Today alleviating child poverty 
rather than eliminating child supports should be the 
goal. Millions ofchildren 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. Investtnents in quality early 
education and opportunities for all our children to 

learn and succeed must be expanded rather thaD 
eroded. Child and family nunition programs, which 
virtually eliminated hunger during the Nixon years, , 
must remain a high national priority. Let's cut child
hood hunger and homeless ness rather than school 
lunches and essential child welfare services. 

Let's build on rather than n:cldessly and indis
criminately tear down the foundation ofprogn:ss and 
hope we have begun but not completed. Let's thor
oughly debate any proposals that may incrc:asc rather 
than decrease the gap between Black and Brown and 
White and between rich, middle-class, and poor chil
drc:n in America at a time when millions of children 
lack the basic necessities of life. Andlct's prod our 
great nation to decide that our racial diversity will be 
its greatest SU'Cllgth rather than its fatal weakness and 
to make our democratic ideals a banner ofhope rather 
than a profile ofhypocrisy. 

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 ofsecurity, their belief in America's 
fairness, and their ability to dream about, envisage, 
and work tOward a future that is attainable and rc:al. 

The first thing all adults and parents can do 
is be accountable - to conduct a personal 
audit to determine whether we arc connibut

ing to the crisis our children face or to the solutions 
they urgently need. Our childrc:n don't need or expect 
us to be perfect. They do need and cx:pcct 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 society that arc 
suangling our children, we must pull up the moral 
weeds in our own personal backyards. So many chil
dren arc confused about what is right and wrong 
because so many adults talk right and do wrong in 
our personal, professional, political, and public lives. 

. . 

• 	 Ifwe arc not supporting a child we brought into 
the world as a father or as a mother with atten
tion, time, love, discipline, money, and the teach
ing ofvalues, then we are a part of the problem 
rather than the solution.• 
If we are using and abusing tobacco, alcohol, 
cocaine, or other drugs while telling our children 
not to, then we arc a part ofthe problem rather 
than the solution. 

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

• 	 Ifwe are spending more time worrying about our 
children's clothes than about their cha.ra.cter, 
about the kinds of cars they are driving than 
about where and with whom they are driving, 
then we arc a part ofthe 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 ofthe problem 
rather than the solution. 

• 	 If we are more worried about our children's 
earnings 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 solution. 

• 	 Ifwe think it's somebody etseis responsibility to 
teach fJUr children values, respect, good manners, 
lmd work and health habits, then we arc a part of 
the problem rather than the solution. 

• 	 If we send rather than take our child to Sunday 
school and worship serVices, and believe 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 are spending more 
money on alcohol and entertainment than on 
scholarships, books, rutoring, rites of passage, 
and mentoring programs for youths, then we are 
a part of the problem rather than the solution. 

• 	 Ifwe'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. 

• 	 Ifour children of any race know more about Dr. 
Dre than about Dr. WE.B, DuBois and are more 
exposed to the obscene music that disres~ 
women than they are to the inspirational lives of ' 
Mary McLeod Bethune and Dorothy Day, then 
we are a part ofthe problem and not.the solution:. 

• 	 If Black, Brown, or White children think: that 
being smart and srudying 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. 

. .Ifour children learn racial slurs from us and think: 
that race rather than God's grace determines our 
sanctity and worth, then we are a part of the 
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 cpan the solution. . 

• 	 Ifwe think corrupt and unaccountable Black and 
Brown leaders who neglect our children and 
communities are better than corrupt and unac
countable White leaders who neglect our chil
dren and communities, then we are a. part of the 
problem rather than the solution. 

• 	 Ifwe 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 problem rather than the 
solution. ,'. 

! 

• 	 Ifwe think being Americ~ is about how~ much 
we can get rather than how much we can give, 
and, that thmgs and not thought, cash ~d not 
character make the person, then we are a part of 
the problem rather than the solution. : 

. The second step is to hold our public tb.d.en. 
accountable for fair, just, and effective policies for 
children. With every major federal, state, an~ loCal 
reform and budget change, citizens should ask our 
leaders wheth~r it helps or hurts children, andl which 
children. Will it make more or fewer childrerl poor, 
hungry, and homeless? Will it make paren;ts and 
families more or lessself..sufficic:nt? Will it hc:lp fami
lies Stay together or break them up? Does it ~ard 
work or wealth or benefit the few whp have much or 
the many who have little? Is it as fair to women as to 
men? To children as to adults? To domestic needs as 
to the military? Does it save or cost money in the short 
and long term? Increase or deCrease fair opportunity 
and personal responsibility? Will· it increase ior de
crease the tension. and gaps between racial, gender, 
age, and income groups?' : 

we must challenge those who claim that front
~ invc:sanents in· Head Start and child dre and 
immunizations and pren~tal care and summ:er jobs 
don't work, and demand they prove that i higher 
back-c:nd prison costs, out-Of..home care, unemploy
ment, and ignorance do. we are now the world's 
leading jailer. Yet fear permeateS our psych~, and 
guns and violence proliferate in our homes .and on 
our smcts. The child neglect taX of prisons,; police, 
unemployment, and school failure costs te~ of bil
lions of dollars a year. . 

A nation that would rather send someobeelse's 
child to prison for 515,496 a year or to an orPhanage 
for over 536,000 a yc,ar than invest in 5300 'rorth of 
immunization and 51,000 worth of prenatal care to 
give that same child a healthy start, $4,343 to give 

. that child a year ofquality Hca4 Start experi~ce, or 
51,800 to give that child a summer job to l~ a work 
ethic, lacks both family values .and common and 
economic sense. . I 

The third step is£or us to pray that our nation 
may regain its moral and common sense aqd act to 
put our children first. 	 I 
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A Prayer for Children· 

oGod, we pray for children who woke up this 
morning in dens ofdope rather than in homes of 
hope, with hunger in their bellies and hupger in 
their spirits, without parents or friends to care, 
pay attention to, listen to, morally guide, affirm, 
and lovingly discipline them. 

Help til to wkome thlm in till,. arts .". 
~ties /mil ""lion. 

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 p:m:nts 
who often themselves were abused or neglected. 

Help til to 1IIIkome thlm in till,. beIIr1s .". 
&lnlfmflnitiis.". ""lion. 

We pray for children who aft: sick from diseases 
we could have prevented, who aft: dying from 
guns we could have controlled, and who aft: 
killing from rage we could have averted by loving. 
attention and positive alternatives. 

lUlp til to 1IIIkome them in till,. arts"" 
~ties.". ""lion. 

We pray for children sttuggling to live to adult
hood in the war zones of our cities, who plan 
their own funerals and fear each day will be their 
last. We mourn for the thousands of children 
whose life journeys a1n:ady have ended too via
lendy and too soon. 

Help til to wli:ome. twm in tnW beIIr1s IItIIl 
CO'IIImtl.nities .". ""lion. 

We pray for children who aft: born with two, 
three, or more str'ika already against them - too 
tiny to live, too sick with AIDS, too addicted to 
alcohol or cocaine or heroin to thrive. 

Hdp 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 paft:nt and who need 
parenting themselves. And we pray for teen and 
adult fathers to take full responsibility for their 
children. 

Help til to wkome tbmJ in till,. arts.'" 
&DmIII'II1Iities .". ""lion. 

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 souro: of love is found 
in gangs, who believe their only haven is the 
streets, and who think their only tomorrow is 
prison or death. 

Help til to wlt:ome them in till,. arts .". 
&DmIII'II1Iities .".""lion. 

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

Help til to wlt:ome them in tnW artslltlll 
~ties.". ""lion., 

We pray for children from whom we expect too 
little 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 little; for 
children afflicted 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 til to wlt:ome them in till,. arts .". 
CO'IIIm_ities .".""lion. 

We pray for ourselves as p:m:nts, teachers, preach
ers, and leaders, that we will help solve rather 

• From GfIiiII M, Fur, a medil:2tion guide by Marian WHght Ede1man, to be: published by Beacon Press. 
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than cause the problems our; children face, by 
struggling to be worthy ofemulation , n:member
ing we teach each minute by example. 

Strengthen us. 

We covenant to work to protect our childn:n's' 
dreams. 

Stmlfltbm lIS. 

We covenant to work to n:kindle our children's' 
hopes. 

Stmlfltbm lIS. 

We covenant to work to n:build oUr children's 
families. 

Stmlfltbm lIS. 

We covenant to teach our children family and 
moral'values by pn:ceptand example. 

Stmlfltbm lIS; 

We covenant to work: to cnsun: our children's 
futures. 

Stmlfltbm Iu. 

We covenant to work to n:instill in our children 
a knowledge and appn:ciation of their traditions 
and heritage. 

Stmlfltbm lIS. 

We covenant to work together, organize, and 
vote to ensun: every child a Healthy Start, a Head 
Start, a Fair Start, a Safe Start, and a Moral Start 
in life. 

(;Ville';. 

I 

We covenant to work together, mobilize, and 
vote to make it un-American for children to be 
the poon:st group ofcitizens among us or to be 
killed by guns, poverty, abuse, or neglect we hare 
the power topn:vent.., I 

(;ville lIS. 'J 
I 

We covenant to collaborate and work with .eaCh 
other and to seck common ground with apy 
friend of children and to reach out to, try Ito 
transform - andopposc when necessary'- any . 
foe whose proposals and actions will make m6n: 
children destitute, hungry, homeless, uncclu- .. 
cared, uncarcd for, unsafe, or orphaned. ; 

(;ville lIS. 

We covenant tb build and work for an America 
that jUdges all children by the content of ~eir 
character rather than by the color of their sKin, 
economic or family status, gender, or disability 
and to raise our voiCes against those who scck to 
divide us. 

i'GviIleIlS. I. 

We covenant to work together and mob~ to 
create a nation that welcomes and values ~ery . 
child, whose leaders and citizens place children 
first in word _ deed, and when: the ,,~ of 
the city shall be full of boys and girls playing in 
its streets." I 

I 
I 

We covenantto work to Leave No Child Behind 
I 

, , '~ 
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rospects for improving the lives ofAmeri
ca's children worsened dramatically last 
November with the election ofnewicfco.. " 
logicalmajorines in both the Senate and 

House .ofReprc:sentatives. The newly elected House 
leadership 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 ofAmericans. 

The "Contract with America" and related legis
lation endorsed by the HOt;lSe 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 
destitute, tWt to allow children to remain in abusive 
or neglectful. homes, and not to permit our poorest 
children to suffer from untreated illnesses and dis
abilities. Such commitments· to'. protca the health 
and welfare ofchildren are the hillffiarks ofwealthy, 
civilized societies. 

These federal compactS to protect children re
gardless of the community or state in which they 
live also acknowledge that healthy, educated chil
dren are vital to a st,fong, prodUctive national future .. 

, 

( 

I 

" I 
Only a: nation bent on weakening itself and subvert
ing its future would matte assistance for ill, hungry, 


. destitute, or endangered children the first aHd pri
ma" items to . be cut in a queSt to provi~e tax 


. reductions for the rich or reduce the national deficit. 
Yet that is exactly what the Contract with America 
and related proposals would do. ; 

These proposals pose a far greater threat to· 

children and to the nation than the budget 'Fts of 

the early 1980s. Simple budget cuts can be reversed. 

The Contract with America, on the other jhand, 

would alter the very structure of the federal g?vern

ment's response to children's needs, severely nhtrict

ing the nation's ability to produce healthy, weU-edu

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

Through three Strategies - a constituti~nal amend

" ment requiring a balanced federal budget. repeal of 
the entidement status ofkey child survival programs 
and their .commitment to help aU those in need, and 
program consolidation and block.' granting ~-:- the 
Contract would <;hange fundamentally the ~lation
ship between the federal government and th~ States, 
shifting back to the states many costs and unfunded 
liabilities for maintaining the nation's safe,ty nct. 
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 oudined 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. At press 
time, House committees had slashed tens ofbillions 
ofdollars 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 secn proposals to reduce their 
paychecks or retirement benefits or health insurance 
coverage. No wealthy elderly Americans were being 
asked to pay a larger part of their Medicare premi
ums. Far from asking wealthy Americans to mm 
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 ofFebruary 1995, com
mittees and subcommittees in the House already 
had voted to shred the federal safety net for families 
with children by eliminating the federal guarantee ' 
of basic lifeline benefits linder 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 offederal funding 
for children who must be placed in foster care also 
had been approved, along with a one-quarter cut in 
the amount offunding. 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 ofthese and other pieces of 
legislation inspired by or oudined in the Contract 
with America. But ifeven a portion ofthe anti-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 

would pay the price. And - most certain of all 
the poorest children in America would be vulnerable 
to destitution, hunger, homdessness, and untreated 
illness on a scale unknown in half a century. 

Balanced budget amendment 

A ' 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 poorand to,shift costs and unfunded 
liabilities 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 c:xceed federal revenue. 
Every year thereafter, revenue and spending would 
have to balance unless Congress took cnraordinary 
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 hanh effect on poor 
children and families because the leadership in Con
gress has pledged to balance the budget 'IJIithout cut
tingSocial Security or defense spending, 1I'ithDut 
raising taxes, and tlespite enactment of certain very 
large taxcuts proposed by the Contract with America. 
Rl:Y'enuc losses from the proposed tax cuts alone 
most ofwhich would benefit taxpayers with incomes 
of more than $100,000 - would amount to $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 Office of Tax 
Analysis. 

Such an approach would dictate very deep cuts 
in the rest ofthe 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. IfMedicare. unemployment 
compensation, fcdcrallaw 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 penmt 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. Ifenrollments in programs primarily serving 
this population were reduced 46 percent: 
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• 	 3,055,250 babies, preschoolers, and pregnant 
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. 

• 	 10,1~6,800 children would lose Medicaid health 
coverage. 

• 	 7,870;800'cases now served by state child sup
port agencies would lose help to establish pater
nity or collect child support. 

• 	 4,387,750 children would lose 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 early 
childhood services. 

• 	 964,800 children in child care and Head' Start 
,would lose Child and Adult Care Food Pro
gram meals. 

• 	 2,945,400 children would lose remedial educa
tion through TItle I. 

Children's and families' needs will not shrink or 
disappear simply because the budget is balail~ 
however. In fact, the need for assistance is almost 
certain to increase as reduced federal spending leads 
to job loss and greater unemployment. AI 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 spen~ that ' 
directly' benefits state residents would be cut by 

'$242.2 billion in 2()O2. & states receive fewer dollars 
from Washington to help them meet the needsoftheir 
citizens, the pressures on Stati: budgets are bound to 
intensify. , ' , 

And it isn't just, state budgets and poor children 
that ~ould feel the economic pinch. Reduced fede~ 
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 aU economic circumstanCes. Short-term deficit 
spending during business recessions and national 
emergencies . is sometimes necessary, but, once in 
place, a constitutional amendment would restrict the 

I 

government's ability to respond quickly ,and flexibly 
to unforeseen situations. 

Fiscal responsibility is important, and the: federal 
deficit can and should be reduced. But the balanced 
budget ,amendment would accomplish these goals in 
a way that will damage the Constitution and the 
economy. Other avenues exist to control the ldeficit, 
as o:ur experience since the 1992 election has shown. 
Locking the balanced budget into the Cons~tution 
forever is an abdication of legislative responsibility 
that would tie the nation's hands for decades t6 come. 

I 

Eliminating the entitlement sta~us 
of child survival programs ' ' : 

Th~ assault on, the "entidement", statusl of the' 
nation's child survival programs, - !Aid ,to 
Families with Dependent Children, (AFDC) 

and child care for children in AFDC families, food 
stamps, foster care and adoption assistana:, child 
,nutrition, Medicaid, Supplemental Security Income 
(SSI),and child support enforccmen~- fCP,rcsents 
another major threat to children's well-beirig. For 
decades the federal government h~ assured funding 
sufficient for these "lifeline" programs to help' aU 
children or families who meet the criteria of need 
established in the legislation authorizing th~ pro
grams. This is baSicaUy what an "entitlement"r is - a 
promise that aU those meet:ffig the criteria ~ be 
served rather than be put on waiting lists or :tumed 
away arbitra.rily.These basic survival serviCes are 
guaranteed ,because the cruel corisequences 'of not 
doing so - wideSpread chiJdhOOd destitutiott, hun-' 
ger, homelessness, illness, neglect, and childien un
able to leave abusive homes - are unthinkable in a 
wealthy Qation that,lI.irns to be a model for' th~ rest of 
the civilized world. Just as we do not put 75-year-old 
retired workers on. waiting lists for Social SCcurlty, 
we should not put hungry children on waitihg lists 
for food or sick, children on waiting lists for health 
care. Yet we now seem to beon the verge offorgetting 
why child survival programs are funded on this "en
titlement" basis. '. 

A variety, of proposals before, Congress: would 

strip ,these programs of their autom;ltic funding, 

either placing spending caps on the iridividual pro-, 

grams or folding th~m into latge capped i"block 

grants" to, be distributed to the states. Both ap

proaches would leave states, With dramatidUy less 

money to meet the same or growing needs ana harm 

milli<?ns of poor children. ,I 


The structure of need-based entideme~t pro

grams allows the funding to grow when neecj. grows 


I 
1 1 
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- during economic re:cessions, for example - and 
shrink when need declines. This c:lasticity not only 
pennits our human services to respond humanc:ly in 
hard times, but it also acts as an economic stabiliz.c:r, 
automaticalJy 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 incrc:asc:d 
by 42 percent between FY 1988 and FY 1993, largely 

, because of the rc:cc:ssion. Ifa capped block grant had 
been substituted for these: entidements in FY 1988, 
the typical state would have received S181 million less 
in federal funds in FY 1993. A rigid block grant 
formula also would misdirc:ct the federal allocations 
that were: made available: states hit hard by rc:cc:ssion 
would get no additional funding, whiJe states with 
vibrant economies would get no less. 

Moreover, without the entidemem mechanism it 
would be extremely difficult ifnot impossible for Con
~ to devise: funding formulas for block grants that 
would tn:at all states fairly. Some states have been far 
more: aggn:ssive than others in taking advantage ofthe 
federal funding available to them in the faster care and 
adoption assistanCe areas, for example. Should t:hose 
aaive states get larger "grandfatherc:d" block grant. 
allocations and states that have been less aaive be 
penalized? Or should all funds be distributed based on 
the number ofchildren, or poor children, in the state, 
so inequities across states won't be locked in? If the 
latter option is chosen, states'that have triedharder 
immediately would have to cutback their eftOrts. 

Without the assurance of automatically increas
ing federal entitlement spending during rcc:cssions, 
states would be caught in a serious bind. Either they 
would have to pay for the full costofgrowing w~, 
food stamp, Medicaid, and other caseloads out of 
their own declining n:venucs, or they would have to 

'tum away tens and hundreds of thousands of needy 
applicants, sharply reduce lifeline benefits for every
one, or employ a combination of these stratqpcs. 

One likely result is long waiting lists for subsis
tence benefits such as AFDC, food stamps, andMedi
caid. Yet American ideals of fair play an: violated by 
the prospect of families and chiJdren 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 unn:lated to their need 
or the program's purposes. 

Most states act responsibly, but we know from 
experience that not all states do so at all times; The 

income chiJdren in some an:as 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 counties declined to 
run the program at all. 

The dacrors' findings shocked the nation and led 
Pn:sident. Nixon to institute national food stamp 
standards. When doctors n:tumed 10 years later to 
,the areas they had studied, they found hunger and 
malnutrition had been n::duced dramatically and crc:d
ited. the food Stamp program for the progress. 

If some states failed to meet the needs of their 
children when the federal government was willing to 
foot the entire: bill, states an: even more: likely to skimp 
on meeting children's needs under a limited. block 
grant that leaves them to pick up the sladt. And we 
know that even lPith the moderating influence of the 
entidement programs, America's poorest and least 
powerful citizens still an: tn:ated. very diffen:ntly from 
state to state. State~set benefit levels for Aid to Fami
lies with Dependent Children, for example, vary far 
mon: among the states than objective economic dif
ferences can explain. Converting key child survival 
programs into discretionary block grants orotherwise 
capping their funding would undo decades of pro
gress toward ensuring American children in every 
state a basic level of protection and subsistence. 

V'k an: all one nation, and all citizens, regardless of 
when: they live and when they need help, must be 
assun::d certain minimal guarantees. Making ~ that 
children an: 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 
Yon.:. Ensuring these basic guarantees is the heartofthe 
federal governments n:sponsibility, and the entide
ment programs an: the mechanism through which the 
government discharges that n:sponsibility. No other 
jurisdiaion can assume the federal governments 
unique role in smoothing out the worst inequities' 
among citizens nationally by directing special help to 
those who need it most, when:ver they happen to live. 

Block grants and consolidation of 

selected discretionary programs 


The new Congress has an opportunity to im
, prove the delivery of essential services to chiJ

dn:n and families in a number ofprogram areas 
early history of the food stamp program is a case: in by consolidating selected federal programs that an: 
point. In the late 19605 dacrors found that low- not entitlements. Thoughtful consolidation of pro
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! 
I
i 	 Contract with America 
I "While the,"ContraciwithAmerica," un-chase of a first h0rr:te, college expC~,land

"! , , veiled by Republican members ofandI, ' . : candidatesforthe U.S. House ofRep-
I resentatives in September 1994, contains some I policy proposals that may have positive results, 
I many would have disastrous and unfair effects on 

millions ofAmerica's children and families.' 
• 	 The Fiscal Responsibility Act: An amend-I ' ment would be added to the U.S. Constitu-

I 
" 

I 
tion requiring a b3lanced federal budget, and 

. the president wo~ be given new "linc:-irem ' 
veto" authority. to eliminate specific appro
priations or targeted tax provisions Without 
vetoing the entire bill in which theyre con
tained. ," ' , 

• 	 The Taking B~Our Streets Act: ,Crimi~ 
nal penalties would be stiffened and the 
crime 'prevention initiatives iri the rccendy 
enacted 1994 crime bill would be repealed, 
wiltl resulting savings used to build more 
cosdy prisoQSand hire more police. 

! ,. , The Personal Responsibility Act: The cur-

I rent Aid,to Families with Dependent Chil-, 
dren (AFDC) program woUld be revised andI 

I cut dramatically through a combination of 
I' new, time ,limits on welfarebencfits, work 

requirementS, ind other eligibility restric-

I tions that would end assistance to an esti
mated 5 million to 6 million poor children 

I, 

- up to tWo-thirds of all children currcndy 
receiving help through AFDC. 

". The Family Reinforcement Act: Abroad 
'range of largely unrelated policies' affecting

I 	' families - including tougher child support 
_~ r.
eluorcemen~ tax incentives lor 

ado" 

pno~
, pewparcntal ronsent requirements for many 

fun·' chil' 
I' federally 	 . dren. . 
I 	

ded surveys in~ol~ 
stronger child pornography laws, and expan
sion of the elderly dependent care tax credit 
_ would be put intofedera11aw. 

I 
• The American Dream Restoration Act: A 

SSOO 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 I 
tax-exempt savings accounts similar to Indi
vidual Retirement Accounts (IRAs) would 
be established for retirement savings, '. pur-, 

medica! cOsts. 	 ':' 
• 	 The National Security .Rutoration ~" 

. ,'Defense spending would be boosted sharply, 
' ,the Reagan-cra effort to build a cosdy pew 

missile defense system would be revived,:and 
U.S. troops would be barrccl from serVing 
under United Nations command. ,: 

,. The senior Citizens Fairness Act: The 
earnings lirriit.on Social SeCurity would be 
nearly tripled, 1993 tax increaseS on more 
aftluent, Social Security recipients would be 
rolled back, new tax breaks would be crc;tted 
for ~dividuals who purchase long-term care 
insurance, and new loopholes allowing hous
ing discrimination against families with chil
dren would be created by allowing more 
housing communities ,to qualify as sepior 
citizen retirement communities under cur
rent fair housing laws. ' 

• 	 The Job Creation and' WageEnhanc:e
.'. ment Act: The capital gains tax that priIp.ar

ily helps the wealthy would be cut in halfand 
numerous other steps would betaken 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. 
.' The Common Sense I4a1 R.dorm Act: A 

series of legal reforms w01l1d be enacted to 
limit produCt liability claims and attempt to 

,discourage "frivolous" lawsuits. 

• 	 The Citjzcn 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 six or 12 

y~ (two differcntproposals for t:emllimits 
on representatives will be considered). , 

In the dayS before federal standards were 
applied, state and local governments often denied 
aid to poor families o~ the basis of race . and 
national origin. This kind ofdiscrimination is far 
less likely today but not impossible to imagine, as 
the 1994 ~mia ballot initiative seeking to 
deny health care and education to children of 
illegal immigrants' reminds us. ' 

I, 
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'188S,: THE NEW FEDERAL CLIMATE 

grams with similar goals and purpoSes in such areas 
as child care, job training, and child abuse prevention 
and treaanent caD improve the quality ofservices and 
increase program accountability while reducing ad
ministrative 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 effectively 
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 entidements without federal leadership 
and state accountability are recipes for ineffective 
g<?vernment. 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 considering establishing new 
block grants: 

• 	 Consolidation should not be a Trojan horse 
for funding redw:tions. The goal should be to 


. help government invest most efficiendy and ef· 

, fectively in future generations. At the least, con
solidations should maintain federal funding at. 

current levels. ' 
" In the past, however, maintaining funding 
for block grants has been difficult. Whether be
cause their purposes become diluted, or beca~ 
it is hard to sustain federal funding for a program 
in which states make all the d.c:Cisions, block 
grants tend to shrink. The block grants .estab- ' 
lished in 1981 initially 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 one-quarter and one· half ofthe original 

. appropriationS. 
• 	 Consolidation should build on, not disman

de., our pait SWXCsscs. The unique mission of 
entidement programs, should not be ended by 
including them in block grants. In addition, na
tional programs of proven effectiveness 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 ofpur
pose. Only programs that aln:ady 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 commianent 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 to document their 
practice. 

., Consolidation should require aa:ountability 
based on outcomes. States must be required to 
set forth the outcomes they wish, to achieve in 
each program area, specify how they intend to 
achieve theirgoals, and report periodically on the 
use of funds to achieve those goals. Regular 
federal audits also are essential. 

• 	 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 
dClivered under each block grant and should 

, describe the procedures they will use to monitor 
and maintain service quality. 'Laws governing 
block grants should prohibit ~tion and 
provide for fair and timely review ofcomplaints. 

• 	 Consolidation should require public partici
pation in planning and de1iftI'Y of serrices. 
Community and client involvement will help 
ensure that children's and families' needs are 
respected and addressed effectively. 

• Consolidation should require states to main~ 
tain at least their current level of'contribu

, tiona to consolidated scnica. States must be 
held accountable for continuing to invest their 
own resources in services for children and fami· 
lies. 1lley must not· be allowed to replace state 
money with fi::dcral 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 to cut back funding for 
programs'scrving low-incOme children' and families. 
Proposals called for arbitrarily collaPSing disparate 
and unrelated children's programs ..:.... including enti
dement 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 ~veJ of 
block grant funding for a specified number ofyears. 
But level funding translates into a cut when inflation 
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:eliminated. In
dcc:d, 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 bud,get targets. At the state and local levels, these 
cutbacks wowd pit children against far more powerful 
special interests in the competition for state funding,. 
with potentially disastrous results for our most vuI· 
nerable citizens. 

Although the promise of greater flexibility at
tracts governors' suppon for block grants, the block 
grants envisioned by the congressional lc:a4ership 
actually may contain new federal mandates, especially 
regarding welfan:: benefits. States may have little or 
no flexibility to decide how to deal with such cOntra

. versial issues as time-limited benefits, tcc:nagc: child
bearing, or paternity establiShment. Forced by the 
terms ofthe block grants to deny federally funded aid 
or emergency services to whole categories of needy 

children and families, states, counties, or local fom
. munities may find themSelves solely responsibie for 

helping these citizens. Under these circu.msUnces, 

any flexibility states theoretically may gain with the 

block grants is likely to be more than offset by new 

burdens imposed by unfunded liabilities. 1 

There is no question that a thoughtful d,ebate 
about the respective roles of federal, state, and local 

. I 
governments is long overdue:. Government cap and 
should operate more effectively, and the federal deficit 
can and should be brought under control. But: all of 
this change: must be achieved responsibly, not 
through recldc:ss tinkering with our Constitution, and 
not on the backs ofthe poor and the young. shirting 
costs andunfunded liabilities to the states through the 
balanced bud,gc:t amendment and ending.federal as~ 
surances that children and families will R'!Cei~e the 
most basic survival ~siscince when they an:: mncc:d . 
or jeopardy will worsen dramaticlny the n~tion's 
most pressing problems, not solve them.· . 

I 

.1 

J 
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lthough 1994 marked the third year 
of recovery. from the 1990-1991 
recession, the general 'econonuc up
swing was hardly noticeable tn mil-· 

lions of Americans. Lagging wages, under
employment, loss of job security, and eroding health ' 
insurance coverage left many middle- and lower-in
come families anxious and frustrated. For those at the 
bottom of the economic ladder, the news was grim: 
new poverty figures available in 1994 showed that the 
number ofpoor children in the United Stau:s in 1993 
- 15.7 million - was the highest in 30 years.. 

Despite this bleak ecOnomic oudook for many 
workers, the Federal Reserve Board sought tn.rein in 
economic growth by raising interest rau:s six times in 
1994. This tightening of the nation's money supply 
drove up the cost 'of borrowing, slowed job creation, 
and threatened tn 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 tn find work. . 

, 
j 

. I 

i" 

.' ." . \ 

The struggle of so many AmeJ;icans to support 
themselves . and their families through work pro
vided a bitterly ironic backdrop for an' inc+ingly 
harsh welfare reform debate. Proposals pre~ed on 
the belief that families receiving welfare lack only 
the motivation to work and a serise of Personal 
responsibility' dominated welfare discussion~ at the 
national and state levels in 1994. Although Con
gress failed tn aa on pending welfare reform bills, 
punitive state initiatives 'and tnugh election-year 
mc:toric set.the stage for a 1995 batde overlwelfare . 
plans that may end assistance tn as many as 5!million 
tn 6 million poor children. I 

One positive development in 1994 was the first 
in a series of Earned Income Credit expansIons for 
low-income workers, approved in 1993; giving 
faII'!ilies a much needed boost in meeting their basic. 
needs. On the other hand, without action Ito raise 
the federal minimum wage in 1994, families with 
one full-time minimum-wage worker conapued to 
cam just $8,840 a year, significandy below the 
federal poverty line. " I 

,", 
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Growing hardship among children 
and young families . 

The u.s. child poverty rate rose from 22.3 
percent in 1992 to 22.7 percent in 1993 (the 
most recent year for which f.gures are avail

able), leaving 15.7 million children in poverty. The 
federal poverty line for 1993 was 514,763 for a family 
of four. 

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

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 time 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 ofabsent 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. AnalF . 
ofdata from the Census Bureau's Current Population 

Survey by CDF arid 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 earlier. Halfof the nation's 6 
million young families lived on less than 518,420 in 
1992. 

The loss of well-paying manufacturing jobs and 
the growth of low-wage retail and service employ
men~ the erosion of the minimum wage, and the 
growmg number of young single-parent families all . 
h~ve helped drive median incomes lower and poverty 
higher among young families with children. And even 
though the economy gn:w faster in 1994 than it had 
in 10 years, families with children continued to fed 
the ~ects of these trends. The unemployment rate 
dc.c:lined from 6.7 percent to 5.4 percent during 1994, 
but ~ve~ hourly wages wen: lower, after adjusting 
for inflaaon, than before the recession. Moreover, 
men fin~ work after a pericxl of unemployment 
are earmng on average 20 percent less than in their 
previous jobs, according to Census data. 

Help for working poor families 

The Earned Income Credit for low-income 
. working families was expanded in 1994 in the 

first stage of a three-year expansion approved 

Key 
Facts 


.15.7 million U.S. children were poor in 1993 - the 
highest number in 30 years. ' 

• The inflation-adjusted 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. 

• 	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 ofprogress, it 
would take more than 180 years for even partial child 
support to be collected in all cases. 

18 
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byCongres,sin 1993. The total expansion represents , C10sts of child poverty, -I'
the largest single Step taken in 20 years to bolster the 
incomes of low-income families' and children; In - n 1994 a groundbrea.k:.iflg book by CDF revealed 


1994 a fam~y with two or more ,children supported, , the exo:aordinarily high,costs?f child POVfrty ~ 

the naDon. Prepared With gwdance from a dis
by a full-time minimum wage earner was eligible for ' 

tinguished advisory panel, chai~ed by Nobel Prizea tax credit of52,528. The credit will continue to rise 
winning economist, RODert M. Solow, WRS#ng

for such a family to 53,370 in 1996. six states'aug A.meriuI's Future: the ChiUlrenJs Defrnse Fund!Report
mc;nted the federal EI<;: with a state counterpart in on the Costs qJChiUl ]'wert) estimates that every year 
1994. of child poverty at current levels will cost th~ eCon

Once again, the year passed without a proposal omy between S36 billion and SI77 billion ~ lower ' 
to increase the minimum vyage, stucK at $4.25 an fururc productivity and' employment, among those 
hour, since 1991. At the , start of 1995, however" who grow up poor. These costs, moreover,ldo not 
President Clinton proposed a 9O.centincrease over incl~ the b~ons of~tion~ dollars thatiwill be 
two years, which would bring full-time, minimum spent on speaal educaDOn, cnme, foster care, and 
wage earningS to SIO,712, or 85 percent of the teenage childbearing n::suIting from child poverty. 

projected poverty line 'for a three-person: family in By summarizing exiSting n::sCarch in several aca
demic disciplines on the far-reaching effects of pov1996. Although the role ofminimum wage hikes in 
erty" the book also confirms that the human costs oftriggering' job losses has' evoked heated debates 
child poverty are devastating. Low-income ~hildren among economiSts for decades, backers,-ofthe presi
are, for example: ' 

dent's proposal cited several new studieS supporting 1 

the proposed increase. One showed, for example, 
• Two 'times more likely thart other chil~ to die ' 

that fast food restaurants in New'Jersey hifed more ·,; ,", from bi~ defects; 	 i . i 
Iworkers in 1992, when the state increased its mini

mum wage to 55.05 an hour, than did similar • 	 Three times more likely to die from all causes 
combined; i ' restaur,ants in nearby Pennsylvania, where there was 


,no minimum wage hike. ' • Four times more likely to die from fires; ; 


/ 
I 

/ 
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• 	 Five times more likely to die from infectious dis through direct job creation, tax credits for low-wage 
. eases and parasites; and workers, increasing access to affordable child care, 

• 	 Six time~ more likely to die from other diseases. increasing the minimwn wage, and creating a na
tional system ofchild support enforcement and assur

The research also documents that poor children 
ance. 

are 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 Welfare reform debate heats up 
ries, iron deficiency, and severe asthma. 

