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I 
March 4. 1991 I 
Dear CoUeague'· 

I 
The National Campaign to Prevent Teen Pregnancy is a non*profit. non~partisan initiative aimed at 
preventing teen pregnancy by supporting values and actions that ate c<msistent with a pregnancy-free 
adolescence. Formed in 1996. the Campaign's goal is to reduce the ,eJnage pregnancy rate by one-third by 
2005, A primary focus of the Campaign is to support and foster sta(~ and communiry activity (0 prevent, 

ttcO pregnancy, ' 


. 	 i 
The Personal Responsibility and Work Opporrunity ReconciliatIon Act of 1996 has provisions Ihat are 
serving as catalysts for states to reduce adolescent pregnancy and deVelop comprehensive teen pregnancy 
prevention plans. In response to many requests for infonnation'l we have assembled the enclosed 
resource packet. ! 

• 
This packet was designed to provide background infonnation on the ~gislation. teen pregnancy, and what 
we know about program effectiveness. It also addresses issues related to developing state plans to prevent 
teen pregnancy and to the abstinence education provision of the welfare1legislation. 

As you will see, we have included a few state plans to prevent teen pignllJ'lCY. In response to the welfare 
reform provision that offers a <"bonus to reward decrease in illegitimacy" (that is, a special grant to the five 
top Slates that demonstrate a reduction in oot·of-wedlock binhs as well as a reduction in abonion rates), 
many states are designing plans that focus both on teen pregnancy~ prevention and decreasing out-of
wedlock births. It is important to note that while the majority of out·of~wedlock births are not to teens, the 
majority (If women 'Who have children out-of-wedlock had their first 'child as a (een (see enclosed Non
marital Childbearing Among Adtt.lr Women); mus, preventing teen prbgnancy does ultimalely reduce OUI

of-wedlock births. 

Attached to this letter is a list of "Suggestions for Developing a Plan to Prevenl Teen Pregnancy." This 
document is based on our discussions with people al the state level and our observation that reducing teen 
pregnancy requires intensive, ongoing, comprehensive strale,gies. I 

Feel free to share these re$Ources wirh colleagues., aM pJease contact us if you need additional infonnation. 
We would also like to know if you have information ar strategies that you think would help other states.. 

Best of luck in your work to prevenlleen pregnancy. 

Sincerely, 

Tamara Kreinin• Director of State and local Affairs, 



I 

THE NATXONAlL CAMPAXGN TO PRlEv'lEl';l' 
TEEN PREGNA.~CY 

2100 M STREET, NW, SUITE 500, WASHINGTON, DC 20037 Direct Dial: 202~85?-865S 
Fax: 202-331-7735 • 	

I 

Suggestions for Developing a Pliln to Prevent Teen Pregnancy 
, 	 I 

I 
The following suggestions are based on OUf discussions with people at the state level and OUf observation 
that reducing teen pregnancy requires intensive, ongoing. cornprehensiye strategies, 

I 

• 	 Stimulate the formation of a broadly based coalition of leaders th~ughout the state to work on teen 
pregnancy prevention OVeI a sustained period of time, Such coalitions often include leaders from the 
education and healtb professions, religious and community leaders! researehers. parent groups, press, 
corporate leaders, and poJicymak.e:rs, ! 

• 	 Develop a strategy for involving new Jeaders at various junctures so that there is always new energy 
and commitment to the issue over time. i 

• 	 Using a ooalitlon. develop a comprehensive state plan to prevent teen pregnancy involving as many 
public and private sector stakeholders in the plan development as ipossible. Along with the leaders 
mentioned above. coordinate all public sector departments involved in any way with teen pregnancy 
prevention. including the department of social services, the de~ent of health, and the department 

, ,
of education. 	 I 

• 
• If the state health agency decides to apply for the abstinence ed~cation funds. the plan for use of 

these funds should be a part of an overall state plan. The funds will have far greater impact if used in 
concert' with other efforts to reduce teen pregnancy. ' 

• 	 As' you discuss applying for the abstinence funds. it is important t~ detennine the source of the state 
match: new money or funds from another program? If you move funds from another program, what 
is the relative impa<:t of doing this? Which program would have the greatest impact on preventing 
teen pregnancy? " 'I 

• 	 Begin plan development by detennining what data needs to be collected. Use this data for planning 
and action, Consider col1ecting the fonowing: information on sexual activity of teens, average age 
of first intercourse, state and county ranking, teen birth rates, teen Pregnancy rates, and abortion rates 
(by county and age). Identify areas of concentration of teen pregnaricy and publicize the extent of the 
problem, I 

• 	 Map out what programs and strategies exist to prevent teen pre~cy, What sources of infonnation 
and services are available to teens to help them make responsible choices? What programs and 
support services are available to give teens a reason not to getlpregnant? Youth development. 
mentoring. tutoring. and jobs programs may aU give teens reasons to make responsible decisions. 

• 	 InvoJve youth 1n the planning process on an ongoing basis and in a fueaningful way. 
• 	 Consider who is minding {he six to eighteen~year-olds. ~ularlr in a "welfare to work" 

environment. many parents may end up working two jobs and ~ away from bome dunng the 
afternoon and evening bours. Without sufficient supervised activities of bigh quality for youth. the 
teen pregnancy rate can rapidly increase. The Illinois Caucus for Adolescent Health has had a state 
bin introduced to create a task force that win collect information on the status of recreational 
activities for children and teens. 

• 	 If the plan inciudes development of a media campaign, decide on your goals. target your audience(s). 

• 
research your audience with the help of a pollster and focus groups) and if teens are one of the target 
audiences, have them preview the ads. ! 

• 	 Monitor replications carefully. If you replicate an existing pro~. be cognizant of the need to 
replicate all components of a program to get the same outcorhes and that. given a different 
environment. it still may not have the same impact. 	 I 

• Track and evaluate your efforts. 	 I 
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THE NATlONAL CA..1\1PAIGN TO PREVENT 


• 	 TEEN PREGNi%.l'l"CY 
2100M STREET.NW. SUITE 500, WASHINGTON, DC 200)1 Direcl Dial; 201.·857-8655 

Fax: 202·331·7735 

! 
Welfan Reform Resource Packet Contents 

! 

Section 1- Resources on Welfare Reform and reen pregnanJ Prevention 

• 	 Resource List - Information on organizations dealing with teeh pregnancy prevention andlor 
. 	 I
welfare reform. 	 : 

,, 

Section II • Questions and Answers 
, 

• 	 0 & A ~ To help you answer questions about welfare refonn and teen pregnancy from the 
press, policymakers, and the pUblic. I 

Section III • Background Information on Welfare Reform : 

• 
• Teenage Pregnancy Prevention Provisions in the We;fare RefJrn Bill, by Jamie Tullman of 

the National Campaign to Prevent Teen Pregnancy. An overview of the provisions related to 
teenage pregnancy prevention. ! 

I 
I 

• 	 Teen Parent Provisions in the Personal Res.ponsibilit;y and Work Opponunity Reconciliation 
Aia, by Jodie Levin.Epstein at the Center for Law and SOCIal Policy (CLASP). Provides 
details 011 all aspects of the welfare reform bill that impact teerkgers. 

Section IV • Background Information on Adolescent Pregnancy and Childbearing 

• 	 State Variation in Rates of Adolescent Pregnancy and Childbe400g , ..);.~~utive Summary, by 
Kristin Moore and colleagues. Examines state-level policies and their impact on adolescent 
pregnancy and fertility at tbe state level. I 

• 	 Non-Marital Childbearing Among Adult Women, by Gesino Hearn and colleagues, Compares 
fertility and economic outcomes of women with three types of non-marital births. ,,,

• 	 E!m9.J1J9.. Congress on Out-ot-Wedlock Childbearing. Executive Summary, by Kristin Moore 
of Child Trends, Jnc. Discusses the trends in non-manta1 childJ;!earing: the consequences of 
non-marital childbearing for children. adults and the public; causes of the dramatic increase in 
non~marital fertility; and prevention and policies to deal with ~e negative consequences of 
non-marital childbearing. 

I 
Section V - Abstinence Education Provisions 

I 
• 	 lmple~nting the Abstinence Education Provision of the Welfare Reform Legislation. by Ron 

Haskins and Carol Statuto Bevan. Discusses Congressional in~nt for the Abstinence• 	
I 

Education Provision, 	 ' 

http:STREET.NW


• 	 A draft of the application guidance for The Abstinence Educ~tion Provision of the 1996 
Welfare Law PL 104 - 193, i

• Section VI - AbstinenteProgram EvaiUlltions 

i 
• 	 Adolescent Abstinence Promotion Programs: An Evaluation of EValuations, a draft report by 

Brain Wiloox et aL Discusses evaluations of both AFLA funoed and non·AFLA funded , 
abstinence programs. 	 : 

• 	 Evaluating Sex Ed\lQljun jlIld Abstinence Programs, a draft Ipaper by Sarah Brown of the 
National Campaign to Prevent Teen Pregnancy for the American Enterprise Institute 
Conference on Evaluating Sex Education and Abstinence Prdgrarns. Examines not only what 
works but how we can organize ourselves to learn more in the next few years. 

Section VII· U.s. Department of Healtb and Human ServicL Strategy 
, 

• 	 The National Strategy to Prevent Teen Pregnancy of theV.S: Department ofHea~w and 
Human Services, January 1997. Includes state·by-state statistics. 

Section VIII - "Best Bets" 	 I 

i 

• 
• Next StellS and Best BelS; Amlroacbes to Preventing AdolesCent Childbearing, bY Child 

Trends, Inc. Outlines 11 principles derived from available reSeart:h and from program 
experience that provide a starting point for designing the next set of interventions. 

• 	 Section IX • State Plans 

• 	 MiIO:!jlIld - Maryland has been working to prevent leen pregnancy for many years through a 
variety of strategies. including a media-campaign. As pan of their state welfare reform plan, 
they now seek to address out-of-wedlock births, The GovCIT!0r's Council on Adolescent 
Pregnancy continues its work to prevent teen pregnancy. 

• 	 New Hampshire ~ New Hampshire. whlch has the lowest teel birth rate in the country. has 
developed a plan that includes a community demonstration p~oject, a kick-off conference, 
outreach to schools, and a statewide public education and media campaign. 

, I , 
• 	 Oregon ~ Oregon has been following (and continues to revise) a comprehensive state plan 

prior to welfare reform. Recently they have developed a very thorough approach to 
developing a media campaign. I 

(The Campaign has many more State plans on hand. Inclusion in this packet should not necessarily 
imply endorsement by the National Campaign. These are examples from states with significant 
activity to prevent teen pregnancy,) I 

• 
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Resources on Welfare Reform and , 
Adolescent Pregnancy Irrevention 

Advocates for Youth . I
, 


1025 Vermont Avenue, NW, #200, Washington, DC 20005 202-347-5700 

Background infonnation. research, teehnical assistance on progkms, advocacy and training 


Alan Gut.tmamer Institute ! 

1120 Connecticut Avenue, NW, #460, Washington, DC 20036 202-296-4012 

Background information. research and publications ; 


Ameri<an Enterprise Institute 

1150 17th Street, NW, Washington, DC 20036 202-862-5800 

Resources, research, publications and conferences . 


I 
I 

Association of Maternal and ClUld Health Programs i 

1350 Connecticut, NW, Suite 803, Washington. DC 20036 ,I 202-775-0436 

Background information and technical assistance ' 


Center for Law and SodaI Polley (CLASP) 

1616 P Street, NW. Suite 150, Washington, DC 20036 202-328-5140 

Publications., research, audio conferences and technical assistance I,
. 
Center on Budget and Poliey Priorities 
820 First Street, NE, Suite 510, Washington, DC 20002 202-408-1080 
Resean::h. policy analysis and t&hnical assistance 

,
Child Trends 
4301 Connecticut Avenue, NW. #100, Washington, DC 20008 202-362-5580 
Background information, ,statistics, trends. research and publications 

Sociometries Corporation \ 
170 State Street, Suite 260, Los Altos. CA 94022-2812 

• 
415-949-3282 

Research and information on evaluated programs 

The National Campaign to Prevent Teen Pregnancy 
2100 M Street, NW, 11500, Washington. DC 20037 202-857-8655 
Background lnformation, reseatCh, publications and technical assist3ncc 

I 
The National Organization on Adolescent Pregnancy, Parenting and Prevention 
1319 F Street, NW, #401. Washington, DC 20004 , 202-783-5770 
Background inform.ation, infonnation on promising programs, annual conference. technical 
assistance, audio conferences, newsletter and advocacy 1 

Welfare Information Network 
1341 G Street, Suite 820. Washington, DC 20005 202-628-5790 
Policy analysis. technical assistance and research 

Th. N.tion.l C~""igu tolP.-...nt Teen Prejll1Al\<Y 
, 
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• THENATIONALCAMPMGN~OPREVENT 
TEEN PREGNANCY , 

2100 M S1REET, N,W" sum; 500, WASHINGTON, D,c' 20037, 2021857,8655 Office, 202133 1,7735 Fax 

I 
, 

. WELFARE REFORM AND TEENAGE PREGNANCY: 

Frequently Asked Questions and Alwers 

To help you answer rome of the most commonly-asked questions about welfare reform 
and teen pregnancy, the Campaign has drafted some simple answers to help get the facts straight 
with reporters, legislators, and members of the community_ PI~ refer to the enclosed paper on 
Teen Pregnancy Provisions in the Welfare Bill for detailed information, 

Q: Isn't thoteen pregnancy rale declining because of the1new welfare law? 
[ 

• 
A: "The recent decline in the teen birth rates is not related to the new welfare refonn law as 
the law was passed only recently and has not been fully implemented, In addition, although the 
teen birth ~te hall declined over the last four years. it remains si~ificantJy higher than teen binh 
rates in other industrialized countries (sUch as Oreat Britain~ Can~> Sweden, France, Spain and 
Japan) despite the fact that many of these countries have more generous welfare benefits than the 
United States. In fact. the evidence supporting any clear relationship between welfare benefits 
and teenage childbearing is inconclusive, Many factors have prob3bly contributed to the slight 
decline in our teen birth rate. but no research is available to llnder~tand the magnitude of any 
particular influence. ' 

Q: Isn't the large number ofoul.of-wedlock births moslly\altribUlable to teens? 

A: No. only 30 percent of out-of-wedlock births are to teens, [Most aut-of-wedlock births 
are to adult women: 35% are to women aged 20-24, and 35 percent are to women 25 and older, I 

However. adolescence is the time when many unmarried women bCgin having children~..()f all first 
births to unmarried women, 47.8% are to teenage moms.1 1 

I Moore, Kristin A. "Nonmarital Childbearing in the Unite4 States." Repon 10 Congress 
on Out-oj-Wedlock Childbearing, U,S, Department of Health and Human Services, September, 
19~ i

• 'Wasem. Ruth Ellen, "Welfare Reform: Adolescent Pregnancy Issues," Congressional 
Research Service, July 10, 1996, I 

I 
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,, 

Q: Isn't there a significant bonus for states that reduce their out-of-wedlock birth rates. 
while also reducing their abortion rates? 

, 
I 

A: Yes: $20 million will be available to the five states th~t demonstrate the greatest decrease 
in out-of wedlock births and decrease in abortions, If fewer than five states qualify for the bonus, 
the eligible states will receive $25 million. The biggest problem with this "bonus" money is that 
assembling the needed data wili be very chalJenging. For exruripJe, some states do not have 
accurate aoortion data, and many states define out-of-wedJock

1
in different ways. so accurate 

comparisons will be very hard to make. I 

I 

Q: What does the new focus on abstinence mean in th~, welfare law? 

A: A pool of $50 million exists to fund abstinence education, which is strictly defined in the 
legislation. but may be accomplished through several mechanisins from curriculum to media· 
campaigns. In order to draw down the funds a state must mee<the matching requirement (three 
state dollars for every four federal dollars). Funds will be distributed based on the proportion of 
poor children in that state to the number ofpoor children in the Ination. Most likely, states will be 
required to adhere to the strict language specified in the welfan! bill, which states that an 
abstinence educational or motivational program must have as "its exclusive purpose, teaching the 
social, psychological. and hcalth gains to be realized by abstaining from sexual activity". Final, 
regulation governing these uses and distribution of these monieS has not yet been released., 
Q, Does the welfare bUl give states the freedom to deal With their own teen pregnancy 
problems in the way that best suits them? ! 

I 
A: Many states now have an important opportunity to help their state governments design 
teen pregnancy prevention programs that work beSt for the populations they serve. That's why it 
is very imponant for 10cal ooalitions to know the facts and to w6rk with their legislators now 
when plans are being drafted and new ideas have the potential to ~make a positive difference. 

i 
Q: Given that opportunU:y, ..bat should slates be focusing, on? Wbat works? 

A: Not surprising1y, there is no "magic buUet," no single program that wil1 eliminate teen 
pregnancy. As far as specific programs go, there is still a great n.jed for thorough, scientific 
program evaluation across the board to best inform us about which approaches are working in 
specific communities. We do know that those programs which ~ sustained over a long period of 
time. are developmental!y appropriate for the kids involved, are cOmprehensive, and which 
address a variety of antecedents to teen sexual risk-taking (inclu~ng poverty) are more apt to 
make an impact. One particularly prOmising strategy is the youth aevelopment approach. which",
offers kids a sustained relationship with a caring adult. an opportunity to boild life skills. and the 
ability to reach for a promising future that motivates them to avoid pregnancy, 

I 
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THE NATIONAL CAMPAWl':! TO PREVENT• I 
I 

TEEN PREGNANCY 

• 


2100 M STREET, N.W., SUrIE 500, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20037.12021857-8655 Office. 20213)1·7735 Fall 

I 
I 

Teenage Pregnancy Provisions in the: Welfare Reform Bill 

SUMMARY 

The Persona! Responsibility and Work Opponunity !'-ct of 1996 ("Act") (Public Law 104
193) was signed into law by President Clinton on August 22, 1996. The new law ends the federal . , 
guarantee of cash assistance to the poor and replaces the 61,:,year-old Aid to Families with 
Dependent Children (AFDe) and itseducation, work, and training program (JOBS) with capped 
block grants to states, giving states a large amount of discretion to design their own programs. 
The law creates a single cash welfare block grant - Temporary Assistance for Needy Families 
(TANF) - to replace AFDC and other related programs and imposes a general five-year time limit 
on the duration of benefits. After two years, the law requires individuals to work in order to 
receive benefits. The Act is to take effect July 1, 1997 (some major provisions, including the end 
of AFDe, take effect October I, 1996). However, states will be allowed to continue waiver
based programs that were approved before enactment, even if provisions of the state programs are 
inconsistent with the new law. Approximately 40 states have waivers which have been approved 
by the federal government. I 

TEENAGE PREGNANCY PROVISIONS 

The relationship between teenage pregnancy and welfare is complex and will be discussed 
later on in this memorandum. However, it is clear that supporters of the Personal Responsibility 
and Work Opponunity Act of 1996 view out-of-wedlock births, especially those to teenagers, as 
"both a central cause of welfare dependency and a direct Jsult of the 'culture' it creates".l 
References to out-of-wedlock births and teenage pregnanc'y exist throughout the legislation 

• I Kaeser, Lisa. Washington Memo. The Alan Guttmacher Institute. August 7,1996. 



O.tober 23, 1996 • 
including in the Act's statement of purpose and findings. Specific provisions dealing with teen 
pregnancy and out·of-wedlock births include: 

• 	 restrictions on benefits to unwed teenage parents under age 18 who do not Ii \Ie at home 
and attend school; 

• 	 bonuses to the five states that rank highest in decreasing out·ofMwedlock births while 
decreasing abortions; 

" 	 a $50 million abstinence education program; 

, 	 a requirement that stales outline how tbey intend to establish goals and act to prevent and 
reduce the incidence of out of wedlock pregnancies, with special emphasis on teen 
pregnancies; 

• 	 a requirement that II1e Secretary of the Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) 
establish national goals to prevent teen pregnancy and ensure that at least 25 percent of 
the C<?'mmunities in the U.s. have teenage pregnancy prevention programs in place; 

• 	 and a requirement that thO Attorney General study the linkage between statutory rape and 
teenage pregnancy and educate State and local criminal law enforcement officials on the 
prevention and prosecution of statutory rape. 

While much emphasis is placed on reducing om-of-wedlock and teen pregnancies. the 20-year-old 
mandate that StateS make family planning services (to prevenrJreduce the incidence of births out of 
wedlock) aVallable to welfare recipients is deleted. Under the Act. stateS may spend a portion of 
their block grant money on "prepregnancy family planning services" while spending on other 
medical services (i.e. abortion) is prohibited. 

Findings 

A number of findings included in the Act relate to teenage pregnancy and out-of-wedlock 
childbearing. Some of II1e findings are included here. For a complete list of findings please see 
AppendixA. 

• 	 "Promotion of responsible fatherhood and moll1erltood is integral to successful child 
rearing and the well-being of children." 

• 


2 • 



• 	 October 23, 1996 

• 	 "The number of individuals receiving Aid to Families with Dependent Children (in this 
section referred to as .AFDe') has more than tripled since J%5. More than two~thirds of 
these recipients are children, Eighty-nine percent of cl1ildren receiving AFDC benefits 
now live in homes in which no father is present." I 

• 	 "The total of all out-of-wedlock births between 1970 Jnd 1991 has risen from 10.7 
percent to 29.5 percent and if current trend continoes, 50 peroent of all births by the year 
2015 will be oO'-of-wedlock." 

• 	 "Between 1985 and 1990. the public cost of births to teenage mothers under the Aid to 
Families with Dependent Children program, the food Stamp program, and the Medicaid 
program has been estimated at $120,000,000,000." , I 

• 	 "An effective strategy 10 combat teenage pregnancy I1]ust address the issue of male 
responsibility. including statutory rape culpability and prevention. The increase of teenage 
pregnancies among the youngest girls is particularly severe and is linked to predatory 
sexual practices by men who are significantly older." I 

• • "It is estimated that. in the late J980's. the rate for girls age 14 and under giving birth 
increased 26 percent." 

• 	 "Data indicates that at least half of the children born to teenage mothers are fathered by 
adolt men. Avallab1e dat, suggests that almost 70 percent of births to teenage girls are 
fathered by men over age 20." 

" Surveys of teen mothers have revea1ed that a majority of such mothers have histories of • 	 , . 
sexual and physical abuse, primarily with older adult men." 

, 
I 

• 	 "MotherS under 20 years of age are at the greatest ri~ of bearing low hirth weight 
babies," 

• 	 ''The younger the single-parent mother, the less UkelY she is to finish high school/' 
I 

• 	 "Young women who have children before finishing ~igh school are more likely to receive 
welfare assistance for a longer period of time." 

I 

• 	 ""Children of teenage single parents have lower cognitive scores. )ower educational 
aspirations, and a greater likelihood of becoming teenage parent'; themselves." 

3• 	
, 




October 23, 1996 • 
Statement ofPurpose 

The stated purpose of the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families Block Gram program 
is to increase the flexibility of Slates in operating a program designed to 1) provide assistance to 
needy families so that children may be cared for in thelr own homes or in the homes of relatives; 
2) end the dependence of needy parents on government benefits by promoting job preparation, 
work, and marriage; 3) prevent and reduce the incidence of out"",f~wediock pregnancies and 
establish annual numerical goals for preventing and reducing the incidence of these pregnancies; 
and 4) encourage the formation and maintenance of two parent families. 

States that are most successful in meeting the legislation' s stated goa1s will be eligible for 
a total of $1 billion in perfurmance bonuses (about $200 million yearly) from fJSCal year 1999 to 
2003, State performance is to be measured by a formula developed by the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services in consultation with the National Governors' Association and the American 
Public Welfare Association, 

Block Grants to States for Temporary Assis/a"". for Ne.dy Families Eligibility 

In order to be eligible forthe block grant program a State must submit to the S ..... tary • 
of HHS a written document that outlines bow the Slale intends to establish goals and lake 
action to prevent and reduce the incidence or out..or·wedlock pregnanciesf with special 
emphasis on teenage pregnancies~ and estabtish numerical goals for reducing the illegitimacy 
ratio of the State for calendar years 1996 through 200S, The "illegitimacy ratio" is defined as the 
number of out-of·wedlock births that occurred in the State divided by the number of births, In 
calculating grams. the Secretary must disregard any difference in illegitimacy ratios or abortion 
rates attributable to a change in State methods of reporting data, 

Bonus to Reward Decrease in Illegitimacy 

The Act provjdes a bonus to the five states that demonstrate the greatest net decrease in 
out-of-wedlock births for the fiscal years 1999,2000. 200t. and 2002, In order to be eligible to 
receive a bonus grant a State must demonstrate that the number of out-of~wedlock births that 
occurred jn the Stale during the most recent 2-year period for which such information is available 
decreased as compared to the number of such births that occurred during the previous 2-year 
period, In addition, a State's abonion rate for the fiscal year must be less than the abonion rate in 
the State for fiseal year 1995. If five states are eligible for a grant in a bonus year the grant will be 
$20.000.000. If there are fewer than five eligible states for a bonus year, the amount of the grant 

.- 4 • 



• October 23, 1996 

will be $25,000,000. 

Eligibilily of Teenage Parents 

The new law gives states the option to deny welfare t?enefits to unwed teenage parents 
under age 18. States may not use federal grant funds to prov:ide assistance to unmanied parents 
under age 18 who have a child at leasr 12 weeks of age and did not complete high schoo! unless , 
they attend high school or an alternative educational or training program. Unmarried teenage 
parents must also lJve with a parent or in another adull~supe~ised seiting such as a "'second· 
chance home". States may. under certain circumstances, use federal funds to assist teenage 
parents in locatmg and providing payment for a second-chan~e home or other adult-supervised 
Jiving arrangement 

Family Planning Senices 

Current Jaw requires that Slales provide famiJy planning services to all AIDe recipients 
who request them. (The Secret.aty of Health and Human Se~ices will reduce AFDC paymenL'i by 
one percent for failure to offer and provide family planning Services to those requesting 'them,) 
The Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Act of 1996 does not contain this provision. • 

I 

Instead, states are prohibited from uSlng any part of the grat.it to provide ''medical services:' 
States may, however, use federaJ funds to provide "prepregnancy family planning services", 

. I 

I
Estoblishing National Goals 10 Prevent Teenage PregM",CieS 

I 
The new law requires the Secretary of Health and H;uman Services to establish and 

implement, no later than January I. 1997, a strategy to: I) prevent out-of-wedlock teenage 
pregnancies. and 2) assure that at least 25 percent of the communities in the United States have 
teenage pregnancy prevention programs in place, The Sedetary is required to repon to Congress 
no i~r than June 30, 1998. and annually thereafler, on the;progress that has been made in 
meetmgs the two goals. ' 

Note: No funds are appropriated for this purpose. 
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Enforcement ofStatutory Rape Lows 

The Act requires the Attorney General to establish and implement, no later than January I, 
1997, a program that: I) studies the linkage between statutory rape and teenage pregnancy, 
particularly by predatory older men committing repeat offenses; and 2) educates State and local 
criminaJ law enforcement officers on the prevention and prosecution of statutory rape, focusing in 
particular on the commission of statutory rape by predatory older men committing repeat 
offenses, and any links to teenage pregnancy. 

The Attorney General is also required to ensure that the Deparunent of justice's Violence 
Against Women initiative addresses the issue of statutory Tape by predatory older men committing 
repeat offenses. 

Note: No funds are appropriated for this purpose. 

Abstinence Education 

The Act appropriates $50 million (in the form of a capped entitlement, referred to as • 
Section 510, under the auspices of the Maternal and Child Health block grant) for each of fiscal 
years 1998~2002 for grantS to states for abstinence education programs and "at the option of the 
State, where appropriate. mentoring. counseling, and adult supervision to promote abstinence 
from sexual activity. with a focus on those groups which are most likely to bear children out-{)f~ 
wedlock," uAbstinence education" refers to an educational or motivational program which: 

"A) has as its exelusive purpose, leaching the social, psychological, and health gains to 
be realized by abstaining from sexual activity; 

B) teaches abstinence from sexual activity outside marriage as the expected standard for 
all school age children; 

C) teaches that abstinence from sexual activity is the only certain way to avoid out-of
wedlock pregnancy. sexually transmitted diseases, and other associated health programs; 

D) teaches that a mutually faithful monogamous relationshjp in context of marriage is the 
expected standard of human sexual activity; 

E) teaches that sexual activity outside of the comext of marriage is likely to have harmful 
psychological and physical effects; 
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I 

F) teaches that bearing children out-of-wedlock is likeJy to have harmful consequences for 
the child, ll1echild's parents, and society; 

I 
G) teaches young people how to reject sexual advances and how alcohol and drug use 
increases vulnerability .0 sexual advances~ and ! 
H) leaches the importance of anaining self-sufficiency, before engaging in sexual activity ," 

The Maternal and Child Healll1 Block Grant's (Title Y Ofthe;SOCial Security Act) state matching 
requirement will appJy to the abstinence funds (requiring tbree state doUars for every four federal 
dollars). If a state chooses not [0 draw down the funds they ~m go back to the Treasury (as 
opposed to being redistributed among participating states), i, 

: 
The funds wi1l be distributed according to the following formula: the number of poor 

children jo a state/number of poor chHdren in the nation. No:mitigating factorS or issues will be 
considered. (Please see Appendix B for the list of stale allocations for FY 1998 under Section 
510.) The Office of State and Community Health in the Maternal and Child Healll1 Bureau of 
HHS is. responsihle for drafting requirements and providing guidance to states with respect to the 
abstinence provision. These guideHnes are expected to be completed by January, 1997. A draft 
of the guidelines may be available sooner, It is expected, ho:-vever. that the federal role with 
respect to this provision will be kept to a minimum. leaving interpretation of the narrowly-drawn 
provision to the states. In the meantime, states should examine their current programs in light of , 
the abstinence language in order to detennine if they wiil be ~pplicable for funding under the new 
program. 

Restricting Welfare and Public BelU!fiJs for Immigrants 

I 
The new Jaw denies legal immigrants who arrive after the law's enactment most federal 

means-tested public benefits for five years. Federal public l:!enefits include: any grant, cantrnc~ 
loan, profeSSional or .commerciallicense, and any retirement, welfare. health. disability, food 
assistance. unemployment or similar benefit provided by an:agency ot' appropriated funds of the 
United States. Exceptions to the five~year limited eJigibility,provision include emergency medical 
services. non-cash emergency disaster relief, school lunch and nutrition benefits, immunizations 
and testing and treatment of cornmnnicabl~ diseases, foster care and adoption payments under 
parts B and E of Title rv of the Social Security Act, community programs necessary far the 
protection, of life Of safety, certain means-tesled eJementary and secondary education programs, 
Head Start, the Job Training Partnership Act, and programS of student assistance under titles IV. 
Y, lX, and X afthe Higher Education Act of 1965, and titles ill, vn, and YIn afthe Public 
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Health Services Act. All legal immigrants, regardless of entry date, are denied Supplemental 
Security Income (SSI) and food stamps until they have become citizens or have worked for 10 
years. Stares are also given the option of denying Medicaid, cash assistance, and Title XX sociaj 
services until they become CItiZens or have worked for 10 years. 

Family planning organizations are concerned that legal immigrants will no longer be 
eligible to receive Title X family planning services, which are offered to low-income individuals 
according to a sliding fee schedule. It is not clear how far the restrictions on means~tested public 
benefits will go and wbether Title X services will be included. However, if, in fact Title X family 
planning services are denied to low-income immigrants the binhrate of teen and unwed mothers 
may actually increase. 

Research, EvaluotWns, and Natianal Studies 

The Act requires the Secretary of HHS to conduct research on the benefits, effects. and 
costs of operating different State programs funded under TANF. including time limits relating to 
eligibility for assistance. 'The research shall include studies on the effects of different programs 
and the operaUon of such programs on welfare dependency. illegitimacy. teen pregnancy, 
employment rates, child well-being, and any other area the Secretary deems appropriate," The 
Secretary IS also required to annually rank state out-of-wedJock ratios for families that receive 
TA.:."lF benefits. Based on thj£ ranking. the Secretary is to review the programs of the five states 
ranked the highest and the five states ranked the lowest in the nation, There are no bonuses or 
penalties associated with this section, 

TEENAGE PREGNANCY AND THE WELFARE DEBATE 

The link between teenage pregnancy and welfare dependency is wen documented, What is 
not clear, however. is the extent to which the two are related in a causal way. Df;Jes the existence 
of welfare inadvertently foster teenage pregnancy? Or is teenage pregnancy responsible for 
welfare dependency? Tbe sponsors of the Persooal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Act of 
1996 believe that both are true, and the legislation targets leen pregnancy and out-of-wedlock 
births. 

The increasing number of births to unmarried women in this country has focused a great 
deal of attention on the problem of teenage pregnancy and childbearing. The rate of nonmarital 
birth in -1993 was more than six times the rate in 1940. and the proportion of births that occur 

• 
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outside of marriage has risen from 4 to 31 percent.' Contrary to popular belief. however, only 30 
percent of all ou{..of-wedlock births in the United States occur to teenagers. Thirty-five percent 
of out-of-wedlock births are to women aged 20-24, while 35 percent are to women 2S and older? 
Bm while teenage childbearing should not be viewed as syno~ymous with out~of·wediock births, 
adolescence does appear to be the time in life that most unmarried women Start having children, 
Today, teen mothers make up the largest single group (47.8%) of all first births 10 unmarried 
women. In 1992, more than half of unmarried women who had a baby had given birth 
previously.4 :. 