These outcomes are not the result of poorfami he nation seemed united in 1994 in the belief 
lies' attributes, such as race, low levels of parents' that the current system for providing cash 
education, or character "flaws," but result from pov assistance to children and families without adeT
erty itself, according to ~Amnie4's Futurt. For quate means of suppOrt needed overhauling. Almost 
example, even among families that are White IIIJIl . everyone, including welfare recipients themselves, 
have two parents MIll have a mother who finished acknowledged that the Aid to Families with Depend
high school, poor children are more than twice as ent Children (AFDC) program often undennines 
likely as nonpoor children never to finish high school. family stability and docs far roo little to help families 

Poverty irselfhurrs children by leading to parental move from welfare to employment at family-sustain
stress and less effective parenting, poor nutrition, ing wages. Y ct the search for practieal solutions to 
housing problems and homeless ness, and residence in these problems was stymied by partisan jockeying for 
deteriorating and dangerous neighborhoods, and by election-year political gains and ideological prescrip
n:ducing children's access to good quality child care, tions that frequendy related very little to the everyday 
schools, positive extracurricular activities, and col struggles of poor families. 
lege. These and other problems, large and small, Af= more than a year of drafting and intm1al 
accumulate and interact to leave poor children less debate, the Clinton administration unveiled its com
resilient and more vulnerable to elevated risks ofevery' prehensive welfare reform plan in June. The plan 
kind. included a proposal to phase in a two-year time limit 

Yet the report makes clear that child poverty is on AFDC benefits that would be followed by a public 
not inevitable. Many other countries of comparable sector job for those unable to find work in the private 
wealth have far lower rates of child poverty. 1;'he sector. It also emphasized tougher child support en
United States can choose to n:duce. chil:d pov~ forcement, new teenage pregnancy prevention ef· 
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forts, and additional federal invesonents in child care 
and job training, while giving states options to ex
pand AFDC eligibility for two-parent families, 
change the treaonent ofearnings and assets to encour
age work, and deny benefits to children born to 
mothers already receiving AFDC. 

. A number ofother welfare refonn proposals were 
advanced by both liberals and coriservatives in Con-. 
gress, with increasingly harsh and punitive ap
proaches gaining the spodight as the year progressed. 
Several bills, including one advanced by Rep. Robert 
Matsui (D-CA), stressed steps that woUld expand 
opportunity and reduce barriers to employment,. in
cluding new invesonents in job creation, child care, 
education and training, and child support enforce
ment. Yet many others would have relied far more 
heavily upon expanded work requirements and rigid 
time limitS on aid (without regard to the availability , 
of public or private sector jobs) to move, parents 
receiving AFDC into the labor force. 

In the fall of 1994, the potential for achieving 
broad, bipartisan consensus on.welfare rcfonn faded 
as House Republican members and candidates used 
their "Contract with America" to call for the complete 
elimination of AFDC benefits to millions of poor. 
children and their families. Then at the beginning of 
1995, the House leadership joined with a few Repu~ 
lican governors in endorsing an almost complete 
dismantling of the AFDC program as well as sweep

ing changes and budget cuts in other child survival 
programs (see 1995: The New ~ral Climate). The 
most prominent thi'eats to, children in. the Pe,rsonal 
Responsibility Act (PRA) forged by the House lead
ership included: repeal of entidement fundin~ that 
guarantees states will have enough money to Hc:lp all 
children or families eligible for assistance; federal 
mandates requiring states to deny AFDC benbits to 
children born to unmarried teens younger than 18 
and those bom to parents already reCeiving ~ 
benefits; and the imposition oftime limits on AFDC 
eligibility in an effort to force parents off of welfare 
and into the work force. I 

.hpcal ofentitlementfunding for AFDt;:. The 
Personal Responsibility Act would eliminate AFDC's 
entidement status, substiwting a capped bl~ grant 
that would transfer a specific amount ofmone~ to the 
states each year. If a recession or nawral disaster 

. I 

caused states to run out of federal block gran~ funds 
before the end ofthe year, states would have to Change 
welfare eligibility so that fewer people would ~ualify, 
reduce everyone's benefits to sm:tcb the mon~ fur- . 

. ther, or find additional state dollars to fill ~e gap. 
Since the last choice is the least l.ikely when recessions 
cut into state revenues, it seems inevitable that many 

. needy families would be left without welf~ assis
tance or with reduced assistatice if the welfare entide'. " . 
ment were ended. 

I 


I 
I 
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The thn:at of losing the nation's basic safety net 
for poor children and their families drove up the 
stakes dramatically in the welfan: n:fonn debaa::. 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 a::nns of increased destitution, hunger, 
homclessness, abuse, and neglect - will be enor
mous. 

New federal mandata ODstata. Even as &
publican governors sought almost unlimited flexibil
ity and little accountability in welfale matters, the 
PRA proposed sweeping new mandates in controver
sial areas affecting children. For example, based on 
the belief that welfale benefits are n:sponsible for 
decisions by many unmarried teenagers to have chil

, dn:n, this bill originally would have barred assistance 
pennanendy 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 requin:d to 

deny welfale benefits to children born to women 
'already n:ceiving AFDC in an effort to discourage 
welfare mothers from having additional children. 

IU:scarch evidence suggests, that these new man .. 
dates, if approved, would have little or no dfect on 
childbearing among teens or mothers receiving 
AFDC but would push poor children eVen dccpcr 
into poverty. These proposals also have drawn strong 
opposition,on the grounds that they may encourage 

pn:gnant teens and mothers n:ceiying AFDC to seek 
abortions in greater numbers. A mon: sensible alter
native to rigid mandates in such untested an:as would 
be to await the n:sults of "child c.xclusion" experi
ments in several states that alrc:ady have n:ceived 
waivers to test the effects ofdenying additional bene
fits to a mother n:ceiving AFDC if she has another 
child 

Tune 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 weeks or months if they so choose. However, 
states would be required to cut offaid to families after 
a lifetime total of five years of AFDC benefits. In 
addition, after a maximum of two years, all parents 
n:ceiving wclfale would be required to work, partici
pate in on-the-job ttaining, or conduct a job search 
each week, with the requirements growing from 20 
hours per week in 1996 to 35 hours in 2002. (Given 
the low level ofAFDC benefits, at 35 hours a week, 
welfale mothers typically would work offtheir grants 
at the rate of 52.43, per how:.) 

States would be requin:d to have halfofthe entire 
AFDC caseload. participate in one of these activities 
by 2003, when the program is fully phased in - an 
enonnous increase over c::urratt pai'ticipation rates. 
Yet the PRA docs not guarantee child care to children 
whose pan:nts are forced to work, ,and it cuts federal 
funding for child care by 52.5 billion over five years. 
Mon:over, existing federal requirements that states 
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provide education and training oppammities for par
eots receiving welfare would be eliminated. And those 
required to work could not take a training course to 
fulftll their 20- to 35-hours-per-week obligation. 

Arbitrary time limits on AFDc: eligibility raise 
fundamental questions offairness in the treatment of 
parents who "play by the rules" but cannot find stable 
employment. Particularly in the absence ofsubstantial 
job creation efforts and expanded child care invest
ments, r:in1e 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 

I
n 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. ~partment?f 
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 eligibility or assistance than . 
to' restrict benefits, an inherent bias in the waiver 
process that has encouraged'the development of 

harsher and more punitive welfare reform measures 
at the state level.' 

The Clinton administration has been extremely 
receptive to state waiver requests of all kinds, and 
HHS approved 23 requests between February 1993 
and the end of1994. Many waivers granted by HHS 
had the effect of restricting· benefits or punishing 
families foreertain behaviors or lapses: ; 

• 	 Seven states received pe~ion to redu~ family 
benefits if parents fail to participate in: a work 
program after a specified time period, ar;td three 
other states have similar requests pending. 

.• WISCOnsin and Indiana were granted pe~ssion 
to end assistance altogether after two years 
whether or' not wotk. is available in the' private 
seCtOr. 

• 	 Three states were given permission to redUce fam
ily assistance ifchildren 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 stau:s were allowed to deny aid forfchildren 
conceived while the family was receiving AFDC 
benefits. . I 

I 
. 	 I 

Considering the difficulties posed by Ithe cost 
neutrality requirement in the waiver process, how
'. 	 I 

ever, asurprising number ofcurrentstate,wai,vers seck 
to increase family income for families with Camings. 
For example, five .states received approval jto allow 
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families to keep more of the child support collected 
on their behalf, and I:WO states - Virginia and Con
necticut - were given permission to launch experi
ments on child support assurance. Eleven states were 
given permission to allow families moving from wel
fare to work to keep more of their earnings, and the 
same number received approvals to allow AFDC 
recipients to have more savings or assets, such ,as a 
car, before being deemed ineligible for benefits. 

Child support enforcement 
continues to lag 

Congress 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 vastly improved system of child 
support enforcement was underscored by CDF re
scarth published in Enfim:in8 ChildSupport:AreSIlItU 
Doing' the Job? The 1994 smdy is based on data 
reporttd 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 little. In 
1983 states collcc:tcd at least some child support in 
14.7 percent ofcases; by 1992 that figure had edged 
up to just 18.7 percent. At that rate ofprOgn:ss, said 

the report, it would take more than 180 years before 
even partial child support could be guaranteed in each 
case. 
. One reason for states' generally poor record on 
child support is a staggering increase in demand for 
services, aceording to the report. The number of 
non-welfare families seeking enforcement help grew 
fourfold between 1983 and 1992. State resow:a:s 
barely kept pace with the increase, and in some parts 
of the country, caseloads a::cc:dcd 1,000 cases per 
worker. 

Between 1983 and 1992, states improved their 
performance in establishing paternity and locating 
noncustDdial parents, two crucial steps in obtaining 
support. But states did not significandy improve their 
record in establishing support orders: the median 
state obtained a support order in just one-third of 
cases requiring one. Nationwide, just S8 percent of 
custDdial mothers had child support orders in 1990, 
aceording to the Census Bureau. 

Basedonfour pcrfurmance indicators - percent
age of cases in which some support was collc:cu:d, 
average amounts collected in cases with collections. 
paternities established, and support orders estab
lished - the 10 states doing the best job, aceording 
to the report, are DeJaware, Massachusetts, Michigan. 
Minnesota, Montana, Pennsylvania, South Dakota, 
Utah, Wlshington State, and WISCOnsin. Performing 
the worst are Arizona, the District of Columbia, 
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Illinois, Indiana, Lo'!lisiana, Mississippi, New Mex
ico, Tennessee, and Texas. ' 

Enforcing Child Support urged that. any welfare 
reform plan include steps toward a system of child 
support assUrance so children would receive a mini
mum level of support from their noncustodial par
ents. Ifa noncustodial parent could not or would not 
provide that' supPOrt voluntarily, the government 
would provide the assured I?cncfit and pursue the 
noncustodial parent for reimbursement. 'The report ' 
also recommends that all child support enfon:ement 
be centralized in a federal agency such as the Internal 
Revenue Service, freeing up state resoun:es, to estab
lish paternity and child support obligations. 

'Iffederalizing 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
erally, it'docs contain strong positive child support 
m~ that would improve state systems. ' 

55. for children with disabilities 

S
upplemental Securi~ Income (S51), which pr0
vides cash benefits for 847,000 needy children, 

with severe disabilities or chronic illnesses, 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. Howcvc:r, elimi

nating the cash benefit would place a severe hardship 

on the families of childrCn with serious disabilities. 

Parents' responsibili~es for caring for these children 


,restrict their opportunities to earn alivmg, yet they 

incur many extra expenses related to their children's 

conditions. ' 


The contention that significant numbers ofchil- , 

dren without disabilities were receiving SSI was not 

supported by studies relc:ascq in 1994. Mer review

ing 617 disability dccisions,the Social Security ,Ad

ministration fOund only 13 cases,in which children , 

might have been coached to appear mentally disabled. 

Among th~ cases,just three had been approved, and 

even those had evidence in the case record substanti". 

ating disability. 

A General Accounting Office (GAO) study de
termined, that most, of the growth in the children's 
S51 program since 1991 occurred because ofpent-up 
need for the program, which did not previously reach 

,many children with serious disabilities. Some in
creased participation resulted from a'l990 Supreme 
Court ruling reqUiring the Social ,Seairity Admini

str'ation (SSA) to consider a child's leveloffurlction
ing as well as medical condition in determinirig eligi- ' 
bility, said the GAO, yet 70 percent ofthe new ,~wards 
"went to children whose impairments were) severe 
enough to qualify on the basis of SSNs oldlstand
ards " ..'",' ., '/ "~ 

Provisions to set up a commission to ~y SSI 
were part of the 1994 law establishing the SSA as an 
independent government agency. Yet by theLend of 
the year it was unclear whether CongreSs would await 
the findings of this commission before considering 
S51 ,reforms. For exaniple. 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 institutio~ if cash 
assistance were not provided. 'At least 150,000 poor 
children with disabilities would lose all SSI aJistancc. 
Most of the remainingcaseload, instead of rCcciving 
cash assistance, would receive some medicall and te
lated goods and services. 1 

An innovative response:

PSroject Match ' ' ! ' 

I 

'.' 

incc 1985 Project Match in Chicago has pro
vided long-term job counsc1ingand rela.tedscrv-, 
ices to welfare recipients as they move toward 

I ' 

Stable employment and economic indcpcnde~ce. Pro
ject Match's 800 Clients live in Chicago's jCabrini

Green public housing project, one of the most 

economically disadvantaged communiti~ in the 

country. , ; 


, The project employs an experimental approach 
to helping families move offofwelfare, tradking and 

, studying its participants'work experience rhonm by 
month and using. this infomiation to deVelop and 
refine strategies that seem promising. ,Fo,r most 

, ' I 

women, lcavingwelfare is not a simple single event, 
but an uneven, ,nonlinear p~ characti:rized by 
false starts, setbacks, and incremental gains, says Di
r:Cctor Toby Herr. AOdespccial1y for wome,ri with low 
basic skills, participating ,in traditional adult basic 
education or GED programs as a first ste~ docs not 
alwayslcad to progress, Hcrr:says. A morelsUcccssfuJ 
route often begins with employment, forI it is only 
after holding low-paying jobs with few 9Pportunities 
to advance' that many welfare recipients ~derstand 
the link: between school and work and m~ a com
mitment to school. i 

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

, J • 

, to begin with smaller steps, such as volunteer work 

at Hcad Start or participation on tenants' councils 
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activities that develop·habits and self-perceptions re
quired in the world of work.' . 

This "la~der" approach is the basis of a special 
emplQyment program at a Cabrini-Green Head Start ' 
program that Project Match devc:loped with a grant 
from HHS. Many participating pareilts begin with 
"low-rung" activities such as following through on 
medical appointments for their children and doing 
soqte unscheduled volunteering at Head Start. As 
they "climb" the ladder. parents commit in advance 
to regular, scheduled volunteer activities. 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 ofskills and habits that quali
fies them for successful participation in the regular 
work force. 

Many welfare reform experts would like: to sec 
the Head Start/Project Match program become a 
m~1 for similar efforts in public housing projects, ' 
familysupport programs, and schools, believing it has 
a n:'~ch greater chance of success in moving welfare 
reCIpients permanently into the work force than do 
arbitrary time limits on welfare benefits. Herr ac
knowledges the challenges of implementing the ap
proach on a larger scale, but she hopes the final' 
welf~ reform legislation will be flexible enough to 
allow mterested states to experiment with the model. 

All clients of Project Match may receive services 
!o: ~v~y~.~usc as many as 70 percent lose their 
mltlal 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 
~~ti~ue to ~ participants month by month, re
mammg available to help clients advance to bc:a:cr 
jobs or ~ove into or out of education programs. as 
appropnate. 
. A .s~y of ~59 Project Match participants (not 
mcluding those m the Head Start project), showed 
that 38 percent had jobs in the third month after 
enrollment, whereas 56 percent were working at the 
end ofthree years - a 47 percent increase in employ
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, individuali.zed approach does payoff. 

Recommendations, '. . he year ahead poses extremely serious threats 
, to. the well:being of poor children. Contract TWith Amenca proposals, if enaaed, would 

INCOME 

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 d~oted to opposing this unprecedented 
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- . 
get' safety net for poor children and t:bcir &.mi
lies. Let federal and state lawmakers know that it 
is unacceptable to reduce or eliminate basic sur
vival assistance for children such as AFDC, food 
stamps, school lunch and breakfast programs and 
S51. ' 

.Pusbing ·for real wcl&re reform plans that re
duce child poverty. Make sure lawmakers at fed
eral and state levels focus on stra~es that create 
jobs, expand access to child care and health cover
age, .increase opportunities for education and 
training, and supplement earnings from low-wage 
work so that working parents can bring their 
children out of poverty. 

• 	 Promoting mc:asurcs to ensure that all children 
haft the supportoftwo parenti. Work on behalf 
of federal measures to strengthen child support 
enforcement efforts. Support initiatives to strearn~ 
line l?atemi1j 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 molint demon~ 
stration. projects to test child support assurance so 
that no child suffers as a result ofspotty collections. 

• 	 Advocating for a major .increase .in the federal 
~~ wage. Urge lawmakers to approve a 
senes of mcremental hikes in the minimum wage 
to halt the erosion of its inflation-adjusted value, 
there~y making it more likely that earnings from 
full-tune, year-roundwork will lift fatnilies out of 
poverty. . 

• 	 Launching aggrcssift sta~ and community 
outreacb efforts to publicize the newly ex
panded Earned IncOme Credit. Many families 
whose earnings are too low to require filing a tax. 

form· do not realize that they can receive hundreds 
of dollars or more from the EIe. Help mount 

. ?utreach campaigns that engage employers, serv
ICC providers, congregations, and state and local 
agencies in getting out the word. (Eligible families 
and individuals must tile a federal income tax. 

return to receive the crediL) 
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ealth reform efforts took center stage in 
.1994. Yet badly needed changes in the 
U.S. health care system were not 
achieved. Lack: ofconsensus on the type 

of reform that was needed, combined with ~pecial 


,intei:est politics and the intensely partisan climate 

created by the 1994 election, contributed to the 


. failure. Congress may revisit at least limited aspects 

ofthe health reform debate in 1995. In the meantime, 

the health care needs of millions of vulnerable chil

dren and families go unattended. 

Data released in 1994 on key maternal and child 
health indicators such as low-birthweightbirths, im
munization rates, and prenatal care showed li¢e 
improvement, again confirming the glaring inade" 
quacies ofour current health care system. Even more 
alarming was news that the number ofchildren 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 fur:ure unless the nation takes 
bold action. 

Not all"attempts to address children's health 
problems stalled in 1994, however. The Clinton ad
ministration's Childhood Immunization Initiative, 

i 
I 

including the neW vaccines f~r Children p~am, 
was launched in an effort to raise the country's shock
ingly low rates of childhood immUnizati~n. And 
throughout the year, states engaged in th~ir own 
health reform efforts - some more prom.is~ than 
others - searching for workable solutions ~rising 
health care costs and increasing numbers of:children 
and families with unmet hCalth care needs. i 

i. 
, I . 

Increasing numben of uninsured 
. . . 	 I . 

children .	~ released in 1994 showed that a. igrowing 
number of children and families lack :cven theFmOst basic health insurance coverage. The 

number ofchildren without health insurance rose by 
a staggering 806,000 in 1993, the larges~ increase 
since 1987. In 1993 almost one in every seven chil
dren - more than 9.4 million children natipnally
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. 
persons in 1993. BetWccn 1990 and 1~2, 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 The health of America's children 
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 ofchildn:n 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 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 ofevery 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 wen: low 
birthweight babies (less than 5.5 pounds), plac
ing them at greater risk of infant death or long
term disability. 

• 	 A baby born in 1992 was mon: likely to be born 
at low birthweight than a baby born in 1980. 

Health outoomes are even worse for Black chil
dren. In 1992, 17 out ofevery 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 White 
infants, but it also ranks behind the overall rates of 
almost 40 other nations, including Cuba, Malaysia. 
and Sri La.n.k.a. More than 13 in every 100 Black 
babies wen: born at low birthweight. This alarming 

Key 
Facts 


• More than 9.4 million children were without health 
insurance in 1993, an increaseofmore than 800,000 
from 1992. 

• The overall infant mortality rate in 1992 was 8.5 
infant deaths per 1,000 live binhs; Black: infants 
died at twice that rate: 17 deaths per 1,000 live 
binhs. 

• About 7 percent of all babies were born at low 
birth weight (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 thatofWhite infants, has shown vate physicians' offices and public clinics bOth con
no improvement for more than 20 years. tribute to these low immunization rates. . ': 

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

Children's immunization rates also remain at 
levels far below acceptable standards, although rates 
have increased in the past few years. The improve
ments came largely as a result ofstepped-up outreach . 
and public education after the measles epidemic of 
1989, which struck nearly 60,000 Americans, more 
than 40 percent ofwhom were preschool children. Yet 
despite new immUnization campaigns in communi
ties across the country, only 67 percent of American 
two-year-olds we~ fully immunized against prevent
able childhood diseases in 1993, leaving more than 1 
million two-year-olds vulnerable to a host ofprevent
able diseascssuch as measles, n:tanus, polio, and . 
hepatitis 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 

. White infants. Lack of a regular medical home for 
children and missed vaccination opportunities in pri-

The demise of national' health ; 
eforrnrr . I

he effort to enact comprehensive' ~ational 
health monn in 1994 uncovered so~e deep. 
political divisions regarding the goa1.s of re

fonn and the best means of achieving them.iOn one 
end of the monn spectrum, proponents ofia Cana
dian-style "single-payer" sysccm wanted to! achieve 
health care coverage for everyone by haVing the 
federal government pay all Americans' health care 
bills thrOugh increased taX revenues. On the other end. 
were those who believed that nothing was tUqdamen
tally wrong with the nation's current health care 
sysccm and that only the most minimal ch~ges in 
rules governing the hea,lth insurance industry were . 
needed. . I ' 

Between those extremes,' the Clinton adri:tinistra
tion and many members ofCongress Sought~ ensure 
affordable health benefits for all Amerlca.n.s by ex
panding and strengthening ·the nation's cthployer
based health insurance systan. The adminisp.ation's 
Health Security Act would have required all but the . 
smallest employers to provide health care: iJ:tsurance 
for employees and their families and to cover 'at least 
80 percent of the cost. To n:strain escalating health 
care: coSts while preserving families' choice <j>f health 

i 
, 

I , . 
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care providers, the plan also would have established 
a new system ofmanaged 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 dear that the adminis
tration's plan faced insurmountable opposition in the 
Senate, then-Majority Leader George Mitchell (D
ME) attempted 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. Ifthe subsidies and reforms failed 
to bring the proportion of Americans with health 
insurance up to 9S 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 publicizai campaigns to defeat the major 
plans. The National Federation ofIndependent Busi
nesses, for example, spent almost $40 million (ap

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 

ofhealth 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 arid 

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 ofless than 200 
percent of the poverty line and partial subsidies to 
those with incomes between 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 
election dimmed prospects for bipartisan accord on 
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the."children first" proposal, and Congress adjourned in place in at least some communities as ofJ~e 1994, 
without taking action on the measure. . a reflection ofthe growing belief among state' officials 

State managed care plans ~nder 
Medicaid 

While' federal reform w~ being debated, 
. " .. many States continued with their own re7 

form experiments in 1994. Among the 
most significant was the move to put Medicaid bene
ficiaries into managed care programs. Under a typiCal 
managed care system, a c::tefined package ofservices is 
furnished to enrollees for a pre-set monthly fcc. Man
aged care programs hold the promise of yielding 
savings that can be used to expan~ access to compre
hensive medical services'ro agreater number ofpoor 
and minority persons - especially childrcnand 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 chil,dren's access toessential services, particu
larly those to which they curiently are entitled 
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 ,hea1thcover3ge for 
poor children. and their families: one-quam:r of all 
Medicaid recipients and more.than half ofall AFDC 
recipients now are enrolled in managed care plans. AI.! 
buteight states had Medicaid managc:d ~ programs 

. that managed care, is die besi: way to con~ rising 
, Medicaid costs. . I 

By the end of 1994, seven . states - Oregon, 
Hawaii, Rhode Islan~.Kt:ntucky, Tenncsscrc, Flor
ida, and South Carolina - had been granted permis
sion by the U.S. Department ofHealth andiHuinan 
Services (HHS) to conduct statewide dcri1onstrations 
that include mandatory managed Care enrollment for 

· all Medicaid families., It remains unclear whether 
these experiments, which deny faniilies the Jbility to 
·chOose which doctor or provider they sec, iwill in- ' 
crease or diminish children's access· to good quality 
health care. Properly implemented managed;care can 
avoid problems associated with fragmented health 
care interventions by multiple provic;krS and generate 
cost savings that can be used ro finance ~ions of 

, Medicaid coverage to currently uni.nsu.n:d c.h¥dren or 
· adults. At. the same time, however, poorly ruh or 
profit-driven managed care plans that fail or h:fusc to 
provide services to enrOllccs can restrict. cirarhatically 
·poor children's and families' access to essen-¥ health 
care. . , . 

, . . The controversy sUrrounding Tennesse~~s foray 
into the world of Medicaid managed. care' offers a 
case in point. Tennessee . launched its TennCare 
program at the beginning of the year to cover an 
additional 301,000 uninsured individuals fhrough 
managed care. TennCare supporters poin~ to the 

,'. '. , 
. i' , 

I 
I 
I 
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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 give consumers the required 
lists of providers, services, and procedures for ob
taining services when TennCare began. 

Additional states are likely to seek 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-subsidiu:d ~ealth plan, MinncsotaCare, to 
reach its ultimate goal of universal coverage. Min
ncsotaCare currendy covers 75,000 people (who do 
not qualify for Medicaid or AFDC) on a sliding fee 
basis, including more than 30,OOOcQildrenup 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 
MinncsotaCare and all federally subsidiu:d 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 ofstatewide 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. Ytt the 
waiver approval by HHS included provisions for 
closer scrotiny,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 a CDF review, com
pleted in 1994, of states' man.agc:d care contraCtS in 
23 states and the District ofColumbia. CDFs study 
examined the extent to which these contraCtS ade-" 
quately specify the obligations ofmanaged care plans 
to provide crucial services to which children are legally 
entided under Medicaid's EPSDT program. To the 
extent that states fail t() detail service obligations in 
these contracts, children are less likely to receive 
EPSDT's comprehensive care, with its emphaSis on 
prevention and early intervention services. CDF 
fourid that: 

• 	 While a large majority of the contraCtS (82 per· 
cent) refer generally to EPSDT, the language: 
seldom refleCtS the importance of EPSDT serv· 
ices for children's health or the services as among 
those that must be provided. 

• 	 Of the contraCtS 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 that childhood. immunizations 
are among the most important preventive pedi
attic services and thus should be cxplicidy re· 
quircd. only 12 contraCtS do SO; eight others give 
providers the option ofproviding immunization 
services, with dm:cdirecting providers that chose 
not to offer immunizations to refer children to 
public health departments. 

• 	 Seventy percent ofCOntraCtS require the medical 
case manager to have some type of medical ere- • 
dentia!, yet no contract contains language requir
ing that primary care providers be pediatricians. 

Thesefindings raise doubts that current Medicaid 
managed care contraCtS will ensure that low-income 
children receive the full range ofservices to which they 
are entided by law. The study highlights the need for 
State Medicaid agencies to improve their contracting 
proc:cdtm:s and for the federal Health Care Fmancing 
Administration (HCFA) to provide the assistance and 
oversight necessary to ensure that states meet their 
EPSDT obligations under Medicaid. 

The administration's Childhood 
Immunization Initiative 

The Clinton administration launched its Child
hood. Immunization Initiative 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 services, 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 VJ.ccines 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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alsC) 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 regardless of insur
ance starns. 

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 £ami
.lies, often prompted ph~icians to refer families to 
public clinics. and result~ in delayed or miSsed im
munizations. 

While the launch ofthe VFC program in October 
1994 produced immediate benefits for children and 
$tates (states enjoy offsetting Medicaid savings as a 
result of the distribution of fri:e vaccines), its early 
implementation was 	marred by technical problems 
and continuing resistance to the program by drug 
manufacturers. Ambiguity in VFes authoriZing leg
islation and the manufacmn:rs' refusal to cooperate 
fully in negotiations with llliS on federal purchase 
and distribution of free vaccines both hampered 
timely implementation of the program in all states. 
Although by early 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 these re~ 
maining bamers are overcome, the full potential of 
the VFC program will not be realized. 

Community response: Increasing 
Medicaid enrollment in Ne~ York 
City 

As many as 250,000 low-income chik.irm in 
New York City are eligible for but not en- 
rolled in the Medicaid program. COFs New. 

York City office (COF-NYC) has been working to 
change that statistic by collaborating with two com
munity health centers and the pediatric ward ofa local 
hospital to simplify the Medicaid enroUment proce
dure. In the process, COF-NYC also has demon
strated effective ways of reaching out to families to _ 
encoUrage them to enroll mMedicaid and thus gain 
comprehensive h~th care services for their children. 

COF-NYC launched its initial pilot project to test 
a simplified application form in 1993, after discus
sions with the city's Human Resources Administra- . 
tion (HRA) and; an agreement with the Deputy 
Commissioner for Medical Assistance. The result was 
a two-page form that gathered the necessary informa

tion but was less complicated and _significan~y less 

time-consuming to complete than the traditio~a1 six-

page application. - • . 1 . 


CDF-NYC then worked With schools and com

munity-bascd organizations to test the new forms. 

Schools with largc numbers of medically unihsured 

children were asked to be pilotsites at which Medicaid 

enrollment would be encouraged at special: hea:lth 

fairs or regular school~sponsored events sUch as 

grandparents' .or literacy days. Schools sent- flyers 

home to parents notifying them of the oppornwty 

to apply for Medicaid at. these school event;s. The 


· flyers explained in simple language Medicaid~s eligi
bility requirements and listed the documents: neces
sary to apply. , . 

When COF-NYCinformed city and state offi

cials of the positive responses to the simplifid:t form 

from families and Medicaid officials alik:e, die state 

legislature agreed to mandate use ofa simplified. form 

throughout the state, starting in July 1994. I 


In response, COF-NYC launched a second pilot 
· project in January 1994 to improve the forin eVen '. 
further. W>rking with statewide advocacy groups, 
COF-NYC and the Nuttition Consortium convinced 
the .state Department ofSocial sCrvices that the new 

· application form should be designed to enroll preg
nantwomen and young children not only in Medicaid 
but also in the Special Supplemental Food P,rogram 
for WOmen, Infants, and Children (WIC); th~ Prena
tal Care Assistance Program (PCAP); and Child 
.Health Plus, the state insurance program for children. 

Then the simplified Medicaid form was whittled 

down to a one-page "Growing Up Healthy"iform in 

both'English and Spanish. This application generally 

takes only about five minutes to complca: in ~ni:rast 

to the 45 minutes the traditional Medicaid form 

required. The documentation to prove e1iglbility also 

was reduced gready, fW:ther simplifying e~llment. 

COl; Medicaid, and WIC staff then trained :workers 

from community organizations to prescreeh Medi

caid applicants and help eligible fam~es complca: the 

simplified fomi. ; . 


While the form was being tested with die Medi
caid population, COF-NYC began wow'rig with 
HRA to remove a number of informal rules that 
impeded the Medicaid enrollment p~. HRA 
agreed to lift· its limit on the number. of Medicaid 
applications a community program could submit to 
HRA each week. And since the simplified f~rm made 
the enrollment process less cOmplicated., HRA no 
longer required community-based organiza$on staffs 
to review completed applications with Medicaid offi
cials. The applications now are sent di~y to a . 

. 	 I 
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central Medicaid office, leaving the staffs of commu
nity-based organizations more rime 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 
ofSocial Services to print and distribute it to families 
and community groups to publicize the four pro
grams arid procedures for enrolling in them. By the 
end of 1994,26,541 new one-page forms had been 
completed in New York City and sub~itred to Medi
caid - a good start on increasing the number of 
Medicaid-eligible children who are getting the health 
care they need. 

Looking ahead to 1995 

Unlike 1994, when advocates were working at 
the national level to secure: expanded health 
care coverage for children through compre

hensive reform, 1995 will be a year in which advo
, cates will need 1:0 defend aggressively the basic 

structure of and funding for exist;ing federal child 
health programs. It is possible that both the guarantee 
of Medicaid 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 1:0 -give states a capped 
amount of federal funds for Medicaid along with the 
flexibility 1:0 set their own eligibility and benefits 
standards. It also is possible that states will have 1:0 

assume full responsibility for funding and design of 
an acute care program (primarily for children and 
women), while the fc:dc:raI government assumes re
sponsibility for the funding ofservices for the disabled 
and those requiring long-term care services. Deci
sions about eligibility and benefits for children under 
the acute Care services program also would be left 1:0 
states. 

In either case, this abdication of federal respon
, sibility for children's health insurance coverage would 

negate recent hard-won expansions in eligibility for 
children and pregnant women, as well as mandated 
health care services for children contained in the 
EPSDT .program. Medicaid spending caps almost 
certainly would prevent states from expanding eligi
bility in order 1:0 cover more children through the 
Medicaid program. ' 

Children's access 1:0 comprehensive health care 
also could be threatened by congressional attempts 1:0 

repeal the VFC program. Ifnot eliminated, the pro
gram may be absorbed into a large block grant that 
also would include the Maternal and Child Health 

Block Grant; mental health, community, and migrant 
health centers; the Centers for Disease Control and 
Prevention; and other public health programs. A 
consolidation ofthis nature would eliminate the clear 
focus on immunizing preschool-age children as a top 
national priority 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 comprehensive 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 efforts to secure approval of com
panion measures that would expand children's health 
insurance coverage. 

Recommendations 

With potentially devastating threats 1:0 pro
grams essential 1:0 children's health emerg

'ing in 1995, child advocates must work 
together 1:0 protect the basic health safety net for 
children. At the same rime, federal action Qn 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 Coopaa protect n:c:ent 
gains in health insurance coverage for chil
dren through Medicaid. Educate lawmakers 
about 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 att:ain a health reform plan that 
at least insures ,all children and pregnant 
women. The coverage shouldincludc a compre
hensive benefit package for children and preg
nant women, as well as a full array ofservices for 

. children with 	special needs. Stress the impor
tance and cost-effectiveness of preventive 
services. 

• 	 Working to ensure that Medicaid managed 
care prog:rama 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 ofneeded health services 
to which children are entitled under Medicaid's 
EPSDT program, including preventive services· 
and services for children with special needs. 

• 	 Encouraging states to tak:e full advantage of 
the feder.il Vaccines for Children program. 
Push state: and local health officials to broaden the 
scope of VFC programs as quickly as possibk., 
encouraging the participation ofdoctors and clin
ics and getting the word out to parents that free 

. vaccines are available for eligible children. Urge 

:r 

I 
I 

your govemor,state: health officers, and m~mbers 
of Congress to retain this vital initiative to elimi
nate: cost asa bamer to immunizing all children. 

• 	 Organizing local efforts to ensure that all 
clilld.ren are fully imm1l0iud. Mount vigorous 
outreach and mobilization campaigns tb raise 
iminunization rates in your state: or colllrilunity. 
Encountgl: local organizations that havt daily 
contact with young children - whether fuey be 
day care cen~rs, schools, or local WIe Jitcs 
to use every contact with a child and patents as 
an opportunity to educate parents ab6ut the 
importance of immunization. . I 

, 
. I 
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's a' group, America's youngest chil
. dren remained in serious jeopardy in 

1994. A distinguished task force a~, 
pointed by the Carnegie Corporation 

warned that poorquality child care, inadequau: health. 
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 

care. 
QUite apart from parents' c:oncernsabout the 

quality of their children's child care, larger numbers 
of low-inCome wotkirig families found themsclv~ 
waiting longer and longer for child care assistance in 
1994, as states used an increasing portion of their 
child care funds to assist welfare wnilies. Potential 
legislative 'developments iri 1995 could make it even 
harder for low-income working families to find child.' 
care assistance in the future. The threats include the 
elimination of guarantt:ed child.care assistance for 

. families receiving welfare and the consolidation of 
federal child care programs into bl.ock grants with 
reduced funding. 

i . 
1 

I· 

I 
. 1 

I 

Against this giim backdrop, however,! 1994 
brought some tangible gains for young child.rc;n. The 
federalgovernmentexpand.edandstrengthe~Head 
Start, the nation's flagship early childhood ~cation 
program, . and took modest steps to impl'o/e . the 

. quality of federally assisted child care. Several states 

. also moved ahead to expand their own prt.schOoI 
programs to give' more Children a better chbce of 
entering school prepared to succcc:d. : 

Strengthening Head Start . . i
I

I n May, on Head Star"Cs twenty-ninth birthday, 
President Clinton signed a four-year rctuthori
ution that will further strengthen the pr.ogram. 