Surprisingly. however, teen birth rates are lower today than they were in 1960. In 1960, 
89 out of 1000 women ages 15-19 had a child. In 1992, therate had decreased to 61 per 1000 
births, Bm while birth rates to teens have not increased in ret-ent years. births rales to unmarried, 
teens have tripled. In 1960, 15 pcr 1000 births occurred to unmarried women aged 15-19. ln 
1992. the rate had jocreased to 45 per JOOO births.'s It is this'statistic. along with increasing rates 
of child poverty and the risjng cost of public assistance, whi~h has prompted legislators to take 
action. I 

I 
• The link Between Teenage Childb~aring and Welfare Dependency 

Every year in this country, almost one million teenagers (approximately 10 percent of all 
15 ~ to 19-year-old women) become pregnant One-third o(these pregnancies result in abortion. 
14 pen:ent in miscarriage, and 52 pcn:ent in birth. Of the half a million teenagers who give birth 

I 

2 Moore. Kristin A. "Nonmarital Childbearing in the United States." Report to Congress 
on Our.qf'Wedlock Childbearing. U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. September, 
I~~ 	 , 


, 


,~ 	 I 
4 Wasem. Ruth Ellen. "Welfare Reform: Adolesce~t Pregnancy Issues." Congressional, 


Research Service. July 10. 1~6. I
, 
, SonenSlein, Freya L. and Gregory Acs, "Teenage Childbearing: The Trends and Their 

Implications." In Welfare Reform: An Analysis ofthe Issues. Isabel V. Sawhill (ed). The Urban 
Institute, 1995, pp. 47-50. i• 	 9 , 
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each year, 72 percent are not married and 175.000 are 17 years old or younget t These young 
women and their children are panicularly vulnerable to severe adverse social and economic 
consequences. Their weak educational and skill leveJs, low rates of mamage. and inadequate 
support from nonresident fathers of their children make it extremely djfficuh to provide for their 
children. Very few will complete high school before tileir child is born. During tile first !3 years 
of parentilood. teenage mothers earn an average of approximately $5.600 ayear. less tilan half the 
pove!1Y level. These women spend much of tileir young adult years (ages 19 to 30) as single 
parents (fewer tilan half of tilem will get married within 10 years). And only a small percentage of 
the fathers of children born to teenage mothers will provide any ongoing financial support for 
their children, J 

A recent report estjmated that teenage childbearing costs taxpayers $6.9 billion annua11y. 
This estimate includes: $2.2 billion in welfare and food stamp benefits: $1.5 billion in increased 
medical care expenses; $ L3 billion in lost tax revenue (due to the effoct of teenage childbearing 
on the fathers' work patterns); $1.0 billion in increased incarceration expenses (the teenage sons 
of adolescent mothe", .re reportedly 2.7 times more likely to end up in prison); and $0.9 billion in 
additional foster care (an estimated 5 percent of children of teenage rnodlers end up jn foster 
care).' 

A1tilough teenagers make up only asmall fraction of the welfare caseload, many older • 
women on welfare had their first child as teenagers. In 1992, women under the age of 20 made 
up only eight percent of AFDC cases, but 52 percent of tile mothers on AFDC had tileir frrst 
children as teenagers.9 Data from the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth shows that almost 
half of al) teenage mothers began receiving AFDC within five years of the birth of their first child. 
And over lhree~fourths of unmarried adolescent mothers began receiving AFDC within five yem 

, Maynard, Rebecca (ed), Kids Having Kids: A Robin Hood FountWrion Special Report 
on the Costs 0/Ado/eseen! Childbearing, The Robin Hood Foundation. New York, 1996. Note: 
The findings of this report are currently beJng reviewed for accuracy. The revised version will be 
published by tile Urban Institute. 

7 lllid. 

8 lllid. 

, Sonenstein, Freya L.and Gregory Acs, "Teenage Childbearing: The Trends and Their 
Implications."ln Welfare Refonn: An Analysis of the issues. Isabel V. Sawhill (ed). The Urban 
Institute, 1995, pp. 47-50. 
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of the birth of their first child, ,0 

, 

A recent study of the Suc..:ey of Income and Program Participalion (SIPP) by Nicholas Zill 
found thal55 percen1 of AFDC mothers were teenagers at the: birth of their first child compared 
to 31 percent of nonwAFDC mothers. The study also found that 44 percent of AFDC mothers 
were unmarried teens at the time of their first birth while onlYl1] 7 percent of non#AFDC mothers 
were unmarried teens at the time of their first bjrth. II 

We.{fare Benefits as an Incentive I 
The evidence indicates that teenage childbearing often, results in welfare dependency but 

does the existence of welfare promote teenage and out-of-wedlock childbearing? Many argue 
that welfare plays an important role in a woman's childbearing decisions and that reducing or 
eliminating benefits would reduce the number of out-of-wedlock births substantially_ Researcher 
Charles Murray maintains that welfare has promoted out-of-wedlock childbearing because it 
reimburses young women for having children and reJieves fathers and other famny members of 
financi~ responsibility.11 Others disagree, arguing that young women do not consider the 
fin?Jlcial implications of th~jr childbearing and that most pregnancies of young women are 
unintended. In addirion, they point to the lack of correJatjon;belween the amount of a state's 
AFDC benefit and the stale's nonmarilal teen birth rate, 

If women do consider welfare as a financial incentive to have children. we would expect to 
see women in higher benefit stateS having more children out':of-wedlock. State comparisons 
have shown, however, that out-of-wedlock binhs. are more cbmmon in stales with lower benefit 
levels.l~ While these comparisons may have some flaws in terms of controUing for differences 
among women and differences among states, many studies u~ing different data sets and 
methodologies have come up with a relatively consistent finding: "white women living in 

I 
, 

" Wasem, Ruth Ellen. "Welfare Reform: Adolescent Pregnancy Issues," Congressional 
Research Service. July 10, 1996. ' 

I: lbiJj. 

, 
" Acs, Gregory, ."Do Welfare Benefits Promote Oul-of-Wedlock Cbildbearing?" In 

Welfare Reform: An Analysis ofthe Issues, Isabel V, Sawhill (ed). The DIb.n Institute, 1995, 
pp.51-54, 
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states with higher welfare benefit levels are a little more likely to have children out~of~wedlock 
than white women Hving in lower benefit States. But oonmaritaI births among black and Hispanic 
women are not significantly correlated with the generosity of weJfare."14 Studies which have 
examined the impact of welfare on subsequent births have not found a connection between 
childbearing decisions and welfare benefits either. However. New Jersey began denying benefit 
increases to welfare recipients who have additjonal children whiJe on weJfare. Studies which 
examine this policy may yield different results. AJthough researchers have not found welfare 
benefits to influence the childbearing decisions of young women, they have found that in some 
cases welfare does deter marriage. Young mothers and pregnant women are slightly less likely 10 
marry in states with higher welfare benefits.15 

Another common argument against welfare is that it allows teenage mothers to set up 
separate households and gain independence from their families (and a responsible adult) while 
becoming dependent In reality, however, very few welfare mothers under age 1S'set up separale 
households. According to the 1990 census. 58 percent of these women live with their parents. 
Eighteen percent live alone with their children, Twelve percent live with a spouse. and 12 percent 
live with other adults, which can include cohabiting panners, Older teens (18 and 19) are more 
likely to live alone with their children (46 percent) and less likely to live with a parent (33 
percent).l6 • 

CONCLUSION 

The Personal,Responsibility and Work Opporttmity Act of 1996 contains a number of 
provisions which require states to come up with (if they have not already) goalst plans and .actions 
to reduce out-of-wedlock births and teen pregnancy, The National Campaign to Prevent Teen 
Pregnancy hopes to work with states and communities to identify available means for 
accomplishing the goals Set out in the new law. A paper on effective teen pregnancy prevention 
programs is being prepared by the Campaign's Task Force on Effective Programs and Reseateh 

14 lhid. 

" Sonensrein, Freya L: and Gregory Acs, "Teenage Childbearing: The Trends and Their 
Implications." In Welfare Reform: An Analysis ofthe Issues. Isabel V, Sawhill (ed). The Urban 
Institute, 1995, pp. 47·50. 
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and will be made available upon its completion]?, The Campaign's Task Force on State and Local 
Action will work closely with communities across the nation ~ they develop and implement their 

I
own plans and programs. I 

While we do not know if the new law will be successful in reducing teen pregnancy. it 
should lay some important groundwork. The welfare law pro1vides a strong incentive to invest 
funds in reducing welfare dependency by preventing out-of-wedlock teen pregnancy and 
encouraging delayed childbearing. Under the block grant, stat1es will be given the opportunity to, 
experiment with teenage pregnancy prevention as well as an incemive La be successful. States 
that are successful in reducing out-of-wedlock teen pregnancy will be eligible for both 
"illegitimacy" and performance bonuses. Funhennore, by stemming the flow of young women to 
welfare, states can free up resources which can then be invested in helping those already on the 
rolls and eventually reduce state case loads. 

• 
Jamie Tullman 

The National Campaign to Prevent Teen Pregnancy 

Direct Dial 202-857-8544 

Fax 202-728-0232 


• 
17 For additional sources on teen pregnancy and related issues please see Appendix C. , 
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APPENDIX A • 
t'indings In The Personal Responsibility and Opportunity Act of 1996 

"I) Marrfage is the/oundation ofa successful society. 

2) Marriage is an essential institution ofa successful society which promotes the interests of 
children. 

3) Promotion ojresponsible fatherhood and motherhood is integral to successful child rearing 
and the weI/-being 0/children. 

4) In 1992. only 54 percent ofsingle parent/ami/res with children had a child support order 
established and. of(hat 54 percent, only about one-halfreceh-ed the full amount due. Ofthe 
cases enforced lhrollgh the public child support enforcement system, only 18 percent a/the 
case/cad has fJ. collection. 

S) The number ofindividuals receiving Aid 10 Families with Dependent Children (in this • 
section re/e"ed to as 'AFDC') has more than tripled since 1965. More lhan two-thirds a/These 
recipients are children. Eighry-nine percenl ofchildren receiving AFDC benefits now lives in 
homes in which no father is present. 

A) I) The average monthly number a/chUdren receiving AFDC benefirs-

I) was 3,3()(),000 in 1965; 


II) was 6,2()(),000 in 1970; 


III) was 7,4()().000 in 1980; and 


IV) was 9,3()(),OOO in 1992. 


. 
ii) While the nlJ.mber 0/children receiving AFDC benefits increased nearly threefold 
between 1965 and 1992, the total number 0/children in the United States aged 0 to 18 
has declined by 5.5 percent 

B) The Depanment a/Health and Human Services has estimated that 12,000,000 
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chi/dren will receive AFDC benefits within 10 years, ! 
, 

C) The increase in the number ofchildren receiving public assistance is closely related 
10 the increase in births to unmarried women. Betwc{:n 1970 and }991, the percentage of 
live births to unmarried women increased nearly lhreefold,jrom 10.7 percent to 29.5 
percent. I 

, 

6) The increase ofoul~olwed/ock pregnancies and birrhs is ~eIl documented as follows: 
, 

A) It is estimated lhat lhe rale ofnonman'lol teen pregnancy rose 23 percent from 54 
pregnancies per 1.000 unmarried teenagers in 1976 to 66.7 pregnancies in 199/. The 
overall rate ofnonmarital pregnancy rose 14 percent from 90,8 pregnancies per 1,000 
unmarried women in 198010103 in both /991 and 1992. In contrast, the at'crall 

, ' pregnancy ratefor marned couples decreased 7.3 percent between 1980 and 199I.jrom 
126.9 pregnancies per 1.000 married women in 1980 to JJ7,6 pregnancies in 1991. 

I 
B) The tOlal ofall out-of-wedlock births between 1970 ami 1991 has risen from 10,7 
percenr to 29.5 percem and ifcurrent trend continues. 

, 
50 percent ofall births by the year 

2015 will be our-of-",,'Cdlock. 

7) 'An effective strateg)' to combat teenage pregnancy must ~ddress the issue ofmale 
responsibility, including statutory rape culpability and pre~ntion. The increase ofteenage 
pregnancies among the youngest girls is particularly severe'and is linked to predatory sexual 
practices by men who are significantly older. I 

A) It is estimated that in the late 1980's, the rate for, girls age 14 and under giving birth 
increased 26 percent. I 
B) Data indicates ,hat at least halfofthe children b:om to teenage mothers are fmhered 
byaduit men. Available dOlo suggests tlull almost 70 percent ofbirths to teenage girls 
are fathered by men overage 20. ' 

C) Surveys ofteen mothers have revealed thar a maJority ofsuch mothers have histories 
ofsexual and physical abuse, primarily with older a'dult men. 

I 
8) The negative consequences ofan out-aI-wedlock birth on the mother, the child, thefamity, 
and society are well documented as follows: 

i 
A) Young women 17 and under who give birth outside o/marriage are more likely to go 
on public assistance and to spend more years on welfare once enrolled, These combined 
effects of 'younger and longer' increase Iotal AFDC; cosls per household by 25 percent to 

, 
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B) Children born oUIMoJMwedlock have a substantially higher risk of being born at a very 
low or moderately low birth weight. 

C) Children born out~of-wedlock are more likely to experience low verbal cognitive 
attainmenr, as well as more child abuse, and negiecl. 

D) Children born out-oj-wedlock are more likely to have lower cognitive scores, lower 
educational aspirations, and a grearer likelihood ofbecoming teenage parents 
themselves. 

E) Being bom out~ofwwediock significantly reduces the chances of the child growing up 
10 have an inJact marriage. 

F) Children born oUI-of-wedlock are 3 limes more likely 10 be on welfare when they 
grow up. 

9) Currently 35 percent ofchildren in single-parem homes were born out-oJ-wedlock, nearly the 
same percentage as that ojchildren in single-parenl homes whose parents are divorced (37 • 
percent).' While many parenlsjilid lhemselves. through divorce or tragiC circumstances beyond 
their comrol. facing the difficult task of raising children alone. nevertheless, the negative 
consequences of raising children in singleMparent homes are well documented asJollows: 

A) Only 9 percent ofmarried-couple families with children under 18 years ofage have 
income below the national povert)' leveL In contrast, 46 percent offemale~headed 
households with children under 18 years ofage are below the Mlional poverty level. 

B) Among single~parenl families, nearly one-half ofthe mothers who never marn"ed 
received AFDC while only one1ifth ofdivorced mothers received AFDC. 

C) Children bom into families receiving welfare assistance are 3 times more likely to be 
on welfare when they reach adulthood than children not born inl0 families receiving 
welfare. 

D) Mothers under 20 years ofage are at the greatest risk ofbearing low birth weight 
babies. 

E) The YOUllger the single~parent rna/her, the less likely she is to finish high school. 
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F) Young women who have children beforejinishing;high school are more likely 10 

• 


receive welfare assistance for a Jonger period of lim~. 

G) Between 1985 and 1990, the public c~st of births[to teenage mothers under the Aid 10 

Families with Dependent Children program, the food stamp program, and the Medicaid , 
program has been estimated at $120,000,000,000. 

H) The absence ofafather in the life ofa child has a negative effect on school 
performance and peer adjustment. 

I 
/) Children of teenage single parenls have lower cognitive sCOres, lower educational 
aspirations. and a greater likelihood of becoming teenage parents themselves. 

,; 
J) Children of single-parent homes are 3 times more. likely to fail and repeat a year in 
grade school than are childrenfr~m intact2.parentfamilies. 

K) Children from single.parent homes are almost 4 times more likely to be expelled or 
I 

s,uspendedfrom school. . I 
L) Neighborhoods with larger percentages of youth aged 12 through 20 and areas with . ,
higher percentages ofsingle·parent households have higher rates of violent crime. 

I 

M) Of those youth heldfor criminal offenses within the StOle juvenile justice system, only 
29.8 percent lived primarily in a home with both parents. In contrast to these 
incarcerated youth, 73.9 percent of the 62,800,000 children in the nOlion 's resident 
population were living with both parents. 

, 
10) Therefore, in light of this demonstration of the crisis in, our Nation. it is the sense of the 
Congress that prevention ofout-oJ.wedlock pregnancy and reduction in out.of·wedlock birth are 
very important Government interests and the policy contairied in part A of title IV of Social 
Security Act (as amended by section 103(a) of this Act) is in,tended to address the crisis." 
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APPENDIXB • 
FY 1998 Abstinence Education: SlJIt. Allocations Section 510 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 

Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
District of Columbia 
Florida 

Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 

Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 

Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 

$1.081.058 
78,526 

894,137 
660,004 

5.764,199 

544,383 

330,484 

80.935 


120,439 

2.207.883 

1,450.083 
131.519 
205.228 •

2.096.116 
857.042 

424.908 

391,185 

990,488 


1.627.850 
172.468 

535,712 

739,012 


1.899.560 
613.756 

1.062.752 

969.291 

186,439 

246.177 
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Nevada 157,534 
New Hampshire 

New Jersey 

New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 

South Carolina 
South Dakota 

• 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 

Vennont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 

Wyoming 
American Samoa 
Guam 
North Marianas 
Puerto Rico 

Trust Territories: 

Palau 
Micronesia 
Marshalls 
Virgin Islands 

• 19 

82,862 

843,071 

518,368 
3,377,584 
1,151,876 

126,220 

2,091,299 
756,837 
460,076 

1,820,070 
129,592 

811,757 
169,578 

1,067,569 
4,922,091 

325,666 

69,855 
828,619 
739,012 
487,536 
795,859 

80,935 
44,992 
69.495 
42,493 

1,449,018 

13,501 
47,492 
21,000 

136,509 
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Grants to States $50,000,000 • 
SPRANS 0 

ms 0 

TOTAL $50,000,000 

Source: Levln~Epstein.lodie. Key Teen Parent Provisions: 1996 Welfare Law, Washington, 
D.C.: Center for Law and Social Policy. Forthoorning. 

• 
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Additiona! Sources of Information on Teen PreJancy and Related Issues 
i 

Brown, Sarah S. and Leon Eisenberg. (ed). The Best lntentior:s: Unintended Pregnancy and Ihe 
Well-Being ofChildren and Families, Institute of Medicine. Washington, D.C., 1995. 

Brown. Sarah S. "What Works? The Mantra of the 19905," The American Enterprise Institute 
Conference on Evaluating Sex Education and Abstinence Programs. October, 1996. 

I 
Haskins, Ron and Carol Sw;tuto Bevan, "'Implementing the Abstinence Education Provision of , 
the Welfare Reform Legislation." The American Enterprise Institute Conference on Evaluating 
Sex Education and Abstinence Programs. October, 1996. 

Levin~Epsteint Jodie, Key Teen Parent Provisions: 1996 Welfare Law. Washington.. D.C.: 
Center for Law and Socjal Policy. Forthcoming. 

. , . 
Maynard, Rebecca (ed). Kids Having Kids: A Robin Hood Foundation Special Report on the 
Costs ofAdolescent Childbearing, The Robin Hood Foundation, New York, 1996. 

Moore. Kristin A. and Nancy Snyder. "Facts At A Glance. Child Trends. lne. January, 1996. , 

Moore, Kristin A., et aI. Adolescent Pregnancy Prevention Programs: interventions and 
Evaluations. Child Trends. Washington. D.C. June, 1995. 

Report to Congress on OU1-of~Wedlock Childbearing. Depart~ent of Health and Human 
Services. Hyattsville. Maryland. September. 1995. 

,
I 
, 

Sawhill, Isabel V. (ed). Welfore Reform: An Analysis ofthe Is}.es. Washington, D.C.: The 
Urban Institute, 1995. I 
Sex Gnd America' s Teenagers. The Alan Guttmacher Institute. New York: Alan Guttmacher 
Institute, 1994. . i 
Sonenstein, Freya L and Gregory Acs, ''Teenage Childbearing: The Trends and Their 
Implications." In Welfare Reform: An Analysis ofthe Issues. Isabel V. Sawhill (ed). The Urban 
Institute. 1995, Pl'. 47-50. 

• 21 



October 23, 1996 •\Vasem, Ruth EJlen, "Welfare Reform: Adolescent Pregnancy Issues." Congressional Research 
Service. July 10, 1996. 

• 

22 • 



• 


• 


• 




•
•
•
•
•
•
•
• ,.
•
•
••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 


Teen Parent Provisions 

i 

in the 


Personal Responsibility and Wdrk Opportunity 

Reconciliation Act of 1996 


Jodie Levin-Epstem 


November 1996 




• • • 

• • • 

• • • 
• • • 

••• 
• Teen Parent Provisions • 
• in the 

Personal Responsibility and WorK,Opportunity 
Reconciliation Act of 1996 

• 
• 

Jodie Levin-Epstein • 
• 

November 1996 

•• 

• 
• 

CLASP's teen parent work is supported by the Foundation for 
Child Development, the Ford Foundation, the Charles Srewa:rt 

•• 
I 

• 

Mott Foundation, the Public Welfare Foundation, the Moriah 


• 

Fund and the Nathan Cummings Foundation, 


The author would like to gratefully acknowledge the assis1ance of 
Pat Baker, Elisabeth Donahue, Angie Kennedy, Kris Moore, 

•• 
. , 

Mike Shayer and Jantie Tollman, A special note ofappreciation 
goes to the staff of CLASP, with particular 'gratitude 10 Mark 
Greenberg and Sreye Savner, 

•• 

•• 
Center for Law and Social Policy 

1616 P Street, NW : 
Suite 150 :1 

Washington, DC 20036 
phone: (202) 328-5140" fax: (202) 32!!-5195 

info@clasp.org" www_clasp,hrg

• oCopytigllt, 1996. All rights ,.,Jed,•• I 

•••• 

mailto:info@clasp.org


• 
• November 1996• 
• Table of Contents

•• I _._ 

• 
 Foreword ..... " .. , .... _ ., •• ,. _ ...... " .. ,., ..... ,;, ..••... ___ •.•.•.•• ' .. III 
,• 
Overview .... , ... _.. '" " .. _........... , ...... " .. ! " ... __ .", . ", .... _.. ,1 


• 

•• Findings and Purpose, , , , . , . , . , , , , , .. , .. , , , , , , .. , , . , , : . , , ........ , , , , , , ..... 13
• , I 

State Plans ... , .. ,.,',"", .. , .......... , .... ,", .... ".,,", .. , .. ,""," 15• 


IState Bonuses. ' .... , , ' , . , .. , , , , ., . ' , , , .. , ....... , , , , ' . , .. , ... , , , , . , , ..... , 19
• Bonus to Reward Decrease in Illegitimacy ." .... ,.: .. " ...... " .. ,', ..... 19
• I• 

Bonus to Reward High Performance Stales , , , . , , , , ' : .. , , , , . , , .. ' , . , , , , , , , , 25 


Fandly Planning and Abstinence Education , .. " ...... ," J ..... ' ... , • , .. , , , , .... 27
•• Minor Teen Parent Eligibility and Restrictions• ... , , ... , , .. .
, 

' , , , , , ....... , . , ... , . , , 35 

I 

• 

Stay-in-School ., ... , ..... " ..... " ... " .. , .... , .... , ...... ,." .. " .. 35 

Live in Adult-Supervised Setting .... , , .... , , , ... , .' , .... , ............ , , , , 41


• ,• 

Time Limit .. , .. ,." ........ ,.," ...... "., .. :,' .... , .. "" ...... , .. 48 

Head of Household , ....... ,',." .. " ......... :, ....... , .. ".,",., .. 49 


• 
 Minor Definition " .. ,., ..... , ....... , ... , .....:. .... , ...... " .... , ... 51 


• Chart on Implications ofAgelMarriagelHousehold Status ..... ".,." .... ,',.,", .. 53


•• 
 Participation Rate .. , , .. , , .. , , , ..... , ' . , , ........ , . , , .' , , ... , . , , , . , , , .... , . , , 55 


• 
, 

• 

Non-Custodial Parents and Gtandparems .. ,', ..... ,", .. : .. ".,"', .... ,',.,.,' 59 


• 
• 
 Child Care , .. ,.,',., .... , .. ,', .... , .. ,", .. ".,', .... ,",., .. " .. "" .. ,,67


• 
, 

Repon;iEvaluationsiStudies .,"', .... , ..... "."." ...'... ".,.,', ..... ".",63 

• Medicaid .... ,.".,', .. ,.,', .. , .... " ......... ", ..i" ........ ,',., ...... , 65 


• 
I 

Food Stamps "• .... ,",., .. ,", .. , .. , .......... ,",.' .... , ..... ,',.,'" .. ,,69 

I 

Orga.ntZattons . , ..... , ' .. , ... , , . __ •. , , , . _. < 
I 71

• 
••••• , ••• "'" •• ••••••• , •••••••••• ,• 

• Endnotes ..... " .. " "." .... " ... ,' .... ,'" '" ",' ,'... " ..... ,',." ... , ,,73 

••• 
• 

Centtr for Law and Social PoUcy (202)328·5140 
info@<lasp.org hup:/Iwww.c!asp,org•

• 

http:info@<lasp.org


• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

Tem Parent 'Provisions " November 1996 

Foreword 


The "Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996," PL 104
193, includes nine different titles that address arange of low-income programs from food 
stamps and child care to "temporary assistance for needy families" and child protection. Teen 
Parent Provisions attemp.. to identify pro,,"sions throughom ihe law thaI specifically ",Ill", 
to teens, teen parents and teen pregn.ancy prevention, In addition, provisions. while not 
specific to teens, that might bave a special impact on teens are also highligh"'d. 

, 

Not discussed in this text are the full range ofprovisions that v!;lllikely affect teen, but not 
dramaticafly more or less than other age populations. For example, Teen PareDt Provisions 
does not address the ineligibility of legal immigrant teen parents, for food stlUnps and other 
social safety net programs. The potential impact ofineligibility.on the young family may 
prove significant and in those states with large numbers of legal immigrants, the impact on 
county and local resources may be large. Similarly, this publicJtion does not address the 
more restrictive eligibility criteria in the SSI children's progmti even though some unknown 
number ofparticipants are teen parents and another unkno\Vll nwnber are the young children 
of teens. These provisions and others are important to th~ well-betng of teens and their 
omission is not meant to minimize their significance, I 

I 

Teen Pareni Provisions focuses on the parts of the new law ~ will have a distinct impact 
on teens. Many of these provisions are directed at teen parents (e.g. stay-in-school 
requiremen.. for minor teen paren"); other.; apply to teens more generally (e.g aspee.. of the 
abstinence education fund). Still others are embedded in pro,,"slons directed at the population 
as a whole (e.g. the bonus that rewards states which reduce total out-of-wedlock births and 
abortions). 

Teen Parent ProvisioDs is organized IOpicaIly. Each section begins with ffThe Law" which 
summarizes the new provjsion, and where applicable, contrasts it with prior law. The full 
text of the pro,,"sion is reptinted in a number ofsections. The "Discussion" that follows 
offers highligh" regarding relaled research and e<perienee withthe issue. The implications 
across systems created by the new provision have been noted to'the extent possible. For 
example.. in discussing the new law's requirement that minor teen mothers Jive in an adu1t
supervised setting in order to receive assistance (through the n~ Temporary Assistance for 
Needy Families funding s!ream which repllloed the Aid to Families with Dependent Children 
program), we attempt to recognize the implications for the child protection system, Finally, 
some sections include "State Decisions" and many offer a list o~ resources, 

i, 
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Overview 

The "Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 19%," P.L. 104
193, includes nine different titles that address a range oflow-income programs from food 
stamps and child care to "temporuy assistance fo, needy families" and child protection. 
Changes in these low-income programs that will affect teens and teen parent families are 
described in the full text ofTeen Parent Provisious. Key provisions of the new law are 
intended to influence the behavior ofteens and teen parents and address such issues as out-of
wedlock birtlls, schooling, and living arrangements. : 

Data , 

The 19% legislation comes on the heels of a steady decline in ~ teen birth rate. The teen 
birth rate bas declined 8 % hetw""" 1991 and 1995.' The decline in teen births is part of a 
broader trend throughoUl the general population. During the same period. the birth rate for all 
women (ages 14-44) droppod 6 %. , 

I, 
The causes of this trend are not known. r een birth rates dropped in 46 states between 1991 
and 1994.' These declines occurred in the absence ofany fedCrallegislation newly targeted 
on the issue.' Given tbal the decline occurred in 46 states, it appear.; credit belongs to brood 
societal trends rather than one state's program Or another's policy. The five states with the 
greatest decrease in teen birth rates between 1991 and 1994 are: Alaska (15 percent 
dec""",,), Idaho (13 percent decrease), Maine (18 percent decrease), Michigan (12 percent 
decrease), and Montana (13 porcenl decrease). There was no decline in the teen birth rate in 
fow: states: Connecticut, Nebraska, New York, and Rhode Island. It is not obvious what these 
groups ofstates share in common. 

The steady decline in the 1990's teen birth rate is a welcome, yer modest, drop. Natiooally, 
the rate declined from 62.1 birtlls (per 1,000 fctDalesages 15-19) in 1991 to 56.9 in 1995. At 
the same time, it is useful to put the current birth rate in historibu context. The adolescent 
birth tate in the 1950. was substantially higher than tbal of thi,decade. The 1955 adolescent 
birth rate was 90.3 - much higher than today" 56.9 (birtlls per 1,000 females ages 15-19). 
However, ",ilile the rate of teen births is lower today then in th~ J950" the rate of teen Qut
of-wedlock births is much higher. I 

Last year, the out-of-wedlock birth rate declined for the first tittle in two decades. The birth 
rate for U!l!IWTied women (ages 14-44) droppod by 4 percent~en 1994 and 1995, 
acconling to preliminary data.' r""" out-of-wedlocl< birtlls mayor may not be pan ofthis 
decline; the data is not yet disaggregated by age. Ifteen oUl-of-wedlock births are part of the,
1995 decline, it will be the first decline in several decades: the teen out-of-wedlock birth rate 
bas grown from 15% of teen birtlls in 1%0 to 76% in 1994' . 
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Teen Parent Provisions November 1m 

time, This is because a significant 
percentage (42·55%) of AFDC households are headed by women who staned families as a 
teenager.? Many teen mothers do nOl receive cash grants 'While they are teenagers' but a 
snapshot of the AFDC caseload reveals that adult mothe", often began childbearing as teens. 

Previous Legislation 

Legislative interest in teen parents MlO receive public assistance pre-datos PL. 104-193. The 
Family Support Act of 1988 included an educational requirement for teen parents who had 
not completed secondary schoohnd a state option to mandate that minor teen parents live 
wiman adult. 

More recently, bills to replace AFDC have included provisions that sought to reduce ofout· 
of·wedlock births. The Personal Responsibility Act of 1995, H.R. 4, the first version of 
legislation to implement the Republican Contract with America, sought to eliminate benefits 
to minor mothers \Jiith children bom outw.Qf-wedlock,1) The provision ultima.teJy did not 
prevail in Congress. In part, opponents rtdsed me spe_ of orphanages and the possibility of 
abortion as potential responses to the elimination ofassistance. Opponents were concerned 
that some young minor teens with babies would, beoause afme legislation, be unable to 
provide basic food, clothing, or shelter and consequently, the policy would create a need for 
orphanages. Further, some opponents argued that pregnant minors who anticipated these 
economic difficulties might increase requests for abortion serviees. 

Propunents ofH.R. 4 contended that assistance to minor, unwed mothers should be 
eliminated because the availability of such assistance causes andIor enables out*Of~wedlock 
births, Proponents also argued that out-of·wedlock births, the "sin" of "illegitimacy; cause 
or contribute to a range of social ills. There is ample evidence that children in two-parent 
families typiea!ly have berter outcomes than those who grow up in single·parent families. 
Most research regarding single·parent families, however, neither distinguishes between types 
of single-parent families nor their outcomes by type. Indeed, the limited research that does . 
make these distinetions suggests a broader perspective is appropriate; children born out-of· 

The new law includes a focus on teen 
parents yet they constitute a small 
percentage of the cash assistance 
c.seload. The Department ofHea!th and 
Hwnan Services reports that about 7"';' of 
the women receiving cash benefits in 
1995 were teen mothers6 and just lUlder 
2% were minor teen (tmder age 18) 
mothers. 

While the nwnber of teen mothers in the 
current caseload is relatively small, the 
role of teen parentS is significant over 

AFDC Teen Moth... 

Tota! Under Age 20 267,000 

Minors (17 and YOWlger) 66,000 

Minors (16 and YOWlger) 26,000 

Source: HHSlACFIOFA. Aid to Families with 
Qependt1)1 Cbj1dmr Charaetminics and Fjnans;ia! I 
Circumstwtces, Qsobe[ 199+September 1995. 
Washington. DC; June 28, 1996. (numben rounded) i 
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wedlock and children from divorced families share poor OlltCo1neS to a greater extent than is 
perhaps appreciated, 10 

• P.L.I04-193 

The Personal Responsibility and Work Oppornmity Reeonciliation Act of 1996 includes a 
number of provisions thet are directed at teen out-of·wedlock births and other teen behaviors 
including school panicipation and living ammgernents. ' 

• Many of the nCVIlaw's teen and teen parent provisions are included in Title I, Temporary 

• 

Assistance for Needy Families (TANF). r ANF is a block grant which replaces the Aid to 
Families with Dependent Child=l (AFDC) welfare program that was established by the 
Social Security Act of 1934. AFDC entitled states to open-<'ndCd federal fimds; the federal 
government was always obligated to match state dollars. The tA."IF block grant is a frozen 
or near-frozen fimding stream. TANF, in contrast to AFDC, is not necessarily a program of 
cash grmrts to families in need. States are expected to implement TANF within certain 
federal guidelines including several "strings" that restrict assistance to minor teen parents. 
TANF also includes significant provisions directed to'WaI'ds ~ reduction ofout-of-wedlock 
birtba and, particularly, teen births. . 

The following higblights the key teen parent and teen-telated provisions in TANF and 
throughout P.L. 104-193: 

•• 
• Purp.... The purpose statement ofrANF affects how the block grant monies may be 

5penL Two of the fOUT PUTpoSCS relate to marriage; a thUd states thet TA."IF is to 
"prevent and reduce the incidence of out-of·wedlock pregnancies and establish annual 
numerical goals for preventing and reducing the incidence of these pregnancies." 

•
• 
• State Plan. In order to receive r ANF fimds, states are required to submit state plans; 


two provisions thet must be included directly relate to teen pregnaney. First, states are 
to deseribe the "special emphasis" they will give to reenage pregnancy as part oftheir 

•effort to prevent out-of-wedlock births; second, the plan is to oudine the state's 
statutory rape education program. . 

• • tlBonus to Reward a Decrease in megitim~u:yt*~ $100 million is available each year 
for up to 5 states thet demonstrate thet they have dec:reaSed rates ofboth 
"illegitimacyt. as wei! as abortion in their state. 'The ~ apply to the entire state's 
population, not only TANF recipients and not only teeDs. Bonuses are to be awarded 

• 

in fiscal years 1999·2002. 


• • "Bonus to Reward High Performance Statestf ~ $200 lnimon is available each year 
for states (the number is not specified in the legislation) which have achieved the 
goals and purposes of the block gram. Bonuses are to be awarded for fiscal years 
1999·2003. 
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• 	 Family Plaooing. No TANF money is set-aside for family planning. However, 
"prepregnancy family planning" is specifically mentioned as an allowable expense 
underTANF. Thus stales are allowed, but are net required, 10 use TANF funds for 
family plaruling. 

• 	 Abstinence Edueation. $50 million is available each year for fiscal years 1998-2002 
to be administered through the Maternal aed Child Health Block grant. A state match 
is required. Part of the law's definition of abstinence education is that il "bas as its 
exclusive pwpose, leaching the social, psyChological, and health gains to be rcalized 
by abstaining from sexual activity." 