Based on many of the recommendations made by a 
national Head Start advisory panel in 1993, ~ new 
law requires Head Start's performance stariqards to 
be updated to reflect currerit best practices ,in early 
childhood development and in meeting the complex 
needs of today's families. Head Start progrb·not 

. meeting performance standards· after spec~al help 
from the Head start Bureau in the Depanment of 
Health and Human SC:rvices (lffiS) will be dropped 
from the program and new grantees will ~ sought 
to replace them. New grantees will receive intensive 

I 

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

Among other improvements, the new lawestab
lishes a mentor-teacher program to identify and re
ward outstanding teachers who will provide on-the
job guidance to less experienced teachers 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 attend Head Start programs housed in 
appropriate facilities. 

Recognizing the critical importance of a child's 
first three years and the paucity ofservices to families ' 
with infants and toddlers, 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 begin serving 
infants and toddlers in 1995. 

The legislation also provides for the appointment 
ofa Head Start liaison in every state to facilitate closer 
collaboration betwc:c:n Head Start and state and com
munity agencies. 

The push toward full funding for' Head Start 
stalled in 1994,largdy because oftight spending caps 
on discretionary programs resulting from the drive to 
reduce the federal budget deficit. In 1995 Head 
Start's budget will reaCh 53.53 billion, a 5210 million 
increase from 1994. However, most ofthe new funds 
will be used for the new Early Head Start program, 
required spending on quality improvements, and in
creasc:d 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 conductM in 1994. By 
working ~er, 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.) Inaddition, 
these combined programs make it possible for chil
dren ofemployed parents 1X) participate in Head Start, 
allow Head Start1X) avoid incurring start-up costs and 
making new investments in expensive facilities,.allow 
Head Start students and their younger siblings 1X) be 
cared for in the same location, and create new training 
and support opportunities for child care staff. 

Key 
Facts 

• More than 60 pelCCOt ofmarried women with 
children yoUnger than six are in the labor force. 

38 

• Nearly 650,000 children participated in Head 
Start in FY 1994. 

+1hirty-five pelCCOt ofthe family child care homes 
sampled in one survey were found likely to harm 
children's development because of poor quality 
care. 

. ' 

+ By 1992, 32 states supported prekindergarten 
initiatives. 
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Other improvements in federal 
early childhood policy and 
programs 

Congress acknowledged Head Start's high qual
ity comprehensive serviceS as the benchmark 
for other early childhood programs by requir

ing states using Title 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 ofthe reauthorization ofthe 
Eler:nentarY and Secondary Education Aa., which 
includes the Title I program (formerly Chapter 1) 
that provides federal funding for compensatoty edu· 
cation for poor children. 'The new requirement points 
to a growing recognition that all early childhood 
programs, regardless oftheir funding source, should 
offer low-income children and families a similar 
pac~of high quality, comprehensive ~ces. 

~easurc:s to strengthen federally assisted child care 
programs also. were included in the. 1994 bill 
reauthorizing several child riutrition programs, includ
ing the Child 3.nd AdultCaie Food Program (CACFP), 
which reimburses participating child care providers fOr 
food costs. In the past, childcare agencies, resource and 
n:ferral agencies, and other nonprofits. that channel 
CACFP reimbursements to family child care providers 
have offered·these providers training'about nutrition. 
The new law will allow sponsOrs to play, an even 

stronger role in program improvement by!offering 
training in healdnnd child development., as \fell. 'The ' 
new law also makes children in Head Start automat
iCallyeligible for CACFP iftheirfamily incomelis bdow 
the poverty line. However, as 1995 began, it appeared 
that CACFP would be folded into a block grant and 
lOse its entitlement funding. 

The Clinton administration proposed ~hanges 
to federal child care regulations in 1994 that would 
improve child care services by allowing Stau!s to. use 
federal funds to pay higher rates for higherl quality 
child care. Other changes would make it easier for 
families leaving welfare as a result of inc:n:a.Jd ,earn
ings to receive one year ofchild care assistance under 
the Transitional Child Care (TCC) pr~, as the 
law guarantees. As the year ended., however, it 
appeared that these regulations might n~er take 
effect ifCongress mov~ ahead in 1995 on proposals 
to combine the major federal child care p~ 
into one block grant that significantly redticesthe 
federal role in assuring program quality ind ac

bil' counta Ity. j
! 

State preschool initiatives 

T
he number of states supporting prekinder

garten initiatives nearly tripled between 1979 


• and 1992, according to a CDF studY, Fint 
Steps, Promising Fuoms: StlIte PreJmulergt#'tm,I"ip;. 
IWes in the Em-ly 1990s. Most of the 32 states 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, statl:S' 
income guidelines tOr prekindergartJ:n programs usu
aUy are broader than Head Start's general require
ment that family income faU below the federal poverty 
line. In 1992, however, the vast majority of statl:S 
were not able to provide prekindergarten services to 
most of the children deemed eligible. Kentucky, 
Texas, and South Carolina were among the handful 
of statl:S serving more than half of the eligible 
chilchen. 

vVbne few stab: initiatives offered comprehensive 
services comparable to Head Start's, a significant 
minority demonstrated a commianent to assuring 
families a variety of health and social services as well 
as education. Oregon, Wlshington Stab:, California, 
Iowa, New York, and New Jersey (specific:aUy its 
Urban Pn:kindergartl:n Program) were among these 
statl:S. In some states, notably Kentucky, Colorado, 
Oregon, and New Jersey, the stab: prekindergarten 
programs were coordinating their cff'orts with child 
care, Head Start, or other family service providers in 
the community. . 

Most states, 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 tah advantage ofstand-alone, 
part-day programs. 

CHILDHOOD DEVELOPMENT 

Child care quality comes under 
scrutiny 

The piecemeal gains achieved during the past 
year do not balance new evidence of the na
tion's inadequab: invesanent in protecting and 

nurturing young chilchen. One sobering 1994 report 
by the mrs Inspector General's office, for example, 
was based on a four-state review ofchild care centers' 
compliance with stab: health and safety standards. 
The review found that significant numbers ofcenb:rs 
were not meeting st:ate standards and thus were 
placing children at risk of harm. The study also 
revealed inadcquab: enforcement cff'orts by stab: li

. censing agencies, often due to insufficient resources, 
staffing levels, and training. For example, at the time 
ofthe survey each licensing inspector in North Car0
lina had responsibility for 160 child care centers and 
Head Start facilities, making it difficult for inspectors 
to visit each sib: regularly and follow up effi:ctively. 

The New York-based Families and Work Insti
mb:'s t:I:m:c-city survey offamily child care found that 
35 percent ofa sample of226 providers who care for 
childn:n in their homes offi:rcd such poor quality care 
they were likely to harm childn:n's development. Only 
9. pero:nt offered care considered to be good enough 
to promoix: development. The remaining 56 pero:nt 
of homes were rat:i:d as CUStOdial, neither enhancing 
nOr harming development. 
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The survey found that 65 percent ofparents who 
looked for alternatives when choosing child can: felt 

. they had few good options. Twenty-eight percent of 
the mothers said they would use other care· wen: it 
available. In general, low-income dilldn:n wen: found 
to be in lower quality care than their higher income 
peers, and minority childn:n wen: in somewhat lower 
quality can: than others. 

The Families and WOrk Institute n:commended 
improving the quality of ~ily child care by making 
government and business funding available for train
ing; developing nationa4' stare, and local associations 
to offer providers support and technical assistance; . 
. incn:asing . stare and business efforts to encourage 
providers to become licensed and. making sun: the 
system helps providers improve the quality of care 
they offer; and incn:asing government and business 
efforts to help families pay for child care. 

One ofthe first in-depth n:ports on how the child 
care system has n:sponded to cultural and linguistic 
diversity found that in California, when: such diversity 
is the norm, child care providers and centers are ill-pn:
pan:d to meet the challenges or tab: advantage ofthe 

. opportunities that diversity pn:sents. While 96 percent 
of the 450 California ~ surveyed serve childn:n . 
from two or mon: racial groups, and 81 percent serve 
childn:n from two or more Janguage groups, child care 
worb:rs themselves do not reflect this diversity. ac
cording to Affirming ChiIIlrmJs R.oots: CuIIrmrl ""'" 
Linguistic DiPmity in Etmy are _ EduuItion, pub-

I 

lished at the end of 1993 by California Tomorrow. 
What's mon:, said the n:port, the fragmented child care 
sysrem has no mechanism for ensuring that quId care 
worb:rs receive education and training·about how to 
respond to diversity, and existing training m~rials do 

. not provide: enough infurmation about s~ actions 
child care workers can tab: to mala: their programs 
mon: culturally and linguistically appropriare.! 

Competition for child care 
assistance 

C
. , 

hild advocan:s and child care experts ~ in
cn:asingly concerned in 1994 about die grow
ing competition for scan::c child care Jsistance 

between working poor families and families ~ving 
welfare. The U.S. General Accounting Office, (GAO) 
found that more and more federal and stare child care 
.funds are t:argttcd to families receiving w&are or 
moving off welfare into the work. force, at the:cxpcnsc 
of working poor families. Many stares are using stall: 
funds previously used to assist the working:poor to 
draw down AFDC child care entidement ~ 
which requires matching funds from the st:ad:. Other 
stares are taking advantage of the fact that the Child 
Caie and DcvelopmentBlock Grant (ccDB:<;) docs 
not require a state match and are using these funds 
inrended to serve 10w-incor~'lC: working fam~es - to 
provide child care assistance' toAFDC familic!s. 

, ;. I
• I 

miiti1f9 Lists 

States with more than 10,000 ~hildren 'on child care assistance waitlnlli~ 

Georgia .41,000 

Texas 

Dinois 

Florida 

Alabama 

New Jersey 
North Carolina 

Kentucky 

'35,692 

20,000 

19,757 1 

! 
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 welfan: recipi
ents in leaving welfare has overshadowed the impor
tance ofthe prqvision ofchild can: to prevent welfare 
dependency. The current sysn:ms may also inadver
Il:ndy create an incentive to go onto welfare for those 
needing child ca.te to become employed." 

CDF n::search in 1994 uncovered more evidence 
that child ca.te dollars increasingly are drained away 
from the working poor and targeted to AFDC fami
lies. For example: . 

• 	 In Illinois no families on the waiting list for 
CCDBG assistance except teen parents and chil
dren who nc:cd protective services had moved off 
the list in the prior 18 months. It had been a full 
year since child can:: funds were available for 
former AFDC families losing their one year of 
Transitional Child Care (TCC) benefits. 

• 	 In Colorado child can:: administrators placed a 
temporary freeze on all new low-income appli
cants for child can:: assistance, starting in Decem
ber 1994. Administrators estimated that within 
two to four years the stan: would have enough 
child can:: funding only to provideassistancc to . 
former AFDC families. 

• 	 In Connecticut the only new families receiving 
child can:: assistance since August 1994 were 
those headed by teen parents in school and fami
lies leaving the TCC program. 

"I.fed that because ofthe high cost ofmy day ca.te 

I will be forced in the next few weeks to quit my job 
and go on welfan:," said one mother n:sponding to a 
1994 survey by the Rhode Island Department o~ . 
Human Services ofmothers on the stall: waiting list for 
child ca.te assistance. "It's unfomman: that the govern
ment makes it easier to live on wc:1fare than to tty to 
work and support [our] families." Another mother 
said,"When I aslcedscveral agencies whatotheroptions 
I had to hdp pay these child ca.te expenses, I was told 
to quit my job and go on wc:1fare." 

State response: North Carolina's 
Smart Start 

I n 1994, 18 counties in North Carolina used $40 
million in funding from the stan:'s new Smart 
Start initiative to make sure the counties' young 

children start school healthy and ready to learn. En
aca:d by the stan: lcgisiatun: 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 partnership 
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 extend the initiative 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 specific steps it will 
take to accomplish Sman Start's overall goal ofgiving 
yourig children the best possible start in life. The 
parmershipin O~ge County, where Chapel Hill is 
located, used itsfirstall«ation ofS388,000 in 1994 
to eliminate waiting lists for child care assistance and 
raise the cut-off for family eligibility a> S25,000 of 
aMual income. Those actions assured that virtually 
every. child in the county who needed a child care 
subsidy received one. , ' 

After consulting with the child carecommuhity, 
the partnership decided a> use' part of its ,second' 
1994-1995 allocation ofS2:3 million for.several 
new initiatives, including a competitive grant pro
gram to help quality-conscious child care providers 
expand the kinds ofchild care in short supply. The 
partnership hopes to increase the supply of infant 
care and evening and weekend,care, especially for 
low-income children and those with special needs, 
by about 250 slots. The new money ,also will be 
usedta make vision and dental screenings avallable 
to children at all ofthe county's child care programs 
and to pay for a nurse!health educator to visit each 
child care program monthly. 

To support and guide the county partnerships, the . 
Smart Start initiative cn:ated the stateWide North Car0
lina Partnership for Childien. a privaa: nonprofit body 
appointed pardy by ,the governor and partly by· the 
General Assembly. The state partnership educa1CS the . 
public about Smarr'Stan's mission; encoUra.ges partici
pation by the private sector, raises private funds a> 

, supplement state funding, and hdps select the order in 
which counties are brought inro the initiative. 

Smart Start also seeks to strengthen the qUality 
ofexisting child care services in alll00,counties. The 
initiative was passed with companion legisbtion thilt 
improved staff-<hild ratios in licensed child care pro- . 
grams, added funding for 10 more mspc;ttors a> 
improve child care licensing complianCe:, and pro
vided continuing education stipends 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 additional 54 
million for the staic child care subsidy program a> " 
help low-income families pay for child care. Another 
$4.6 million in grants went to help counties, a>wns, 
and neighborhoods develop innovative school-age 
child care programs. .. 

" , 

LA'ooking ahead to 1995 " : 
:." , t the beginning ofl995 , Con~ wlis con

. sidering rroposals to combine rria?Y ,key 
, fcdcral,child care programs and somet~lated 

programs, including the Child and Adult Care Food 
Program,into two block grarits and reducing ~e total 

. amount of funding available for ,the combine.d pro
'grams. Congress also was entertaining propQsals a> 
, eliminate the guarantee of child care assistaftce for 
AFDC recipients participating in work or training, 
and for families leaving AFDC (seepages 17126). ' 

I;.osirig CACFP woulc;i mean the end of~ccs 
that chilchcn will n:ceive nutritious meals and, snacks 
While they are in, child care and Head Start! Many 
children spend 10 a> 12 hours a day in child ciare and 
thus n:ccive the majority of their nutrition frOm the 
meals available through the CACFP. Other fea~ of 
the child care block grant Congias was consid¢ng in 
Jamwy 1995 would n:su1t in more chilchcn bc:~carcd 
for in unsafe and poor quality ~. 'I't1olc features 
included: ending the guamtD:e ofchild care ~istanc:c 
for 'AFDC families and families leaving welfar; c:limi-. 
nating assurances (now contained in the CCDJ¥i) that . 
federal' funds would be R:SetVea for impro~ the 
quality and increasing the supply of child c::a.rc, elimi
riating assurances that parents would be reimbUrsed at 
rates high enough a> allow them a genuine choice 
among child care providers, and ending ~cnts , 
that states enforce minimal health and safi::ty stfandards· . 
for all publicly funded child care. I . 

Thoughtful consolidation and adcquatc funding 
of seleC:tcd federal child care programs coUld be a 
positive step, but wrapping up CA~ the child care 
entidemerits, and all other child care prograins ina> 
block grants with reduced funding wouJdundo the 
progress the nation has made in recent years a>ward 
making. decent, affordable child care available to 
America's most vulnerable families. 

Recommendations 

A 'dvocatescan help p~ent severe 'damage 
-" to the programs that enable parents to . 

work knowing their children are Well cared . 
for by: ; 

• 	 Helping Congress understand that ~ponsi. 
ble block granting of child care ptograms 
must: increase funds for child care assis6.nce for 
low-income working families, ensure th~t federal 

. funds are used in safe child care scttints, ensure 
that funds are set aside ro help States strengthen 
the quality and build the supply ofchild:care, and 
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ensure that families receive ad~quate reimburse
ments so they have a genuine choice ofproviders. 

• 	 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 receiYing AFDC that are 
affected by federal or state welfare reform. 
plans. Make sure lawmakers include: explicit as
surances of child care assistance to protect chil
dren while their parents are participating in 
work., education, or training activities UI1der new 

CHILDHOOD DEVELOPMENT 

welfare refonn schemes. Take steps to ensure that 
reimbursements are adequate to pay for safe, 
good quality care. 

• 	 . Encouraging states to maintain and build 
upon their investments in child cire and pre
k.indC:rga.rten 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 cooperatively ~ im
proft early childhood servkes for children. 
Also encourage your community to improve 
child care quality by offering providers incentives 
to improve and expand services. 
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HUNGER . I 

AND 
" 

NUTRITION 

. , 

he nation made modest progrcssiril994 
toward ensuring that no child in America 
goes hungry. As part ofthe reauthoriza
tion of the nation's childhood nutrition 

programs""':' the WIC supplemental nutrition pro
gram, the school mcal.s and summer food programs, 
and child care-related food programs"":" Congress 

.made some improvements that will mc:reasc the' 
number ofneedy children bering served. In addition, 
1993 changes in outdated food stamp eligibility 
rulC$ began taking effect in 1994, mCaning that. 
more poor families are able t:p feed their children 
adequately. 

On the other hand, .Congress did not keep the 
WIC program on track towud full funding by 1996, 
as child and nutrition .advocates had urged. and the 
year ended with indications that much ofthe ground 
gained in child' nutrition in recent years may be 
,threatened in 1995. As the Americans whodcpcnd 
the most on food stamps and other nutrition assis
tance, children would be the hardest hit ifCongresS 
enacted proposals raised·at the end of1994·to shrink 
overall funding for food assistance prOgrams and 
eliminate the' assurance of benefits to eligible 
children. 

, I 1 

. Childhood hunger ., 

Povertyistherootcauseofinadcquaten~~on 
in the United States. In 1993, 15.7 pilllion 
children were poor, meaning that a huge 

'number of American children were at risk: of inadc
• • I ' 

quate nutrltlOn. : 
The federal food stamp program is the r:.ation's 

mostwidclyusedpub1icfood assistancc p~,~d 
its cnroUmcntpattmlS are a good mIcction ofthe rISk 
of hunger in the United States. The number pfchil
dren receiving food stamp benefits has inpocased 
'stcadily during the 19905, ~ng a record ~C'Vcl of 
14.2'.million chil~n in.the summer of 1993 (the 
latest available data). That figure represents a 51 
pcrc.cnt increase in cnroUment sincc 1989. Mqre than 
halfofall food stamp recipients are chil~n, although 
chil~n make up only slighdy more than one~quart:cr 
of me U.S. population. ' , 

Contrary to popular belief, most chil~n receiv
ing food stamp benefits in mid-1993 we~ W,hite -:
42 percent, compared with 35 percent African Amen
can, 17 percent LarlOO, 3 percent Asian, and 1 percent 

. Native American. The average sm: of a h01;lSChold 
~iving food stamps, according to the U :S. ~art
ment of Agricu1tuR: (USDA), was 2.6mdfvlduals 
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(counting children and adults), which belies the com
mon notion that families receiving food stamps gen
erally have large numbers ofchildren. 

Research shows that children who experience 
even temporary spells of malnutrition during infancy 
or childhood may suffer health and leamir:tg 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 ofMayors' SI'I#'IU &ptmrm 
Hunger _ Homeksmess in Americ4'1 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 halfofthe cities reported that 
emergency food assistance facilities didn't have 
enough food to meet the need, and the overall level 
of public resowa:s available for emergency food as
sistance decreased by 4 pen::cnt during the year. On 
average, 15 percent of the 'requests for emergency 
assistance went unmet, but in four cities, between 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 

study revealed that many children experience hunger 
despite their parents' best efforts to provide for them 
through work. Nearly one-third of all households 
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 earnings among 
low-income U.S. workers has eroded, many families 
find it impossible to stretch the family budget to cover 
all of their food nccd.s 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 households about 
their meal patterns, more than 10 pcn:ent said their 
children had missed meals in the past month because 
of the family's lad: of food and money. 

'The Second Harvest network reports turning 
away about 61,000 people each year for lad: offood, 
illustrating the limitations ofprivaa: charities' ability 
to feed the nation's hungry children. 

Food stamp reforms 

During 1994 five states received approval to 
issue food stamp benefits electronically in 
some counties instead of using coupons, 

bringing to 11 the number of states experimenting 
with the electronic system. 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-

Key 
Facts 


• 	 A U.S. Conference of Mayors survey of 30 cities 
found that emergency food requests from &milies 

, with children increased by an average of 14 percent 
between 1993 and 1994. 

• 	 A record level of14.2 million children received food 
stamp benefits in 1993 - up 51 percent since 1989. 

• 	 WIe provided nutrition assistance to 6.5 million 
women, infants, and children in 1994, about 65 
percent ofthose eligible. 

-
• 	 At least 2.1 million children were served by the 

Summer Food Service Program in 1994, less than 9 . 
percent ofthose who participated 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 because the card is s~er 
to use and helps remove the stigm:i associated with 
food samps. 

As EBT took hold in some states, others showed 
. interest in converting. food samp benefits into cash 
grants, . arguing that giving recipients a check rather 
than coupons is less demeaning to recipients and alts, 
administrative costs. However; "cash-outs" may both . 
weaken the food samp program and result in poorer· 
nutrition for children. With rare exceptions, the cur
rent system assures that food samp benefits are used 
for food, while turning the. benefits into cash invites 
landlords, cn:ditors, check-cashing businesses, and 
others to demand part offamilies' food samp grants. 
An early USDA Study of cash-out demonstrations 
showed that they n:sulted in a 5 percent decrease in 
famili~' 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 woul~ political support from agria.tltural. 
interests, if the benefit could be used for nonfood 

. pun:hases, leaving the program increasingly vulner
able to altbacks. 

By the end of 1994 USDA had granted waivers 
to 17 states to conduct cash-out demonstration pro

.; 

jects and appeared ready to approve other waiver 
reqUests without waiting for assessments ofth~ exist
ing demonstrations. Arguing that more demonstra
tions were unwise and unnecessary, child an~ anti
hunger advocates persuaded Congress to include in 
the legislation reauthorizing the child nutrition pro
grams a one-year moratorium on cash-out demon-. 
strations, pending a fuller review of the o~going 
experiments. . I 

Implemenation of important improvem~nts in 
the food samp program also began in·I994. Sched
uled to be phased. in gradually over several years, these 
changes were enacted as the Mickey Leland Hunger 
ReliefAct in 1993. They amend a number ofo~tdated 
eligibility rules that had ignon::d the economiC: reali
ties confronting today's low-income families,! open
ing the way for more poor families and children to 
receive food samps. The cha.ngcs include. forlc:xam
pie, raising the amount of housing costs that I~w-in; 
come families with very·high rents can deduct in 
determining eligibility and benefit J~, raisiPs the 
value ofvehicles that food samp recipients m~y own 
and n:main eligible for benefits. and allowing families 

. that must .shan: housing but ·00 not purcltase and 
prepare food together to be considered separate 
households in applying for food stamps. Stari:ing in 
the fall of 1995. parents paying child suPp6rt for 
children living in other households are to be a¥0wed 
to dedUct these payments in determining their eligi
bility for food samps. 

I 

I 
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, Improved child nutrition programs 

Congress 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 
WIes 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 rc:cciving 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 Fanners' Market Nutrition Program, 
which gives WIC enrollees vouchers to usc at local 
fanners' markA:ts in participating stateS. 

Unlike the other child nutrition programs, WIC 
is not an entitlement program. WIC selVed 6.5 , 
million women, infants, and children in 1994, abOut 
65 percent ofthosc eligible. On the basis of fcscarch 
showing that every dollar spent on WIC saves S3.13 
in Medicaid costs for low-birthweight babies, advo
cates recently have pressed for full funding by 1996, 

a goal the Clinton administration also has em
braced. After appropriating a substantial 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 
aUtomatically eligible to rc:ccive benefits iftheir family 
income is below the poverty line. Previously, parents 
and Head Start sponsors had to file sometimes bur
densome paperwork for children to rc:ccive the food. 
(As an entidement program, CACFP automatically 
reimburses participating child care providers for the 
cost of food and snacks. However, in early 1995, 
CACFP was facing the possible loss of guaranteed 
funding.) 

The Rauthorization law also authorized USDA 
to CRate demonstration programs to dcliver CACFP 
benefits to 13· to 18-year-olds. Expanding the age 
eligibility beyond 'the c:urrent limit of 12 years will 
ena;>urage after·school mentoring, rutoring, and cui· 
rural cnricluncnt programs to SClVe both young and. 
older children. 

As a result ofimportant changes in SF~ private 
nonprofit organizations wishing to operate feeding 
sites during the summer now will find it easier to 
qualify as sponsors and n:c:cive full federal reim
bursement for meals SClVed to eligible children. The 
new law ends the pn:fcrential statuS previously en
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joyed by public sponsors such as schools and·parks 
and recreation departments by.eliminating theone:
year waiting period for nOriprofits' applying to serve 
summer meals and giving preference to nonprofits 
that already- have participated 'successfully in· the 
program over public institutions applying for the 
first time. These changes will help address the short
age ofsu~mer food sponsors in hard-t6-serve,arcas, 

. a significant cause 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 fceding 
'them, the: 1~ law requires USDA to notify spon
sors of soun;:es of federal funds that may be used to 
operate all-day education and recreation activities at 
SFSP fceding sites. The SFSP historically has re
quired sponsOrs to provide four hours of recreation 
activities eac:h 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 commll
nity leaders and advOCates, participation in the sum
mer food program has grown each year since the. 
early 199Os. Preliminary figures for 1994 showed 
that at least 2.14 million children wcn:served by 
SFSP in 1994. Yet that number represents less than 
9 percent of the 24.7 million children who partici
pated in the free and reduced-price School IWlch 

· program, the most widely used child nutrition pro
gram and a strong indicator of the level.of need for 
nutrition assistance for children. (Like the child care 
food program," however; SFSP was' vulnerable to 
losing its entitlement status as this book went to 
press.) .' 

Participation in the school breakfast program 
also increased in the 1993~1994' school year. The 
ntunber of participating schools was up 10 percent 
and the number of children reccivingfn:c or re

· duced-price breakfasts increased 8 percent from the 
previous school year, to 5.8 million. 

.Healthier school me.als 

··1 mp~Ving the nutritional qualityd meals served 

in the nation's schools was another focus of 


. aCtivity among child ~utrition advocates and the 

USDA in 1994. Their cff'orts culminated. in a USDA 

proposal, approved as part of the Healthy Meals for 

Healthy Americans AJ:t,. to reduce the fat, sexiium, 

andcholcsterol content ofschool lunches and bn:ak

fasts to eonfomi to the USDA's general dictaryguidc

lines. The law requires schools to meet the guidclines 

by the 1996-1997school year and requires the USDA 


. to help thcmdo so: This action followed a ·1993 
USDA survey of 545 public schools that found vir
tually none of the schools meeting the agency's die
tary guidelines. 

.'- . 
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Community response: La 
Pintoresca Summer Food Program 

F
ederal child nutrition programs enable com

munities to fulfill one oftheir most basic moral 

, obligations: making sure their children have 
enough food to eat. And when food assistance is 
combined with recreation or academic activities, the 
result can take communities beyond feeding children 
to boosting their self-esteem and deterring violence . 
and delinquency. 

Two years ago,' La Pintorcsca 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 happened 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 weeks 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 st:arrl:d 
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 andcrafts 
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 ofthe La Pintoresca summer program, says 
it is successful because it provides two things children 
and teens in the area badly need: food and positive 

, summer activities. There's nothing mysterious about 
why the crime rate dropped either, says Broussard. 
"When the good guys come to the park., the bad guys 
leave." She continues, "I'm not saying there's no more 

crime in the area, but there's a lot less crime at the 
park." 

Pulling together the resources and people needed 
to riln a program that provides meals and enrichment 
activities can be difficult for anyone agency to handle, 
but in the case ofLa Pintoresca, cooperation between 
the Pas3.dena Unified School District and the City of 
Pasadena makes it possible. The school distria, which 
is the SFSPgrantee, docs the federal paperwork, 
prepares the meals, and provides the van, while the 
city supplies the personnd 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 Pintorcsca Park experience provides a mod.cl for 
expanding the summer food prograin in Pasadena 
and elsewhere in the nation - so that it benefits all 
children who need it. 

Looking ahead to 1995 ' 

A s part of a scheduled reauthorization of the 
food stamp program and the new congrcs
sionalleadership's announced agenda to re

form welfare and cut back federal nutrition programs, , 
Congress is expected tQ try to alter federal food 
assistance programs fundamentally in 1995. In early 
January various proposals were afoot to shrink the 
overall funding for food assistance; to eliminan: the 
guarantee of food stamps, school meals, child care 
food, and summer food to all eligible children; and 
to consolidan: food stamps with welfare funding into 
one capped block grant with few federal requ.ircnents 
attached. Ifcnad:ed., any ofthese changes likely would 
result in a fierce competition for funding at the state 
levd 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 privatc charities won't be able to fill. 
Ultimatcly, more American children will go hungry 
and malnourished. ' 

In 1995 anti-hunger and children's advocates 
must help Congn:ss 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 intcrest. To 
prosper in the furore, the United States needs all of 
its children to receive enough nourishment to reach 
their full physical and intellectual potential. 
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Recommendations 

Anumber of proposals being considercdby 
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 ofCongress to protect 
key fcd.cral 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 Progfam. 
School Breakfast Program, Child and Adult Can: 
Food Program, Summer Food Service Program, 
Special Milk Program, and WIe. ' 

'. 	Demanding 'that the federal government 
maintain its commitmCDt to the food stamp 
program. Encourage Congress to continue the 
iron.c1~.assurance offood stamp aid to aU eligi
ble families and preserve expansions of the pro
gram enacted in the 1993 Mickey Leland 

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. 

• 	 Meeting withsta'te policy makers to promote 
policies that reduce' child hunger. As state 
officials develop and implement their own ~el
fare reform plans, work with them to ensure that 
children's nutrition needs arc: addressed. Also ask 
them to exploit opportunities to expand the fed
erally funded .School Breakfast and Summer 
Food Service Progfam within the state. 

• 	 Work with local schools to enc:Ourage them 
to serve school break&sb and participate in 
the SUIDIIlCI' 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 scrvic:ea 
with n:crcation and academic and cultural enrich
menL 
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VIOLENCE 


un violence claimed the lives of thou
sands of American children in 1994. 
And while the senseless carnage among 
children hdped fuel some ofthe public's 

fear and rage about seemingly random violence, ad0
lescents - even very young ones - were viewed 
more as perpetrators than victims by many Ameri
cans. This view tilted policy debates heavily toward 
tougher punishments for young offenders as opposed 
to protection and prevention for d:illdren 1.ikelyto 
find themselves in harm's way. 

The perception that young, people are largely 
responsible for violent crime was rcinfora:d. in 19?4 
by extensive media coverage ofyouth vi()lence, a few 
horrific and highly publicized aCts by children, and 
harsh election-year metoric. Fears ofincn:asingyouth 
violence are understandable: juvenile arrests for both 
murder and weapons violations more than doubled 
over the past decade. But violept'crimc 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 attributable to juveniles. 

Nonetheless, politicians responded to public 
anxiety about youth crime by devising increaSingly 

punitive measures dira:ted at young Americans. Both 

state and federal ,governments' took steps to try 

younger and younger children as adults and to rcqriirc: 

schools to expel children caught carrying weapons in 

school- most often with no provision for alternative 

education. Such measures not only are un1ikcly 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 povcrty, family bn:akdown, child abuse and 

negl~ wealtcning moral guidance, repeated expo

S\m: to violence - and, of co~, ready access to 

guns. --


Orntieposirlve side, the comp,rehensive crime 

-- bill passed by Congress in 1994 did contain provi
sions to help communities address some ofthose risk 
factors. After a bitter congressional debate, significant, 
new funding was approved for after-school, weekend, 
and summer programs to give children and adolcs

, 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 
newlyelected and more conservative Congress threat

-- ening to repeal these crucial prevention measures. 
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The mounting toll of violence by and against Firearms: the death toll on children 
children reflects the fact that young people are using 

A 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) ofthe children died as a result 
of gun homicides. about 26 peta:nt from gun sui
cides. and 9 percent from gun accidents. All told, 
nearly 15 children died ofgunshot 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
tion (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 47to 129 homicides per 100,000 between 1985 
and 1992. Virtually all of this increase (97 pert:ent) 
was attributable to the use ofguns, according to CDC 
data. 

The victims of gun violenee 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 
emotionalJy by exposure to violence in their homes, 
neighborhoods, and schools~ 

firearms to commit crimes and to settle interpersonal 
grievances as never before. The number of juveniles 
arrested for murder increased 168 peta:nt between 
1984 and 1993. according to newly released data 
from the Federal Bureau of Investigation. Similarly. 
arrests of juveniles for weapons violations such as 
possession increased by almost 126 peta:nt during 
that period. 

Nevertheless, adults still commit the large major
ity ofcrimes: 84 peta:nt ofall arrests for murder and 
77 pert:ent of all arrests for weapons violations in 
1993 involved adults. Statistics from the Office of 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention show 
that only 19 peta:nt of the increase in violent crimes 
between 1983 and 1992 was attributable to juveniles. 

There is no question that youth violence has 
become deadlier in recent years as the impulsiveness· 
ofadolescence and deteriorating social and economic 
conditions for youths have inta'SCCted with easy ac
cess to guns. The Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and 
Firearms estimates that 200 million fiR:anns were in 
civilian circulation in the United. States in 1989; 
millions more have been produced since then. More 
than 40 peta:nt ofAmerican households now have at 
least one gun, and the proportion of households 
owning handguns has risen from 13 peta:nt in 1959 
to about 24 pert:ent at present. 

Key 
Facts 


• Guns killed 5,379 chilc.hm and teens in 1992 - one 
every 98 minutes. 

• The number of juveniles arrested for murder increased 
168 percent between 1984 and 1993, but adults still ac
count for 84 percent of those arrested for murder. 

• 	 Forty percent ofstudents surveyed in 10 inner-city high 
schools said they have a male relative who carries a gun. 