G 
• 	 Minor Teen Pa....nt Required to Live in Adult-Supervised Setting. Slates are 

precluded from spending TANF federal funds on minor, unmanied, custodial parents 
who do not live in an adult-supervised setting lUlless the state determines an exception 
is appropriate. 

• 	 Minor Teen Parent Required to Stay in SchooL TANF precludes minor, 
unmanied, custodial teen parents (with a child 12 weeks of age or older) from 
receiving TANF federal funds unless they "participate" in education. "Participate" is 
not defined in the statute. 

• 	 Minor Teen Parents and Time Limits. The 60 month time limit on receipt of TANF 
federal assistance applies to minor teen parents wbo the state determines are heads of 
househcld or are manied to heads ofhousehold. 

• 	 TANY Reports and Studies. A number ofmaodated reports aed studies relate to 
teens and teen parents iacluding (1) a report and strategy by the Secretary that ensures 
that 25% ofthe nation's communities have teen pregnancy prevention programs; (2) a 
report on state achievements in meeting the objectives of the law including 
"decreasing oUl-<>f-wediock pregnancies...·; (3) HHS research on the effects of 
different programs on "illegitimaey" and "teen pregnaney" among other effects; and 
(4) a rnnking of states with regard to out-of-wedloc.k ratios among TANF participants. 

• 	 Child Support. Slates are given the option to develop special voluntary paternity 
procedures for teens; in addition, states an: encouraged to require non-custod.ial teen 
parents under the age of 18 to "fulfill community work obligations." Another state 
option allows states to establish "grandparent liability" policies neder which child 
support may be collected from the parent ofa non-custodial, minor teen parent 

• 	 Slate Option Regarding Medicaid and TANF. Under TANF, a state may terminate 
Medicaid to recipients ofcash assistance who refuse to work~ including minor parents 
who are heads of hcuseholds. The state does not have the au!herity to terminate 
MedicaJd to other minors on this basis. 
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Teen Parent Provisions 	 Overview ,, 
• 	 Child Care. No child care provisions are specifically tailored towards teen parents. 

As with adults, there is no guanmtee of child care when
• 

needed to participate in 
mandated activities. A state may decide to exempt from the participation rate 
requirement a mother ofany age with a child Wider ~ age ofone. In addition, a state 
is prohibited from reducing or terminating TANF assistance to an individual who 
refuses to work if the reason the individual refuses to Work is a demonstrated inability 
10 secure child care, For a minor teen whose eligibiHty: is conditioned on participation, 
the lack of child care and these two provisions raise a particulat set of questions. 

IBlock Grant Fram....ork 
I 

TANF changes bow states can approach assistance to fluniIies; including teen parent families. 
Tbe key katures of this new structure are: ' 

• 	 Froze. Funds. Each stale will receive an amoWlt of f~ funds which will be 
frozen or near~:frozen for the next six years; the level i~ primarily based On the amount 
received in FY 94 or FY 95, At least in the short llUl, since caseloads are declining 

. aroWld the COUlltry. most states will receive TANF block grant fitods abo... the level 
they would have received under AFDC. : 

• 	 MaiDtenalU'" of Effort. As • condition ofreceiving a full block grant, the SUIte must 
maintain 80"10 of its prior Slate spending, i.e., the SUIte will be free to withdraw 20% 
of state spending without a penalty. If a state satisfies federal work participation 
requirements, the maintenance ofeffort level drops to 75%. For a state expenditure to 
count towards the maintenance ofeffort is must be spent on "eligible families" in a 
manner not prohibited by the statute and "reasonably calculated" to 8<complisb the 
purposes of the block gmnL 

• 	 No State Responsibility. States are expected to design and implement a program of 
assistance to low-income families, but no famUy will be entitled to assistance under 
federal law; federal law prohibits using the funds to aid certain families, but states 
will have no duty to provide aid to any family for any ~od oftime. 

• 	 Participation Rotes. States will risk federal fiS<Ol penalties if they do not meet 
steadily increasing federal work participation requiretnOnts. 

• 	 Time Limits. States will be prohibited from using federal funds to provide assistance, 
to famUies for more than sixty months, subject to lintited exceptions. 


I, 

• 	 State Funds. Some TANF requirements only apply to assistance provided with 

federal fimds. For example, TANF's sixty month time limit applies to TANF federal 
dollars. : 

• 	 Assistance. TANF requirements such as time limits, work participation, and child 
support apply to individuals who receive "assistance" through TANF; thus, the 

I 
I 
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requirements apply to cash aid Or vouchers; it is not yet clear whether the 
requirements apply to services paid for through TANF. 

TANF offers states vast new aUlhority to establish basic program goals and to determine who 
"'ill qualify for assistance, what that assistance will be, the terms under wbich assistance will 
be available, the systems for delivering the assistance, whether those systems "'ill be 
operated at the state or the localleve!, and whether the systems will be managed by private or 
public entities. (See CLASP publieations: A Deli!iled S!l!!l!llillY ofK<:y Provisions ofth. 
TerntXlIllt)' Ass~e for Needy Families BI",,~ Grant oCH.E, 3734: The Personal 
Responsibility and Work QpiXlrtunity Reconciliarinn Act of 1996 and Strucrnring Stille 
SiXlnding to Maximjze Stille FleXibility Under the Personal ~DsibjlilY and Work 
Qppommity Reconciliation Act Qf 1996). 

Key Questions for States 

The teen related provisions in TANF and the other titles of the new law raise a number of 
fundamental issues for states. These issues apply to the specific teen parent "strings" .tw:hed 
to the new law and to • broader range ofissues. The broader issues are not neoessarily 
identified as state options in the law bot rather are largely created by the absence offedernl 
directives. Among the fundamental) key questions stales now need to address are: 

• SbnuJd the state include or exclude teeD pareDts {rom assistance? 

The Slate needs to decide whether it believes that assisting teen parents is better than 
excluding them. Is assisting and mandating activities better for the teen and child over 
time or does the evideoce suggest that teen parents and children who do not access 
assistance have better outcomes'? 

• Should theotate u,eTANF fUDdsforteeu p......ts? .. 
Ifthe state determiruos that it is more desirable to get a ""'" parent "into. system" the 
question becomes which one? Under TAJ'lF there are three ways to struclllre state 
spending and each structure bas a different set ofconsequences. The three ways are: 
(1) blooded state and federnl funds within TANF; (2) adminlstratively segregated 
Slate and federai funds within TANF; and (3) a SBparate state-ooly program. 

The structure of Slate funds determines whether or not TANF provisions apply to the 
recipient Time limits, school and living arrangement requirements apply to assistance 
received throngh TANF federnl funds. Thus, when state funds are segregated within 
TANF or are a separate stattKlnIy progtam, these provisions do not apply. In contrast, 
work participation ood child support reqWrements apply not only to assislilnce 
received throngh TANF federnl funds but also to TANF state funds when they are 
blended and when they are segregated. Thus, work participation and child support 
reqWremeDts apply unless the assislilnce comes m,m a state-oniy funded program. 
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• Should the state .... TANF ruude to provide services/casb ...istauoeJbotb? 

The state could decide that all qualifying teen parents (or teen parents of. certain age 
or in certain circumstances) should receive cash granti. in order to learn and practice 
money management skills. ' 

The state could also decide to use TANF federal funds for teen/teen parent services. 
For example, the st&e could establish a statewide aftei·school program for youth at· 
risk ofbecoming teen parents. TANF requirements (e.g., time limits, work 
requirements. child support assignment) might apply to all recipients ofthese services 
ifHHS determines that TANF rules apply to services as well as vouchers and cash 

,
assistance. 

• Should the state approach some teen parents differently tban othen? 

The state could decide that it wants to treat some teen parents differently than others. 
For example, the state could distinguish between teen J>arents by age and place minor 
teen parents in • separate state·funded program subject to state rather than TAN]' 
rules. Or, the state could decide that teen parents who are working belong in the 
TANF program while those with the most barriers should be in a separate state· 
funded program. Or, the state could decide that teen parents who are heads of 
households should be treated distinctly whether they are minors or not. 

i, 
Teen parents could be distinguished by location as well. For example, the state could 
decide to use TANF funds for a pregnancy prevention ~r teen parent intervention 
program in a particular school district(s} because ofa high concentration of at-risk 
youth. i 

,I 

• Should the state approach TANF for teeD parent r.1..1lies differently than rOT 
otheT families? 

I 

StaleS will decide which families are eligible for TANF assistance. There is nothing 
that precludes a state from .pplying different eligibility rules for teen families. 
Among the factors that currently are weighed in determining eligibility are 
"deprivation" which ofum makes it difficult for fathers to be part offiunilies receiving 
assistance, "deeming" in which the income of other m';"bers of the household, often 
grandparents, is count~ and I<assets" or counting the v8.J.ue ofcars and other asSets. A 
state that believes it is important to get teen parents "int'o the system" might want not 
only to address "grandparent deeming" but also other aktiincome rules in order that 
more teen parents might be part of the system and be pOrt of mandated 
educationlwork or other requirements/supports. ! 

I 
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States could decide that all teen parentS (or some types ofteen parents) need intensive 
case management services that most other Wnilies do not As part ofthe specialized 
case management, the Slale could decide that the entire teen parent family would be 
the subject of services, not just the parent. 

• How should the sill!. approach support services needed by teen parent families? 

Like all families, teen parent families need a variety of supports in nrder to 
accomplish what is required of them. In addition to health care, these supports include 
clUld care and transportation. Teon parents, by definition, need child care for infants 
and toddlers • the most expensive type of child care. If DO appropriate or affordable 
child care can be located by the teen parent, will she be given assistance to help her 
locale such care? How will the state treat the teen if there is no clUld care available 
will she be exempt from TANF requirements and become pan of the 20% "hardship" 
exemption allowed under TANF. will she be placed in • separately funded state 
program, or will there be.some other response? How mueh will the state focus on the 
needs of the infant/toddler? If transportation is essential but unsvailable,. how will the 
teen parent fmnjly be treated? 

• How should the state approach TANFs minor teen parent school requirement? 

While the new law mandates that all states require minor mothers to participale in 
educational activities in order to be eligible for assistance, states have considerable 
flexibility in designing the program for participaots. Among the questiollO for state 
TANF agencies are: How will the state define participating (school atteodanceI school 
enrollment! Sl!l.isfuctory participation/other) for eligibility purposes? How to engage 
the state education agency? Should a waiver program be reploced with a new 
approach based on the findings of emerging research? Should those young teen 
parents for whom an alternative educational setting is needed but can not be provided 
receive support in. separate state-only program until a slot becomes open? How 
should the state treat those who can not secure affordable. appropriate infant care? 

. • 	 How should the state approaeh TANF's adult-supervised living IUTIIlIgement 
requirement for minor teen parents? 

While the new law mandates that all states require minor mothers to live in an edult
supervised setting, states maintain the ability to make exceptions to the requirement 
when wamnted. Among the questions fur state TANF agencies are: How to engage 
the state clUld proteodve services agency? What assessment procedures should be 
followed to weigh the appropriateness of the current living ammgement? Should 
assistance to minor mothers be provided during the period an assessment is being 
made? Should the state invest in "second chance" homes? UDder what ciroumstances 
should the state make exceptions to the requirement? How will local staff be ttsined 
to implement these provisions and exceptions? 
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• 
• Overview• Teen Parent Provisions 

•
• 
• How should the state approach the Ilewv abstinence education funds in P~. 104.. 


193? i 

The new law significantly expands the federal funds available for abstinence, 

•• 

education; howevert the federal provision prescribes a'narrow defirution of abstinence 
education. Among the questions for states are: How t6 assess whether to pursue the 
fund.? Doe. the law'. definition ofabstinence education fir ",ith the state's approach 
towards sexuality education? Can the abstineJ1<:e.onlyapproacb work alongside other 
approaches or are the messages conttadictory? How to engage the state education 
agency and how to coordinate the eflbrts of the health agency ",ith those of the TANF 
agency? Who should receive abstinence education - shkid certain age groups be 
targeted? Who should provide the abstinence education funded through P.L. 104-193 
- should it be the school system, priVllle contractors? Will the state evaluate the 
outcome. of the program? What fund. will the ....te use to meet the state match 
requirements? 

• • How should the state approach tbe "iDegitimaty" and "performance" bonuses? 
i 

The new law offers two sources ofbcmus funds as incentives to states to address OU(~. ,
of-wedlocK births and to address the overall purposes ofTANF. Among the 
questions for ....t.s are: Should the state try to "win" bonus funds from either the 
"illegitimacy" bonus andlor the "performance" bonus? Will the focus be on teen out
of-wedlock births or such births at any age? Will the sui.te pursue the "illegitimacy 
bonus" reduction in oUl-of-wedlock births and reduction in abortion on separate 
tracks or in an integrated fashion? 

• Will the state io....t ill prognua$ to reduce out"'f-w~(llock births? 

• The new law provides incentives to reduce out-or-wedl.kk births. States could invest 
state funds in u.eo pregnancy prevention programs in an attempt to leverage federal 

., 
bonus funds.lf1he state decides to invest in new andlor.expanded pregnancy 
prevention programs atnong the questions are: Should there be a sepatOte prevention 
program targeted at teens or might it be more effective targeted at unintended births at 
any age? How much attention should be given to prevention of a first teen pregnancy? 
How much attention should be given to the prevention of a subsequent pregnancy? 
What is the role of teen and older males in prevention strategies? Should the ....te• Ipromote wedlock?• 

• How should tbe s!ate approaeb patemity eslablishmeDt for the children of• teeoagen? 

The new law increases the paternity establishment IlIle requirement of ....tes and 
imposes harsher penalties for the failure to cooperate in paternity e....blisbm..t; at the 

• 
same time, the suuute includes pro"isions concerned with statutory rape and 

• 
provisions that address older "predatory" males. Will the state establish pllrticulat 

• 
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Teen Parent Provisions November 19% 

procedures to ensure the safety of teen moth.,.. and their families who identifY fathers 
who might be subject to statutory rape prosecution? 

These are among the key questions that states will need to address in implementation of the 
new law. 

Fedenll Law May Promote State Te.n/Teen Parent Agenda 

The Pen;onal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliarion Act includes a variety of 
provisions that will affect leeDS and teen parents, Much of the poblic's attention has been 
dra",,, to the law's prohibitions related to ntinorteen parents (i.e, the requirements to stay-in
school and to live in an adult-supervised setting ). Ye~ the Act also includes a number of 
financial incentives for states that could lead states to invest fedeml funds and existing or 
new state dolliu:s in a range of other initiatives related to IeenS and teen parents, 

The goal of the fedeml incentives is the reduction ofout-of-wedlock births, The incentives 
are available through the 'Bonus to Rewa:rd Decrease in lIIegiti.macy; the "Bonus to Reward 
High Performance States," and new "abstinence education" funds. These incentives typically 
focus on the entire state population - not only TANF recipients and not only teens, 

The incentives should provoke a debate within the state. The first question is whether a state 
should pursue any or aU of the incentives. The two benuses are competitive and are available 
only to. "winning" state, Thus, a state needs to assess its odds in competing against other 
states. The abstioence education funds are available to any state interested in establishing 
abstinence programs as prescribed in the law. Thus, a state needs to assess whether it wants 
to putSUe the statutorily defined abstinence education program, 

A state that decides to pursue the fedeml incentive funds needs to consider that it may 'take 
money to get money, I The amount necessary for the abstinence education funds is 
s1miginforwa:rd - the progr.nn is a statelfedeml ma:rch so a state must identifY a set amount of 
state fimds to draw down the fedetal funds. In contrast, it is not clear how much a state 
should spend in order to effeetively compete for the bonuses, The bonuses are pure fedetal 
doUa:rs that do not require any ma:rch, However, a stale that wants to be competi.ive is more 
likely to succeed if it spends some level of fimds targeted on the issue ofpregnancy 
prevention and out-of-wedlock births. A stale could invest in such programs with TANF 
fedetal fimds and/or with Stale dolliu:s. 

States that Vlish to invest in adolescent pregnancy prevention or the prevention ofa repeat 
teen pregnancy may use TANF funds (subject to the law's prohibitions; e.g, the application of 
the time limit), For example, a state may decide that the school district with the highest 
concentration of teen births needs a special prevention initiative which the state could fund 
through TANF federal funds. Or, a state could identifY a neighborhood with a high 
concentration of teens at risk ofbeconting premature mothers and undertake a mother

. daughter counseling progr.nn that seeks to avert unintended teen births. 
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Teen Parent Provisions Overview 
, 

Alternativeiy. a state could decide that it needs to invest new state dollars in pregnancy 
prevention in order to enhance the possibility that the state might be awarded a federal bonus. 
Since all Slates could compete for both bonuses, those that dolthe best at achieving the bonus 
criteria ",ill receive the federal funds. When the stale is deciding whether to spend state funds 
to possibly "leverage" federal funds, it should consider whethh it is pursuing one or both of 
the bonuses. A state that achieves the "Illegitimacy" bonus wiUlikely score high in elements 
of the <IPerformance" bonus. 

A state that pursues any Of, ail of the federal incentives should:consider whether sufficient 
resources are being spent onpregnancy prevention generally and the potentia! value of a 
focus on pregnancy prevention fur teens and teen parents. A state that decides to invest in 
pregnancy prevention needs to identify programs and strategi~s that appear worthy of 
investment. State decisions 'Will determine not only whether tile state "wins" or receives a 
federal bonus but also whether teens and teen parents have better outcomes as a result. 
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Teen ?mmt Provisions Fincting.s and PutpoM: 

Findings and Purpose , 

Findings: lb. Law 

The "findings'" section ofa law is intended to list the facts which motivate Congress to 
pursue a new policy. \VbiJe it has no force of law, it is instructive in understanding the 
impetus for the law. The "firulingsll section of the TemporarY Assistan~ for Needy Families 
(TANF), Title I ofP,L. 104-193" provides statistics regarding the national increase in out
of-wedlock births,. '""'" of AFDe utilimtion (and asserts a relationship between the lWC),, 
consequences of raising children in single-parent homes) teenage pregnancy outcomes and 
the incidence of older males impregnating young girls. The fiildings section concludes that "it 
is the sense ofthe Congress that the prevention ofout-o!-wedJock pregnoncy and reduction in 
out·.ai-wedlock birth are very important Government inlereSl~ and poJicy contained in 
[...TANF} 12 is intended to address this crisis in OW' Nation,." 

Findings: Discussion 
, 
I 

While each of the listed findings merit review, equally significant points may rest in wbat is , 
not included in the section. Notably. the "findings" section cites many statistics related to the 
poor OutcomeS for children raised in single parent households. It fails, however, to 
distinguish between the consequences for children who were horn out-of-wedlock and those 
raised in • single parent household because ofdivoroe, sepamtion, or death, Because the 
conclusion ofthe findings section is that the new law is desiilned to address out-of-wedlock 
births, the casual reader might assume that elimination of oui-of-wedlock births would likely 
eliminate the cited societal problems such as high school drop..,ut and teen parenting, 
However, willie only a few studies bave examined the issue, the available research indicates 
that key outcomes for children in single parent homes due toidivorce are similar to those of 
children from nonMmarital hornes. ll As one researcher who ~ reviewed these stuclies notes,. 
"Being born to married parents appears to carry no great advimtage for children unless their 
parents remain together while the child is growingup,"'< I 

Also not included in the findings section are any statistics or filets related to the work 
components of the new law or the social supports needed fotwork (such as child care and 
bealth care) or, even, bow work requirements might reduce or relate to oUl·of~wedlock 
childbearing, This omission may merely reflect the nonna! g;ve and take of. legislative 
process in which proponents of the out-of-wedlock birth issue were "given" the findings 
section. In contrast, the "purpose" section, while still intent on addressing out-of-wedlock 
births, is broader and includes employment related themes, ' 
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Purpose: The Law 

As stated in the law~ TANF is designed to increase state "flexibility... to: 

• 	 provide assistance to needy families SO that children may be cared for in their own 
homes or in the homes ofrelatives; 

• 	 end the dependence of needy parents on govemment benefits by promoringjob 

preparation, work, and marriage; 


• 	 prevent and reduce the incidence ofout-of-wedlock pregnancies and establish annual 
numerical goals for preventing and reducing the incidence of these pregnancies; and 

• 	 encourage the formation and maintenance of two-parent families," 

Purpose: DisenssioD 

The "purpose" section of tills law" specifically influences how funds can be spent; the law 
pro\1des that states, subject to the established prohibitions and penalties, may use their grant 
"in any manner that is reasonably calculated to accomplish the purpose of this parL" 
(empbasis added). The purpose section also influeoces bow much funding stares might 
receive through special funding bonuses because the bill's pro\1sions related to the use of 
federal funds and special bonuses are tied to the purpose section (see 'State Bonuses"). 

The t>purposet> section never mentions teens., but it does allow for their consideration in the 
context of general efforts to encourage marriage and to reduce out-of-wedlock pregnancies. 
The section does not tell states how 10 accomplish these purposes; however, it specifieally 
ealls upen states to "establish annual numerieal goals" related to out-<>f-wedlock pregnancies. 

S.me Res.u.....: Buie Teen Pregnancy Facts 

Facts at.GlanC!'. Child Trends, In<;. Washington, DC; October, 1996. 

Sex and America's TeetlI!Il"rs. Alan Guttmacber lnstitult:. New York; 1994. 

Kids HmUQ Kids; ThS CQsts QfAdal;acent Childbearioi Rebecca Maynard; The Robin 
Hood Foundation. New York; 1996. 

i GrQwing Un Wilh a Singl; Parent; What !illllS, What !:l~IIl1i. Sara McLanahan and Gary, 
Sandefur. Harvard University Press. Cambridge, MA; 1994. 

Facts & S!iIl1i. The National Organization on Adolescent Pregnancy, Parenting and 
Prevention. Washington, DC;lanuary, 1995. 
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Teen Patent Provisions 	 State Plans 

State Plans 

State Plans: Tb. Law 

In order to receive TANF federal funds, states are required to submit state plansl6 ; two 
provisions thai must be included specifically relate to teen Pre8nancy. Once a state's plan is 
submitted to the Secretary of Health and Human Services, sbe merely determines that it 
includes the statutorily required information; in contrast, under: prior Jaw, the Secretary had 
the authority to approve or disapprove a state's plan, It is not ~ear whether there is any 
conseqnence ifa state fails to follow its own plan. 

i 
Each state's plan must include tWQ specific teen pregnancy provisions: 

, 

• 	 First, each state is directed to give "special emphasis" tb teenage pregnancy as part of 
its goal-setting and actions designed to prevent and redtice out-<>f-wedJock 
pregnancies for women of any age, Nwnerical goals for reducing the state's total 
"illegitimacy ratio" for calendar years 1996 through 2005 are to be noted. 

,, 
• 	 Second, each state is required to outline an education and training progrnm that it will 

conduct regarding statutory rape. This progrnm is to taIJiet professionals 
(educators/counselors) who work with teens as well as l~w enforcement officials~ in 
turn, it is expected the progrnm wiU lead to teenage prellrumcy prevention prngrnms 
being expanded "in scope to include men." I 

State Plans: Discussion 
, 

The "special emphasis" provision makes concrete Congressional intent that teenage 
pregnancy be considered a spec!al target in the overall gnal ofpreventing and reducing out
of-wedlock births. While the "findings" section is full of coru:er'ns about teen out-<>f-wedlock 
births, the state plan provision directs states to outline how the state expects to give "special 
emphasis" to teens in the prevention of out-of-wedJock births. Nothing defines the ways in 
wbicb a state ntight plan to achieve this "special emphasis." A state's plan ntight merely be to 
follow the new law's t!stay~in-schooI" and "Iive..'A/'ith-adult supervision" provisions because 
the state views those policies as contributing to a reduction in oUt--of-wed.lock births. 
Alternatively, the state could outline a range ofnew teen pregttlincy prevention progrnms and 
policies. ' 

Significantly, there is nothing in the state plan provision thai directs states to limit lheir focus 
to teen pregnancy and births among recipients ofTANF. Indeed., while other plan 
requirements specifically apply to families or individuals "receiving assistance" this part 
omits any such reference. Thus. while states are to give "specia1;emphasis ff to teen pregnancy. 

i 
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it appears Congress wants to encourage states to address teen pregnancy throughout the state. 
not only among TAAr recipients. 

The "special emphasis" on teens. 
however, does not necessarily cany over 
to the requirement that a state's plan set 
numerical goals for reducing the state's 
"illegitimacy ratio." The state plan 
requirement simply din:C1s states to 
establish overall numerical "illegitimacy" 
goals; the state mayor may not establish 
specifiC goals for teens. The "illegitimacy 
ratio" is the formula used to determine 
whether a state may receive a ftmding 
bonus (see "State Bonuses" ) and reflocts 
reductions in outoo()f~wedlock births, 
independent of the age of the mother or 
her welfare starus. Numerical goals are to 
be set for calendar years 1996-2005 
(while the bonus is avallable for fiscal 
yearn 1999-2002). 

Under the ustatutory rnpeu state plan 
provision. states are expected to 
"conduct" education and ttai.ni.ng on this 
issue. However, there are no special funds 
to undertake such an initiative. 
Furthermore, a different provision in the 
law din:cts the Attorney Geneml to 
"establish and implement" a Justice 
Department program on statutory rape by 
January I, 1997." Pan of the Justice 
Department program is to educate "State 
and local criminal law enforcement 

.1
•• 
•• 
•• ••• 
• 
•• 

State TANF Plan. 

Ofthe first 20 state TANF plans submitted 
to the Secretary, &noted some type of 
munerical goal for the reduction of out
wedlock-births generally; of these, 6 
identified a goal specifically for teens. Of 
the states noting a numerical goal for teen 
out-of-wedlock births, their plans typically 
cite pre-exJsting goals. For eK1l!l1pie, Ohio 
notes the goals it established through its 
Maternal and Child Hcalth block grant. 
Connecticut's plan refers to the goal set by 
its Progress Cotmcil thai the rate be 
reduced "10 twenty-three births per one 
thousand girls age 10 to 17 by the year 
2000." Few states are as detailed as Arizona 
which identified a general population goal 
and 3 separate goals for teens. The plan 
notes that Arizona's overall "goal for the 
year 2005" is a reduction in "out-of
wedlock births to no more than 37.5% 
(30,770)" ; with respect to teens, the state 
will seek to "maintain the birth rate in the 
under age 15 group alless than I%; to 
lower the birth rate in the 15-17 age group 
10 3.~%; and to lower the birth rate in the 
18-19 age group to 8.5%." 

•• 


officials on the prevention of and prosecution of statutory rape..." Like the state effort, there 
are no special monies set aside for this federal effort. It is tmclear whether the.. two 
programs are to operate on parallel tracks or whether state programs are, at least in part, 
meant 10 implement the Justice Department program. 

vcry few of the first 20 state plans offer any information regarding implementation of the 
statutory rape provision. Massachusetts described the work of its State Police Domestic 
Violence Unit whose education classes around the state incJude some discussion of statutory 
rape. Tbe State indicMes it will updale its =nt lesson plan. Maryland". plan noted thai both 
a survey ofprofessionals in the field and a statewide interagency task force would be 
initiated. 
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Some Resources: State Plans 

Waivers IlIld the New Welfare Law; Initial State Approaches. Mark Greenberg and SIeve 
Savner. Center for Law and Social Policy. WashingtOn, DC; November 1996. 

roen Parent.l and TANF Plan:;, Jodie Levin-Epstein. Center for Law and Social Policy. 
WashingtOn, DC; Forthcoming, January 1997. 
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State Bonuses
• 
• "Bonus to Reward Detrease in IUegitimacy": Tbe Law 

• The "Bonus to Reward Decrease in Illegitimacy" provides special grants to up to 5 states 

• 

which demonstrate "a net decrease in out-of-wedlock births." The amount offunding
• 

, 

• 
available is $20 million for each of the top 5 states,' or if fewer than 5 states can demonstrate 
a "net" decrease then each of the rewarded states would receiv~ $25 million.lB Bonuses are 

• 
 to be awarded in fiscal years 1999-2002. 


•
• 
The formula for calculating whether a state bas achieved a net decrease in out-of-wedlock 


• 
births includes two parts. The first part addresses the calculati6n ofout-of-wedlock births; the 
second addresses abortion data. The calculation applies to births oed abortions within the 

• 
 state and is not limited to the TANF easeload. To receive a bonus, a state must decrease out


• 
 of-wedlock births and abortions that occur within the state. 


•• 

A state must demonstrate a decrease in the number ofout-of-wedlock births between the 
most recent two year period (for which dem are available) oed \he previous two year period. 
The drop in a state's number ofout-of-wedlock births is then compared to !hat ofother states 
in terms ofthe "magnitude of the decrease". ' 

In addition to establishing a decrease in out-of-wedlock births,'. state must demonstrate that 
its "rate of induced terminations for the fiscal year" is less than it was in fiscal year 1995. 
There is 00 comparison between states' abortion data. 

Finally, in determining that these two provisions have been achieved, the Secretary must 
distegard changes that are ataibutable to cbanges in a state's reporting methodologies. The 
oomparison year for any cbanges is fiscal year 1995. 

•••• 


•
• 
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"Bonus to Reward Decrease in IUegitimacy" 

PL 104-I93 


Title I. Sec. 403 (aX2) 


"(A) IN GENERAL.-Eacb eligible State shatl be entitled toreceivc from the Seercwy a grant for each 

bonus year for which the Stale demon.st:rates a net decrease in out-<lf-wedloek births. 


'(B) AMOUNT OF GRANT.

"(1) IF 5 ELIGIBLE STATES...tfthere are.s eligible Stues for a bonus year. the amount ofthe grant shall 

be $20,000,000. 


"(ii) IF FEWER THAN .s ELIGIBLE STATES.-Ifthere are fewer than.s eligible Swes for a bonus year, 

the amount of the grant shall be $25,000,000. 


"(C) DEFINlTIONS.-As used in this parngn!J)h: 

"(i) ELIGIBLE STAlE.

"(1) mOENERAL.-Tbe term "eligible State' means a Stale that the S«TCtary determines meets the 
following requitemenrs: 

"(aa) The State demonstrates that the number of oul-<lf-wedlock births that occmred in the Stale during tht: 

most recent 2-yurperiod for which such informarion is a.llilable decreased lIS compared 10 the nwnber of 

$UCh births 

that oceum:d during the previous 2·year period, and the magnitude of the decrease for the Stale for the 

period 15: not exeeeded by the magnitude oftbe corresponding decrease fur 5 or mort" other Stalai for the 

period. • 

"(bb) The I'1!1e of induced pregnancy tmninations in the State for the fiscal year is less than the rate of 

induced pregnancy ttnninetions in the Sm1e for IlSC8i year 1995. 


"(lD DISREGARD OF CHANGES IN DATA DUE TO CHANGED REPORTING METHODS.-In 

making the determination required by subclause (I). the Secretary $hall d.isregard

"(aa) any difference between the number of out-<lf~wedlock births that occu.md in a Swe for a fiscal year 

and the number of out..qf~wedlock births that occurred in a State for fiscal year 1995 whicb is aun"butable 

loa 

change in State tntthods of reporting data used to calculate the: number of out-<lfNwcdJod;: births; and 

"(bb) any difference between the rate of induced pregnancy terminations in a Swe for a fiseai yw and 

such me for fiscal year 1995 which is amibutabJe to a eb.angc in State methods ofreportiog data used to 

cak:u.iate such rate. 

"(ii) BONUS YEAR-Tbe term 'bonus year'means fiscal years 1999.2000.2001, and 2002. 

~(D) AP"PROPJUATION.-Out of any money in the 1'reasur>' ofthe United Statts not Olhenme 

appropriated, there are appropriated forfi$Cal yeW'S 1999 through 2002. such sums as are necessary fur 

grants under t.bis paragraph. 
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Teen Parent Provisions 

"Boous to Reward Decrease in Dlegitimacf'; Discussion 

, 
What are some basic policy concerns about the bonus? Some pro-choice advocates are 
concerned that a state may respond to the abortion provision bY restricting access to 
abortions; under this scenario, a state would seek new state legislation to create barriers to 
abortion (such as waiting periods) by teens as well as older WOmen. These advocate. are also 
concerned that the abortion part of the formula would be pursued independently of the out-of
wedlock part; thus, the possible increase in om-of-wedlock births that might result from 
barriers to abortion would not be anticipated. Some pro-life advocates are concerned that 
there may be an unintended consequence of the bonus; under this scenario, pregnant, 
unmarried teens (and olderwomen) would be denied .."ices ih an attempt to "push out" of 
state out-<>f-wedlock births. Furtl=, a stlIte might view TANF assistanee as contributing to 
out-of-wedlock births so it might deny any assistance to teen mothers with out-<>f-wedlock, 
children, independent of the potential consequences for the mother and child. 

I , 
'What are some possible program responses 10 the berms? The bonus formula's out-of
wedlock birth provision relates to the populalion as a whole, n6t only births to teens or TANF 
recipients. However, because teen births (by those who receive: assistance as well as those 
who do not) are typically out-of-wedlock" ,reducing teen births may be a key to the bonus. 
Since the bonus is "new" money "above" the basic block grant,1 it will be attractive to many 
states. A state,. therefore, may invest in new ~ or augment exis9.ng - teen pregnancy 
prevemion programs in order to win the bonus of federal funds. 

I 
At the same time. one way to decrease ollt..of...wedlock births is to increase wedlock. A state 
could decide, for example, that a pregnant teen (or adult) could get a "wedding stipend" for 
gening married prior to the birth ofthe child." A state policy to enrournge "shot-gun" 
marriages might seem an attractive way to try and win federal bonus dollars. However, "shot
gun" marriages among teens may have undesirable social consequences. TeenagttS \\1'lO 

marry are five times more likely to divorce than older women.l,t Furthermore, teen "shot~ 
gun" marriages may convey "hidden" economic costs to a state'. First. teen mothers who are 
married at the time of first bitth are at a very high risk of having a second birth within two 
yem of the first bitth." Second, several studies also suggest that teen marriage raises the 
high school drop out rate for mothers." 

The other part oflbe bonus calculalion requires a reduction in the overall aborrion rate within 
the Slllte. Nationally, the teen abortion rate is declining significimtly. The teen (ages 15-19) 
abortion "'Ie has been declining steadily since 1985's peak of 43.5 per 1,000 women. The 
1m abortion rate onS.5 is as low as the rate of the late 1970's. The adult aborrion rate is 
declining as well but not as dramatically. The _ for aduh women age 20 - 24 has dropped 
from 56.7 per 1,000 women in 1990 to 56.3 in 1992.'" The ",to for women ages 15-44 has 
dropped from 27.3 per 1,000 women to 25.9 in 1992." i 
A Stale could respond to the bonus fonnula by seeking to prevent the need for abortion 
(pregnancy prevention programs) ox, as noted above, by making it more difficult to access 
abortion within the state. Just as it would be possible for a state to decide to >!push out>! of the 
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state pregnant llIIJ1llIIried girls SO oul-<>f-wedlock births did not appear in the state's vital 

statistics, it would also be possible to pursue "push out" policies with respect to abortion. 