• Unlike other dangerous consumer products, fireanns 
are not required to meet any health or safety standards. 
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In s~eral polls released late in 1993, teenagers ' 
confirmed that guns are extraordinarily easy to get. 
In one poll, nearly half ofthe in~er-cityboys surveyed 
said they could "borrow" a gun from friends or family 
if they wanted one. (The claim seems believable in 
light of a survey by the National Insrituteof Jus,rice 
(NIT) re.leascd in January 1995 in which 40 penxnt 

,of students from lO inner-city high schools in Cali
fornia, Louisiana, New Jersey, and Dlinoissaid that' 
male relatives carried guns outside their homes.) In a 
1994 poll conducted for the Black Co~munity Cru
sade for Children (BCCC),70 percent ofBlack teens 
interviewed ~aid that youths having access to guns is ' 
a serious problem. And pollster Louis Harris has 
found that a majority of young people, including 
many who themselves carry gUns, say they ~ould like , 
to see an end to the gun culture. 

Prevention' measures 'in the 1994' 
crime bill 

A midst hea~ed public debate on how' best to 
ensUre public'safety, the federal government . 

. . enacted a comprehensive anri-crime law in 
1994 that contained an assault weapons ban and . 
included total federal fi.m,ding over six years ofabout 
SlO billion for prisOns, S8.8 billion to put more: police 
on thestreet5, and nearly S6 billion for a broad range 
ofviolence prevention initiatives:~esc; federal funds 
are intended to come out of a special trust fund 

created from savings achieved. through large man
dated personnel cuts throughout the federal govern
ment. 

The violence prevention provisions that focus on 
children and you~ reflect our best . current under
standing of the roots ofdelinquency 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 enfonxment authorities agree that punishment ' 
alone cannoteffectively deter anti-social behavior. On 
the other hand, strong and consistent relationships 
with caring adults and involvement in poSitive group 
activities such as ~ports do help children develop the 
.life skills and moral armor that make iteasier for them 
to reject. risky behavior and the lure of the streets. 
Although after-school and summer programs coSt 
money, they can save taxpayers' dollars in the long 
run by averting the far greater costs ofjuvenile crime. 
detention, and rehabilitaqon. 

HIIIli"IJ A.meri&II's Cities, a report published in 
1994 by the Trust for Public Land, detailed what '. 
many child advocates and law enforcement officials;· 
know from experience - that initiatives designed to 
provide opportunities for poSitive youth develop
ment increa.se the chances that young people will 
avoid crime and violence. For' instanCe, the report 
describes a 28 penxnt drop in juvenile arrests in. Fort 
Myers, Florida, since the city began its STARS (Suc
cess through ,Academics and kcreational 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 
activity" in and around thecomplcx., according to the 
director of the Tampa Housing Authority. 

Evidence of prevention's effectiveness, however, 
. was ignored by conservative members ofCongress as 
the crime bill became increasingly entangled in last 

. year's election politics. These members attacked the 
bill's p'revention 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 a.fu:r 
the 'election by 'the new congressional leadership: 
Their ultimate fate was in doubt 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 
communities with high rates of poverty and juvenile. 
delinquency. 

In early 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 o~rate community-based 
sports, academic, and other extracurricular programs 
after school, on weekendS, and on holidays during the 
school year and swnmers. 

Grant applications for FACES, a similar grant 
program for schools and other community groups 
interested in offering school-based prevention pro
grams and social services to at-risk. srudents. also were 
due in early 1995. The U.S. Depanrnent of Educa
tion is administering that program, which offers 
grants of $250,000 or more to support limited 
school-day programs as well as.aftcr-schoo~ swnmer, 
weekend, and holiday programs. 

The third major youth prevention initiative is to 
be dircctcdby 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 ovcrscc 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 distric:ts, and a wide variety ofcommu
nity-based organizations. Funded activities may in
clude mentoring and rutoring 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-fClCU.SCd programs, 
the crime law Created the Model Intensive Grant 
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Program, beginning in 1996, for-comprehensive 
crime prevention progra.:ns in up to 15 higry-crime 
communities selected by the U.S. Attorney General. 
In addition, the Local Parmership ACt will channel 
$1.6 billion in funding to all cities and towns based 
on a fonnula that takes population and crime, rateS 
into account. Local governments will be, able to set 
their own priorities for' the use of funds but must 
invest the money in existing federal programs that 
combat crime and violence through educatioIl; job 
training, and employment. 

Regulating firearms ,- ,
I
n addition to youth crime prevention programs, 


the 1994 crime law also included a long-overdue 

ban on the manufacture, sale; and possession of 

19 types ofassault weapons and copycat models, 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 1994showingthatchildren 
accounted for 53 percent of the Americansk:.illed by 
assault weapons in the scven~month period between 
passage of the ban in the Senate and in the House. , 

, Even foUowing passage ofthe Brady bill in 1993 
(which requires a five-busincss-day waiting' period, 
and a background check by police for any handgun 
purchase) and enactment of the assault weapons ban 
in 1994, the gun industry ~mains among the least 

regulated indust:r1es in the United StateS. Unlike other 
dangerous consumer products, fireanns 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 arc: exempt from federal safety niles. 
This wanton disregard for public safety 

prompted the Violence Policy Center in washington, 
DC; to publish a report in 1994 caUing for Congress 
to regulate guns anq. ammunition just as it does 
virtually every other dangerous consumer product. 
The report,' ClIMe En: A Comprehmme StrIItegy to 
Reduce FireMmS Vwlmce;noted that the lack ofregu
latian is one reasori the gun indtisiry has been so 
successful in developing new products and neW mar
kets since the late 1980s, when saturation of the 
traditional market - adult White males - resulted 
in a sales slump. To reinvigorate profits, the industry 
redcsignCfl and expanded its product lines to apply 
military and law enforcement technology to the civil
ian marktt, making cheaper, smaller. lighter, more 
portable, and more concealable weapons of ever 
greater-firepowet - - _ 

The industry also turned increasingly to women 
, and youths as potential customers. Its efforts to mar
ket guns to those populations were: the subjects oftwo 
additional t'cportS by the Violence Policy Center in 
1994. A repon on the industry's strategy for using 
federal tax doUars to market to children, VVse the 
S&hoo/r'- HO'IP FeiImIl1RxDoIJImAre SpmttoMMltet 
G1ms to IGds, d~ented how the leading firearms 
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trade association, the: National Sports Shooting 
Foundation (NSSF), used a $229,000 federal grant 
in 1993 to update and expand its school program 
materials. The report also quoted NSSF advice to gun 
manufacturers: 

There's a way to 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 shoorc:rs and hunt
ers now are.... Schools collect ... a lalge 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. FmuIJe 
J1muR.rion, analyzed the gun industry'S c:ff'orts to mar
ket guns to women by playing on their fear of un- . 
known intrUders and emphasizing the power associ
ated with owning a firearm. The report reproduced 
one ad featuring a mother tucking her child into bed. 
The headline states, "[Y]ou always have a right to 
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 recommend a dcpendable ... semiauro- . 
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 
Rca1Jy About Doubling Your Business." 

Handguns: myth YS. reality 

CDF 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 kc:cping guns at home, particularly 
handguns. While handguns repr'csc:ntonly about one
third of a11 guns in the United Stab:S, they WeR used 
to commit more than 55 percent of a11 murders and 
more than 80 percent ofa11 firearm murders in 1992. 
Handguns are used in about 70 percent ofa11 adoles
cent suicides in which a firearm is the suicide weapon, 
and they account for 50 to 60 percent ofall accidental 
firearm deaths among children. 

COPs public education campaign includes tele
vision public service announcements, posters for mass 
transit systems, and print ads calling attention to the 
fact that firearms are not regulated 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
ence BetWeen an Argument and a Funeral" - cites 

research showing that a gun in the home is 18 times 
more likely to kill someone living in the home than 
to kill an intruder, even when suicides are omitted. 

Guns in schools 

Violence has invaded schools as well as the 
. streets. The NIJ study at 10 inner-city pub~c 
high schools in California, Louisiana, New 

Jersey, and Illinois released in January 1995 found 
that one in five ofthe students surveyed (one in thrc:c 
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 persona11y 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 vic:tim ofviolence in or near 
a school. 

In 1994, Congras used both the Clinton admin
istration's new Goals 2000: Educate America At;t and 
the: reauthorized Elementary and Secondary Educa
tion At;t (ESEA) to require school administrators to 
implement mandatory expulsion rules for gun posses
sion. Each act ties federal funding to state require
ments that school districts expel for at least one year 
.	any student who brings a firearm to school. The 
ESEA also requires school districts to refer any stu
cknt who brings a firearm or other weapon to school 
to the criminal justice or juvenile justice syStlCm. 

While it is critical that schools be safe places of 
leariling for a11 children, mandatory c:xpu1sion·laws 
can acate new problems if they fail, as those in ESEA 
and Goals 2000 do, to require alternative education 
programs for expelled snidents. 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 compleo:::ly out of any structured 
school environment increases the lilailihood they will 
drop out permanendy, putting them at even greater 
risk ofdelinquency. 

Juvenile justice and the 1994 crime 
law 

The Youth Handgun Safety At;t'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 kc:cping guns out ofthe 
hands ofjuveniles 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 ~iety' at large, is almost certain to 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 minimum age at which 
minors may be tried as adults in fedCral courts for 
certain violent crimes committed o~ federal,property. 
Although juveniles must be held. accoUntable for their 
actions, their behavior does not change the fact that 
theyare children. Society must continue seeking to 
rehabilitate lIS .ellllS to punish minors who engage in 
acts of violence. The juvenile justice system, while 
itself in need of reform, is still bet:a:r suited than the 
adult system to meet this challenge. 

The new federal law permitting younger children 
to be tried as adults in federal court is silnilar to laws 
already in place and increasingly employed in a 
number ofstates. The N~LmPJouf"Nll reported 
in 1994 that adult certification ofjuveniles accused of 
crimes has incrc:.ased dramatically in the ,past five 
years, citing statistics from several major urban prose
cutors' offices. In Houston, requests for adult certifi
cation incrc:.ased from 10 cases in 1988 to 102 in the 
first half of 1994. In Chicago, certifications jumped 
from 69 in 1989 to 383 in 1992, and in Los Angeles 
from 2.45 in 1988 to 622 in 1993. Continuing this 
trend, m 1994 a number ofstates, including Tennes
see and Michigan, madeteclmical changes to their 
statutes that could resUlt in many more youths mov
ing through the, adult court system. : 

At the same time, both juvenile court judges and 
juvenile justice experts highlighted the need for im
proved rehabilitation programs for juveniles. When 
the NIUionIU LmP]tI'ImIIIl 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 options 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 coutts. 
Only about 10 percent could, not be reclaimed, said 
nearly half of the. judges. 

In its 1994 report Itn4lJu imilRu.lity: Juvenile 
Crime, 1Duth VIOlence, imil Public RJ/Uy~ the National 
Council on Crime and Delinquency (NCCD) recom-
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mended that states develop, a continuum of rehabili

tative progra.rns for young offenders that includes 

intermediate sanctions (restitution and community 

service, for example), well-sri-uctured community

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 researCh, 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 shorragc offacilities for violent juveniles. More than 

halfof the juveniles in those state Correction facilities 

were there for property and drug crimes. 


State ~sponse: 


Caring Communities Program 
' ' 

he Caring Communities Programs (CCP) in 
Missouri are the kind of prevention-focused.Tintegrated~rvicedeliverysystems that the new 


federal crime prevention money can help fund. L0
cated at four elementary' and two middle schools, 


. CCP aims to strengthen families so they are bet:a:r 
able'to support and guide their children's develop
ment. To ensure that childr:en perform well in school 
and stay out ofthe 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 ~ 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. Patents 

then are invited to attend a parent conference with 

the child's teachers and CCP staff. During the meet

ing CCP staff tries to establish a positiVe, suppofrlve 

relationship with the family, explaining that any plan 

to address the child's difficulties will be a team effort 

involving C~ the school, and the parents. 


Family strengths. are identified and nurtUred, 
while family problems such as subscu:ice abuse, un
employment, and underdeveloped parentiDg 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 ofeach 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 childn::n and their families 
through CCP. 

• 	 The Latchkey Program serves breakfast and an 
afternoon snack, offers before- and after-school 
activities, and provides a safe place where childn::n 
can work on and n::ccive help with homework.. 
Pan::nts with childn::n in the program must attend 
pan::nting or job training classes. 

• 	 The Day Treatment Program offers school-based 
counseling and behavior modification for childn::n 
with behavioral problems. 

• 	 Families First, the state-funded family pn::scrva
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. 

• 	 Substance abuse case management provides coun
seling to youths and their families and off'crs 
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 recreation as an alternative to dc:structive 
activities. 

• 	 Health Scteenings, refef!a.1 to appropriate treat
ment, and health monitoring an:: available to all 
families. 

• 	 An anti-gang and ann-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 entire neighborhood a safer, more nurturing 
environment for childn::n 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, pan::nts, school personnel. and com
munity, civic, and religious leaders assures commu
nity input and involvement in the pnlgram 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 childn::n 
who needed the most intensive services - case man
agement and Families First in-home services - had 
the greatest academic difficulties of all the partici
pants, the childn::n who received these intensive serv
ices had large and consistent improvements in their 

academic pcrfonnance. The longer these children' 
were tracked, the greater their improvements. 

The walbridge CCP was replicated in another 
elementary 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 initiative of the Missouri departments of 
education, social services, health, and mental 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 block 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 

Concerted actions an:: rcqclrcd in 1995 to main
tain and build on 1994's gains in efforts to 
reverse the senseless proliferation ofguns 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 oflast year's crime 
bill, maintain the youth violence prevention thrust 
that was one ofthe most hopeful parts ofthe 1994 
law. Programs like Ounce ofPrevention and Com
munity Schools get childn::n off to a strong start in 
life and give them alternatives to lives ofviolence 
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 nons porting 
fireanns and ammunition. Call on federal and state 
policy makers to stand up to the National Rifle 
Association and the gun manufacturers' lobby in a 
comprehensive effort to reduce the deadliness of 
violence in America and to reclaim the streets for 
our childn::n 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 
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. and expand opportunities 'for work and learning. 

. Remind lawmakers and community leaders that 
jobs, training, summer and after-school programs, 
and high qualityschciols all are less expensive over 
rime 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 ~ 

entrap even more of our young people in the 
criminal justice system without productive. re
sult. It makes' no sense automatically to try 13
year-olds as adults fc;>r certain crimes. Caution 
lawmakers against responding to rising public 
anxicry in ways .that will only make matters worse 
by treating children as hardened adultcrimiOals 
and thereby producing'a se1f~fulfilling prophecy. 
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AND 


HOMELESSNESS 


.he Clinton administration grappled'with 
the problem ofhomelessness during 1~, ' 
but little conCrete progress was made ro. 
ward ensuring all American children safe . 

and stable homes. And although welfare ief'orm was 
on everyone's mind, the likelihood thar sweeping 
eligibility cuts in welfare would lead to an even greater 
housing crisis among poor families 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 p~ 
posal to streamline homeless assistance programs. Yet 
the proposed mnedies 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 reo~HUD programs, plans 
that could result in the elimination of thousands of 
units of low<ost housing and the loss of federal 
money for housing assistance. 

In the absence ofsignificant federal action, a few 
states created special housing trUSts in 1994 to p~ 
vide a regular, if1.in\itcd, source of funding for low
income housing and housing assistance. And non
profit organizations, religious and civic groups, and 

public-private partnerships continued to devote sig

nificant human and financial resources to assisting 

homeless families arid children. Their efforts, while 

desperately needed, also reinfora:d the obvious: the 


. housing problems of America's low-income families 

. will not be solved without a national response to deep 

anq pervasive poverty among families with children 
and significandy greater federal investments in afford
able housing. 

A snapshot of h~melessness 
•For the past two decades, according to 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 ofMayors for its SfIItUs Report on Hunger 
_ Homelesmess ,in .AmeriaI's Cities: ,1994, families 
with children accounted for, on average, about 39 

. percent ofthe homeless population. 'One in every four 

individuals reported as homeless was a child younger 

than 18. And homelessness still is growing. Requests 

by familiesfor emergency shelter increased in all but 

three Of the surveyed citiesin,l994, with an average 

increase of 21 percent. In contrast, the number of 

emergency shelter beds for familiesgrcw only an 
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estimated 3 percent. One-quam::r of-homeless famili
es' n:quests for shelter went unmet during the year, 
primarily for lack of resources, said city officials. 

Uisting AmerialJs Future: The Children~ Defonse 
Fund's Report on the Costs ofChild 1bm1y documents 
that many childn:n without permanent housing suffer 
physically, emotionally, and educationally. Among 
the myriad problems they face, homeless childn:n 
have higher rates of infant mortality, mon: seven: 
health problems, and a n=duced chance of being im
munized than other poor childn:n. Homeless childn:n 
also are at gn:ater risk of missing school. 

The housing problems of poor 
families 

EVen 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 oftheir 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-57percent 
- of all families with childn:n eligible for federal 
housing assistance, according to Nelson and Red
burn. Forcy-eight percent of worst-case households 

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

Housing and employment problems tend to keep 
poor families on the move. Poor childn:n move about 
twice as often as nonpoor childn:n, and each move, 
according to WutingAmerialJsFuture, is estimated to 
diminish a child's chances offinishing high school by 
mon: than 2 percentage points, when other faCtors 
are constant. 

Overcrowding, utility shut-oft"s, and inadequate 
heating create health problems for poorly housed 
childn:n. Cockroach and rodent infestation, typical of 
low-cost housing, causes allergies, respiratory prob
lems, and asthma in childn:n. In addition, poor chil
dn:n are thra: timesmon: liIa:ly than other childn:n 
to live in homes with peeling paint or falling plaster, 

.which create a ciangcr of lead poisoning. Childn:n 
between the ages ofone and five living in low-income 
families are thra: times mon: liIa:ly than those in 
moderate-income families to have hannfu1 amounts 
of lead in their bloodstreams. 

Separation fiom their families is perhapS the most 
devastating impact ofpoor housing and homelessness 
on childn:n. In mon: than half of the cities surveyed 
by the U.S. Confen:nce ofMayors in 1994, homeless 
families sometimes had to bn:ak up to stay in emer
gency shelters. And a number of states and localities 
n:port that between 15 and 30 percent ofchildn:n in 
foster can: wen: removed fiom their families or n:

Key 

Facts 


• One in four people reported as homeless is a child 
younger than 18. 

• 	Nearly half of poor households pay more than 50 per
cent oftheir incomes for housing. 

• An estimated 1.2 million families are on waiting lists 
for public housing. 

• 	Claims ofdiscrimination against families with chil
dren account for 23 percent of all housing discrimina
tion complaints. 
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mained in care primarily because of housing 
problems. 

Such reportS prompted children's: advocates to 
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 
homclcssness or inadequate housing. The administra
tion had proposed eliminating the program, in which 
16 states designated by Congress and HUD cum:ndy 
participate. In 1994 a total of 1,651 Section 8 hous
ing certificates, good for five years, were available 
through the program to keep families together. In the 
end, Congress funded the program at almost that 
same level for FY 1995. 

Housing assistance and welfare 

A lthough it is commonly assumed that most 
. families receiving AFDC also receive hous- ' 
ing assistance, the opposite is tn:Je. Fewer 

than one-quarter (23 percent) ofwelfare 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 ofAFDC 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 vulnerable to eviction and 

homclessness. A 1992. study by the HHS Inspector 
General's OffiCe found that almost 70 percent of all 
families interviewed in shelters for homeless families 
were receivmg AFDe benefits. New York City has 
reported 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. homclessness by 
helping recipients obtain work at decent wages, re
ceive health care and child care assistance, and aecu
. mulate the assets needed to move 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 
those risks .. 

New assessments of housing 
problems 

I n May the Clinton administration released Prior
ily: Home! The Fetimll Plim to BnIIIt the Cycle of 
Homelesmess, developed by a 17-member federal 

interagency task force. It followed the February re
lease of a congressional task force's report on home
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lessness. The two reports covered much 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, noring that those with the lowest incomes 
were most affected. In 1991, according to Priority: 
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 standani, "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 pen::ent 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 569 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 19705 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 

of resoun::es distributed under the act, the fragmen
tation of the federal response under McKinney, and 
its failure to address the root causes ofhomeless ness. 
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 fon::e also recom
mended inausing the minimum wage and improv
ing income support programs such as SSI.andAFDC. 

The administration's actions 

Priority: Home! presented a package of legisla
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. 
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Despite Congress' failure to actOn the McKinney. 
program consolichtion and block grant, HUD imple
mented new administrative procedures in 1994.to 
promote program coordination. Titled the Cori~li~ , 
chted Plan, the new rules require just one community 
planning and application process for a varietY -of 
HUD's homeless and housing initiatives - including 
McKinney programs - to be overseen by a local 
board on which homeless people and their advocates 
are representx:d.Federai 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 . 
to be diverted from those who most need services. 

,The second .wave of restructuring 
plans 

At the end ofthe year, HUD's earlier consoli-,, 
chtion efforts were eclipsed by its an
nouncement of far more radical plans to 

,n:organize and simplify HUD ~ revamp federal. 
housing programs, all aimed at heading offproposals 
to eliminate the department altogether. Secretary 
Henry Cisneros called for consolichtion of 60 of 
HUD's major, programs into three "performance- ' 
based grants" by 1998. HUD expects thercstructur
ing, which would cut staffby one-third, to save more,' 

, thanS800million in administrative expenses over five 
years. _' " 

The' first perforinance grant, call~d "'.Housing' 
Certificates , for Families and Individuals," wowd 
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 ho~ing 
subsidies to use wherever they chose, and- public 
housing wouid compen: with the private market for 
o:nants. 

The second grant; the 'rufordable Housing 
Fund," ultimately would group together homC:Iess , 
assistimce programs with programs to increase home
ownership opportunities for low-income Americans 
and those with spc:daI needs. The homeless programs, 

, 'however, would not be folded in until FY 1998. The 
third grant, the "Community Opportunity' Fund," 
would focus on corn.rriunity development and would 
include the existing COmmunity, Development BloCk 
Gran~ program; otherecononiic development initia
tives, and the YouthBuild program. 

_Designed with little input from o:nants, public 
housing officials, orCongras, HUD's propOsal raises 
fundamental questions about the appropriate roles for 
federal, state, and local gOvernment in addressing 
housing needs. Although incn:asing states' ability to . 
use federal funding flexibly to meet local needs is a ' 
positive, goal, there 'are serious risks if the' federal 
., . , 

,: 1 
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government does not insist on enough state and local 
, accountability to ensure the proper use offunds. 

Portable housing subsidies for families and in
dividuals could encourage mobility and, help reduce 
high concentrations of low-income families in re
source-poor neighborhoods .. But that benefit may 
be offset by the loss oflarge numbers oflow-income 
housing units. Replacing project-based housing as
sistance with household-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 household-based assistance 
program, especially in tight housing markets 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 time when rumnt investments· do not begin to . 
meet the need for housing assistance. Although 
funding for Section 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 
seems certain that sharply reduced spending, how
ever efficiently adrDinistered, would lead to even 
greater housing difficulties and more homeless ness 
for poor families. 

Housing discrimination 

The Contract with America, endorsed by most 
Republican House members and candidau:s 
during the 1994 election campaign, contains a 

provision that would make it more difficult than ever 
for low-income families to find adequate housing by 
wcakeningthe 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 proposes 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. 

According to HUD~ discrimination against 

families with children continues even with the 

stronger protections contained in current law. A 

total of 10,522 complaints' of housing discrimina

tion against families with children were fUed be

tween early 1989 and the fall of 1994. In FY 1994, 

23 percent ofall housing discrimination complaints 

charged discrimination against families with 

children. 


Educating homeless ch,ildren 

Congress reauthorized the 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, Dlinois enacted its owneducation act 
for homeless children. It requires schools to provide 
or arrange for transportation to school for homeless 
children ifparents are unable to do so. It also requires 
schools to enroll homeless children even ifthe families 
cannot provide medical records, proof of residency, 
or other required documents. School officials, rather 
than patents, are responsible for obtaining a homeless 
child's records from previous schools. 

In a 1994 court case regarding the education of 
homeless children. the federal appeals court in wash-. 

. ington. DC, ruled that homeless children have an 
enforceable right to an education under federal law. 
The original suit against the District ofColumbia had 
charged that the city was violating the McKinney act 
by failing, among other things, to ensure homeless 
children access to public school education and t:railS
portation to school. The city had claimed the children 
had no right to sue for enfon::cment of the act. 

New state trust funds for housing 

Afew stau:s created housing trust funds in 
1994 to generate targctcd revenues to ex
pand housing for low-income families and 

individuals. Although the amount ofmoney expected 
to be generated is modest, the initiatives are a positive 
sign ofgrowing state interest in innovative solutions 
to their citizens' housing problems. 

In Iowa, the legislatu.n: dedicated 5 pero::nt ofthe 
revenue collected from a real estate transfer tax to 
support the state's existing Housing Improvement 
Fund, which supports low-income housing assistance 
but previously had no dedicated revenue sowa:. Of· 
ficials expect approximately $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 cn:a~ the Missouri Housing Trust 
Fund In 1994 after six years of work by supporters. 
A special S3 fee charged to n:cord 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 vanety of initiatives to assist low-income 
individuals and families with their housing needs. At. 
least half ofthe money must go toward activities and 
projects serving households earning 25 percent or less 
of the state's median income, and none' of the funds 
may be used to aid those earning mon:than half of 
the median income. 

In Wlshington State, the city ofSpokaDe 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 saong first showing. Had it passed, the levy 
would have generated an estimated 520 million dur
ing its life. The n:venue would have provided housing 
assistance for households earning less than half ofthe . 
area's median income; The broad-based coalition sup
porting the measure is expected to tty again. 

State response: Virginia's 
Homeless Intervention Program 

Finding affordable' housing is only part of the 
. . battle for low- and moderate-income families 
. with children. When unexpected financial 
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 families btcame homeless as a 
result of eviction or foreclosure, the state's· General 
Assembly authorized mon: than 51 million for a pilot 
program giving families short-term grants or loans to 
help pn:vent homelessness. The program targeted 
families that previously had been self-sufficient but 
were experiencing a temporary financial crisis due to 
an illness, accident, job layoff, or other unavoidable 
event. The experiment was based on a ca1culationthat 
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. 

Administen:d by the VIrginia Department of 
Housing and Community Development, the Home
less Intervention Program (InP) n~wworks through 

a total of 10 (originally eight) local governments, 

c01lUl1unity action agencies, and nonprofit organiza

tions throughout ttJe state, which distribute the InP 

loans and grants to eligible households that are home

less or in imminent danger ofl:)(~coming homeless. 


Local service agencies refer individuals and faIni~ 


lies to HIP offices, when: they arc interviewed and 

their capacity fodong-term self-sufficiency is evaltl
ated.The InP staffalso verifies applicants' situations 

with employers, landlords, mortgage holders, and 

others to guard against fraudulent requests for help. 

Assistance to those 'who arc eligible is granted on a 


. first-come, first-served basis, accompanied by hous
ing counseling if. necessary. Families needing addi
tional social services an: n:ferrcd to appropriate 
agencies. " 

Grants, which arc paid ~y to the landlord, 

help individuals and families get into or n:mam in 

n:ntal housing and need not be repaid No-interest 

loans, given for seCurity ckpositS and mortgage asSis

tance, arc to be repaid on a monthly basis, according 

to the family's income. All money n:paid to HIP goes 

back into the program to help others.' . 


A study ofthe program's first year, 1990, showed' 

that 1,770 Virginians - of whom nearly half were 

children - received assistance. About SS percent of 

the households receiving help were headed by 

women, 49 percent were Black, and 47 percent were 

White. The average family received help for 3.6 

months, costing atotal of51,5~2, compared with~ 


$4,403 it costs to shelter a family for the same period 

oftime. 


Just as gratifying 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 1994Al~a'sHIPserved561 individu
als, of whom 235 were children. "When a family is 
evicttd from' their home and forced into a shelter, 
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 
households given assistance in 1994 were in stable 
housing threcto four months after receiving help, 
says Howard. 

Alexandria is primarily a rental community, so 
the program then: makes mon: grants than'loans. In 
1994 a total of 5283,174 was distributed, with the 
typical grant amounting to $1,033. Between 1990 
and 1994, 54 Alexandria households received a total 
ofS44,l66 in loans for security deposits or mortgage 

.assistance. At the end of1994, 13 percentofthat total 
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had been repaid - a repayment record that satisfies 
lim says Howard. 

The Virginia legislature has been so pleased with 
lUP's results it has aIl~ted increased funding each 
year'to expand services. And in Alexandri~ the city 
council has found lUP so effective it has contributed 
$100,000 in city funds annually since FY 1993 to 

enable even more eligible households to say out of 
shelters and in their homes. 

Recommendations 

A dvocates have much to do in 1995 to pre
serve and expand already inadequate hous
ing opportunities for lo~-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 refonn 
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 fami1ics during welfare reform de
bates. Take every opportunity to educate and. 
remind both federal and sate lawmakers about the 
consequences of ill-conceived welfare reform on 
families' housing situations. Welfare plans that 
sharply reduce eligibility and arbitrarily cut off 

benefits would virtually guarantee increased 
homelessness among families with children. 

• 	 Urging the administration and Congress to 

continue investing in the· supply of affordable 
housing. Help lawmakers and federal officials 
understand that cuts in housing assistance pro
grams are counterproductive and would increase 
homelcssncss. Bureaucratic waste and inefficiency 
should be attacked directly, not by reducing the 
assistance that families desperately need to keep 
their children adequately housed. 

'. 	Making sure there is full citizen participation 
in planning for state and local use ofany new 
housing-related blockgrants. Broad community 
participation in planning and oversc:cing 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 famjljes remain in their 
homes. Join with others in your community to 

enco~ the adoption ofanti-cviction measures 
and tenant education 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 ofCongrcss not to weaken anti-discrimi
nation provisions that protect families with 
children. 
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AND 


YOUTH DEVELOPMENT 


he welfare reform debaa: drew renewed 
national attention to teenage pregnancy 
and childbearing in 1994. Unfoitunaa:ly, 

. little of the public discuSsion was dirc:.ca:d 
toward' positive solutions - addressing the bleak 
environments and lack of hope, opportunity, and 
school success that contribua: to many teenagers 
becoming parents before they are ready. Instead, the 
conservative leadership in Congress blamed tecnagc:rs 
for what they inaccuraa:ly characterized as runaway 
dependence on welfare in.this counay and blamed 
. the current welfare sysa:m 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 little to deter teenage 
childbearing but is certain to threaten the well-being 
and future prospects of both teen mothers and their 
young children. . '. 

Yet the year did bring some reason for hope..The 
birth raa: for teenage girls declined in 1992 for the 
first time in the previous five years, according to data 
released in 1994. Advocates hoped the drop signaled 
the start ofa downward trend. Newly launched youth 
employment and national service. programs offered . 

.teenagers expanded opportunities to reach their full 

potential through work and education. Fmally, the 

community-based crime and violence: prevention and 

youth development programs included in . the 1994 

crime bill, though under atta.ck 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 . .. 	 . 
. 	 n 1992 the teen birth raa: dropped 2.3 percent 

from the 1991 level, according to data released 
by the Cena:rs for Disease Control and Preven

. tion (CDC). However, the proPortion ofteen births 
that were to unmarried teens reached the highest level 
ever recorded. 

In 1992 there were 505,419 births to girls ages 
15 to 19, for a raa: of60.7 births per 1,000 girls. In 
contrast, there were 519,577 births to teen girls in 
1991, for a raa: 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 raa: still is consider
ably highcrthan those experienced throughout most 

I 
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of the 1980s. Virtually' all of the decline occurn::d 
among teens ages 15 to 17. 

In light of recently n::ported declines in the teen
age abortion rate, both the CDC and the Alan 
Guttmacher Instimte (AGI) believe that the drop in 
the teen birth rate n::flects acorn::sponding decline in 
the teen pn::gnancy rate (although teen pregnancy 
data an:: only estimateS). In its 1994 n::port, Sex IUId 
Amen'&4)s 1inuIgm, AGI estimated a 19 percent de
cline in the pn::gnancy rate among sexually experi
enced teenagers between 1972 and 1990, falling from 
254 to 208 pn::gnancies per 1,000 teenage girls ages 
IS to 19. (Because the; number of teenagers having 

,	sexual inn:n::ourse doubled during this time, however, 
the number of pn::gnancics remained mon:: or tess 
constant at about 1 million per year.)AGI and CDC 
data suggest that sexually active teenagers incn::as
ingJy an:: likely to use some form ofcontraception on 
a n::guJar basis, a tn::nd that may be contributing to 
declines in both teenage pn::gnancy and childbearing 
rateS. 'Then:: is also some evidence that the proportion 
ofteenagers who an:: scxually active may no longer be 
rising. 

'These statistics, as well as a number of n::cent 
srudies, suggest that family life education may be 
beginning to make a positive diffen::nce in teens' 
sex:uaJ 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 sex:uaJ cxperimentation,or increased sex:uaJ 

activity among adolescents. In fact, the WHO n::ports 
- which Cxamined research findings from dozens of 
separate srudies from n::cent years - concluded that 
ifeducation programs had any effect, it was in leading 
teens to postpone sex:uaJ activity or to use contracep
tives. A 1994 paper by Douglas Kirby titled "School
Based Programs Reduce Sexual Riskming Behav
iors" also n::ported no evidence that sexuality or HIV 
education programs hasten the onset of intercourse 
among teenagers or incn::ase the frequency ofsex:uaJ 
activity. 

Similar to the overall ~ birth rate, the birth 
~ for ~ girls ages IS to 19 in 1992 feU 
slightly, to44.6 births per 1,000 girls from 44.8 births 
per 1,000 girls in 1991. A total of 365,000 babies 
wen:: born to unmarried teens in 1992. Although 
hen::, too, it is impossible to know whether this small 
decline is a one-year pause or the beginning of a, ' 
downward tn::nd, this was the first time since 1978 
that the birth rate for unmarried teenage girls bad 
fallen. 

For many years the proportion of all teen births 
that an:: to unmarried teens has been rising - a tn::nd 
fueled by rising birth rateS and falling marriage rateS 

among teenage girls, as weU 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 wen:: to unmar-

Key 
Facts 


• The teen'birth rate dropped slightly between 1991 
and 1992, to 60.7 births per 1,000 teen girls. 

• 	Fully 83 peKent of teens who give birth are from 
economiCally disadvantaged households. 

• Only t:luee 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 increased among 
teens between 1992 and 1993. 