There is some evidence that abortion parenta1 notification provisions have had the effect of 
driving teens to seek abortions in neighboring states." In the furure, undocumented • 
abortions may become more common because of the advent ofnon-surgical abortions (see •
discussion ofRU 486 below). The absence of documentation might not trouble a state which •is focussed on reducing its rate of abortion. • 
'Whal are the key issues with respect la the bonus formula's data requiremen1s? While a state • 
which seeks the bonus will need to grapple v.ith identifying the programs and policies that 

are most appropriate and effective, the Secretary will have the daunting task of assessing out

of-wedlock aod abortion data that states suhmic This assessment may bo difficult because: 


• 	 between-state definitions vary; 
• 	 in-state data collection and reporting is imperfect; 
• 	 between-stale data comparisons ofdifferently defined, imperfect data is 

problematiC; and 
• 	 between-state data comparisons ofdifferently defined, imperfect data may be 

based on differing years. 

With respect to out-ofwedlock hirth data, there is no fedetal methodology fur collecting, 

determining, or reporting this information; states use different methodologies for detmnining 

the data While this may present no problem for within-state numbers, it makes the 

comparison ofout-of-wedlock birth data between some states a comparison ofapples and 
 • 
oranges, 

Currently, om-of-wedlock births are determined by a direct marital status question on the 

birth certificates in 45 states and the District of Columbia; in the remaining 5 states, however, 

om-of-wediock status is inferred from other information such as surnames." 
 •In addition to different methodologies, the law allows each state to use the period "for whlch 

such information is available" regarding om-of-wediock births. Thus, states with data from 
 • 
different years might be compared. • 
While these differences regarding out-of-wediock data between states are allowable within 
the scope ofthe law, they may in practice prove politically difficult to balaoce. A 
'sophisticated-data' state which decreased its om-of-wediock births but no! as much as a 
'crude-data' state could argne the comparison is unfair. ••
Added to the.. difficulties is the provision that applies to new methodologies. The Secretary •is directed to disregard differences in the number of out-of-wedlock births which are 

attributable to a chaoge in methodology from the one the state used for fiscal 1995. A chaoge 
 • 
in the methodology can have dramatic impacts. For example, the latest national report reveals • 
that the birth rate for llIIJ1llIIried women dropped 4 percent between 1994 and 1995. It appears •
that about halfof the nation's decline is due to a revised methodology in Califomia regarding •• 
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the surnames ofchildren born to Hispanic mothers. An infurente of marriage is made more 
likely by the California revision. i 
The intent of the new methodology provision may have been to prevent states from achieving 
the bonus merely by changing their reporting methods. Howev~r, the disregard of changes 
may have some unintended consequences. Notably. a state which is contemplating an 
improved methodology (e.g. states which move from inferred information to direct questions 
on birth certificates; states which move from self-declaration ofmarital status to martinge 
licence confumation) must now consider that a change in methodology may IlllIke pursuit of 
the bonus more complicated. Ally change in the methedology may lead to disputes about 
whether the state qualifies for the bonus. The state bas three choices regarding a new 
methodology: it could decide not to improve its system and snriply maintain the existing one, 
however inadequate; it could simultaneously operate two methodologies; or, it could decide 
not to compete for the bonus. The issue is further complicatediby the requirement that the 
comparison be made to the methodology in use in fiscal year 1995. For example, California's 
improved system took effect in calendar year 1995, not in ~ year 1995. The d.a!a from the 
months in the fiscal year will need to be assessed. 

With respecl to abor/ron dala, there is no federal law that requires collecting or reporting of 
stale data. Twe sources of national d.a!a are available. The federal Centers for Disease 
Control and Prevention and the Alan Guttmacher Instilllte (a private, non-profit organization) 
both issue reports on abortion. There is a significant difference in their state abortion 
numbers. The CDC d.a!a is drawn from state reponed d.a!a in 45 states and CDC estimates for 
the remaining 5; the AGI data is based on a survey ofabortion,providers." 

The formula calls for the Secretary to disregard differences in a state's abortion rate that are 
attributable to methodnlogical changes since fiscal year 1995. This raises many of the same 
issues created by the out-of-wedlock new methedology provision. A potential difference is 
that more sophisticated abortion d.a!a is likely to demonsttllte an abortion increase. Thus, the 
'methedological change' provision protectS a state that reports'an abortion increase due to a 
new methodology. 

Changes in technology may soon add to the difficulty in tracldng pregnancy tenninatious. A 
new product, RU 486, bas been provisionally accepted by the Food and Drug Administration 
as·a non-smgica1 method ofabortion; it is anticipated that the product will be available by 
late 1997. RU 486 is not an invasive medical procedure; therefore, more types ofmedical 
providers, in addition to abortion providers, wi1I be able to administer RU 486. Thus, 
abortion d.a!a may become more difficult to track because d.a!a will need to he collected not 
only from abortion providers but also from a wider range ofheahh providers. 

I 
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TIle bonus formula's abortion provision 
The "Bonus to Reward De<reaSe inparallels that regarding the out-<>f
Illegitimacy" is distinct from the law'swedlock data except in two r.spects. First, 
"Annual Ranking of States and Review ofstates are expected to compare their 
Issues Relsting to Out-<>f·Wedlock Births". abortion ..... to that of J99S.1t is unclear 
The "Ranking' uses a different fotmula how states that did notreport data in 1995 
than the "Bonus" to compare states and itare to be able to participate in the bonus. 
does not provide states with grants. (SeeSecond, there is no berween..state 
·ReportsfEvaluationsiStudios").comparisollS ofabortion data. Thus, while 

states are required to decrease their own 
abortion rate in order to be considered for 
the bonus, they are not competing against other states' abortion rates. 

"Bouus to Reward Decrease in IDegitimacyft: State Decisions 

• 	 Assessing the Odds. A maximum of five stores are awarded the "illegitimacy" bonus. 
The award is for those stales with the greatest decrease in both out-of-wedlock births 
and abortions. Thus, a stale needs to judge ils capacity 10 effectuate change; the state 
need not focus on the absolute level of such births and abortions. 

• 	 Defining the Target Group. A state is not required to target the teen population. 
The issue ofout-<>f-wedlock births is not limited to teens, Yet teens have a high rate 
of Qut-<>f-wedlock birtha. A stale needs to decide whather to pursue efforts designed 
to reach the entire population (including men and women ofall ages whether or nO! 
recipients of assistance) andIor whether to give priority to certain .ut-groups, The 
sut-groups could be detennined by age, gecgraphy or some other target definition, 

• 	 Setting the Strategy. The bonus requires a teducrion in both out-<>f-wedlock births 
and abortions, Will the state pursue each teduction separ.!1ely or in an inlegrated 
fashion? How will the stale ensure against perverne effects such as a possible "push 
out" ofciti.zens to another state for services? 

Some Resour""" OUI-of-Wedloek Births 

R"llOrt III Congress on Out-of-Wedlock Childbearing. Department of Health and Human 
Services, Washington, DC; November 1995, 

Welfw;, Qut=of-WedJock Childbearing, and PovertI; What is the COnnection? Sharon 
Panon and Robert Greenstein. Center on Budget and Policy Priorities. Washington, DC; 
January 1995. 
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IIBonus to Reward High Performance States": The Law 
I 

The IIBonus to Reward High Perfonnance States" is an incenti~e to states to eam extra 
federal monies by becoming a "high perfonning state,"l !; The 'average annual amOW'lt made 
available for the perl'ormance bonus is $200 million to be divided among the rewarded states. 
A state will be ranked against o!her states' efforts in achieving 'the goals and pu!])Oses of. , 
TANF. Among the four purposes is one that addresses a reduction in out-of-wedlock births, 
one that calls for the "fonnation and maintenance" of two-parcht families, and one that 
includes promotion ofmamage, IIIllOIlI! other goals. (See "Pw]\ose"). 

I 
How stale perfonnance will be measured is yet to be determined. By August 22, 1997 the 
Secretary, in consultation with the National Governor.;' Assoc;ation and the American Poblic 
Welfare Association is to develop a mechanism for measuring State performance in achieving 
the purposes ofTANF. A state would then be given a "score" based on the fonnula 

The amount of the fimdiog for each high perfonning stale is determined by the score a state 
achieves hut no state's bonus is to exceed 5 pettent of the state's Family Assistance Grant.lI> 

The Secretary is responsible for seDing "."performance threshold" so that each year the 
average annual graots equal $200 million and that the total for all bonus year.; equals $1 
billion. The bonus is available for fiscal years 1999-2003 for those stales which in the 
previous fiscal year equal or exceed the "perfonnance threshold". 

"BoDIIS to Reward Rigb Performance States": Discussion , 

While the measurement of state performance bas nol yet been developed. the law establishes 
that it must reflect the purposes for TANF. Those purposes include issues offilmily 
formation and family strUcture. Thus, udolescent pregnancy preVention and the reduction in 
out..of~wedlock births may figure significantly in criteria desi~d to mea5w-e smte 
performan<e under TANE 	 i 
The law does not set the IlUIIlber of states that should be consictered "high perfonning" states.•••• 

••• 

•• 

• 
•• 
•• 
• 

,
Until the criteria are public, it will be difficult to anticipate wbether the formula will lead to a, 
few or, possibly, all states sharing in the performance bonus. 

"BODns to Reward High Performance Statesl!: State DecisioDs 
I 

• 	 Link to "IUeglllmacy Bonus,n A state which is interested in the "Bonus to Reward 
High Perfurmance States" could view the "Bonus to Reward Decrease in 
Illegitimacy" as a complementary pool of potential fbods since both will collSider the 
state's performance regarding out of wedlock births. Will efforts related to the 
illegitimacy bonus be linked by the state to the performahee bonus? ,, 
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• Link to In""tate Performance Criteria. A state which is interested in the "Bonus to 
Reward High PerfOJmal1ce States" could apply to localities the same performance 
criteria that are used to weigh the perfonnance of states. Should the performance 
eriteria be used to determine allocations offunds within the state? Should the criteria 
be used as "roadcers" ofperfurmance rather than "triggers" offunds? Will rural and 
usban areas perform differently? Should the state create its own in·stale performance 
criteria? 
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•• Family Planning and Abstinence Education 
I 

Family Planning: The Law I 

•• 
"Prepregnancy" family planning services are explicitly authoriZed as a pennissibJe state 
expenditure of TANF federal funds." The referenee to "prepregnancy" family planning 
services is the only TANF provision that alludes to family plarining. The explicit referenee to 
family planning is embedded in a provision that otherwise proyides that medical services, 
including abortion services, may not he paid fur with TANF federal funds. 

Family Planning: Diseussion•• Under the dismantled AFDC law, family planning services were to be made available "to all 
individuals requesting such services."n It is not clear whether:,or how states implemented 
this AFDC provision. The AFDe provision \\-"SS contained in state plan requirements and was 
eliminated when TANF repl""ed AFDe. I 

• 
Now, ther:e is no longer a state responsibility to make family planning services available to 
those who request them; however, spending on family pl~ services is a permissible use 

•• 
• 

I 

ofTANF funds. The statute is silent with respect to the source of such services; thus, it 
appears that TANF funds may be used to pay fur either subsidiZed or unsubsidized 
contraceptive care. Contraception is recognized as an important component of reproductive 

• 
•• 

, 
health which helps avert unintended pregnancy." i 

i , 

Abstinence Education: The: Law 

•• 
i 
, 

The new lavls "educational or motivational" program related to abstinence" is to be 
administered and funded through stare Maternal and Child Health (MCH) agencies under a

• new section of the Maternal and Child Health Block Grant." I.ri addition to education, a state 

• has the option to use the funds to undertake "where appropriate~ mentoring, counseling and 

• 
 adult supervision to promote abstinence from sexual activity, With a focus on those groups 

which are most likely to bear children out-of-wadlock." A special yearly fund of$50 million 

• 
is appropriated for fiscal years 1998-2002. Each state's all~t is determined by the relative• ,proportion of low income children (underpove:rty) living in th~ state." 

• 

The law defines what type ofabstinence education may be funded through the program. 
Among the attributes ofsuch abstinence education is that it "haS as its exclusive purpose, 
teaching the social, psychological, and health gains to be realizbd by abstaining from sexual 
activity" and "teaches abstinence from sexual activity outside of marriage as the expected 
standard for all school age children" and "teaches the importanCe ofattaining self-sufficiency 
before engaging in sexual activity." 

•• 
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Abstioeuee Educ::a:tron 
PL IM·m 

Title IX, Sec. 9lZ 

"SEC. 5IO. (a) For the -plll'pOSe described in subsection (b). the Secretary shall, for fiscal year f998 and 
each subsequent fiscal year, allot to eaeb State which has transmitted an application for the fiscal year 
under section 505(a} an amount equal to the product of~ 

"(I) the amount appropriated in subse<:tion (d) for the fISCal year, and 

H(2) the percentage determined for the State under section 502(c)(I)(B)(li). 

"(b)(l) The purpose ofm a11ot:ment undetsubsectioo (a) to a State is to enable the State to provide 
abstinence education, and at the option oftbe State, where appropriate, memoring, counseling. and aduk 
supe:rvi$ion to promote abstinence fi'om sexu.al activity. with a focus on those groups wbich are most likely 
to bear children outwo(,)f~wedJotk. 

"(2) For purposes oftbis se<:tion, the term •abstinence education' means an educational Of motivational 
program wltich

"(A) has as its exclusive purpose, teacbing the social, psychological, and health ga.ins to be realized by 
abstaining from sexual activity; 

"{B} teaches abstinence from sexual activity oUl.'lide marriage as the expected slandard for all sehool age 
children; 

"(e) teaehes. that abstinence: from sexual activity is the only certain way to avoid outwo(,)f~wedl()Ck 
pregnancy, sexually transmitted diseases, and other assoc.iutd bealth problems; 

"(D) teaches. that a mutually faithful monogatnOu.s relationship in context of marriage is the expected 
standard ofbwnan sexual activity; 

"(E) teaches that: sexual activity ouuide ofthe CQrttcxt ofmamage is likely to have harmful psychological 
and pbysical effects; 

H(F) teaches that bearing children outwo(,)f-wedlock is i.ihiy to have hiumfuJ eonsequences for the child. the 
child's parentS. and SQCiety~ 

"(G) teaches young people how to reject sexual advana!S and hOW" alcohol and drug use incmIses 
vulnerability to sexual advWlteS; and 

"(H) te:w:hes the importance ofattaining self~suff1Ciency before engaging in sexual activity, 

"(eXt) Sections 503, 507, and 508 apply to allotments under subsection <., to the same extent and in the 
same manner as such se<:tions apply to allotment!> under section 502(e), 

~(2) SectiOll$ 505 and 506 apply to aIlatmentsunder subsection (II:) to the extent detemlined by the 
Secretary to be appropriate. 

~(d) For the purpose of allotments under subsection (a), there is appropriated, out of any money in the 
TreasIJf}' oot otbc::rwise appropriated. an additional $50,000,000 for each ofthe fiscal years 1998 through 

, , 2002, The appropriation under the prcoeding sentence for a fiscal year is made on October l ofthe fiseal 
I year,". 
, 
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Family Planning and Abstinence Education 

Abstinence Education: Discussion 

'Where do the abstinence educationfunds c.omefrom? The new, separate fund 0[$50 million 
per year for abstinence education is to be administered by a state under the MCH Block 
Grant. The monies are a capped entitlement above the appropri~tion available for the MCH 
Block Grant and are authorized for fiscal years 1998-2002. A state which operates the MCH 
Block Gmnt may chose not to operate the abstinence education program. 

, 
In order to access its allocation within the MCH block grant funds, a state is required to 
match federal doll"",:" every four federal dollarl; must be matched with three state doll.... 
This match requirement will also apply to a state that wants to !.cee.. the ahstinence 
education allocation. No federal guidance bas been issued regaiding what counts towards 
state abstinence education match. 	 . 

I 
A state's request for its abstinence education allocation is to accOmpany the regular) annual 

•applieation to the federal MCH Bureau. As part of the MCH application process, each five 
years, • stale estahlishes goals that are to be consistent with the national gOals published in 
Healthy Propl. ;WOO and each yea; report on any changes in those gnals. 

Reducing pregnancies among girls ages 17 and younger is one of 18 health objectives that 
MCH identified as the most critical for states to traclr. in the effort to achieve the HealllJy 
Prople 2000 goals." The national health objective calls for a reduction in minor teen births 
from a haseline oOLl pregnancies per 1,000 to "no more than 50 per 1,000". 

Thus, states, through their MCH block grants, may already bave established goals with 
respect to pregnancy prevention among minor teens (See flState ,Plan'I

). 'Nhere states have 
established such goals, the programs and policies designed to halp achieve the goals mayor 
may not include abstinence education,. more comprehensive sexuality education., or a nmge of 
family p1anning services. 