72 



,------------------;-----:------'"--,-

CHILDREN'S DEFENSE FUN'D 

ried teens in 1992 reached a record high ,of more than 
,70 percent, ' 

Job 'prospects improve but wages , 
stagnate 

The immediacC'employment ~utlook for teenag
ers improved slightly during 1994, with the 

. nwnber of teens with jobs rising by 161,000. 
While the seasonally adjusted teen unemployment 
rate in January'l994 stood at 18.5 percent, by De
cember it had fallen to 17.~ pe.n:ent. Comparisons 
with pn:vious years an: hampered by tcchniw 
changes made in 1994 in the government's unem
ployment data, but teen unemployment still appears 
to be higher than it ~ai the start of. the 1990 
recession. , 

Although slightly greater nwnbers, of young 
workers an: finding jobs, their wageS continue to 
erode. In part because of the federal government's 
failure to boost the minimwn 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 earlier 
after adjusting for inflation. " 

Long-term earning cn:nds for young workers 
withoutcoUege education reveal how significantly 
'their economic prospects have deteriorated, particu
larly among young men entering the woit: force. 
Inflation-adjusted wages have dropped sreadily for all 
teens, falling by 24 percent sirice 1973. Between 1973' 

and 1993, hourly wages for male entry-level workers 
with only high school 'diplomas plwnmeted 30 per
cent after ,adjusting for inflation, accOrding to the 
Economic Policy Instinite. Among male entry-level 
workers with college degrees, inflation-adjusted 
wages dropped 8 pe.n:ent, ' 

Teen drug use, rises' 

Twoseparare surveys, released in, 1994 docu
,mented an increaSe in teen dnig and alcohol 

, use between 1992-arid 1993. The 'percentage 
of twelfth-graders who said they had used an illicit 
dnig within the previous '30 days ("current" use) rose 
from 14.4 pel1=Cnt in 1992 to 18.3 pe.n:ent in 1993, 
with marijuana use increasing most sharply, accord
ing to the University ofMichigan's Institute for Social 
Research. Amongeighth-gradcrs, then: was a 60 
percent inq:ease in current: marijuana use between 
1991 and ,1993. The National Household Survey on 
Drug Abuse also showed an increase: in the percentage 
ofreens 12 to 17using illegal drugs~ from 6.1 percent 
in 1992 to 6.6 pe.n:ent in 1993. 

, The househOld survey revealed a 15 pcn:enr jump 
in current use of alcohol among 12- to 17-year-olds 
between 1992 and 1993. while the Univemty of 
Michigan survey shOwed that mon: than one iii four 
(26.2 pcn:ent)eighth-giaders and more than one in 
two (51 pen:ent) high school seniors "currently" drank 
alcohol in 1993. 'That year, mon: than one in eight 

. ";. 
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(13.5 pe,,:ent) eighth-graders and more than one in 
foUr (27.5 percent) scn10rs said they had engaged'in 
"hinge" drinking, defined as consuming five drinks or 
more in a row, within the previous two weeks. 

New data on causes, consequences 
of teenage childbearing . 

R.cscarch by Northeastern University's Center 
for Labor Market Studies (CLMS) and CDF 
in 1994 provided anomer reminder that, for 

many teehagers, the primary cause ofearly pregnancy 
and childbearing appears to be a lack of hope and 
opportunity - problems that require community 
efforts to create 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 anp opportu
nity, an:: linked closely with teenage chijdbearing. 
Fully 83 percent of adolescents who give birth., as 
reported by the AGI, an:: from economically disad
vantaged households, although just 38 percent of all 
teenage girls an:: from such families. According to 

. 	newly analyzed data from the National Longitudinal 
Survey ofYouth (NLSY), as family income rises, the 
proportion of teens who become teen mothers de
dines. In faCt, four out of10 poor teens became teen 
mothers, compared with one out of 10 teens in the 
highest income bracket. 

The same NLSY data reveal that three out of 
eight 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 cx
plain sccmingly large d.iff'crences 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 ofthe difference in out-of-wedlock teen child
bearing rates) can be accounted for by gn::au:r poverty 
and lower basic academic skills among young Black 
mothers. 

One ofthe reasons adolescent childbearing poses 
a serious thn::at to the health and development ofthe 
next generation is that teen mothers an:: far more likely 
than those in their twenties to receive late or no 
prenatal can:: and to have babies born at low birth
weight. The proportion of teens receiying prenatal 
can:: remained shockingly low in 1992 - only three 
in five teen mothers ages 15 to 19 rcceiv'ed prenatal 
can:: during the first trimester, while one in 10 either 
rcceived no prenatal can:: or obtained such can:: only 
in the thin:i trimester. Black and Larina teen mothers 
in this age group an:: nearly one and a. halftimes more 
.likely to receive late or no prenatal can:: than White 
teen mothers. For all racial and ethnic groups, receipt 
of early prenatal can:: is even less likely for the small 
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but highly vulnerable group ofgirlS younger than 15: 
only 43 percent gOt early prenatal care in 1992. 

Partly because so many 'teen mothers fail to re
ceive early prenatal care, the percentage oftheir babies 
born at low birthweight (below 5.5 pounds) remainS 
frighteningly high. Nearly one in 10 births to all teen 
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 remam at much greater risk of such ' 
lifelong disabilities as mental retardation, blindness, 
deafness, cerebral palsy, and other health problems; 

Early. childbearing, particularly 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 until they were mtheir 
twenties. ' 

• 	 Lower earnings. Unmarried teen mothers had 
averageannuaJ earnings of less than S7,300' in' 
1989, compared with nearly S8,800 for unmarried' 
mothers who did not give birth until they were in 
their twenties.' 

• 	 Higher poverty rates. During the period covered 
by the NLSY, unmarried teen mothers spent 5.3 
years living in poverty, comparc:d with 4.1 years 

in pqverty for unmarried mothers who delayed 
,.childbearing until they were in their twenties. , 

, To reduce roo-early pregnancy and childbear
, 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 a~cess to jobs that provide 
a decent standard of living, adequate nutrition and 
housing, and services to meet special needs. Chil
dren must have access to an education that provides 
them with the solid academic skills on which long
term employability, self-estcem, 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 adults 
who provide positive role models, values~ and en
couragement. Without such comprehensive sup
ports for children as they grow towardadulthoocL. 
there is little chance of achieving a major reduction 

,m too-early chil~ng among America's teenag
ers. 

Welfare reform focuses on teen 

childbeanng' , 


During 1994 conservatives used the welfare' 
reform debate to press their claims that Aid 
to Families with Dependent Children 

(AFDC) encourages teenage pregnancy and has filled 
the welfare rolls with unmarried teenagers. In faa, 
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teenagers younger than 18 account for just 1 percent 
of all parents now receiving AIDC - fewer than 
50,000 out of 4 million parents receiving AFOC 
nationwide. Nor is the assertion that welfare encour
ages teenage childbearing supported by research. In 
June 1994, 76 prominent economists and social sci
entists who examined the relationship between wel
fare and out-of-wed1ock childbearing issued a joint 
statement stressing that no significant correlation 
exists between births to unmarried women and the 
amount ofwclfare benefits provided by various states. 

Mol'tOver, 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 
economic circumstances of many teenage mothers . 
often forces them to tum to AFDC for at least 
temporary help. In 1990 slightly more than half (5 1 
percent) of all mothers receiving AFDC had their 
flrst 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 teenage mothers leave 
AFDC within one year, and 70 percent leave within 
four years. . 

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. aU minor parents would 
be required to live at home or in a supervised group 
setting as a condition of receiving AFOC benefits 
and would be required to scay 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
eenth 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 obtaining 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. attending GEO 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 areas 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 to 1,000 schools and community-based 
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groups across the country. In' addition, 590 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 prevent preg

. nancy. 
In contrast, House Republican welfare reform 

proposals unveiled in the fall of 1994 would have 
eliminated completely welfare benefits to unmarried 
teen mothers younger than 18 and p~tl, 
denied aid to children born to such mothers. The 
House leadership rdented 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 bl~k grants that could be used to 
build and maintain orphanages and group homes or 
to promote the adoption ofchildren who could not 
be cared for by their parents. (See Family Income 
chapter for details.) 

States expand school-based health 

centers 


The number of school-based health centers na
tionwide has more than doubled over the past 
two years, according to findings from a 50. 

state survey conducted by the RoberCWood Johnson 
Foundation's Making theGradc project.Mon: than 
600 centers now operate in a total Of 41 states, 
providing' comprehensive' school-based health serv
ices for children and youths with unmet health care 
n~. States as diverse as New York, Louisiana, 
Iowa, and Virginia have ,established such centers. 

Much ofthc progress in developing school-based 
heatth centers has occurred because states have more 

.. than doubled their own investtnent in centers (from . 
59.2 million in'1992 to 522.3 million in 1994) and 
have allocated man: federal Maternal and Child . 
Health Block Grant funds to such programs. The 
survey found that 21 states sponsor sp«IDc school
based initiativeS; eight,states promote the model as 

. part 	of broader school-relaa:d health services pm
grams; and five states are considering new steps to 
support or encourage the development of centers.in 
the near future. 

Federal youth employment and 
service programs get under way 

T~e f~eral govel11"1~nt launched several i~itia
aves m 1994 that will open up new educaaonal 
and employment opportunities for young pe0

ple. Young people \yho do not go dircc:t1y 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 
cnactcd. during the year. The School-to-WorkOppor
tunitic:s Act authorizes grants to states to establish 
innovative job training programs, apprenticeships, 
and vocational education systems. In July a total of 
$43 million in the first round of implementation 
grants was awarded to eight states- Kentucky, 
Maine, Massachusetts, Michigan, New Jersey, New 
York, Oregon, and WISCOnsin. Individuai state grants 
ranged from 52 million to S10 million (see Education 
chapa:r). . , . 


In. a separate.initiative, the u.s. Department of 

Housing and Urban Development in July awan:!cd 

S38 million in grants to 136 organizations in 41 

states, washington,. DC, and Pueno Rico to fund 

YOuthBuild programs incities and rural communities. 

YouthBuild helps, high school dropouts complea: 

th,eir education and gain vocational and construction 

skills while building affordable housing in low-in

come communities. Another S74.1 million has been 

appropriaa:d by Congress for a second round of 

grants in 1995, although these funds (and many other 

feder3Iyouth employment funds provided through 

the Job Training Partnership Act, or J'l"D\) were in 

jcopardy as a result of deep budget cuts under con

sideration by the new Congress as the year began. 

. Under the auspices of A..meriCorps, the new 

national serVice program, 15,000 volunn:crs St:art:M 

work: in all 50 states in September in Community 

service projects that deliver child care, health educa

tion, home ownership assistance, and other services 

in low-income communities. By the end of year, an 

,addiljonal 5,000 AmeriCorps voluntcc:rs had been 

recruited. In achange for one or two years ofservice, 

each' AmeriCorps volunu:c;r receives a living allow

ance of 57,500 per year; health care; child care, if 

needed; and an education award of $4,725 per year 

of service to help pay for college tuition or pay back 

a student loan. Volunn:crs who serve part time and 

meet certain requirements. may receive education 

awards of52,362 per year. 


During the,summer of 1994, more than 7,000 

AmeriCorps voluntcc:rs participaa:d in the Summer 

ofSafety pro grain (50S). 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 qistribu
tion. A total of 100,000 volunteers are expected to 
participate in the program over the next three years. 
In early 1995, however, efforts were under way in the 
House to eliminate the entire 1995 increase for 
AmeriCorps. 

Crime bill debate focuses on youth 
development 

I n September President Clinton signed a compR:
hensive crime bill containing authorization for 
$3.6 billion over six years to fund community

based crime and violence pR:Vention programs in 
areas with high juvenile delinquency and poverty 
rates. These programs, which may include after
school R:Creation 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 pR:Ven
tion programs into a general law enforcement block 
grant, the future of these programs was uncertain at 
press time. . 

The 1994 c~e law contained other provisions 
that protect the well-being of adolc:sa:nts and some 
measures that seriously jeopardize their welfare. 
Young people will benefit from the 1994 crime law's 
ban on the manufact!J.R:, sale, and possession of 19 
types of assault weapons, which have taken a signifi
cant toll on the lives American childR:n and adoles
cents in R:cent 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 betwccnpunishment and R:habilitation that 
long has been sought through our 'nation's juvenile 
justice system (sec Violence chapter for detiWs.) 

Recommendations 

High rates of childbearing and risk-taking 
among adolescents will persistas longas poor 
and minority teenagers lack adequate oppor· 

tunities to learn, work, and develop healthy self-es

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: 

• Urgmg Congress to reject proposed au:s in 
summer youth employment, job training, and 
national service programs for poor and minor
ity teenagers. Help lawmakers understand that a 

· summer job, community serviee assignment, or 
high quality vocational training program can open 
up possibilities that young people never knew 
existed. Also, insist that lawmakers resist pressures 
to reduce investments in proven or carcfully tar
geted. programs such as the Job Corps, Youth
Build, and Youth Fair Chance. 

• 	 Promoting expansion of urgendy needed 
youth development programs that provide 
constructive alta'Dativea to the streeb during 
nonscbool hoUD and summer months. Urge 
members ofCongress to preserve the funding set 
aside in the 1994 crime law for after-school and 

· summer programs offering academic enrichment 
as well as recrational outlets in poor communities. 
Emphasize the importance of these activities in 
reducing risk-taking behavior and reinforcing 
gains achieved in school. 

• 	 Establishing and c::zpan~mentoring and tu
toring projedl in your community. Urge civic 
groups, congregations, fraternities and sororities, 
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 scr:er them away from too-early pregnancy and 
childbearing. 

• 	 Working with state and local officia.1a to build 
strong fiuDily life cdw:ation programs within 

· schools and adoleac:ent health ~ that arc 
easily aa:essible to students. Build consensus 
among state and local education and health offi
cials.regarding the importance ofage-appropriate 
family life education from elementary through 
high school. Involve parents to ensure that new 
initiatives have suong 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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FAMILIES IN CRISIS 


,	ew data released ,in 1994 on child abuse 
and neglect, domestic violence, illicit 
drug use, and children in fostcrean: left 
no doubt that the' crises confronting 

America's most vulnerable children and families a:n:: 
not aba~g. Yet the year also brought evidence of 
progress in the manner in which the nation is attack
ingthe complex and interrelated family problems t:hat 
threaten the futures of so many American children. 
The federal government, state agencieS~ private 
providers, advocateS, and families all an: beginning to 
share a common vision of the family-centen:d, com
munity-based, integrated service: systems that an: 
most likely to strengthen, fragile families, and help 
them nurture and protect their children. 

, The year also marked the beginning ofa lO-year, 
federal "empowerment, zone" initiative to help' 
strengthen poor and distressed communities so that 
low-income children ,can grow up in more positive 
and supportive,environments. ' 

Unfortunately, as 1994 ended and'the new year 
began, the Republican Contt'aCt with America set' 

forth a welfan: reform proposal that would move the 
nation in the direction of destroying families instead 
ofpreserving them. The ~ropos~would deny welfare 

'assistance: to many children and families, dismande 
federal child proa:crion serviCC;S, and leave children ' 
with few supports when pan:nts nCcd help to care for 
them. The proposal would elinUnlte the guarantee of 
federal assistance now available for foster care and 
adoption assistance: for children who, can't be ca.n:d ' 

, for safely at home and would replace: it and other child 
abuse preve~tion and' treatment services with a 
capped block grant. Thischange would put enormous 
pressUres on sta~ to abandon new investments'in 
family support'initiatives to replace shortfalls in fed
'era! f~tcr care funding. " ' , 

Children in need' of help 

, C"hild abuse an,d neglect remain a majo,r threat 
, to children's well-being" according to data 

, ' reported in 1994 by the National Committee 
to Prevent Child Abuse. Authorities confirmed more 
than 1 ,million of the nearly 3 million reported cases 
of abuse'or neglect in 1993. Almost half of reported 
and confirm~ cases of~altreatment involve neglect, 
'often the deprivation of necessities, as opposed to 

physical or seXual abuse. An aVerage ofthree children 
die each day from maltreatment. In 1993,46 percent 
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of the victims were younger than one 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 National 
Committee to· Prevent Child Abuse noted that only 
11 states reported 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 time 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 upturn was in 
19(1). In 1993,onein 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 Rescan:h Ass0
ciates, Inc. revealed that the vast majority ofAmeri
cans believe the nation should be investing more 
resources in commUnitY drug education, treattnent, . 
and law enforcement programs and spending less 
money OJ) drug interdiction. Yet in 1994 the federal 
government continued to emphasize efforts to con
trol the drug supply and only marginallY'increased 
funding for treattnent and education. 

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 Iatgc: urban areas, that good news is offset by 
the fact that fewer children are leaving foster care. A 
study published by the Child Welfare Rescan:h Center 
in California in 1994 reported that even very young 
children are remaining in care for long periods in that 
state. Twenty-nine 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 emotional 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 ofstudents with other 
disabilities. Among emotionally troubled drOpouts, 
73 percent are aircsted within five years of leaving 
school. 

Key. 

Facts 


• 	 More than 1.~on cases ofchild abuse or neglect were confinned 
in 1993, while nearly 3 million children were reported abused or 

. neglected. Almosthalfofreported and confirmed cases ofmaltreat
. ment involved neglect. 

• 	 Between 3.3' million and 10 million children are exposed to 
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 fanlily homes, group 
homes, and residential treatment centers on a single day in 1993. 
About threc-quarters ofthe 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 ofschool between grades nine and 12; 

• 	 Nearly 4.1 million American children are growing up in neighbor
hoods in which at least 40 percent ofthe population is poor. 
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Legislative, activities related to' 
vulnerable children 

D
uring 1994 Collgress toqk anwnber ofac

. tions that will aid children with serious emo

tional disabilities, .children affected by 
domestic violence, and childr~{l awaiting adoption. 
However, Congress included provisiops in the 1994 
crime law that are likely to irripede effective rehabili
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 560 
million. Administered by the. Center for Mental 
Health Services of the U.S. Department of Health 
and Hwnan Services (HHS), the program provides 
grants to states, communities, and Indian tribes for 
collaborative interagency systems ofcare for children 
and youths with serious emotional disturbanCes. In 
1994 the program funded 22 initiatives. 

Greater recognition of the importance of devel
oping and integrating 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 

health care. Major committee bills in both the House 
and the Senate proposed the establishment of com
munity-based networks ofpublic 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 comprehen
sively. 'A poll commissioned in 1994 by the Bazelon 
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 a.ffc:ctcd by.do
mestic violence, passing the Violence Against Women 

. At;t, the most comprehensive legislation on domestic 
violence in U.S. history. Between 3.3 million and 10 
million children are exposed to domestic violence 
each year. 'These children are at increased risk: ofabuse 
and neglect as well as a broad range ofbehavioral and 
emotional problems. . 

. cruid and spousal abuse also received new atten
tion from the :American Bar Association and the 
American Medical Association in 1994. Both groups . 
urged ~ir memberships to'take 'more leadership. in 
pro~ women and children from domestic vio
lence and to promote coordinated and multidiscipli
nary efforts to reducC: domestic violence' and its ad
ver:sc consequences. fot .children. And for the first 

, ' 
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rime, leaders in the child protection field and those 
working to stop domestic violence met in 1994 to 
initiate broader collaboration between their respec
tive constiruencies. 

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 minority or sibling 
groups, have disabilitieS, or are older. To increase such 
children's chances of finding permanent homes, the 
new Multi-Ethnic Placement AI:.t n::quires state child 
welfare agencies to n::cruit foster and adoptive families 
ofall races and ethnicities and prohibits state agencies 
from using the issue of race inappropriately 10 deny 
children permanent families. 

Juvenile justice. Child advocates observed a sad 
irony in 1994: the twentieth anniversary ofthe sign
ing of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pn::ven
tion AI:.t, enacted with high hopes of improving the 
nation's ability to address the special needs ofjuvenile 

. offenders, was marked by passage of the 1994 crime 
bill, which provides for harsher tn:aDncot of some 
juvenile offenders and allows children as young as 13 
to be tried as adults. 

These federal policies, which reflect similar tn::nds . 
in many states, ignon:: evidence of promising new 
tn:atment Strategies for serious juvenile offenders. 
These policies also ignon:: the fact that the vast ma
jorityofjuveniles are arrested for.ptoperty crimes and 
other less serious offenses - not crimes ofviolcoce. 

Large numbers of these nonviolent offenders none
theless are separated from their families and confined 
in juvenile facilities, even though such facilities gen
erally are acknowledged to be bn::eding grounds for 
mon:: violent behavior. Few states have developed 
compn::hensive strategies to n::medy these counter
productive responses to troubled youths. In fact, the 
sharp rise in the number ofyoung people in detention 
incn::asingly has impain::d states' ability even to house 
and protect these young people adequately, let alone 
educate and n::habiliq.te them. A study n::leased in 
1994 by the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delin
quency Pn::vention n::ported that nearly half of the 
juveniles confined in detention and n::ccption centers, 
training schools, ranches, farms, and camps across the 
country wen:: in facilities whose populations exceeded 
their design capacity. Only 20 to 26 pen:cnt 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 restricti-ve 
discipline measures such as the use of isolation. 

Family preservation and support 
planning gets under way 

State planning to implement the most significant 
national program for helping abused and ne
glected children and families at risk ofabuse: in 

mon:: than a decade got under way in 1994. Under 
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the Family Preservati<;>n and Support Services Pro
gram (FPSSP) enacted 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 offamilies. Services will focus pn 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
gr3.ms link families to a wide range of voluntary 
preventive and supportive services that, help both 
parents and children and omn 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 as a catalyst to develop more 
comprehensive, cooIdinated service delivery systems 
for helping families, bUilding on and extending the 
best ofexisting community-based services. States are 

, required first to establish an inclusive planning effort 
that reaches across agencies and service providers and' ' 
into communities. The planning group is' to I!SSCSS 
needs and capacitieS so' it can establish goals for ' 
improving services for families and childn:n. It is 
charged with taking a comprehensive look at serviCes 

- 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 ~ needed in service delivery. 
Comprehensive Child and Family Services Plans for 
the Family Preservation and Support Services Pro- . 
gram'must be submitted 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 plarining efforts already 
under way to involve communities in making deci
sions about the best use ofstate reSources for children 
and families. In some states, FPSSP planning groups 
also have forged 1inks with those guiding implemen
tation of the State Court Improvement Program, a 
federal initiative to help courts assess and refonn their 
own policies and practices in cases relating to child 
abuse and neglect, foster care, and adoption. 

The FPSSP was complemented by a new 100state 
demonstration project approved by Congn:ss at the 
end of the year to heighten the impact of the new 
refonns. 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 Building stronger communities 

SeVerall99~ activities will result in more eff~- I
tive collccnon and usc: of data to enhance child n its 1994 Kids Count DII<ttI Book, the Annie E. 
welfare services for children and families. Dur- Casey Foundation called attention the millions 

ing the year, more than three-quarters of the states of children growing up in neighborhoods that 
began making use ofincreased federal funds available arc resource poor, overrun by violence, and paralyzed 
for three years to help s~tes improve their automa= by fear and hopelessness. And an analysis of 1990 
data sysa:ms for ttacking children in the child welfare O:nsu.s data by Paul Jargowslcy of the University of 

system. Texas at Dallas revealed that nearly 4.1 million chil-
Advances also were made in refining data collec

tion. One goal.of the federally funded Multi-Staa: dren live in neighborhoods in which at least 40 
Fosa:r Care Data Archive at the Chapin Hall Cena:r percent of the population is poor. Parents in such 
for Children at the University ofChicago is to supply neighborhoods face a:rrible odds as they sauggle to 
data that paint a more accuraa: and complete picture raise healthy, self-respecting children who are moti
of children in staa: care. In early 1994 the archive va= to achieve in school and prepare for productive 
released its first report, presenting five years of data lives in the mainstream economy. To improve out-
for the five states that together account for nearly half comes for children in distrcssed communities, said the 
of the children in care --california, illinois, Michi- foundation, the nation must combine individual and 
gao, New York, and Texas. These data fully describe 
the experiences and characteristics ofchildren in care, family-cena:red services with social and economic 
allowing for the first time comparative analyses of initiatives that rebuild community infrastrueture. 
caseloads, rates of entty to care, and the duration of Rtsponding to poor neighborhoods' need for 
placements. Unlike the annual one-day "snapshorslt intensive economic, community, and human services 
ofchildren in staa: care, the data collected by the new ' development activities, the federal government in 
data archive do, not miss children who move in and 1993 ena~ legislation to funnel new money into 
out of care quickly and return infrcqucndy. scl~ economically distressed urban and rural ar-

Two studies released in 1994 also shed more light eas. At the end of 1994 President Clinton designated 
on the problems and circumstances that bring chil- eight cities and three rural areas as the nation's first 
drcn and families to the door of the child welfare 
system in the first plaCe. A detailed analysis of 800 empowerment zones under the 1993 legislation. The 
.children placed in fosa:r care in the Wiashington, DC, empowerment zones will receive millions of dollars 
metropolitan region between February and July 1992 in federal grants and tax brcab for businesses to 
revealed a consa:llation of problems rela= to pov- stimulaa: economic activity and community develop
erty. Forty-eight percent of the children lived in im- . . ment efforts. The urban zones - Baltimore, Arlanta, 
poverished families with annual incomes of less than Chicago, Detroit, New York, Los Angeles, Cleveland., 
SIO,OOO, according to the study by the Metropolitan and Philadelphia-Camden _ will receive between 
Wiashington Council of Governments. Fifty-six per- S90 million and S125 million in social services block 
cent had parents who abused drugs or alcohol, and 
homelessness or inadequaa: housing had conttibu= grant funds over 10 years from the U.S. Department 
to the fosa:r care placement of one-quarter of the ofUrban Housing and Development. The rural em-
children. Fifty-five percent had siblings in fosa:r care. powerment zones, eligible for S40 million in grants, 

A study done for the Alabama Department of arc the Kentucky Highlands; Mid-Delta, Mississippi; 
Human Rtsoun:es similarly found that families with and the Rio Grande \hllcy in south Texas. In addition, 
children in fosa:r care were likely to have inadcquaa: 99 other urban and rural areas were designated as 
income and to lack public assistance, including Mem- "enterprisecommunities,1t slated to receive S3 million 
caid; to have a parent who abused drugs or alcohol grants. 
or had a criminal historY; to have a child with serious 
behavioral problems; and to have had a child pre- About5oocitiesandruralareascompea:dforthe 
viously placed in foster care. Such data reveal the grants by submitting comprehensive revitalization 
complexity of the problems confronting already dis- plans to the Community Enterprise Board, co
ttesscd families and the need for broad community- chaired by Vice President Gore and President Clin- . 
based family-focused initiatives. . ton's domestic policy adviser, Carol Rascoe. 
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State response: Alabama overhauls 
child welfare system , 

In 1988 the,scate O,fAlabam,a sent a seven-year-old 
boy to a psychiatric hospital when his parents 
divorcedbeca~ it could not provide alternative 

community-based services to address the boy's men
tal health problems. A resulting class action suit 
charged the state with failing to meet its obligation 
to provide emotionally disturbed children in or at risk. 
of being placed in foster care with services to help 
them achieve permanent living situations and success 
in school. 
, The state agreed to settle the suit in 1991 through 

a unique consent decree designed to transform Ala
barna's child protective services and foster Cite sys~ 
tems by emphasizing the prevention of out.:of..home 
placement through early intervention and family-fo
cuscd. services in community settings. In the course 
ofcarrying 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 being implemented in a cOordinated 
fashion. The effort is driven by a commitment to 
tailor services to meet the specific needs ofindividual· 
children and families so that childn:n 'may be kept 
safely in their homes., 

The overhaul is being executed in stages, starting 
in 1991 with six counties. By ,the end of1994, a total " 
of 18 counties had been phased in, and state officials' 

, reported th~t the second-wave counties ~ changing 
their systems more quickly than the first siX did. The 
remaining 49 ,cOunties will be phased in over ,the 
coming four years. ,'~ , , 
, , One cornerstOne of the reform is aD intenSive 

family preservation service program, Family Options, 
based on the Homebuilders modeL Another is Family 
to Family, ~ neighborhood-based family foster care 
program, and a third ,supPort takes the form of 
stepped-up efforts to reunify children with their fami
lies and to find adoptive families for children who 
cannot return home. 

Farriily to Family fOSter care keeps children in or 
close to their oWn ,neighborhoods so they can main
tain a relationship With their birth families ,even, 
though they live in fOSter homes. Foster parents are 
trained to share parenting responsibilities and work 
closely with birth parents to help bring abOut the 
successful reunification ofthe family whenever possi
ble. ' , 

To carry out the new family focus of the family 
preservation and foster care programs, the state radi
cally changed training for, caseworkers and other 

E FEN S E FUN D 

agenCy staff members, emphasizing a highly individu
alized, family-focused approach. To give cas:eworkers' , 
more time to assist, families, the state is hiring new 

' staff and has streamlined administrative and record 
keeping procedures. Jhe child welfare agency brings 
in experts from other states to help caseworkers and 
other staff members work through difficult cases and 

' new administrative challenges. 
A variety ofstrategies 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 ofall 
federal money available to states for foster care, arid 
adoption services and health care, the state increaSed 

,	by 515;8 million the federal funds it has had to work 

with during the same periOd. To make it easier for 

counties to match dollars with n~, the state also 

decategorized some funding allocated ~ counties so 

they can use the money flexibly. 


Such changes already are, having a positive effect. 
In the six counties where reform began and family-
focused. and community-based services ineteased, the 
number ofchildren in out.:of..home care dropped 36 
pen:ent between 1991 and 1994. wn,ile a typical child . 
remained in state care a total of438 days in 1989, the 
length of stay in the six reformed counties had 
dropped to 100 days by 1992. Children in '9U'C were 
less .likely than previously to leave their homes, be 
separated from siblings, or moved frequently. The 
number ofchildren in group hOIDCS, institutions, and 
other types ofcongregate 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 'peta:nt between 1991 and 1994. 

';, In 1993, while Alabama was moving ahead on 
'its own reform agenda, Congress enacted the FPSS:e 
Under this initiative, Alabama received federal money 
to1bring rogcther a broadly representative group to 

",plan for developing and c:ipandir:tg community-based 
services to support and preserve families. ne poten

' tial for using the FPSSP planning and funding to 
expand and ,complement the ongoing child welfare 
reforms was obvious. ' 

The FPSSP planning group decided to target 
,', some ofthe new federal money to community initia-' 

tives in Birmingham, Huntsville, and Dothan. In, 
Birmingham, at the site of the Family to Family 
program' established under the consent decree re
forms, FPSSP funds are supporting a family resource 
,center providing a continuum offamily support serv
ices for all interested families in the community. 
Additional family preservation services are 3lso being 
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developed. In Huntsville, a Healthy 'Families home
visiting program for families with young children 
based on Hawaii's model is be:ingestablished. Dothan 
is dc:vc:loping a new family service: ce:nter, and at an 
additional site in Hale County, planning for a family 
service delivery system specially designed for a rural 
area has bc:c:n started. All of these: services are being 
designed by the communities and families themselves 
to mc:c:t their unique and constandy changing needs. 

As the FPSSP efforts and the consent dccrc:e 
rc:forms move forward together in Alabama, they will 
complement, exttnd, strengthen, and support each 
other. As a rc:sult, many morc: children in Alabama 
will have a chance: at growing up in permanent, 
nurturing families. 

Looking ahead to 1995 . 

The hope: of brighter futurc:s for many vulner
. able children and families was severely threat

ened early in 1995 by the House leadership's 
efforts to destroy the· federal eritidement to a foster , 
home, group home, or adoptive family for poor 
abused and neglected children who cannot live safely 
with their parents. Under the leadership'S proposed. 
Child Protection' Block. Grant, federal assistance: no 
longer would be guaranteed to states as foster care: 
and adoption caseloads grow. '" 

The proposed block. grant wouldrc:placc: about 
20 feder;U programs that serve children ·wbo arc: 
abused or neglected or at risk of maltrc:atment. But 
far from fostering morc:dfective coordination at the 
loc:a1levd, the block. grant, with its rcducc:d funding, 
seriously would impair state effom to expand services 
to protect children and support families. States' need 
to uselimitcd block. grant funds for foster care: for 
children who arc: endangered and adoption assistance: 
payments for children with spccia1 needs who arc: 
a.\rc:ady in adoptive families will leave states little, if 
any, flexibility to expand family support and family 
prc:servation services, and may rc:quiR: them, to cut 
back. existing ones. Under the block. grant, the federal 
government no longer would have rc:sponsibility for 
making sure that statt:s arc: taking even the most basic 
steps to protect children. 

Ar the same time, other provisions in the House 
welfare rc:form plan - the Personal Raponsibility 
Act - arc: likely to incn::ase significandy the demands 
on State child protection agencies. For example, pro
posals to deny aid to children born to unmarried teens 
or mothers already rc:cc:iving welfare benefits and to 
children with serious disabilities (see Family Income 
chapter) would undercut effom to support and prc:

serve f~ilies. 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 wdfare system 
for hc:lp. In addition, already fragile families would 
be: hurt by proposed reductions in child care: assis

.tance:, child nutrition programs, arid food stamps. ' 

Recommendations 

I n 1995 advocates must press for expanding and 
strengthening community-based service: delivery 
systems for families and children, building upon 

the gains alrc:ady established. At the same time, ado. 
vocates must defend against federal efforts to destroy 
the essential safety nct 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 aeation of comprehensive, 
coordinated, community-based services 'for these 
children and families. Advocates also must fighr 
against state efforts to rc:ducc: funding for needy 
families and to shift rc:sponsibility, without ackquate 
rc:sources, to the loc:a1level.. 

Advocates can meet these challenges by: 

• 	OpposiDg dlOrts at the federallevd to disman
tle the federal safety net plograma that offer 
aid to children who are abused or neglected, 
hungry, poor, sick, or disabled. Help laWmakers 
understand the importance: of honoring the dcc
adcs-old promise that chilc:im1 in need will receive 
modest help in obtaining the most basic necessi
ties. Work to maintain fcdcra1 guarantees offoster 
care: and adoption -assistance, AFDC, Medicaid, 
SSI, and child nutrition services and to keep these 
programs sepa.ratc: from any block. grants. Then 
work with policy makers to consolidate selected 
programs serving common purposes and similar 
beneficiaries, to rc:ducc: duplicatio~, enhance: ad
ministrative efficiency, and give states and com
munities greater flexibility to design morc: 
integrated and effective strategies for serving chil
dren. At a minimum, such consolidations should 
rc:quirc: accountability' based on ·outcomes, safe
guard children's· health and safety and protect 
them against unfair treatment, and ensure com
munity involvement in planning ~d delivering 
services. 

• 	 Continuing to push for eft'ec:tiVe implementa
bon of the Family PreservatiOD and Support 
Services Program. at the state and loca11eve1s. 
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Encouraging broad-based and inClusive commu~ for victims offamily violence, substance abuse, and 
. nity planning andgoaJ-setting will help ensure the homelessness, so the impact of other family-fo
implementation of appropriate community-based cused services can be maximized. 
preventive and suppOrtive services. Help establish • Helping to link reforins in children's and fam
partnerships that reach across agencies and sys ily services with community and economic de
tems and link. community representatives and in velopment initiatives. Work to ensure that 
itiatives to one another . establishing comprehensive community-based in

• 	Malting a strong case for investments in the itiatives for children and families is part of the 
prevention and treatment of family violence, agenda in the designated empowerment zones and 
substance abuse, and'homelessness. Emphasize . enterprise oommunities, as well as other areas in 
the importance ofbililding oomprehensive service which oommUQity revitalization activities are un
delivery systems in oommunities thar provide help derway. 

9 





C H ILOREN'S o E FEN.S E FUN 0 

. Children in the·N arion 

NATIONAL TRENDS 

TABLE AI. 

POVERTY AMONG .CHILDREN

PO\'Uty 
Numbcrof Numbcrof ILale for 
. CbiIdrm Child CbiIdreD ChiIdral 

Younger thaa 18 Poftrty Younger thaa Sm YOanp 
Year Who Are Poor , ILale Who Are Poor . thaa su 

1959 17,552,000 27.34)6 nla nla 
1960 17,634,000 26.9 . nla nla 
1961 16,909,000 25.6 D/a nla 
1962 16~963,000 25.0 .D/a nla 
1963 16,005,000 23.1 D/a nla 
1964- 16,051,000 23.0 D/a nla 
1965 14,676,000 21.0 D/a nla 
1966 . 12.389,000 17.6 nla nla 
1967 11,656,000 16.6 nla nla 
1968 10,954,000 15.6 ' nla. nla 
1969 9,691,000 14.0 3,298,000 15.34)6 
1970 10,440,000 15.1 3,561,000 16.6 
1971 10,551,000 15.3 3,499,000 16.9 
1972 10,284..000 15.1 3,276,000 16.1 
1973 9,642,000 .14.4 3,097,000 15.7 
1974 10,156,000 15.4 3,294,000 16.9 
1975 11,104,000 17.1 3,460,000 18.2 
1976 10,273,000 16.0 3,270,000 17.7 
1977 10,288,000 16.2 3,326,000 18.1 
1978 9,931,000 15.9 3,184,000 17.2 
1979 10.377,000 16.4 3,415,000 17.8 
1980 11,543,000 18.3 4,030,000 20.5 
1981 12,505,000 20.0 4,m,OOO 22.0 
1982 130647,000 21.9 4,821,000 23.3 
1983 13,911,000 22.3 5,122,000 24.6 
1984 13,420,000 ~1.S 4,938,000 23.4 
1985 13,010,000 20.7 4,832,000 22.6 
1986 12,876,000 20.5 . 4,619,000 21.6 
1987 l2,IH3,OOO . 20.3 4,852,000 22.4 
1988 12,455,000 19.5 5,032,000 22.6 
1989 12,590,000 19.6 ·5,071,000 22.5 
1990 . 13,431,000 20.6 5,198,000 23.0 
1991 14,341,000 21.8 5,483,000 24.0 
1992 ' 14.617,000 21.9 5,781,000 25.0 
1993 14,961,000 22.0 6,097,000 25.6 

Tor:al percent change 
1969·1993 54.44)6 57.14)6 84.94)6 67.34)6 

.1980·1993 29.6 20.2 51.3 - 24.9 

Average annual percent change 
1969·1993 2.3 2.4 3.5 2.8 
1980-1993 2.3 1.6 3.9 .. '1.9 

·~lICd children in f:uni.Iio. 
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TABU: AZ. 

MATERNAL AND INFANT HEALTH 

Pen:ent of Babies Bom 
Infant Mortality llatcs I to Mot:hcn Who lleceiwd 

BIadr.- Low Late or No Prenatal Carel 
White Birth-

Year Total White Biadr. lWio W~ Total White Black 

1940 47.0 43.2 72.9 1.69 n/a n/a n/a n/a 
1950 29.2 26.8 43.9 1.64 n/a n/a n/a n/a 
1959 26.4 23.2 44.8 1.93 n/a n/a n/a n/a 
1960 26.0 22.9 44.3 1.93 7.7% n/a n/a n/a 
1961 25.3 22.4 41.8 1.87 7.8 n/a n/a n/a 
1962 25.3 22.3 42.6 1.91 8.0 n/a n/a n/a 
1963 25.2 22.2 42.8 1.93 8.2 n/a n/a n/a 
1964 24.8 21.6 42.3 1.96 8.2 n/a n/a n/a 
1965 24.7 21.5 41.7 1.94 8.3 n/a, n/a n/a 
1966 23.7 20.6 40.2 1.95 8.3 n/a n/a n/a 
1967 22.4 19.7 37.5 1.90 8.2 n/a n/a n/a 
1968 21.8 19.2 36.2 1.89 8.2 n/a n/a n/a 
1969 20.9 18.4 34.8 1.89 8.1 8.1% 6.3% 18.2% 
1970 20.0 17.8 32.6 1.83 7.9 7.9 6.2 16.6 
1971 19.1 17.1 30.3 1.77 7.7 7.2 5.8 14.6 
1972 18.5 16.4 ' 29.6 1.80 7.7 7.0 5.5 13.2 
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 6.2 5.0 11.4 
1975 16.1 14.2 26.2 1.85 7.4 6.0 5.0 10.5 
1976 15.2 13.3 25.s 1.92 7.3 5.7 4.8 9.9 
1977 14.1 12.3 23.6 1.92 7.1 5.6 4.7 9.6 
1978 13.8 12.0 23.1 1.93 7.1 5.4 4.5 9.3 
1979 13.1 11.4 21.8 1.91 6.9 5.1 4.3 8.9 

_i.1980 12.6 11.0 21.4 1.95 6.8 5.1 4.3 8.8 
1981 11.9 10.5 20.0 1.90 6.8 5.2 4.3 9.1 
1982 11.5 ~0.1 19.6 1.94 6.8 5.5 4.5' 9.6 
1983 11.2 9.7 19.2 1.98 6.8 5.6 4.6 9.7 
1984 10.8 9.4 18.4 1.96 6.7 5.6 4.7 9.6 
1985 10.6 9.3 18.2 1.96 6.8 5.7 4.7 10.0 
1986 10.4 8.9 18.0 2.02 6.8 6.0 5.0 10.6, 
1987 10.1 8.6 17.9 2.08 6.9 6.1 5.0 11.1 
1988 10.0 8.5 17.6 2.07 6.9 6.1 5.0 10;9 
1989 9.8 8.1 18.6 2.30 7.0 6.4 5.2 11.9 
1990 9.2 7.6 18.0 2.37 7.0 6.1 4.9 11.3 
1991 8.9 7.3 17.6 2.41 7.1 5.8 4.7 10.7 
1992 8.5 6.9 16.8 2.43 7.1 5.2 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 -32.5 -37.3 -21.5 4.4 2.0 -2.3 12.5 

Average annual percent change 
1969-1992 -2.6 -2.7 -2.2 -0.5 -1.6 -1.4 -2.0 
1980-1992 -2_7 -3.1 -1.8 0.4 0.2 -0.2 1.0 

.' 
'11nf.mt deaths per 1,000 1M births. The White and BIad!'lIlS lOr 1980 and rubIeq\lalt yean are noc: axnpar.ablc with die !'IllS IOrcarlicr yean. 
lLas!han 5.5 pounds (2,500 grams). 
Jure beginning in dH: last aimcalicr af pregnancy, or noc: at all. 

Source: U.S. Dcpanmcnt af Health and Human Servica, National Cc!I= lOr Health Statistia. Calculalionl by OIiIdren's Dcfcnae Fund. 
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C H I 'L D R EN'S D E F. ENS E F U .N D 

TAlSLk .u. 
ADOLESCENT CHILDBEARING 

. Total Teen 
Total Unmarried Teen. Unmarried 

Year 
Pertility 

Rate l 
Birth· 
Rate2 

Pertility 
. Rate' 

Birth 
B..auf 

1959 118.8 21.9 89.1 . 15.5 
1960 118.0 21.6 89.1 15.3 
1961 117.1 22.7 88.6 16.0 
1962 112.0 21.9 ' 81.4 14.8 
1963 108.3 22.5 76.7 15.3 
1964 104.7 23.0 73.1 15.9 
1965 96.3 23.5 70.5 16.7 

1966 90.8 23.4 70.3 ' 17.5 

1967 87.2 23.9 67.5 18.5 
1968 85.2 24.4 . 65.6 19.7 
1969 86.1 25.0 65.5 20.4 
1970 87.9 26;4 68.3 22.4 
1971 81.6 25.5 64.5 22.3 
1972 73.1 24.8 61.7 22.8 
1973 68.8 24.3 59.3 22.7 
1974 67.8 ,23.9 57.5 . 23.0 

1975 66.0 '24.5 55.6 23.9 
1976 65.0 24.3. 52.8 23.7 
1977 66.8 25.6 52.8 25.1 
1978 65.5 %5.7. 51.5 24.9 
1979 67.2 27.2 .,: . 52.3 26.4 
1980 68.4 29.4 53~0 27.6 
1981 ·67.4 29.5 52.2 .27.9 
1982 67.3 30.0 52.4 28.7 
1983 65.8 30.3 Sl.4 . 29.5 
1984 65.4 31.0 50.6 30.0. 
1985 66.2 32.8 . 51.0 ·3l.4 
1986 65.4 34.2 ( 50.2 32.3 
1987 65.7 36.0 50.6 33.8 
1988 672 38.5 53.0 36.4 
1989 69.2 . 41.6 57.3 40.1 
1990 ' 70.9 43.8 59.9 41.5 
1991 69.6 45.2 62.1 44.8 
1992 68.9 45.2 6IJ.7 44.6 

Total p:n:cnr'~ 
1969·1991 -10.096 80.896. -7.396 118.6% 

. 1980-1992 .0.7 53.7 14.5 61.6 

Average annual p:n:cnt change ,. 

1969·1992 ~.9 . 3.5 ~.3 52 
1980-1992 0.1 4.5 12 5.1 

'Births per 1,000 funaIcs 9115-44. 
lBirths per 1,000 unmanic:d fanaIca ap 15-44. 
lsirths per 1,000 funaIcs 9115-19. 
~irr115 per 1,000 unmanic:d funaIcs ap 15-19. 
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CHI'LDREN IN THE NATION 

TA81.1 AA. 

MATERNAL LABOR FORCE PARTICIPATION OF' MARRIED 


WOMEN WITH CHILDREN YOUNGER THAN SIX 


In the Labor Forae 
Year ' 'Number Perceat 

1948 1,226,000 10.8% 
1949 1,285,000 H.O 
1950 1,399,000 11.9 
1951 1,670,000 14.0 
1952 1,688,000 13.9 
1953 1,884,000 15.5 
1954 1,808,000 14.9 
1955 2,012,000 16.2 
1956 2,048,000 15.9 
1957 2,208,000 17.0 
1958 2,399,000 18.2 
1959 2,471,000 18.7 
1960 2,474,000 18.6 
1961 2,661,000 20.0 
1962 2,884,000 21.3 
1963 3,006.000 22.5 
1964 3,050,000 22.7 
1965 3,117,000 23.2 
1966 3,186,000 24.2 
1967 3,481,000 26.5 
1968 3,564,000 27.6 
1969 3,596,000 23.5 
1970 3,914,000 30.3 
1971 3,690,000 29.6 
1972 3,778,000 30.1 
1973 4,104.,000 32.7 
1974 4,274.,000 34.4 
1975 4,518,000 36.7 
1976 , 4,520,000 37.5 
1977 4,547,000 39.4 
1978 4,768,000 41.7 
1979 4,939,000 43.3 
1980 5,227,000 45.1 
1981 5.603,000 47.8 
1982 5,690,000 48.7 
1983 5,859,000 49.9 
1984 6,219,000 51.8 
1985 6,406.000 53.4 
1986 6,573,000 53.8 
1987 6,952,000 56.8 
1988 6,956,000 57.1 
1989 nla nla 
1990 7,247,000 58.9 
1991 7,434,000 59.9 
1992 7,333,000 59.9 
1993 7.289,000 59.6 
1m 7,723,000 61.7 

Average annual change 
1950.1960 107,500 
1960.1970 144,000 
1970·1980 131,300 
1980·1993 178,236 

nla - {)ala nor available. 

Soura:: U.S. Depan:mcrnofCommera:, Bun:auofdle Ccnau.s; and U.S. DcpanmcntoflAbor, Bun:auoflAbor StatiRia. Qalodaricm by 
ChiIdn:n's Dcfena: Fund. 
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CHILOREN'S o E FEN ·S.E· F U'N 0 

J~uAl5. 

YOUTH UNEMPLOYMENT 

Total Unemployment Rates Unemp10pncnt Rates, Youths Not Enrolled in SchOOl 

I..cN than Pour Yean 

AU Age. Age Pour Yean 0( High School or More 


Year Aga 16-19 20·24- HighSchool Graduate Only O(Collcge 


1959 5.5% 14.6% 8.5% nla nla nla 
1960 5.5 14.7 8.7 nla nla nla 
1961 6.7 16.8 10.4 nla nla nla 
1962 5.5 14.7 9.0 nla. nla. nla 
1963 5.7 17.2 8.8 . rill nla nil 
1964 5.2 16.2 . 8.3 nil nil nil 
1965 4.5 14.8 6.7 nil nil .nll 
1966 3.8 12.8 5;3 nil nil nil 
1967 3.8 12.9 5.7 . nil nla nil 
1968 3.6 12.7 5.8 nil nil n/a 
1969 3.5 12.2 5.7 nil nla nla 
1970 4.9 15.3 8.2 17.2% 9.9% 6.5% 
1971 5.9 16.9 10.0 18.0 9.6 6.6 
1m 5.6 16.2 9.3 16.8 9.5 7.2 
1973 4.9 14.5 .. 7.8 . 14.9 7.2 4.9 
1974 . 5.6 16~0 9.1 19.2 9.8 5.0 
1915 8.5 19.9 . 13.6 25.3 13.6 8.2 
1976 . 7.7 19.0 12.0 24.7 12.1 7.1 
1977 ·7.1 17.8 11.0 20.6 10.5 8.0 
1978 6.1 16.4 9.6 18.8 8.8 6.3 
1979 5.8 16.1 9.1 19.2 . 9.9 S.O 
1980 7.1 17.8 n.5 ·25.3 12.5 5.9 
1981 7.6 19.6 12.3 26.9 13.8 5.3 
1982 9.7 23.2 14.9 31.8 17.3 9.2 
1983 9.6 22.4 14.5 27.3 15.2 7.0 
1984 7.5 18.9 n.5 25.8 11.8 5.9 
1985 7.2 18.6 11.1 25.9 12.7 5.4 
1986 7.0 18.3 10.7 24.3 11.5 4.8 
1987 6.2 16.9 9.7 21.8 10.7 5.5 
1988 5.5 15.3 8.7 20.0 10.1 4.8 
1989 S.3 15.0 8.6 19.9 10.1 5.0 
1990 5.5 IS.5 8.8 20.0 10.4 5.2 
1991 6.7 18.6 10.8 23.1 12.7 6.9 
1992 7.4 20.0 11.3 24.9 13.9 6.5 
1993 6.8 . 19.0· 10.5 22.8 13.1 6.1 

Total percent change 
1970·1993 38.8% 24.2%. 28.0% 32.6% 32.3% ~.2% 

1980~1993 -4.2 6.7 -8.7 .JJ.9 4.8 3.4 

Average annual percent change 
1970·1993 1.7 1.1 1.2 1.4 1.4 ~.3 

1980·1993 ~.3 0.5 ~.7 ~.8 0.4 0.3 

Soura:: U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau OfLabor SWiltia. CakuIarions by ~·s DckD.c Fund. 
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CHILDREN I N THE 8 TAT E 8 

"Children in the States 

TAIlI.I: BI, 

NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF' PERSONS YOUNGER THAN 18 
WHO ARE POOR, BASED ON t 989 INCOME 

Allllaa:s Whiu: BW::t La:ti.Do. 

Number Peram Number Pcra:at NumbCr Pcra:at Number Pcra:at 


Alabama 253,636 24.2% 89,959 12.9% 160,510 47.5% 1,829 23.4% 
Alaska 19,284 , lU 8,864 7.4 1,086 14.5 809 12.2 
Arizona 212,001 22.0 104,283 14.9 12,813 35.7 89,883 34.9 
Arkansas 155,399 25.3 82,932 17.7 70,023 52.0 2,l9O 31.9 
California 1,380,275 18.2 591,097 12.7 195,563 30.7 713,980 27.2 
Colorado 129,565 15.3 88,222 12.2 13,677 33.8 48,497 32.7 
Conneaicm 19,020 10.7 36,963 6.1 23,591 28.9 30,002 41.2 
Delawan: 19,256 12.0 7,543 6.3 10,600 30.8 1,297 25.0 
District ofColwnbia 28,610 25.5 799 4.9 26,339 29.1 1j,77 26.3 
Florida 525,446 18.7 252,193 12.0 243,435 41.0 93,288 24.6 
Georgia 
Hawaii 

343,068 
31,944 

20.1 
11.6 

108.825 
8,306 

9.9, 
9.9 

227,1JJ7 
969 

40.0 
11.7 

7,163 
5,296 

24.0 
17.8 

Idaho 49,159 16.2 41,528 14.7 281 22.5 7,705 35.4 
Dlinois 495,505 17.0 1JJ4,l76 9.7 233,506 43.3 80,047 25.0 
Indiana 203,191 14.2 141,319 11.2 55,984 40.1 7,627 21.8 
Iowa 101,661 14.3 89,059 13.1 8,241 50.6 3,253 , 26.7 
Kansas 93,066 14.3 , 65,528 11.5 18,665 '40.3 8,233 23.5 
Kentucky 234,012 24.8 193,614 22.7 38,193 47.0 1,803 26.2 
Louisiana 380,942 3U 112,404 15.4 259,228 56.5 5,908 23.3 
Maine 41,897 13.8 40,429 13.6 440 25.9 435 16.2 
Maryland 128,523 11.3 46,164 6.1 77,002 23.2 4,165 12.3 
Massachu.sct15 176,221 13.2 105,129 9.l 29,547 33.3 49,645 49.1 
Michigan 450,426 18.6 239,263 12.4 188,405 46.2 22,103 30.2 
Minnesota 146,386 12.7 102,624 9.7 17,394 49.5 6,486 30.7 
Mississippi 248,705 33.6 59,138 14.9 186,212 55.6 1,4n 30.9 
Missouri 230,058 17.7 152,757 13.9 71,928 41.5 4)46 20.3 
Montana 44,706 20.5 33,458 17.1 221 31.1 1,874 36.0 
Nebrasb. 

, Nevada 
58,474 
38,232 

13.8 
13.3 

44,41JJ 
ll,893 

11.4 
9.9 

8,761 
8,358 

43.2 
33.5 

3,861 
8,491 

27.9 
21.5 

New Hampshire 1JJ,440 7.4 19,295, 7.2 351 15.3 705 16.4 
NewJc:rsey 200,726 11.3 84,110 6.4 81,788 27.8 59,531 27.8 
NewMc:xico 122,260 27.8 67,615 22.1 3,542 35.0 70,158 35.0 
New York 799,531 19.1 342,541 11.9 274,947 34.1 269,703 41.9 
Norm CArolina 272,923 17.2 102,034 9.3 158,007 35.9 5,047 24.2 
Norm Dai:ota 29,732 17.1 23,031 14.4 21M 15.1 623 27.5 
Ohio 493,lO6 17.8 315,n4 13.4 163,131 45.4 15,910 32.0 
Oklahoma 119,283 21.7 105,173 16.6 34,475 44.5 11,950 35.8 
Oregon 111,629 15.8 91,249 14.2 5,489 36.3 14,285 33.8 
Pennsylvania 432,227 15.7 270,941 11.5 124,859 40.6 38,374 46.7 
Rhode Island 30,842 13.8 1JJ,274 10.4 4,425 35.9 6,356 41.3 
South CArolina 190,873 21.0 52,430 9.5 136.563 39.6 1,635 19.0 
South Dai:ota 39,896 1JJ.4 25,008 14.7 327 26.7 663 27.8 
Tcnnesscc 251,529 21.0 142,418 15.2 106,024 43.0 2,400 24.1 
Texas 1,159,nO 24.3 612,724 18.3 254,287 39.3 638,905 40.2 
Utah 78,041 12.5 64,755 ILl 1,l9O 34.7 9,213 26.8 
Vermont 17,020 12.0 16,435 11.9 211 24.9 143 11.8 
Virginia 197,382 13.3 88,370 8.1 102,862 30.9 5,147 11.9 
Washington 119,272 14.5 124,632 11.9 14.548 30.5 27,381 34.0 
West Virginia 115,073 26.2 106,458 25.4 7,887 50.2 814 '34,3 
Wisconsin 188,863 14.9 110,939 9.9 53,392 55.8 12,435 33.7 
Wyoming 19,190 14.4 15,532 12.6 340 31.5 2,724 28.1 

United Sun:s 11,428,916 18.3% 5,876,267 12.5% 3,717,128 39.8% 2,407,466 32.2% 

·PenoN of Latino origin an be ofany race. 
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CHILDREN'S D It F E N S E F U N 'D 

TAllLI: 81. 

NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF PERSONS YOUNGER THAN 18 
'WHO ·ARE POOR, BASED ON 1989 INCOME (CONTINUED) 

!. • 

Native Al:Derian AliaD/Pacific Islander Other 
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Alabama 1,519 24.6% 1,166 19.0% 482 28.096 
Alaska 8,621 25.7 500 8.3 213 12.6 
Arizona 44,607 53.1 .2.,204 14.9 48,094 38.2 
Arkansas 1,053 26.1 648 17.5 743 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 
ConnectiCUt 313 2l.4 917 6.6 . 17,236 47.1 
Delaware 80 21.5 149 6.6 884 30.0 
Disaia: ofColwnbia 55 35.7 232 16.0 1,185 31.6 
Florida 2,541 26.1 5,194 . 12.9 21,483 31.5 
Georgia 938 25.0 2,465 11.5 3,633 29.7 
Hawaii. 408 25.2 21,327 12.1 934 16.5 
Idaho 2,056 40.5 567 20.6 4,727 40.9 
Dlinois 1,422 23.9 7,640 9.4 48,661, 27.8 
Indiana 1,132 30.2 1,124 11.6 4.232 27.8 
Iowa 1,160 43.4 1,898 23.5 ' 1,303 28.4 
Kmus 1,932 26.8 2.,203 22.2 4,738 26.6 
Kentucky 681 41.8 867 16.5 657 26.2 
Loui&iaI'la 3,166 46.9 4,414 34.0 1,730 30.3 
Maine 583 ' 28.3 326 13.6 119 19.0 
Maryland 661 18.5 2,820 .', 7.6 1,876 143 
MassachusctlS 1,309 35.3 9,330 24.1 30,906 51.9 
Michigan 6,147 32.5 4,891 14.6 11,720 35.9 
Minnesota 10,459 54.8 -12,638· ' 37.1 3.271 37.5 
Mississippi 1,429 45.6 1,657 39.7 269 32.5 
Missouri 1,483 26.2 1,984 17.7 1,906 25.0 
Montana 10,238 53.4 224 17.6 565 43.3 
Nebraska 2,795 57.0 724 17.9 1,774 31.8 
Nevada 1,745 29.8 1,040 10.9 4,196 25.0 
New Hampshire 119 25.6 370 13.4 305 22.6 
New Jersey 886 26.2 4,622 5.9 29,320 33.0 
NewMaico 26;643 50.1 i'97 18.4 23,663 36.0 
NewYorit 4,800 29.6 25,021 14.9 152,222 47.6 
North Carolina 7,820 29.9 2,344 16.4 2,718 31.2 
NorthDakoa 6,179 58.3 148 16.8 170 22.6 
Ohio 1,588 30.4 3,557 14.1 9.216 39.3 
Oklahoma 31,977 U.8 1,427 15.8 6.231 40.4 
Oregon 4.288 32.3 3,752 19.2 6,851 37.2 
Pennsylvania 1,128 31.1 8,354 20.7 26,945 54.7 
Rhode: Island 440 39.5 2,043 34.0 3,660 42.5 
South CaIoiina 599 27.4 715 12.1 566 21.6 
South Dakota 14,160 63.3 195 17.0 206 26.2 
Tennc:ssec 906 30.8 1,438 ' 15.7 743 25.8 
Tc:xas 4,501 25.6 14,518 15.6 273,680 40.6 
Uah 4,893 47.3 2.281 19.8 4,822 33.5 
Vc:nnont 251 36.3 70 7.3 53 20.2 
Virginia 666 19.0 3,377 7.8 2,107 13.5 
Washington 10,228 37.7 ' 12,594 20.0 17,270 39.8 
West Virginia 337 '44.6 193 8.5 198 32.1 
Wisconsin 6,505 46.1 .10,819 48.8 7.208 42.5 
Wyoming 1,966 49.0 84 10.0 1.268 35.2 

United Sates 260,403 38.896 346.491 17.1% ,1.228,627 35.5% 

Souroe: U.S. Deparunent ofCanmcn:e, Bwauoflbe Ccr.lIuI. 1990 em- ofPopuJatioo and Houaing, SwnmaryTapc File 3. CalculaIionJ by 
Child=!'s Dc:fcnsc Fund. 
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CHILDR E N I N THE S TAT E S 

TABU: 82. 

AFDC MAXIMUM MONTHLY BENEPIT 

POR A THREE-PERSON FAMILY, 1970 AND 1994 


1970 Maximnm 1970 Adjum:d 
(Aa:uaI for 1994 Pen:a:tt 
DoIlan) IDtladon Mamnum Change lI.ank 

Alabama 565 5144 5164 -33% 10 
Alaska 328 1,230 923 -25 5 
.Arimna 138 517 347 -33 10 
Arkansas 89 334 204 -39 20 
CaJifumia 186 697 MJ7 -13 1 
Colorado 193 124 356 -51 41 
Connecticut 283 1,061 680 -36 14 
Delaware IMJ MJO 338 -44 30 
District ofColumbia 195 731 420 -43 25 
Florida 114 427 303 -19 8 
Georgia 
Hawaii 

107 
226 

401 
847 

l80 
712 

-30 
-16 

9 
2 

Idaho ·211 791 317 -MJ 49 
Dlinois 232 870 367 -58 44 
Indiana 120 450 288 -36 14 
Iowa 201 753 416 -43 25 
Kansas 22.2 832 m -48 38 
Kc:m:udy 147 551 218 -59 48 
Louisiana 88 330 190 -4l 22 
Maine 135 506 418 -17 3 
Maryland 162 MJ7 366 -40 21 
Massachusct15 168 1,005 579 -4l 22 
Michigan 219 821 459 -44 30 
Minncsoc:a 256 9MJ 532 -4S 35 
Mississippi 56 210 120 -43 25 
Missouri 104 390 292 -25 5 
Manana 202 757 401 -47 37 
Nebraska 171 641 364 -43 25 
Nevada 121 454 348 -23 4 
NewHainpshire 262 982 550 -44 30 

.NewJenc:y 302 1,132 424 -63 50 
NewMaico 149 559 357 -36 14 
NewYotk 279 1,046 577 -4S 35 
North Carolina 145 544 272 -SO 40 
North Dakota 213 798 409 -49 39 
0100 161 604 341 -44 30 
Oklahoma 152 570 324 -43 25 
Oregon 184 690 4MJ -33 10 
PCnnsytvania 165 993 421 -58 44 
Rhode Island 219 858 554 -35 13 
South Carolina 85 319 200 -37 18 
South Dakota 264 990 417 -58 44 
Tennc:ssee 112 420 185 -56 43 
TCDS 148 555 184 -61 51 
Utah 175 656 414 -37 18 
Vermont 267 1,001 638 -36 14 
Virginia 225 843 354 -58 44 
Washington 258 967 546 -44 30 
West Virginia 114 421 loW -4l 22 
Wisconsin 184 690 517 -25 5 
Wyoming 213 798 360 -55 42 

Sourtr: u.s. House ofR.cprac:nDEiva, Commiu.I:e 00 WaY' and Mans, 0Pm¥rv"~~ 1994 GrJIII &ol Ranb c:aIa.IIaa:d by 
OliIdrcn's Dc:fi:nac Fund. . 
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CHILDR'EN"S D II!: .. II!: N S II!: .. U N D, 

TAlIU: 83. ' 


AFDC AND FOOD STAMP BENEFITS FOR;A SINGLE PAREN,T WITH 

Two CHILDREN, AS A PERCENT OF POVERTY, JANUARY, 1994 


Combined Combined MIX: MIX: 
Percent B.ant Perc:att B.ant 

Alabama 48% 50 ' i~ 50 
Alaska 101 2 77 1 
,Arizona 67 29 36 32 
Arkansas 52 45 21 45 
California 86 5 63 5 
Colorado 67 29 37 29 
CoMc:cricut 91 3 71 2 
Delaware: 66 34 35 35 
District ofColumbia 72 17 44 16 
Florida 62 38 32 ' 38 
Georgia 60 ,41 29 41 
Hawaii 103 1 ,65 4 
idaho 64 37 33 37 
Illinois 69 25 38 15 
Indiana 61 39 30 39 
Iowa 72 . 1~ 44 16 
Kansas 74 15 45 15 
Kenrucky 55 44 24 44 
Louisiana 51 47 20 47 
Maine 72 17 44 16 
Maryland .69 15 38 25 
MassachusctlS 83 9 60 6 
Michigan 75 14 48 13 
Minnesota 80 .11 55 11 
Mississippi 43 . 51 13 51 
Missouri 61 39 30 39 
Montana 71 23 42 24 
Nebraska 68 27 38 15 
Nevada 67 29 36 .32 
New Hampshire 81 10 57 9 
New Jc:rscy 73 16 44 ' 16 
NewMcxico 67 29 37 29 
NewYOrt 85 7 60 6 
North Carolina 59 42 28 42 
North Dakota 71 23 43 , 21 
Ohio 66 34 36 32 
Oklahoma 65 36 34 36 
Otcgon 78 13 48 13 
Pennsylvania 72 17 44 16 
Rhode lsland 86 5 58 8 
South Carolina 52 45 21 45 ' 
SowhDakota 72 17 43 21 
Tennessee 50 48 19 48 
Texas 50 48 19 48 
Utah 72 17 43 21 
Vermont 88 4 67 3 
Virginia 67 29 37 29 
Washington 84 8 57 9' 
West Virginia 57 43 16 43 
Wisconsin, 79, 12 54 12 
Wyoming 68 27 38 25 

~: U.S. Howe'ofRcpn:Ia'lIatiw:s,CommilUCoo WayundMcans,OI>minoI!f~~ l094GrrMBDIIILllanbaJculallCdby 
OIi.Id!cn's Defmsc Fund. . 
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CHI L D FI·E N IN THE S TA T E • 

TAllLI 14. 

CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT, FY 1993 


Cues Pen::mtof 
Total with Cues with 

Caseload CoIJectiOD CoIIcaiOD llant 

AJabama 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 25.5 13 

California 1,833,853 228,640 12.5 44 

Colorado 171,008 24,125 14.0 42 

ConncctiCUI 181,309 32,464 17.9 31 

Delaware 46,845 12,958 27.7 11 

Disma ofColwnbia 77,927 9,086 11.7 45 

Florida 880,938 134,621 15.3 38 

Georgia 478,116 80,918 16.9 35 

Hawaii 66,113 20,858 31.5 5 

Idaho 50,580 15,771 31.2 6 

Dlinois 705,271 67,417 9.6 48 

Indiana 757,399 71,575 9.6 48 

Iowa .155,822 32,991 21.2 23 

Kansas 119,485 33,342 27.9 10 

Kentueky 273,831 47,751 17.4 33 

LDuisiana 288,552 40,503 14.0 42 

Maine 67,229 18,638 27.7 "11 

Maryland 313,088 76,510 24.4 14 

Massachusc:tlS 214,616 44,277 20.6 25 

Michigan 1,241,644 . 217..542 17.5 . 32 

Minnesota 198,795 73,386 ~9 2 

Mississippi 252,736 27,903 11.0 46 

Missouri 328,368 63,271 19.3 29 

Montana 29,151 6,6I:W 22.7 17 

Nebrasb 121,579 24,186 19.9 26 

Nevada 71,197 14,121 19.6 27 

New Hampshire 42,496 13,223 31.1 7 

New Jersey 584,521 Il2,308 20.9 24 

New Mexico 66,924 10,240 15.3 38 

NewYort 1,146,038 181,161 15.8 37 

North Qrolina 408,647 80,200 19.6 27 

NorthDakm:a 35,361 7,536 21.3 22 

Ohio 957,196 209,558 21.9 19 

Oklahoma 108,895 17,646 16.2 36 

Oregon llO,271 40,033 18.2 30 

Pennsylvania 884,5l5 267,083 30.2 8 

Rhode Island 80,399 7,383 9.2 50 

Soutb Qrolina 199..l70 47,530 23.9 15 

South Dakota 25,980 7,452 28.7 9 

Tennessc:c: 516,640 56,485 10.9 47 

Texas 753,663 106,111 14.1 41 

Utah 80,640 17,655 l1.9 19 

Vermont 21,59l 8,312 38.5 1 

Virginia 3l5,114 71,896 22.4 18 

Washington 308,092 105,793 34.3· 3 

West Virginia 79,687 17,433 21.9 19 

Wisconsin 399,159 132,391 33.2 4 
 .' 
Wyoming 27,937 4,041 . 14.5 40 


. United Statt':S 16,918,660 3,071,435 18.24)6 

Souta:: u.s. Dcpamncnt of Hc:ah:h and Hwnan Servica, Offia o(OIiId Support Enfurammt. Calodarlms by OliIdrm's I>cfi:iue FWld.
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CHILDREN I N THE S TAT E S 

TAIIU: B6. 

PERCENT OF 'BIRTHS AT Low BIRTHWEIGHT,* 1992 

AlIllaccs White Bladt 
Percent Rank Percent Rank Pcnznt Rank 

Alabama 8.5% 44 6.2% 38 12.8% 18 
Alaska 4.9 1 4.3 1 10.7 2 
Ariwna 6.4 19 6.2 38 12.5 15 
Arkansas 8.2 41 6.5 45 13.5 29 
California 5.9 14 5.3 11 12.6 16 
Colorado 8.5 44 8.0 51 16.9 42 
Cormccticut 6.9 24 5.8 24 14.0 36 
Delaware 7.6 38 5.8 24 13.1 21 
District ofColumbia 14.3 51 4.6 2 16.4 41 
Florida 7.4 34 6.0 18 12.0 11 
Georgia 8.5 '44 6.0 18 13.1 21 
Hawaii 7.2 27 5.4 13 10.7 2 
Idaho 5.5 9 5.5 16 
Illinois 7.7 40 5.7 20 14.6 39 
Indiana 6.7 21 6.0 18 12.4 12 
Iowa 5.7 13 5.4 13 12.9 19 
Kansas 6.4 19 6.0 18 11.6 7 
Kentucky 6.8 23 6.3 41 11.8 8 
Louisiana 9.4 49 6.2 38 13.7 32 
Maine 5.0 2 5.0 5 
Maryland 8.3 42 5.7 20 13.7 32 
Massachuseas 6.0 16 5.4 13 10.9 4 
Michigan 7.5 37 5.6 18 14.8 40 
Minncscxa 5.2 4 4.8 3 11.4 6 
Mississippi 9.9 50 6.8 47 13.2 24 
Missouri 7.3 32 6.0 18 13.6 31 
Montana 6.0 16 6.0 18 
Nebraska 5.6 10 5.3 11 11.8 8 
Nevada 7.1 26 6.4 43 13.8 34 
New Hampshire 5.3 7 5.2 10 
New Jersey 7.2 27 5.7 20 13.5 29 
New Mexico 7.2 27 7.3 50 13.3 26 
New York 7.6 38 ,6.1 35 13.1 21 
North Carolina 8.4 43 6.4 43 13.2 24 
North Dakota 5.1 3 5.0 5 
Ohio 7.4 34 6.1 35 13.9 35 
Oklahoma 6.7 II 6.1 35 12.4 12 
~ 5.2 4 5.0 5 10.9 4 
Pcnnsyivania 7.2 27 5.8 24 14.5 38 
Rhode Island 6.3 18 5.9 27 9.3 1 
South Carolina 9.0 48 6.3 41 13.3 26 
South Dakota 5.2 4 5.1 9 
Tenncsscc 8.5 44 6.7 46 14.0 36 
Texas 7.0 1S 6.0 18 13.0 20 
Utah 5.6 10 5.6 18 
Vermont' 5.6 10 5.5 16 
Virginia 7.4 34 5.7 20 12.6 16 
Washington 5.3 7 4.9 4 11.9 10 
West Virginia 7.2 27 7.0 48 12.4 12 
WISCOnsin 5.9 14 5.0 5 13.4 18 
Wyoming 7.3 32 7.2 49 

United States 7.1% 5.8% 13.3% 

-Less than 5.5 pounds. 
-Number !DO amaIIlD calculau: a rdiabIe rau:. 

Sounz: u.s. Departmcnt of Heald! and Human Scrvic:a, National Ccnu:r tor Heald! Sariltia, y...z SIIIIIiJiaII{. l./rIitU SrIaa: 1992, VoL 
J-NIIIIIIiIy. lUnb c:aIcuIatal by 01iIdrc:n', Dcfauc Fund. 
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C H I L D R II: N'S D II: ... II: N S E ... U N D 

'TABLI 17. 

INFANT MORTALITY RATES,* 1992 

All Races Wbia: Bladt 
llate 1W1k !late 1W1k !late 1W1k 

Alabama 10.S 49 7.6 37 	 16.2 14 
Alaska 8.6 26 7.3 31 
Arizona 8.4 23 7.8 40 16.7 19 
Arkansas 10.3 46 8.6 46 16.2 14 
California 7.0 8 6.3 10 16.8 20 
Colondo 7.6 16 7.2 30 14.6 6 

,8Connecticut 7.6 16 6.2 17.2 22 
Delaware 8.6 26 5.i 2 18.0 26 
Dimicr ofColwnbia 19.6 51 22.0 33 
Florida 8.8 29 7.0 24 15.1 7 
Georgia 10.3 46 7.1 27 IS.9 9 
Hawaii 6.3 4 
Idaho U 29 8.8 47 
Dlinois 10.1 44 7.4 34 19.8 29 
Indiana 9.4 37 8.0 44 20.3 30 

, Iowa 8.0 21 7.7 38 

Kansas 8.7 28 7.5 36 21.7 32 

Kentudty 8.3 22 7.9 41 12.7. 1 

Louisiana 9.4 37 6.9 ' 19 13.0 2 


. 	Maine 5.6 1 S.5 1 
Maryiand 9.8 41 6.7 13 16.S 16 
Massachuseas . 6.5 5 5.8 2 13.4 3 
Michigan 10.2 45 7.0 -24 22.1 34 
Minnc:sota 7;1 9 6.2 8 17.5 24 
Mississippi 11.9 50 8.0 44 16.1 13 
Missouri 8.5 2S 6.9 19 15.9 9 
Monuna 7.5 15 6.7 13 
Nebraska 7.4 13 6.7 13 
Nevada 6.7 6 5.9 5 16.6 . 18 
New Hampshire 5.9 2 5.8 2 
New Jersey 8.4 23 5.9 5 18.7 28 
NewMaico 7.6 16 6.8 16 
New York 8.8 29 7.1 27 15.8 8 
North Carolina 10.0 .43 7.3 31 16.5 16 
North Dakota 7.8 19 7.4 34 
Ohio 9.4 37 7.9 41 18.0 26 
Oklahoma' 8.8 19 7.9 41 16.8 20 
Or'egon . 7.1 9 6.8 16 
Pcnnsyivania 9.0 34 6.9 19 ,20.4 31 
Rhode Island 7.4 13 6.9 19 
South Carolina 10.4 48 7.1 27 16.0 . 12: 
South Dakota 9.3 36 7.7 38 
Tennessee 9.4 37 7.0 24 17.4 23 
Texas 7.8 19 6.8 16 14.2 5 
Utah 5.9 2 6.0 7 
Vermont 7.2 11 7.3 31 
Virginia 9.5 41 6.9 19 17.7 2S 
Washington 6.8 7 6.4 11 15.9 9 
West Virginia 9.2 35 8.9. 48 
Wisconsin 7.2 11 6.4 11 13.5 4 
Wyoming 8.9 33 9.0 49 

United sti= 8.5 6.9 	 16.8 

°In&nt deaths per 1,000 lill!: binha. 

-Number tDO sma.U m calculaa: a !diabIc raa:. 


Soun:I:: U.S. Depanmcnt ofHcakh and HUIIWl Servia:s. National Ccna:r fur Hcakh Stuistia, Y'1DIl ~._ UrtiIMSIaA:I: 1992, Viii. 
H-MDnaliIy. Calrulations by <llild.!1:n', Dcfi::nx fund. . 
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C HI L. D R E N I N THE S TAT E S 

TAIII.& 88. 

PERCENT OF TWO-YEAR-OLD CHILDREN ADEQUATELY IMMUNIZED,* 
' . 

1988-1990 

1988 1989 1990 
Pcrccot llank Pcrccot llank PCl'CICIlt llank 

Alabama 57.0% 22 58.5% 17 56.5% 30 
Alaska 52.7 28 59.7 15 62.8 14 
Arizona 48.7 36 58.1 18 55.7 33 
Arkansas 42.0 42 47.0 38 62.7 15 
CalifOrnia 48.2 37 48.4 36 57.2 28 
Colorado 60.8 12 61.7 11 63.3 12 
Connc:ctieut 65.9 5 63.6 8 70.3 5 
Delawan: 53.2 26 53.2 23 54.2 35 
District: ofColwnbia 38.7 45 48.0 37 48.0 '44 
Florida 49.3 35 50.8 29 61.4 17 
Georgia 50.6 31 45.0 41 60.0 23 
Hawaii ,60.9 11 61.2 13 63.0 13 
Idaho 49.4 M 53.8 22 nil nil 
Dlinois" nil nla nil nil nla nla 
Indiana 56.0 24 52.0 27 52.7 37 
Iowa 51.7 29 52.4 25 61.3 18 
Kansas 58.4 14 52.4 25 55.2 M 
Kcruudy , 60.3 13 59.4 16 59.4 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 nil nil 62.2 16 
M~usctt5 64.9 8 69.3 5 70.8 3 
Michigan 61.0 10 49.1 M 42.1 46 
Minnesota 6l.4 9 60.5 14 7l.4 2 
Mississippi 58.0 18 64.1 7 65.1 10 
Missouri 44.1 40 49.3 33 52.0 38 
Montana 53.2 26 48.8 35 51.9 39 
Nebraska 65.0 7 nil nil 60.7 20 
Nevlda 41.6 43 46.1 40 50.3 41 
New Hampshin: 78.9 1 70.3 2 68.4 8 
NewJcney 50.2 33 49.5 32 45.1 45 
NewMaico 54.8 25 65.4 6 55.8 ,32 
New York" nil nla nil nil nil nil 
North Carolina 58.1 16 nla nil 59.1 25 
North Dakota 58.3 15 nil nil 60.8 19 
Ohio 51.0 30 51.0 28 50.0 42 
Oklahoma 44.1 40 50.0 31 69.0 ,6 
Oregon 47.2 39 nil nil 53.0 36 
Pennsylvania 58.1 16 53.2 23 58.2 27 
llhod.e IsIancl 67.6 4 63.5 9 68.9 7 
South Carolina nil nil nil nil 58.7 26 
South Dakota nil nil 6l.4 12 60.3 21 
Tcnnesscc: 69.5 2 69.5 4 72.0 1 
Texas"· nil nil nil nil nil nil 
Utah 41.3 44 46.5 39 49.3 43 
Vermont 68.2 3 70.4 1 70.4 4 
Virginia 57.8 21 58.0 19 60.1 22 
Washington 50.5 32 54.6 21 56.0 31 
West Virginil 48.1 38 50.3 30 50.8 40 
Wisconsin·· nil nil nil nil nil, nil 
Wyoming , 58.0· 18 63.1 10 63.9 - 11 

-Four doecs ofDn. duI:c doees ofOPV. m:I one cbIc: ofMMlL 
"Data not n:porllCd fOr these: scau:s because major cities an: adudcd. from scare figura. 
nla  Data not available. , ,

Sourer: U.S. Dcpmmcm ofHcahh and Human Sc:tvic.a. Centen fOr Dileue Control and Pn:vention. lla.nb calculaa:d by OUIdn:n's Dc:ti:nte 
Fund. 
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CHI ,L D R E N I N THE STATES 

TAIIL.r B I o. 

CHILDREN REPORTED ABUSED OR NEGLECTED, 

DISTRIBUTION BY RACE AND ETHNICITY, 1992 


Total 
Number 

Tota1, B..at::e/ 
Etlmic:ity Native Asian/Padfic: 

.B.eported Ilcported White Btadt IAdno Amcric:an IalaDdcr Other 

Alabama 
,,Alaska 

43,246 
9,892 

23,240 
6,768 

60.6% 
51.8 

38.8% 
8.3 

0.4% 
2.0 35.1% 

0.2% 
1.1 1.8% 

Ariwna 51,216 30,556 58.2 8.4 24.9 4.2 0.3 4.1 
Arkansas 36,089 7,538 66.4 31.8 0.7 nla nla 0.8 
Califomi.a 463~090 73,675 51.6 12.2 30.9 0.5 2.8 2.1 
Colorado 55,740 9,237 62.9 11.6 22.3 1.2 1.1 0.9 
Connecr:itul: 22,080 16,011 54.8 26.2 18.3 0.6 
Delaware 8,292 2,157 49.5 45.6 3.2 1.4 
District ofColumbia 12,093 nla nla nla nla nla nla nla 
Florida 180,285 78,007 64.9 34.7 nla 0.1 0.3 nla 
Georgia 
Hawaii 

46,192 
5,310 

46,192 
2,277 

51.7 
16.7 

44.8 
3.4 

1.2 0.3 
51.2 

1.9 
27.1 

Idaho 24,020 7,514 8l.3 13.8 1.2 3.1 
Dlinois 131,592 43,433 43.8 47.9 6.5 0.2 1.5 
Indiana 58,970 30,283 . 81.0 15.0 1.8 0.2 2.1 
Iowa 28,094 7,934 87.9 8.6 1.6 1.0 0.6 
Kansas 22,019 22,019 75.2 16.0 6.4 0.7 0.6 1.0 
Kenway 56,438 25,647 82.5 14.1 0.4 ' 0.2 1.7 
Louisiana . 47,893 16,043 39.8 58.7 0.5 0.8 
Maine 10,177 nla nla nla nla nla nla nla 
Maryland 
Massachuscas 

48,698 
52,581 

nla 
24,601 

nla 
57.3 

nla 
19.3 

nla 
16.2 

nla 
0.1 

nla 
1.6 

nla 
5.5 

Michigan 117,316 25,931 62.7 34.1 2.5 0.5 0.2 
Minnesota 27,462 11,217 . 66.9 18.8 3.8 8.6 1.8 
Mississippi 32,076 10,264 42.0 56.6 1.0 
Mi\souri 19,493 17,548 71.5 27.4 0.4 0.2 0.3 
Monana 14,760 nla nla nla nla nla nla nla 
Nebraska 17,029 5,262 77.9 11.9 4.7 4.7 0.8 
Nevada 22,540 7,699 68.3 17.3 9.3 l.3 1.6 2.2 
NewHamps~ 10,943 nla nla nla nla nla nla nla 
New Jersey
New Mexico 

'50,443 
26,969 

17,499 
6,716 

35.4 
38.5 

44.6 
2.6 

17.1 
46.1 11.5 

0.7 
l.3 

2.1 

New York. 228,457 92,238 47.8 33.7 14.5 0.3 3.8 
North Carolina 88,472 29,546 53.6 43.7 0.3 2.3 
North Dakota 7,565 nla nla nla nla nla nla nla 
Ohio 148,101 51,506 66.9 27.6 1.4 0.1 ' 0.2 3.8 
Oklahoma 24,092 8,063 67.0 16.1 2.6 13.6 0.8 
Oregon 41,506 8,705 81.7 6.2 8.1 2.6 1.4 
Pennsylvania 

, Rhode uland 
25,891 
12,886 

nla 
4,931 

nla 
66.1 

nla 
16.0 

nla 
13.4 

nla nla 
1.7 

nla 
2.5 

South Carolina 33,854 11,348 43.4 55.4 1.0 
South Dakota 10,486 2,903 45.6 51.8 ' 2.6 
Tc:nnc:ssce 31,231 11,469 64.9 33.7 0.4 0.9 
Texas 174,255 62,342 42.5 24.1 31.6 0.2 0.5 1.1 
Utah 27,047 10,875 85.2 1.8 7.7 4.0 1.3 
Vermont 
Virginia , 

3,205 
55,680 

1,498 
14,472 

98.6 
53.1 39.0 3.7 6.5 3.3 

Wasliington 55,836 41,819 74.1 9.3 6.9 6.0 0.4 1.2 
Wcst Virginia 20,949 nla nla nla nla nla nla nla 
Wisconsin 47,622 nla nla nla nla nla nla nla 
Wyoming 5,458 2,017 81.4 2.0 7.0 8.0 

Uni ted StateS 2,855,691 951,484 58.5% 27.4% 10.1% 1.5% 0.9% 1.8% 

n/a  Data not available:. 
- Nwnbcr roo small 10 alculaac a n:llable: raac. 

Noa:: Stata a.nncx be mmpami or ranked bccIuse ofdiffi:ring definitions and n:poning n:quiremcms. Funbcrman:, only some ofdle ltata 

n:port Wlduplicatcd alW'IlS, and not aIIltall:S n:port data for all dle racial and ethnic groups. 


Soon:e: U.S. Department of Heakh and Human ServiClCS, National Ccnacr on QUId AbUx and Nqp:a, ChillI ~1992: RIpt1rII n
• SIII#s III. NIIIioNU Cmwr 1m ChiIII~ lINt N'611a. Calculatioos by OlikIrc:n's Dcfi:nsc: rWld. 
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C'H I L D R It N'S D It F It N • It F.U N D 

TABLI 811. 


CH'I'LDREN YOUNGER THAN' 181N FOSTER CARE, 

FY 1990 -FY 1993
. ' 

Pcr:cent 
, LutDay LutDay I:.ui:Day LaSt Day , Change 

FYI990 FY 1991 , FY 1992 FY 1993 ' FY 1990-1993 

Alabama 4,420,. ' 4,383 4,133 3,938 -10.9% 

Alaska 3,852 '1,942 ' 1,496 2,029 -47.3 

'Arizona 3,379 3,618 3,909 "4,107 21.5 

Arkansas ',1,351 1,326 1,981 2,296 " 69.9 

California, 79,482 - 80,880 83,849 88,262 11.0 

Colorado 3,892 5,519 4,390 , 5,700,: ' 46.5 

Conncct:iCUI " 4,121 4,202 • 4,2S2 4,557 10.6 

Delaware 663 655 638 707 6.6 

District ofColumbia 2,313 nla ,2,152 2,145 -7.3 

Florida 10,664 10,235 9,928 ' 9,5iSS -10,3 

Georgia 15,179, . 15,500 16,999 17,277 13.8 

Hawaii ' , 1,659 1,600 1,214, 1,574 -5.1 

Idaho 548 ' 877 1,235 1,342 144.9 

DIinois ,20,753 23,776" ' 29,542 " 33,815 62.9
" 

Indiana 7,492 " 8,126 ' 8,455 ,8,669 15.7 ' 
Iowa 3,425 4,609 ~,606 3,411 -0.4 

, Kansas '3,976" 7,112 ' 7,838 ' 4,593 15.s 

Kentucky 3,810 6,422' 6,966 3,363 ' -IL7 

Louisiana 5,379 5,799 5,m 5,607 4.2 

Maine ' 1,745 1,814 , '1,944 2,150 13.1 

Maryland 6,473 ' 4,859 ,5,816 ~,107 -5.7 

Massachiuctts 11,856 ' 13,232 ' 13,147 13,382 12.9 

Michigan 9,000 11,282 11,121, iO,382 15.4 

Minnesota, 7,310 7,898 "'7,895, , 9,700 32.7 

Mississippi, 2,832 2,830 3,169 ,3,293 16.3 


' "Missouri 8,241 7,143 8,171' , ,8,615 4.7 : 

Montana' , 1,214 , ,1,494 1,691 1,447 182 

Nebraska 2,543 2,660 , 2,985 3,222' 26.7 

Nevada 2,S66 ' 1,563 1,664 2,831 10.3 

New Hampshire 1,505 2,095 , 2,630, 2,509 66.7 

NewJcrscy 8,879 8,451 8,014 7,673 -13.6 


,'NewMaico 2,042 2,304 , ' 2,118 2,097 2.1 ' 

New York. ' 63,371 65,171 62,705 ,59,65~ -5.9 


, North Carolina ' 7,170 ,9,619 ,,10,275 11,024 " 53.8 
NorthDalwm 393 695 159 ' 80S 104.8 
Ohio 18,062 11,298 17,099 15,922 " ":'11.8 
Oklahoma 3,435 3,803 2,892 2,953 -14.0 
Oregon 4,261 3,996 4,031 4,119 -3.3 
Pennsylvarua , 16,665 17,508 18,491 ' 18,916 13.9, 

'Rhode Island '2,680 3,311 2,755 2,830 5.6' 
South Carolina 3,286 ",3,698 '5,066 4,656 41.7 
SouthDakou 561 613 614 710 2S.l 
Tennessee ' 4,971 ' 5,211 5,312 5,835 17.4 
Texas 6,698 ' 7,200 . ,9,965 10,880 ' 62.4 ' 
Utah , 1,174 1,405, ' 895' 1,465 , 24.8 
Vermont 1,063 1,088 1,162 1,236 16.3 
Virginia 6,217 6,590 6,305 6,229 O.l , 
,Washington 13,302 13,956 ' 11,321 8,394 -36.9 
West Virginia 1,991 1,997 2,315 2,483 24.3 
Wisconsin 6,031 ,6,403 6,812 1,045 ,16.7 
Wyoming 484 60S '901 620 28.1 

"Unin:d,Smtcs ' 404,407 ' ' '424,379 438,421 442,218 9.3% 
.

' ..nla - Dati not available. , 
' 


, Note: Seta CIIUIOt be axripan:d Of rmUd bcau.se ofdefinitional variatiooa: 


Soun:C: Amcrian Public Wclf.ue A.uociatioo, VoIuntary,.CoopcnrlYe ,1n1Om1atioo Symm. CakWatiooa by OUIdraI'i Dc&:me Fund. , 
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CHILDR E N IN THE S T A'T E S 

TABLI B12. 

CHILDREN LIVING IN GROUP QUARTERS DUE TO OWN 
OR FAMILY PROBLEMS, BY RACE ANDETHNICITY, t 990 

AiJWlI 
Total, Natiw: Pad6c 0tbI:r 

AURacea Whim BlaI::t ' Latino-, Amaican Is1aDdcr B.ac:c 

Alabama 3,455 2,058 1,347 36 18 23 9 
Alaska 598 301 44 25 238 10 5 
Arizona 3,019 2,014 441 815 26S 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 1,894 3CM 560 90 22 147 
Connecticut 3,572 1,768 1,446 701 35 25 298 
Delaware 364 151 200 21 1 3 9 
Distria ofColwnbia 1,7CM 258 1,4«M 51 5 15 22 
Florida 8,876 ' .4,824 3,739 813 73 58 182 
Georgia , 4,490 2,150 2,l68 81 20 23 29 
Hawaii 644 180 47 117 12 392 13 
Idaho' 881 . 755 8 119 37 11 70 
Illinois 6,908 3,650 2,890 590 47 82 239 
Indiana 4,596 3,400 1~076 141 28 17 75 
Iowa 
Kansas . 

Kcntudy 

2,233 
2,148 
2,160 

1,954 
1,525 
1,706 

178 
392 

. 409 

82 
196 
23 

40 
58 
18 

19 
59 

4 

42 
114 
23 

Louisiana 3,942 1,910 1,976 75 21 17 18 
Maine 606 575 9 7 12 8 2 
Maryland 3,879 1,424 2,372 124 23 36 24 
Massachusc:as 4,620 2,985 1,126 841 33 76 400 
Michigan 6,CM3 3,119 2,637 l68 128 25 134 
Minncsoa 2,916 2,CMl 490 129 273 35 77 
Mississippi 1,667 895 . 746 17 11 11 4 
Missouri 4,231 2,714 1,413 84 40 21 43 
MooWla 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 2S 18 1 5 9 
New Jersey 4,998 1,465 3,132 707 27 36 338 
New Mc:xico 1,238 726 7-4 488 235 7 196 
NewYol't 20,008 6,587 11,189 4,982 1-47 197 1,888 
North Carolina 4,187 2,284 1,7-41. ,65 119 19 24 
North Dakota 660 347 6 18 302 4 1 
Ohio 7,539 4,473 2,891 180 40 26 109 
Oklahoma 2,566 1,753 449 102 306 13 45 
Oregon 2,122 1,707 131 188 146 40 98 
Pc:nnsylvania 9,494 4,782 4,263 664 51 50 348 . 
Rhode lsIand 563 399 133 48 6 6 19 
South Carolina 3,037 1,691 1,308 26 13 7 18 
South Dakota 947 513 13 29 396 7 18 
Tenncsscc 4,236 2,951 1,213 57 30 23 19 
Texas 13,434 8,904 2,931 ' ,3,579 88 123 1.,388 
Utah 1,299 1,126 28 148 40 22 83 
Vermont 177 171 2 4 3 0 1 
Virginia 4,771 2,578 1,962 243 30 66 135 
Washington 3,187 2,179 574 ' 249 169 55 110 
West Virginia 926 822 79 8 14 5 6 
Wisconsin· , 3,191 1,936 ,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 2,930 11,309 

*Pcnons ofLatino origin an be ofany raac. 

Soum:: U.S. DeparancntofCanmCl'l:C, BuRaU ofthc Cc:nIua, 1990 ecn.ua ofPopularian and HOIIIing,.pcci:al Group Quam:rs cabulaticJn. 
Cakulatioos by QUldrm'. Ddi:nse FUDd. ' , ' 
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CHILDAE N I 8 D E FEN S E FUN D 

TABLE 813. 

C::;HI.L.QREN LIVING IN GROUP QUARTERS 

~UE TO OWN OR FAMILY. PROBLEMS, BY REASON, 1'990 


Home- Ment21/ Abuse or Drug or Adult JU'ft:Ilile Physical/ 
Iesanas Emotional Neglect A":ohoi CorrecdoDs DeIinqueoc:y Medical 

Alabama 703 414 7{f) 156 345 686 382 

Alaska 134 93 86 93 1 172 19 

Arimna 580 420 240 90 261 1,293 135 

Arkansas 215 297 446 72 172 262 232 

California . 6,416 3,600 1,965 590 2,890 9,084 690 

Colorado 476 738 183 tI} 81 801 109 


,Conncaicw: 1,531 763 298 lOS 210 418 174 

Delaware: 120 101 3& 17 12 76 0 

Distria ofColwnbia 1,118 87 65 16 213 54 151 

Florida 1,648 1,475 888 46S .2.]67 1,544- 589 

Georgia 758 996 ·642 181 1,030 .662 221 

Hawaii 312 77 0 155 52 41 7 


" Idaho 185 153 60 86. 44- 280 73 
Illinois 1,479 1',331 li18 162 799 1,351 568 
Indiana 679 828 1,316 116 357 1,109 191 

. Iowa 344- 751 211 113 90 532 192 
Kansas 383 719 325 28 323 2tIJ 101 
Kcotw:ky 422 528 263 101 178 515 153 
Louisiana 413 979 272 207. 680 1,113 278 
Maine 106 12 .96 63 21 283 25 
Maryland 812 968 310 45 516 1,007 221 
Massachwens 1,693 1,244 625 107 136 453 362 
Michigan 983 1,328 S49 44 592 2,293 254 
Minnesota 429 655 . 167 323 303 821 218 
Mississippi 223 306 2tIJ 60 114 562 .133 
Missouri 72S 1,000 1,000 166 344 735 261 
Montana 106 85 48 22 11 285 16 
Nebraska 117 275 653 63 94 280 79 
Nevada 160 173 199 18 292 359 64 
New Hampshire 84 62 86 III 2 183 73 
New Jcncy , 2,529 636 . 187 166 319 990 171 
NewMclico 184 135 279 ,94 114 267. 165 
New Yon: 8,305 4,220 1,495 378 1,751 2,846 '1,013 
North CaroIiDa 529 1,008 1,056 79 533 580 402 
North Datoa . 50 tI} 95 22 10 318 96 

Ohio 1~loo 1,l4O 1,168 135 176 3,402 318 

Oklahoma 614 622 316 255 147 468 144
Oregon 610 .384 182 118 60 718 50 

Pennsylvania 2,305 1,879 . 1,212 320 281 3,161 336 

Rhode Is1and 114 56 127 13 3 243 7 

sOuth Carolina 321 399 739 18 203 1,082 275 

SouthDatoa 150 96 '194 11 56 326 114 

Tenncsscc 506 1,171 886 184 168 947 374 

Tc:us 2,116 3,567 2,939 733 1,264 2,271 544 

Utah 112 644 0 21 30 452 40' 

Vcnnont 32 29 95 1 3 14 3 

Virginia 816 992 518 88 171 1,832 354 

Washington 1,061 432 159 114 177 1,071 173 

West Virginia 185 58 177 32 77 228 It1} 

Wisconsin 488 1,034 243 135 109 1,085 97 

Wyoming 95 101 53 20 22, 210 0 


United States 45,576 39,230 25,407 6,784 18,164 50,044 10,816 

SoW'a:: u.s. DepanmcntofCommcnz.. Burc:auofdle Census, 1990 Census ofPopularion and Houains,IpeciaI Group Quarrm tabuW:ian.. , 

Cak:uIations by. Childn:n's Defense Fund. 
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CHILDREN IN THE S TAT E S 

TABLE B14. 

HEAD START ENROLLMENT, BY RACE AND ETHNICITY, 
FY 1994 

Total Non-Latino Non-Latino Non-Latino Non-Latino 
Enrollment White Black. Latino Aaian N..m: American 

Alabama 14,513 3,300 11,068 52 61 32 

Alaska 1,209 342 104 47 . 29 687 

Arizona 9,846 2,819 1,042 5,302 65 618 

Arkansas 9,083 4,503 4,407 114 18 41 

California 70,895 13,116 12,307 39,006 5,742 723 

Colorado 8,122 2,749 994 4,077 147 154 

Connecticut 5,600 1,400 2,384 1,743 58 15 

Delaware 1,455 309 1,039 105 2 1 

Dist:ria ofColumbia 2,841 2 2,420 383 36 0 

Florida 27,461 5,363 17,630 4,237 198 36 

Georgia 19,500 4,454 14,489 450 96 14 

Hawaii 2,260 419 97 133 1,603 9 

Idaho 1,897 1,466 19 ' 361 10 41 

Illinois 30,537 8,456 17,189 4,532 308 52 

Indiana 11,747 7,648 3,544 405 53 95 

Iowa 5,946 4,847 752 202 90 55 

K.msas 5,193 3,266 1,678 642 99 109 

Kentucky 14,180 11,411 2,628 57 74 11 

Louisiana 19,329 3,315 15,711 97 149 58 

Maine 3,439 3,301 49 35 20 34 

Maryland 8,576 2,004 5,197 519 180 16 

Musachuscm 10,851 4,735 2,464 3,046 550 54 

Michigan 30,695 16,299 12,456 1,271 276 393 

Minnesota 8,576 5,524 • 1,400 505 198 350 

Mississippi 24,114 2,824 21,114 34 137 5 


. Missouri 14,063 7,896 5,863 153 115 35 
Montana . 2,324 1,883 36 102 38 26S 
Nebraska 3,644 2,272 691 464 50 167 
Nevada 1,193 559 687 447 33 68 
New Hampshin: 1,156 1,072 28 43 10 4 
New Jc:rsc:y 12,819 1,932 7,507 3,315 91 35 
NewMaico 6,414 1,154 246 4,606 30 378 
NewYol'k 39,039 11,665 14,784 11,200 1,273 121 
North Carolina 15,789 4,506 10,650 286 76 270 
North Dakota 1,738 1,426 35 39 27 211 
Ohio 33,919 18,577 14,117 885 . 275 64 
Oldahoma 11,078 6,152 2,697 597 76 1,555 
Oregon 4,594 3,257 354 717 lOS 161 
Pennsylvania 25,531 13,041 9,949 2,137 373 33 
Rhode: Island 2,434 1,283 S46 493 83 29 
South Carolina 10,194 804 9,348 28 8 5 
South Dakota 2,025 1,521 62 38 21 384 
Tc:nncssc:c 14,512 8,260 6,007 96 135 IS 
To:as 51,401 7,419 14,814 28,677 314 118 
Utah 4,028 2,764 104 763 134 263 
Vc:nnont 1,271 1,166 23 6 11 64 
Virginia 11,059 4,103 5,943 723 219 11 
Washington 8,264 4,444 1,169 1,450 843 359 
West Virginia 6,402 5,622 738 28 12 3 
Wisconsin 11,934 6,046 3,714 841 894 439 
Wyoming 1,323 901 43 317 27 35 

Unitc:d States . 647,273 233,657 262,937 125.866 16,132 8,695 

Soura:: U.S. Depanment ofHc:ab:h and Human Scrrica, Head Scan Bureau. 
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. CHI L D R E N '8 D E F E N 8 E FUN D 

TAIII.! It5. 


MAXIMUM NUMBER OF CHILDREN ALLOWED PER CARETAKER AND 

MAXIMUM GROUP SIZE IN CHILD CARE-CENTERS, BY AGE OF CHILDREN 


CbUdrm per Care1:akcr ,Group Size 

. ' 12 Months 2 Yean 4 Yean '12MDm:ba ' 2ye:an 4 Yean 

Alabama 6 8 20 6 8 20 
Alaska 6 6 10 
Arizona 5 10 IS 
Ark.ansa.S 6 9 IS 
Califomia 4 12 12 
Colorado 5 7 12 10 14 
Connecticut 4 4 10 8 8 20 
Delaware 7 10 . IS 
District ofColumbia 4 4 10 8 8 20 
.Florida 6 11 20 
Georgia 8 10 18 18 20 36 
Hawaii 5 8 16 12 
Idaho 12 12 . 12 
Illinois 4 8 10 12 16 20 
Indiana 4 5 12 10 IS 
Iowa 4 6 12 
Kansas 5 7 12 10 14 24' 
KentuCky 6 10 . 14 12 20 18 
Louisiana 8 12 16 
Maine 4 5 8 12 15 24 
Maryland ' 3 6 10 6 12 20 
Massachusetlll 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 
Manana 4 8 8 
Nebraslr.:a 4 6 12 
Nevada 6 8 13, 
New Hampshire 4 5 12 12 15 24 

. New Jersey 4 7 IS 4 7 20 
NewMcxico 6 10 12 
New York 4 5 8 8 10 16 
North Carolina 7 12 20, 14 24 

. North Dakota . 4 5- 10 . 
Ohio .6 8 14 12. , 16 18 
Oklahoma 6 8 ' 15 12 16 30 
Oregon 4 4 10 8 8 20 
Pc:nnsyivania 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 
Tcnnc:ssce 7 8 15 14 16 20 
TeD.'! 6 13 20 14 35 35 
Utah 4 7 15 8 14 15 
Vermont 4 5 10 8 10 ,20, 
Virginia 4 10 12 -, -
Washmgwn 7 7 10 14 14 20 
West Virginia 4 8 12 
Wisconsin 4 6 13 8 12 ",24 
Wyoming 5 ,8 15 ' 
Recommended 3·5 4-6 8·10 ()':12 8-12 16-20 

Soura:; PIIImIting~, Novanber 1993;YCri&cdandupdacr:d by Chi!dn:n's DcfcnIe Fund, 1994,' 
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CHILDREN IN, THE ,. T, ATE. 

TABLE 8US. 

FAIR ,M'ARKET RENT VS. THE MINIMUM WAGE, 1994 

Hourly 
Minimum 

Wase 
Lowest 

Monthly 
.R.mt 

Lowest .R.mt 
As%of 

Minimum 
Wase B.aDk 

Aw:nge 
Monthly 

.R.mt 

Aw:nge .R.mt 
As%of 

Minimnm 

Wase 
Alabama S4.25 $330 46.6% 2 $424 59.9% 
Alaska 4.75 703 88.8 47 703 88.8 
Arizona 4.25 513 72.4 40 518 73.1 
Arbnsas 4.25 367 51.8 14 431 60.8 
California 4.25 452 63.8 34 796 112.4 
Colorado 4.25 404 57.0 23 530 74.8 
Connecticut 4.27 700 98.4 50 793 111.4 
Delaware: 4.25 516 72.8 41 604 85.3 
District ofColumbia 5.25 M4 96.5 49 M4 96.5 
F\orida 4.25 419 59.2 29 607 85.7 
Georgia 4.25 383 M.l 18 538 76.0 
Hawaii 5.25 1,069 122.2 51 1,069 122.2 
Idaho 4.15 .as 68.5 38 .as 68.5 
Illinois 4.25 411 58.0 27 648 91.5 
Indiana 4.25 341 48.1 3 486 68.6 
Iowa 4.65 396 51.1 8 471 60.8 
Kansas 4.25 455 6U 36 418 67.5 
Kcnt\lCky 4.25 368 52.0 15 436 61.6 
Louisiana U5 307 43.3 1 437 61.7 
Maine' 4.25 485 68.5 38 615 86.8 
Maryland 4.25 374 52.8 16 689 97.3 
Massa.chusct1ll 4.25 555 18.4 43 736 ,103.9 
Michigan 4.25 461 65.2 37 Ml 76.4 
Minnesota 4.25 4-22 59.6 30 580 81.9 
Mississippi 4-.25 384 54.2 19 419 60.6 
Missouri 4.25 359 50.7 7 463 65.4
Montana 4.25 395 55.8 20 404 57.0 
Nebraska 4.25 4-33 61.1 ,32 4-79 67.6 
Nevada 4.25 618 87.2 4-5 618 87.2 
New Hampshire 4.25 617 87.1 44 779 110.0 
NewJmey 5.05 MS' 76.6 G 827 98.3 
NewMcxico 4.25 4-17 58.9 l8 509 71.9 
NewYorit 4.25 397 56.0 22 77S 109.4 
North Carolina 4.25 361 51.1 8 499 70.4
North Dakota US 404 57.0 23 tl9 60.6 
Ohio 4.25 357 50.4 5 481 67.9 
Oklahoma 4.25 366 51.7 12 441 62.3 
Oregon 4.75 m 61.5 33 523 66.1 
Pcnnsyivania 4.25 350 49.4 4 592 83.6 
Rhode Island 4-.45 649 87.5 46 ~ 87.6 
South Carolina 4.25 395 55.8 20 460 64.9 
South Dakota 4.25 452 63.8 34 46S 65.6 
Tcnncsscc 4.25 363 51.2 10 461 65.1 
Texas 4-.25 366 51.7 12 524 74.0 
Utah US 409 57.7 16 4-32 61.0 
Vermont 4.25 644 90.9 48 644 90.9 
Virginia 4-.25 363 51.2 10 616 88.4 
Washington 4-.90 491 60.1 31 599 73.3 
West Virginia 4.25 357 50.4 5 397 56.0 
WISCOnsin 4.25 405 57.2 25 522 73.7 
Wyoming 4.25 318 53.4 17 4-37 61.7 

Nott: A~mornhIy &ir market ralls ~ for two-bedroom Wliu, weigtur:d by 1990 Census populatioo QJWIU for mmopolian anu. Lowat 
moodUy &ir market l'Cna ~ for two-bedroom uma in !he iovIat.pria:d mctropoIian area in !he 1ItIIIC. 

!ic:lura: U.S. Dcpanmcnt ofHOUIing and Urban DeYdopmcm; l.Dw lnc:rxnc Housing Inbmatioo Smicc; and Ccntct OIl Budp and Policy 
Priorities. Cakulations by 0UIdn:n', Ddi::nx Fund. ' 

TABU 817. 
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CHILDREN'S D E F'E N S E FUN D 

NUMBER OF CHILDREN RECEIVING FOOD STAMPS, 

FY 1989 - FY 1993 


, " 
" Pen:mt Iw::reue 

FY1989 FY 1990 FY 1991 FY 1992 FY 1993 FY 1989·1993 JlanIt 
~ 

Alabama 203.627 233,235 262,315 270,687 287,848 41.4% 20 
Alaska 13,852 13,718 15,248 19,669 23,974 73.1 39 . AriZDna 142,460 167,762 217,238 256,159 268,442 88.4 47 
Arkansas 103,406 liO,277 125,340 1~3,326 141.257 36.6 17 
Califumia 1,130,068 1,241,125 l,481,548 1,699,067 , 1,931,912 71.0 38 
Colorado 108,030 112,473 ' 132,190 149,987 147,542 36.6 17 
Connecticut 62,617 ' 74,757 97,769 109,609 117,334 87.4 46 
Delaware 15,639 ,17,504 ; 22,295 27,143 31,Il3 98.9 48 
District ofColwnbia 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 '68.9 37 
Hawaii' 39,780 ' 38,188 41,156 43,304 49,655 24.8 7 
Idaho 29,783 27,704 33,547 37,316 42,125 4l.4 20 
Illinois 480,701 489,525 571,382 536,341 612,143 27.3 13 
Indiana 139.258 149,436 200,686 246,967 256,51l 84.2 44 
Iowa SO,704 83,162 89,240 100,367 96,760 19.9 4 
Kansas 60,856 64,773 ' 82,603 89,736 92,965 52.8 29 
Kentucky 190,408 202,494 238,812 250,845 240,572 26.3 11 
Louisiana 356,575 355,061 404,590 444,442 410,456 15.1 2 
Maine ' 38,077 40,194 55,340 61,159 61,468 6l.4 33 
Maryland 127,879 , 138,195 159,357 187,701 197,531 54.5 30 
Massachusetts 153,172 166.908 206,493 239,137 , 229,016 49.5 25 
Michigan 445,279 463,569 498,853 506,478 513,005 15.2 3 
Minnesota 120,559 118,285 '141,QlO ' 158,632 171,796 42.5 23 
Mississippi 2l4,555 229,689 249,470 256,369 273,355 21.7 5 
Missouri 192,188 198,896 246,979 286,819 291,197 51.5 28 
Montana 26,322 26,735 28,465 30,836, , 33,600 27.6 14 
Nebraska 
Nevada 

45,161 
19,408 

44,604 
23,733 

. 50,647 
32,997 

54,874 
46,163 ' 

'61,100 
54,651 

35.3 
181.6 

16 
50 

New Hampshire 9,273 .. 12,723 20,306 25,910 29,209 215.0 51 
New Jersey 
NewMako 

191,648 
75,537 

215,221 
SO,341 

" 244,014 
90,280 

263,472 
119,115, 

267,689 
131,698 

' , 
39.7 
74,3 

19 
40 

NewYod:: 722,389 776,078 887,010 915,006 964,858 33.6 15 
NOrth Carolina 177,509, 195,549 245,744 300,372 323,552 82.3 43 
NonhDakota 18,890 19,305 22,503 ' 22,445 23,694 25.4 9 
Ohio 492,247 526,888 606,867: 642,334 611.112 24.1 6 
Oklahoma 123,659 122,202 151,905 167,524 179,726 45.3 24 
Oregon 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 29,370 33,514 41,574 ,46,181 49,04~ 67.0 35 
South Carolina 137,577 ,155,603 ' , 171,328 186,473 213,828 55.4 31 
SowhDakota 25,213 26,144 28,813 27,999 31,562 25.2 8 
Tennessee 230,158 238,858 286,479 321,614 364,193 " 58.2 32 
Texas 846,306 984,543 1,144,204 1)01,887 1,421,597 68.0 36 
Utah 52,402 54,943 64,696 69,740 74.253 41.7 22 
Vermont 14,362 16,567 '19,982 29,196 25,386 76.8 42 
Virginia 148,798 166.735 195,617 230,539 261,125 75.5 ,41 
Washington 153,m 175,628 202,310 219,280 229,855 49.5 25 

, West Virginia 111,043 106,862 117,673 142,017 ' 207,751 '87.1 45 
wiscorisin 175,538 165,499 171,15? 188,910 181,409 3.3 1 

. Wyoming 14,572 13,996 16,302 17,938 18,512 27.0 12 

United States 9,429,127 10,127,129 11,951,940 ' 13,348,769 14,195,859 50.6% 

Sounz: U.S. Dcpmmc:nt ofAgricuIcure, Food and Cansumet Sc:rvicz: Cak:ulations by QUIdrcn's Dcmuc Fund. 
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CHILDREN IN THE S TAT E S 

TABU B18. 

NUMBER OF' PARTICIPANTS IN CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAMS, FY 1994 

Women 
Wlel 

Infana ChiJdren Total 
School 
Lum::h 

School 
Breakfast 

Child/Adult
Carel 

Alabama 27,515 35,512 59,275 122,302 551,152 132,604 31,530 
Alaska 3,418 3,665 8,668 15,751 45,223 6,400 7,849 
Ari2'Dna 29,665 33,136 54,335 117,136 376,508 109,252 35,390 
Arkansas 21,732 23,123 43,195 88,OSO 312,411 107,876' 18,254 
Califumia 266,178 264,624 381,264 912,066 2,272,785 644,738 231,612 
Colorado 18,350 14,287 36,358 68,995 293,349 41,082 40,221 
Comecticut 10,918 13,635 40,944 65,497 225,598 39,785 20,769 
Delaware 3,243 4,5340 8,619 16,456 63,515 14,266 11,064 
Distria ofColumbia 4,138 5,894 8,124 18,156 47,061 16,092 4,982 
Florida 65,476 86,864 .146,260 298,600 1,176,410 323,418 65,300 
Georgia 
Hawaii 

36,012 
5,419 

55,482 
6,831 

114,619 ' 
12,631 

206,113 
24,881 

960,501 
139,326 

259,325 
26,744 

46,474 
19,801 

Idaho 7,241 8,001 16,430 31,612 142,029 21,548 6,401 
Dlinois 48,654 12,445 116,104 237,203 929,378 148,904 68,506 
Indiana 32,297 36,283 65,373 133,953 596,264 68,502 38,555 
Iowa 12,908 12,908 35,750 61,566 381,306 39,682 26,507 
Kansas 13,888 13,297 31,352 58,537 306,595 60,583 57,106 
Kcntw:ty 26,669 28,451 59,560 114,680 506,556 156,085 34,512 
LDuisiana 27,300 38,895 51,820 118,015 670,121 227,009 57,256 
Maine 5,774 6,082 15,494 27,350 105,104 19,086 12,662 
Maryland 19,921 24,306 40,514 84,741 359,~7 63,985 35,644 
Massachusaa 24,757 27,851 60,655 113,263 446,743 82,144 47,504 
Michigan 45,891 53,954 109,187 209,032 741,849 78,137 65,726 
Minnesota 18,717 20,815 57,569 97.101 515,387 53,127 93,829 
Mississippi 20,846 30,073 52,323 103,242 407,983 151,040 31,989 
Missouri 30,355 32,202 59,389 121,~ 555,113 121,200 39,342 
Montana 3,193 3,763 11,106 19,262 86,741 11,692 12,035 
Nebraska 7,589 ' 8,297 18,906 340,192 203,762 19,109 37,344 
Nevada 6,838 7,1~ 13,121 27,153 93,192 22,838 4,487 
New Hampshire 4,324 4,609 10,709 19,642 87,971 11,069 5,996 
New Jersey 31,569 35,075 73,912 140,616 506.,656 62,960 38,282 
NewMc:xko 11,283 12,558 28,426 52,267 173,965 56,985 .41,760 
New York 85,476 1I7,M3 244,230 447,349 1,625,538 365,378 137,315 
Norm Carolina 43,365 49,665 84,841 177,871 750,500 209,098 63,024 
North Dakota 3,541 3,811 10,581 17,933 88,975 9,048 19,111 
Ohio 57,121 74,M7 120,925 252,693 972,666 154,090 70,224 
Oklahoma 20,813 24,847 43,626 89,286 365,197 109,212 39,535 
Oregon 19,683 14,939 42,415 77,037 246.,201 56,245 30,522 
Pennsylvania 51,680 59,433 147,292 258,405 975,334 131,1M 69,480 
Ilhodc: Island 3,800 5,365 11,628 20,193 57,m 6,982 7,345 
South Carolina 29,558 31,403 , 61,971 122,932 450,845 151,251 20,487 
South Dakota 4,882 5,816 12,639 23,337 106.,393 14,482 10,100 
Tennessee 33,IOS 51,041 47,489 131,635 593,090 164,061 33,038 
Te:xas 146.,084 157,OSO 307,895 611,029 2,136.,447 678,689 149,749 
Utah 13,618 15,281 27,064 55,963 246,321 21,871 37,321 
Vc:nnont 3,514 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 
Washington 26,249 31,051 44,937 102,237 418,243 83,752 46,929 
West Virginia ll,884 12,246 29,219 53,409 199,502 82,813 10,531 
Wisconsin 21,576 23,735 ' 61,802 107,113 486,013 30,119 46,577 
Wyoming' 2,782 2,829 6,338 ll,~ 57,247 6,3~ 7,629 

United Stares 1,499,353 1,742,012 3,225,205 6,466.,630 24,688,026 5,613,525 2,130,1M 

ISpccial Supplcmental Food Program lOr Women, Infams, and 0IildraI. 
lIncluda rome ckIcrly and disabled adulu.. , 

Soura:: U.S. Department ofAgricuItute. Food and Ccmumcr Servia:. Cak:ulatic:Jas by CUIdrcn's Ilet"mIc FUod. 
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CHILDREN"S, DEFENSE 'FUND

TABLE Bit. 

ADOLESCENT C:HILDBEARING, t 980 AND t 990 

Teen Birth ~* 
1980 1990 ' 

Alabama 68.l 71.3 
Alaska 64.4 65.4 
Arimna 65.5 75.9 
Arkansas 74.5 80.1 
California 5l.3 71.5 
Colorado 49.9 54.9 
Connecticut lO.5 19.2 
Delaware 51.2 55.0 
District ofColumbia 62.4 95.8 
Florida 58.5 69.5 
Georgia 71.9 75.9 
Hawaii 50.7 61.7 
Idaho 59.5 50.7 
Dlinois 55.8 63.3 
Indiana 57.5 58.7 
Iowa 43.0 40.7 
Kansas 56.8 56~4 

Kentucky 72.3 67.7 
Louisiana 76.0 74.4 
Maine 47.4 43.3 
Maryland 43.4 53.7 
MassachI.lllCt:l.S 28.1 35.7 
Michigan 45.0 59.3 
MiMcsou 35.4 36.5 
Mississippi 83.7 81.0 
Missouri 57.8 63.0 ' 
Manana 48.5 48.7 
Nebraska 45.1 42.5 
Nevada 58.5 74.2 
New Hampshire 33.6 33.2 
New Jersey 35.2 40.9, 
NewMaico 71.8 78.4 
New York 34.8 44.1 
North Carolina 57.5 68.0 
North Dakot2 41.7 35.6 
Ohio 52.5 58.1 
Oklahoma 74.6 67.2 
Oregon 50.9 54.9 
Pennsyfvania 40.5 45.3 
Rhode Island 33.0 44.6 
South Carolina 64.8 71.5 
South Dakota 52.6 46.9 
Tcnncsscc 64.1 72.6 
Texas 74.3 75.6 
Utah 65.2 48.7 
Vermont 39.5 34.3 
Virginia 48.3 ,53.3 
Washirigron 46.7 53.5 
West Virginia 67.8 57.4 , 
Wisconsin 39.5 42.8 
Wyoming 78.7, 56.5 

U ruted States 53.0 " 59.9 

"Births per 1.OOOyoung~.1S.19. 

Percem: Change, 
198()"1990 

4.4% 
1.6 

15.9 
7.5 

34.1 
10.0 
28.5 

7.4 
53.5 
18.8 
5.6 

21.7 
-14.8 

13.4 
2.1 

-5.3 
-0.7 
-6.4 
-2.1 
-8.6 
23.7 
27.0 
31.8 

3.1 
-3.2 
9.0 
0.4 

-S.8 
26.8 
-1.2 
16.2 
9.2 

26.7 
18.3 

-14.6 
'10.7 
...IJ.9 

7.9 
11.9 

,35.2 
10.3 

-10.8 
13.3 

1.7 
-25.3 
-13.2 

10.4 
14.6 

-15.3 
8.4 

-28.2 

13.0% 

Souro:: U.S. Department ofHealth and Human Sa;vias. Naticnal Ccncer tOr Health Sc:IIiItia, V., StaMig rftlll ,UrtiIU SIIIIrs: 1980, Vol. 
I:-N/UIJJity and VII&! SIaIinii:t II{'" UnUr4 Stu:r: 1990, Vol. J-N-.IiIy; and U.S. Dc:partmCl1t ofCoounera:. Bureau ofthe CenIua, 1980 Census 
ofPopulation and HOUIing and 1990 Census ofPopulation and Hooaing, Swnmaty Tape File 1. Calculations by Clli.\dn:n', DcfaJac Fund. 
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C H .LDREN IN THE S TAT E S 

TABUB20. 

YOUTH EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING 

Youths ApI. 16 to 19, 1993" Job Corps, 1991 .... 

Bmploymem- Uacm- BmoUed 
Populatioo ploymatt Number per 100 ~' 

B.ario 1l.ate llaDk BDroI1ca BUgibIe BUgibIe llaDk 

Alabama 37.2% 23.0% 46 448 23,467 1.9% 43 
Alaska 40.1 20.7 42 0 2,155 0.0 45 
Arizona 13.1 .14.7 17 1,101 20,687 5.3 26 
Arkansas 41.4 16.9 22 982 11,958 8.2 20 
California 34.1 26.2 49 4,213 151,053 2.8 38 
Colorado 50.8 17.4 24' 321 11,188 2.9 36 
Connecticut 48.2 7.2 1 0 10,220 0.0 45 
Delaware 41.0 13.3 10 0 2,215 0.0 45 
Disaict ofColwnbia n/a n/a n/a 713 4,330 16.7 9 
Florida 40.2 20.3 40 1,302 56,668 2.3 40 
Georgia 40.5 17.5 25 3,078 37,102 8.3 19 
Hawaii 36.0 13.9 13 502 2,542 19.7 5 
Idaho 55.0 14.4 14 330 3,803 8.7 18 
D1inois 43.5 18.8 32 770 49,878 1.5 44 
Indiana 52.0 14.6 15 1,045 26,673 3.9 32 
Iowa 60.1 11.5 5 482 6,993 6.9 23 
Kansas 52.2 15.0 19 402 7,625 5.3 26 
Kcntud:y 41.7 15.8 21 5,334 24,288 22.0 4 
Louisiana 28.7 25.8 48 924 27,951 3.3 34 
Maine 44.2 18.5 30 539 4,092 13.2 11 
Maryland 39.1 22.7 45 1,294 18,044 7.2 22 
Massachusetts 42.9 19.0 35 1,342 19,839 6.8 24 
Michigan 48.5 ' 17.1 23 m 43,274 2.2 41 
Minnesota 63.3 10.9 3 466 9,700 4.8 30 
Mississippi 31.7 19.0 35 1,595 16,286 9.8 13 
Missouri 51.9 15.4 20 2,117 23,038 9.2 15 
Montana 43.9 13.4 U 1,080 2,471 43.7 1 
Nebraska 58.7 9.4 2 360 3,814 9.4 ' 14 
Nevada 44.5 19.5 38 964 5,309 18.2 . 7 
New Hampshire 49.5 13.2 9 0 3,502 0.0 45 
New Jersey 33.3 19.6 39 m 27,077 2.9 36 
NewMcrico 38.1 18.8 32 1,029 7,823 13.2 11 
NewYort 30.0 22.5 44 2,930 74,762 3.9 32 
Non:h CaroI.ina 44.0 18.3 29 1,590 31,635 5.0 29 
Non:hDatoa 52.7 12.6 7 0 1,196 0.0 45 
Ohio 44.8 18.2 28 1.696 42,009 4.0 31 
Oldahoma 40.4 18.5 30 2,234 14,093 15.9 10 
On:gon 44.6 17.9 27 2,128 11,070 19.2 6 
Pennsylvania 43.4 18.9 34 3,123 42,002 7.4 21 
Rhode Island 48.3 13.7 ·12 0 3,851 0.0 45 
South CaroI.ina 37.4 23.0 46 386 17,287 2.2 41 
South Datoa 56.1 12.7 8 334 1,886 17.7 8 
Tcnncsscc 40.2 20.4 41 924 28,280 3.3 34 
Texas 40.5 21.5 43 5,316 97,332 5.5 25 
Utah 60.0 U.5 5 . 2,482 5,932 41.8 2 

,Vermont 55.4 11.3 4 450 1,629 27.6 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 24.6 35.1 50 981 11,053 8.9 17 
Wisamsin 57.3 14.6 15 330 12,010 2.7 39 
Wyoming 47.1 17.8 26 0 1,373 0.0, 45 ~ 

United Sun:s 41.1'IfI 19.0% 62,205 1,103,000 5.6% 

. "The employment-populalion ratio iI cbe propon:ion ofcbe popWaOOn mat is employaL The unemployment rau: is die propon:ion ofcbe Ialxlr 
fiJra: mat is not emplorcd bur Iookins fOr wort. , . 
++Ifa au: hu no Job Corps eruoIka, mat means mat Ibm: are no Job Corps cznam Ioc:md in mat au:. R.aidl:nll may be enroIlcd in cznu:r.a 
in other 1taIa. ThaIc e1igib/t fOr cbe Job Corps an: )'Dulbup 161014 who are poor. school dropoua, and not cmployai 

Soura:: U.S. DepanrnentofLaboc. BlII'I:auofLaborStatistia,~Pt'l1jillllf~1IIfIl ~ 1993; and U.S. Dq:r.lnmcntof 
Labor. Offia: ofJob Corps, Cak:ulaticcll by 0liIdml'. DcfaIIe Fund. 
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TAIIIJ[ 821. 

FIREARM DEATHS AMONG CHILDREN AGES ·1-19," 
. BY CAUSE, 1992 

ToW 
Firearm IDtaIt . 
Deaths Homicide Suicide Aa:idcDt Uilbown 

Alabama 121 67 33 17 4 
Alaska . 17 3 9 5 0 
Arizona 101 60 27 12 2 
Arkansas 69 42 14 12 1 
California 818 655 no 47 6 
Colorado 68 31 29 8 0 
Connecticut
Delaware 

41 
5 

33. 
2' 

8 
1 

0 
1 

0 
1 

District ofColumbia 73 67 3 3. 0 
Florida 214 129 62 16 7 
Georgia 
Hawaii 

160 
9 

89 
4 

49 
4 

19 
1 

3 
0 

Idaho 22 2 13 7 0 
DliDois 321 262 37 .15 .7 
Indiana 106 48 41 14 . 3 
Iowa 23 4 18 1 0 
Kansas 51 18 ·23 10 0 
KentUcky 
Louisiana 

55 
188 

18' 
. 123 . 

U 
43 

12 
21 

1 
1· 

Maine 13 1 11 1 0 
Maryland 100 80 12 0 8 
MassachusetU 38 30 8 0 0 
Michigan 218 137 58 20 3. 
Minncsool 48 14 32 1 1 

. Mississippi M 46 17 20 1 
Missouri 161 98 40 19 4 
MontaDa 16 4 8 4 0 
Nebraska 23 6 12 5 0 
Nevada 31 . 18 9 3 1 
New Hampshire 9 2 7 0 0 
NewJerscy 49 37 .6 5 1 
New Mexico 39 17 17 3 2 
New York 361 286 62 10 3 
North Carolina 147 .71 49 19 1 
Norm Dai:ota 13 2 7 3 1 
Ohio 156 89 49 16 2 
Oklahoma 63 27 18 6 2 
0rq0D 4S 11 26 7 1 
Pcnnsylvmia 171 104 58 11 5 
Rhode: lsIand 3 3 0 0 0 
South Carolina 71 45 18 13 '2 
sOum Dai:ota 10 1 7 2 0 
Tc:nnc.ssee 111 59 37 14 1 
Taas 540 335 138 59 8 
Utah 41 7 31 1 2 
Vermont 9 2 6 0 1 
Virginia· III 64 38 9 0 
Washingtol'! 70 38 29 3 0 
WCSt Virginia 27· . 8 10 9 0 
Wisconsin 96 44 39 9 4 
Wyoming 17 1 9 7 0 

United States .5,367 3.351 1,426 500 90· 

Soura:: U.5. Depanmc:nt of Hcalrh and Human ScrW:a, Nuiooa1 Cam:dm Hcalrh Swisria, unpublilbcd daQ. Cal",lirinna by ChiJdioaJ" 
DcfenK Fund. ' ... 
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CHI L'D R E N IN THE S TAT E S 

TABLE 822" 

EDUCATION AND DISABILITY PROGRAM PARTICIPATION 

IDBA and Chapter 1 Disabled., 1991·1991 ' 551 Bliad 
Tltkl Bilingual and Diaabk:d 

1991·1992 1990-1991 Toul Un&:r3 3·5 6-17 18·ll DccembcrI993 

Alabama 135,845 1,052 96,975 634 7,710 83,119 5,412 23,911 
Alaska 7,796 11,183 16,106 433 1,656 13,434 583 680 
Arizona 101,519 65,727 61,076 633 5,151 52,594 2,698 9,002 1 
ArbJ1sas 87,557 2,000 49,018 590 5.058 41,095 2,175 16,726 
CaIifumia 1,383,287 986,462 494,058 832 43,519 430,683 19,024 57,937 
Cobado 40,404 17,187 60,357 761 4,683 52,l99 2,614 7,806 
Connc:cticw: 53,923 ,16,988 66,192 657 5,814 56,287 3,434 4,l65 
Delaware 10,413 1,966 14,435 46 1,631 12,026 732 1,676 
DistriaofCalumbia 14,736 3,379 7,104 159 419 5,922 594 2,021 
Florida 2OB,018 83,937 253,606 2,005 16,lB4 225,614 9,103 41,627 
Georgia 168,125 6,422 107,660 174 8,lO4 95,077 4,l05 22,594 
Hawaii 14,932 9,964 14,163 647 ' 930 12,184 402 748 
Idaho . 24,600 3,986 22,755 501 2,108 18,857 689 3,141 
Dlinois 181,002 79,191 245,931 3,560 23,793 207,659 10,919 41,llO 
Indima 96,632 4,3OB 118,924 2,281 7,593 103,534 5,516 16,629 
Iowa 36,595 3,105 61,510 964 5,427 52,115 2,904 6,766 
Kansaa 35,054 4,486 47,063 638 4,314 4O,l52 1,859 6,449 
Kemw:ky 112,231 1,071 81,681 788 12,201 65,357 3,335 17,l96 
Louisiana 115,221 7,654 78,760 1,461 7,139 65,844 4,316 35,9«6 
Maine 28,685 1,983 27,891 2,497 24,137 1,l57 2,156 
Maryland 69,496 12,l57 92,520 2,775° 7,840 78,069 3,836 9,069 
MassachWlCttS 94,172 42,606 156,633 5,549 12,744 130,390 7,950 13,036 
Michigan 176,510 21,376 172,l38 ' 2,959 15,411 144,562 9,306 31,057 
M.imxsoa. 81,954 13,152 83,028 2,203 9,002 68,768 3,055 B.181 
Mississippi 151,157 2,753 61,197 71 4,660 53,5OB 2,958 22,157 
Missouri 107,019 3,227 105,521 1,323 5,168 94,111 4,819 16,918 
Moncma 16,324 . 6,626 18,038 273 1,798 15,115 ,752 1,833 
Nebrasb. 32,335 1,l57 35,975 584 2,172 30,993 1,626 3,388 
Nevada 13,476 9,057 20,530 546 1,818 17,496 610 2,043 
New Ha.mpshirc 13,764 1,146 21,047 615 1,538 17,784 1,110 1,310 
NewJcrscy 180,627 43,525 184,621 2,404 15,Ml 158,562 8,614 17,761 
New Me:Iico 53,964 73,505 38,207 47 2,605 34,066 1,489 5,388 
NewYort. 460,025 168,20s 324,677 2,198 .19,113 272,980 20,186 66,343 
North Carolina 119,472 6,030 127,867 . 766 11,118 111,019 4,8IM 22,324 
NorthDakma 11,893 7,187 12,619 214 1,163 10,684 618 I,Ml 
Ohio 187,643 8,992 210,l68 13,629 185,243 11,396 .38,360 
Oklahoma 59,930 9,392 68,576 659° 5,324 59,853 2,740 9,709 
Oregon 51,412. 7,557 56,102 821 3.122 50,435 2,324 5,105 
Pennsylvania l6l,452 15,000 214,035 5,349 16,887 180,883 10,916 34,016 
llhodc: .bland 15,173 7.632 21,588 462 1,801 18,198 1,127 2,101 
Sow:h Carolina 68,308 1,146 79,872 612 8,577 67,499 3,174 14,003 
Sow:h Dakota 14,957 6,691 15,l84 249 2,114 12,lOO 621 2,179 
Tennessee 128,076 3,560 111,315 2,196 8,630 95,003 5,386 18,942 
Tcus 584,603 320,578 367,860 7,023 26,059 315,751 19,027 47,426 
Utah 35,710 14,860 50,009 1,l88 3,755 43,517 1,449 3,686 
Vcnnont 12,117 500 11,101 119 1,011 9,482 489 1,117 
Virginia 76,937 15,133 122,647 2,551 10,808 103,781 5,507 16,128 
Washinpon 63,479 28,646 91,l86 2,032 10,430 75,005 3,819 9,633 
West Virgioia 34,497 231 44,338 791 3,581 37,465 2,501 7,119 ~ 
Wssconsin ' 69,585 14,648 91,1.42 1,433 11,452 74,648 4,lO9 18,539 
Wyoming 5,503 1,919 11,935 392 1,334 9,711 498 952 

'.. 
Uoited Staa:s 6,109,345 2,181,148 . 4,948,601 66,478 417,346 4,235,330 219,447 710,321 

Sowa:: u.s. Department of Edw::uion; and U.S. Deparancnt of Heakb and Hwnan Services, Soc:ial Sc:wrlty Administralion. 
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CHI L D It E N • S' D E FEN 8 E pt U N D 

,. . TABLI 823. 

PERCENTAGE OF FOURTH-GRADE PUBLIC SCHOOL STUDENTS AT 

OR ABOVE BAsIC READING PROFICIENCY, 1992 


ADB..aca W'hite Diad: LatiDo 
AaiaD/Paci6c

IaIaDder 
Name 

AmI:ric:an 

Alabama 4896 6096 2596 2996 
'Alaska 
Arizona 51 64 40 37 2296 
Arkansas 53 63 26 29 48 
Califumia 45 62 26 24' 5396 
Colorado 60 67 45 41 65 .45 
Connccricut 66 77 30 33 
DeJaware 54 65 32 26. 
Disttia ofColumbia 
Florida 

28 
49 

81 
62 

25 
24 

20 
39 . 

-. 
Georgia 
Hawaii 

53 
44. 

67 
59 

32 
29 

32 
32 43 

Idaho 63 67 '39 42 
D1inois 
Indiana 64 69 37 51 
Iowa 70 72 49 54.. 
Kansas 
Kentucky 55 58 as 31 
Louisiana 42 58 25 30 
Maine 72 73 47 
Maryland 53 65 32 37 61 
Massachuscm 71 77 44 39 58 
Michigan 
Minnesota 

59 
65 

68 
68 '. 

22' 
26 

39 
42 

Mississippi 38 60 22 20' 
Missouri 63 71 33 38 
Montana 
Nebraska 65 70 32 45 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 73 74 59 
New Jersey .66 . 78 36 35, 80 
NewMmco 51 66 '38. 39 38 
New York . 58 71 40 30 .66 
North Carolina 53 64 33 U 38 
NonhDakota 71 72 68 53 
Ohio 60 65 U 42 
Oklahoma 64 69 36 47 58 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Is1and 

.64 
59 

73 
68 

26 
13 

38' 
30 . 37 

SoUlb Carolina 49 64 31 29 
SoUlb Dakota -
Tcnnessc:c: 53 62 29 36 
Texas 53 68 35 38 
Utah 64 67 41 
Vermont 
V' '.uguua 64 73 . ···.40 4l' 74 
Washington 

. Wesr Virginia 58 59 37 36 
Wisconsin 67 72' 36 52 46 
Wyoming 68 72 50 50 

I United Stltl:S 57'J1i 6696 3()1j(, 3996 5596 4996 
.' 

Soura:: U.S. Deputmcm ofF..ducaaon. NatiooaI c.cn- fix Eduation Sw:iItia, N.tiE.P 1992: &tMIiItI B.prt c:..wfir*' N.......*'S-. 
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Every day in America 


i 
; " 

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 

" 

~', 

children die from child abuse. 


children die from guns. 


children - a dassroomful- die from poverty. 


babies die before their first birthday. 


babies' are bom to women who had late or no prenatal 

care. 

babies are bom at low birthweight (less than 5 pounds, 
8 ounces). 

teenagers give birth. 

teenagers drop out ofschool each school day. 

~ are in adult jails. 

infants are bom into poverty. 

babies are bom to unmarried. women. 

child.reri"are reported abused. or neglected. 

children are homeless. 

children bring guns to school. 

latchhy children co~e home to a house in which there 
is a gun. 

... 

IOu1dren's Defense Fund I 
'" 

olS E Street, N.•W. 
"Washington, D.C. lOOO. 

(101) 618-8787 



. For Immediate Release 
It>: 

t 

Tuesday, March:28, 1995 
Contact: Lisa Butler McDougal, 202/662-3615 

Stella Ogata, 202/662-3609 

REPORT SAYS ONE-TmRD OF AMERICA'S CmLDREN 

. IN DANGER. . 


,

CDF Calls Perman.ent DestructiOn of Federal Safety Net For Children Children's Defense::Fund~ 
I .,' 'f< < ' 

Nation Defining Moral & Political Choice 

WASH1NGTON~ D.C. -- One'in three children growing up today will fall into poverty, dr~p.out of 

school, or be abused or neglected before reaching adulthood, according to a new report from the Children's 

Defense Fund. .' 

II At a time when nearly 16 million children are poor, almost three million are abused and neglected,. . 	 . 

and 400,000 drop out of school, Congress should be strengthening rather than permanently shredding federal 

child protections and recklessly slashing child investments," CDF President Marian Wright Edelman said. 

"T~ere appears to be no moral line House leaders will not cross in their ·reckless rush' to reinvent American 

sQcial policy and values." 

According to CDF, the unfair, massive, $46 billion assault on child nutrition, child care, foster care 

and . adoption 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 action a permanent dismantling 

of the guaranteed safety net for needy and disabledchi1d~en regardless of the state in which they live. 

CDF's annual report, The SttlJe ofAmerica's Children Yearbook 1995, chronicles the conditions facing 

children on a range of indicators of child health and well-being. Among its startling conclusions: 

• 	 . Child poverty peaked last year 'at the highest level since 1964. Nearly 16 million children in' 
America 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. 

• 	 In 1994, one in four homeless people was a child under the age of 18. 


-more
25 EStreet, NW 
Washington, DC 20001 
Telephone 202 628 8787 
Fax 202662 3510 
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State of America's Children/Page 2 

• 5,379 children and teens were killed by gunfire in 1992 -- one child every 98 minutes. 

.~ While 60% of mothers with children 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 II 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 rio health insurance, immediate access to health care is crucial and ought to be available for every child 
wherever they live;" 

CDP 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 working families, and no new health C<?verage 

for children has been offered. 

Children Likely to Slip Through Holes in 50 Sq(ety Nets 

According to CDP, 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 localities 
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 children being denied 
crucial services. " 

CDP said destroying guaranteed federal investments 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. 

• 	 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. . 

• 	 When a parent loses a job 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 ~d 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 speatc 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 ofschool , suffer family breakdown, or get into 
trouble. A private non-profit organization supported by foundations, corporate grants, and individual donations, 
CDP 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. 
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HOUSE BLOCK GRANTS = PERMANENT & IMMORAL. . . 
NATIONAL CmLD NEGLECT 

Shredding of Federal Safety Net for Poor, Neglected, Abused and Disabled 
Chiidren is a Nation Defining Moral and Political Choice . 

EMBARGOED· 

THE BLACK (OMMUNITY 
CRUSADE FOR CHILDREN 

A Brief Entitlement Primer 


(hildren's Dl'iense Fund 

. 2S f Street. NW 
Washington. DC 2000' 
Telephone. 202 618 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 ieaders have 
passed fallon children and that a massive $46 bill'ion in budget' 
cuts to finance tax breaks for the rich fallon 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 ne.ed 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 
guara~teed support for children and leave millions more children 
poor, hungry I 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 hungry, 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 
family 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 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. You want it assured, regardless of where you live. 
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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. 

What is an entitlement? 

An entitlement is assured help an unbreakable p'romise 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. 

Programs Losing Dollars Lost 
Children Losing 
Benefits in 

Entitlement Status OVer 5 Years the Year 2000 

Cash Assistance to Poor 1.3 million 
Families (AFDC) (3 - 5 million in 

$ 7.2 billion later years) 

Assistance for Disabled 
Children (SSt) , $10.9 billion 348,000 

Foster Care and Adoption 
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 billion 1.0 million 

Food Stamps for 'Families State option to 
, with Children $16.0 billion eliminate en

titlement status 

What is a Block Grant? 

Ablock grant is a fixed amount of money that mayor may not 
be sufficient in times of need. When states ruh 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 since 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 yo~ going to say, 'Sorry, 
,we're all out'?" 

Will These Block Grants Keep Pace with Future Needs? 

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 ReptiQlicans Really Cutting Benefits to Children or 
Just Future Rates of Growth in Entitlement Programs 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 YouR.ve Block Grants and More' State Flexibility Without 
Destroying Entitlements? 

Absolutely. One'has little to do with the other. 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 m~ny restrictions (as seen in the House Republican 
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plan's restrictions on benefits to teens and legal immigrants). 
Entitlements are simply a' funding commitment to ensure that 
children get help when they need it. 

Is 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 children born out-of
wedlock. 

Can All States Handle These Additional Responsibilities? 

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. 

Congress Should Pick on Someone Their Own Size and Stop. Picking 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 
entitlements for children and the poor constitute a very small 
portion 'of the· federal budget. Worst, they are cutting children 
and the poo'r, to fund' tax breaks for the' rich and to increase 
defense spending. It is a fundamental perversion of American 
values 'of fairness and commonsense. 

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 rej~ct 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 ll will .do. 
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