,
There is another source ofeannarked federal funds for ab~ education - the Adolescent 
Family Life Act. Statutory changes made to AFLA in 1996 augment its abstinence fimding 
and changes its .b~ definition to paI1I!lel the one used in PL 104-193. Specifically, 
AFLA funds are divided between "prevention" services (such as, abstinence education) and 
"care" (interventions for pregnant and parenting teens). 'Prevention" services previously 
received one-third while "care" services received two-thlrds ofa\..ailable funds. The 1996 
AFLA law reverses the allocation; the result is that for FY '97 aboUI $9 million will available 
for abstinence education through AFLA. Furthermore, the new AFLA abstinence education 
definition means that funds are to be spent on "abstinence-onlytl programs. 

Who can receive abstinence education? The abstinence educatio~ provisions~ while 
mentioning sehool-age chlidrell, do not preclude the funds from being used for the edueation 
ofolder individnals. Ind.."n, the provisions intend thaI abstinenc6 educators teach that 
abstinence should be followed until an individnal achieves "self-:.umciency;" thus, the 
legislation appears to envision that the initiation of sexual activity should not occur until 
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employmen~ maniage, or other means lifts the individual's income beyond a need for any •public assistance, The legislation may intend abstinence education for those adults without •employment or other resources. At the same time. many providers may view an abstinence 
aducation program as most appropriate for younger children and early-teenage populations, 

What is to be included in an abstinence program? While the law defines abstinence 
education and stipulates that the funds are to spenl for that pwpose, there is no prolribition on 

running an abstioence education program alongside of. separately funded, more 

comprehensive sexuality education program that recognizes the need for family pJarating 

information. 


The apparent capacity to 1'Wl side-by-side programs is an important consideration in light of 

research findings regarding the efficacy ofabstioenee-<)wy programs, While fi:w abstinence 
 • 
programs have yet been rigorously evaluated, available research was assessed in a 1995 
report prepared for HHS, AdQlescent PrefllJi!!lOY Prevention Promms: lweryentions and 
EyajW!tions: 

What we do know from adolescent pregnancy prevennon programs to dele can be • 
su<:cinctly 5WllIlllIri:zed, Numerous programs have been implemented, T1!Ilging from • 
abstioenee education to oornprehensive, multi-fiu:eted in~entions that offer •education, counseling, and a variety ofsupport services. Studies have concluded that •the provision ofsex education to adnlescenlS does not increase the likelihood of 
initiating sexual activity, However, abstinence-<lwy prevention programS have not • 
been shown to reduce sexual activity either, • 

WIw can provide abstinence education? There is no legisLated definition ofwho can provide 
abstioence education, but !here is an explicit option for states to include "mentoring, 
counseling and adult supervision," as part ofpromotiog abstinence, Since there are no 
apparent restrictions on "mentoring, counseling and adult supervision" such activities could • 
be strucIllred in any number ofways, 

It is not yet known how staleS or service providers wiU approacl! !hese MCH abstinence 
education funds. Either or both might view the abstinence education program as a means of 
increasing !he availability ofabstinence education or angmentiog the abstinence portion of a •
broader campaign reLated to sexuality education (funded from other so=s), Alternatively, •either or bo!h might view !he law's definition of abstinence education as inherently 

contradicting the education !hemes and messages already established as state goals, 
 •••
Abstinence Education: State Decisinus • 
• 	 Program Funds. Should the state apply for the abstinence education fimds? The 


abstinence education program established by P,L, 104-193 is precisely defined. A 

state may or may not believe in promoting abstinence education and mayor may not 

• 
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• SUpport the prescriptive definition in fed.erallaw. A state which believes the federal 
definition is out ofkeeping with the state's approach need not apply for the funds. , , 

•• 
• Sid..by-Side Programs. Should the stat. run the abstinence education program 

alongside another type ofprogram? If a state reoeives abstinence education program 
funds the state must expend them in accordance with tHe statutory definition. 

• 
However1 nothing in the statute precludes this abstinence education program from 
running alongside ancther type ofprogram. The decision may rest with an assessment 
of the research and the recommendations of senice providers regarding whether 
potentially conflicting messages from multiple programs may prove counter
productive. 

• • Link to MeM. How extensively should the welfare agency coordinate with MCH? 
The abstinence education provision creates a direct link' to the federal MCH agency. 

• The likely exlstt:nce of state MCH minor teen pregnancy prevention goals suggests • 
, 

• 
the welfare agency should, at • minimum, consider cooidienting with the state MCH 

• 
agency not only regarding abstinence education but alsO in relation to the 
"illegitimacy" bonus and the "performance" bonus. 

• 
•• 
• 

I 
• Evaluation. Why should the state evaluate the program? If the abstinence education • program is achieving the goal ofreduced out of wedlock births, the state should know 

this so that it can invest fully in the approach. Alternatively, if the abstinence 
education program is not achieving its goal then it should be abandoned. 

• 


•
•••••• 

•• 
Center fOT Law and Social Policy (202)32&-5140 
info@clasp.org - 31 - http://W'WW.ciasp.oIg

• 

http://W'WW.ciasp.oIg
mailto:info@clasp.org


• • • • • • • 

• • 

• • • • • • • • 

,Teen Parent Provisions November J9% 

FY 1998 Abstinence Education: State Allocanons: Sec. 510 

Alabama $1,081,058 New Jersey 843,071 
Alaska 78,526 New Mexico 518,368 
Arizona 894,137 New York 3,377,584 
Arkansas 660,004 North Carolina 1,151,876 
California 5,764,199 North Dakota 126,220 

Colorado 544,383 Ohio 2,091,299 
ConnectiCut 330,484 Oklahoma 756,837 
Delaware 80,935 Oregon 460,076 
DiS!. of Columbia 120,439 Pennsylvania 1,820,070 
Florida 2,207,883 Rhode Island 129,592 

Geozgia 1,450,083 South Carolina 811,757 
Hawaii 131,519 South Dakota 169,578 
Idaho 205,228 Tennessee 1,067,569 
llIioois 2,096,1l6 Texas 4,922,091 
Indiana 857,042 Utah 325,666 

Iowa 424,908 Vermont 69,855 
Kansas 391,185 Virginia 828,619 
Kentucky 990,488 Washington 739,012 
Louisiana 1,627,850 West Virginia 487,536 
Maine 172,468 Wisconsin 795,859 

MaIyiood 535,712 Wyoming 80,935 
Massachusetts 739,012 American Samoa 44,992 
Michigan 1,899,560 Guam 69,495 
Minnesola 613,756 Northern Marinas 42,493 
Mississippi 1,062,752 Puerto Rico 1,449,018 

Missouri 969,291 Trust Territories: 
Montana 186,439 Pilau 13,501 
Nebraska 246,177 Micronesia 47,492 
Nevada 157,534 Mmba1, 21,000 
New Hampshire 82,862 Virgin I,mods 136,509 

TOTAL $50,000,000 

Source: HRSA. MamiaI and Child Health Bureau. October 1996. 
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Some Resources: Teen Program~ 
I 

Programs to ReQYcc I=nagc: f1l:g.nan~vj The Imllli£aliQDS gt Einaings fi:2m Re~mb. 
Douglas Kirby. (Prepared for lbeNational Campaign to Prevent Teenage Pregnancy, 
Task Force on Effective Programs and Research, Washington, DC; Forlhccming) 

ad.&l1c:a"'llt EGiDimCX Prevention Program:s; In~n'entions aug EYaluati2m. Kristin A, 
Moore, Barbara W, Sugland, Connie Blumenlhal, Dana Glei and Nancy Snyder. 
Washington, DC; JUIle 1995. (Prepaned for and funded by the Office of lbe Assistant 
SeeretMy for Planoing and Evaluation, HHS; undertaken by <;hild Trends, Inc,) 

, 
Next S'!:Illi IIIId B;iill!~ts; A_hei I!l Prev!:llling Ad2lescentChildbearing. Kristin A. 
Moore and Barbara W. Sugland. Washington, DC; January, 1996, (Prepared for lbe 
Manpower Demonstration Rese3rt:h Corporation; UIldenaken by Child Trends, Inc.) 

Adol,scent Pre!lJ!l!llcX Preyentillll' Effecti}:l: Strats:g;iCS. Sara Peterson and Claire Brindls, 
National Adolescent Heallb Information Center, University of California, San Francisco. 
San Froncisco; May 1995. (Supported in part by lbe Heallb Resources and Sen;ces 
Adnrinistration, HHS.) 

Tmng I!l Mjniwi<:!: thS Q\lds. Using Whal We Know III Prevent leen Pre!lJ!l!llI;J:. Susan 
Pbilliber and Pearilla Namerow. Pbilliber Research Associates. New York; December 
1995. 

, 

The ProfWllll &!;,bjvc 2D Slll'JllllilX. Health and AdolSiCllllco, Sociometrics Corporation, 
Los Altos, CA; September 1996. (Sponsored by the US Office of Population Affairs; 
administered by !he Sociometries Corporation, On-going.) I 
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Minor Teen Parent Eligibility and Restrictions• ,I 

Siay-in-School: The Law I• 
I 

Under P.L. 104-193, a state can not spend TANF funds on an Jnm.med, custodial minor • 
• 

parent caring for a child 12 weeks of age or older if the minor tnother has not completed high • 
I 

school (or its equivalent), unless she is participating in educatihnal activities (standard high 
school or approved alternatives including training programs).l91•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
• 


I 

, 

Prohibitions; Requirements. ! 
P.L. 104-193 I 

Title 1, Sec. 408 (a)(4) 

"(a) IN GENERAL.
, 

"(4) NO ASSISTANCE FOR TEENAGE PARENTS WHO DO NOT ATTEND HIGH SCHOOL OR 
OTHER EQUIV ALEl'IT TRAINING PROGRAM.~A State to which a pt is made under section 403 
shall not use any part of the grant to provide assistance to an individual ";"ho has not attained 18 years of 
age, is not married, bas a minor ; 
child aI least 12 weeks of age in his or her care, and bas not successfully completed a high-school 
education (or its equivalent), if the individual does not participate in- ' 

"(A) educalional activities directed toward the attainment ofa high school diploma or its equivalent; or 

"(8) an altemalive educational or training progr.un that has been approved by the State. 
, 

• Stay-in-Scbool: Discussion 

• What did prior law require regarding school for teen parems?, The Family Suppon Act of 

• 
1988 required each state, to the extent that there were resources, to mandate participation in 

• 
an education activity by non-exempt custodial parents under age 20 who had dropped out of 
high school (or its equivalent). States had the option to excuse parents under age 18. 

• 
I 

•
• 
In addition, in recent years, a number of states have sought and secured federal waivers 

regarding educational requirements for teen parents. Twenty-eight states have approved. stay

•• 
in-school waivers, often called "Learnfare" programs.40 Whileistate waivers vary 
significantly in tenns of target audience (some are for teen parents only. others are directed at 
all teens receiving assistance. others include younger students receiving assistance) and 
measures of school participation (e.g. different attendance standards or a standard based on• 

, 

satisfactory performance) they all differ from the FSA requirethents by including both drop

• 
 outs as well as those who were enrolled in school.
• 
, 


• 
• 
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What is known about slay~in~school waivers? There are a number ofdistinct "stay-in-school" 
models underway, e,g, Ohio's LEAP program, California's CaI·Learn program, Wisconsin's 
"Leamfaref'l, States a.:re now free to replicate these programs or create new models without 

.'••• 

.'••prior federal approval. Evaluations ofthe Ohio a:od Wisconsin program are beginning to offer 
insights into the efficacy ofeach. These two progruns are significantly different from each 
other, Ohio's program wgets teen parents while Wisconsin's original program wgeted all 
teens receiving assistance; Ohio's program. for teen parents builds on an existing state 
program thai provided teen parent specialists in many schools while Wisconsin had no 
similar case management for Learnfare participants when the program started; and, Ohio 

•.i• • 
provides a casb assistance bonus or sanction based on participation while Wisconsin solely 
imposes sanetions. Among the findings to date are: 

• 	 Ohio LEAP" three year impacts 

• 	 in-school teens: school completion (primarily GED) increased by 20'1. 
and employment by 40%; 

• 	 dr0P"'Out teens: no improvement in school completion or employment 
••.~.,
••• 	 for all teens: no statistieally significant attendance difference with 

control group; 
• 	 for teen parents: no statistieally significant attendance difference with 

control group. ·1 
States which have implemented a stay-in-schooJ waiver can drop their waiver or continue it. 

Who is required to partiCipate under the new law? The prohibition on the use ofTAA'F 
federal funds applies to assistance provided to unmarried minors caring for a cbild (12 weeks 
or older). Thus • minor custodial parent is exempt from the federal prohibition when her 
child is less than 12 weeks of age or when the minor is married, 

A teen parent is always considered a minor Ihroagb age 17; she is, as we1~ considered a 
minor through age 18 if she is a full-time student in secondary school (or the 
voeationalltecbnical training equiValent). Minor non-custodial parents are also always 
exempt. 

The prohibition on the use of TANF federal funds applies to the teen parent, not her child, A 
state could provide TANF fund. to assist the child (as a child-only case or as a child 
embedded in another family, for example, a three-generation household). Forther, the 
prohibition applies to federal funds, net state funds, 

What does "parlicipaJe" _an wuio the new Jaw? The law does not specify what it means to 
"participate". States need to det.erm.ine whether or not a minor teen mother does or does not 
participate in the approved activities in order to provide TANF federal assistance. In the 
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•• 
, 

, absence offederal guidance, STates can decide what "participatl,,, ",asonably means, For 
example, it appears that it would be reasonable for a state to dIltermine that attendance,,
performance or some other action constitutes participation for the purposes ofeligibility. A 

•• 
stale could also define the number of required hours and Whether and what type of reporting 
must be followed. The stare definition for purposes of eligibility mayor may not be the 
definition the state follows for PUlposes ofcowttlng an iodivi<;\ual towards the participation 
rate. The state decides not only how to measure participation but also what constitutes an 
appropriate education-related activity for the teen mother,ill B~ education and training are 
allowable. I•• Haw ~ eligibility relate 10 lhe participation ral.? Ifa minot teen parent "participates" in 
an education/training activity she is eligible for T ANF federal \.ssistance (if she meets other 
eligibility requirements e.g, living ammgements). However, uidividuals who "participate" 
and are therefore eligible for assistance do not automaticeliy oount towards the state's all· 
families participation rate. To count in the nile, the unmarried teen parent must be a head of 
household and must "maintain satisfactory atteodance at secondary school or the equivalent" 
or participate in employment-related education for the numberofhours required for the year 

• in question in order to count. Further. the participation rate provision includes a 20010 cap on 

• 
 the number of teen heads ofhouseholds in school and iodividuals in vocational education 


• 
 who can count (see Participation Rate). 


•
•

• How does the in/ani cw:e exemption relate to minor teen parenrs? Minor teen parents often 


bave iofants that need care; a state has the option to exempt from the participation rate single 

individuals with children under the age of one. An impetUS for this provision is the high cost 

of infant care. However, a state that wants to provide TANF f~ assistance to minor teen 
parents must require them to participate in education. Thus, while a state could apply the 
participation rate exemption to minor teen parents. the state, nevertheless. must require that 
the minor teen parent participate in an educational activity in cIder to be eligible to receive 

••• ,

• 
 T ANF federal assisrance. ' 


• How does lhe under age six provision relate to teen parents? Teen parents often have 

• 
children who need child care; a state is not allowed to "reduce or terminate" TANF assistance 
based on a "refusal ofan individual to work if the iodividnal is a single custodial parent • 

, 

• 
 caring for a child who has not attained 6 years ofage, and the individual proves that the 


• 

iodividual has a demonstraled ability (as determined by the stare) to obtain needed child 

care. .. ",44 : 

, 

• 
I 

A single teen parent head of household may count towards a state's participation rate if the 
individual satisfuctorily attends secondary school, its equivale.it, or employment directed 
education. If the teen parent can not secure child care is she protented from sanction in 
accordance with the under age six provision? It is unclear how this question will he 
rt'SOlved. The provision precludes a sanction of an iodividnall"based On a ",fusaI... to 

• 
 work.1I It is not clear jf"work" applies to other required activities such as school or
• 
, 

• 
 employment·",lated education, 


• 
• 
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1bis ambiguity has even greater consequences for minor mothers. .States must require minor 
mothers to "participate" in education in order to be eligible for assistance, Ifthe minor 
mother can not get child care. does the "under age six" provision apply or does the 
"'participate in education'! provision apply? In other words. can a minor mother be denied 
eligibility for TANF federal assisrance because she needs, but can not find, child care? In the 
absence of federal guidance, states may want to minimize the number of situations in which 
the lack of child care is a barrier to participation. For example, a state could develop 
alternative ed"".tional programs with flexible andlor shorter hours the! match available child 
care. Alternatively. a state could give minor mothers priority for available infant care slots 
so that minor mothers could enroll and attend school full time, Stales, ofcourse, are free to 
deny any child care assistance to minor mothers (or any mothers), 

What is known about schaol drop out and teen mothers? Teen mothers frequently drop out of 
scbool bclbre they become pregnant Among those young women (not just minor teens) who 
bad a high school age birth, 25% dropped out of school prior to becoming pregnant, Another 
37"/0 dropped out after becoming pregnant while 38% did not drop out at all." 

Stay-in-Sd..",I: State Decisions 

• 	 Definition of Participation, The definition of participation is critical because it 
determines whether the minor teen parent is eligible for TANF assistance, Will the 
state consider attendance, academic performance or other criteria to defme 
participation? How will the state treat the teen pareot who would participate except 
that enrollment is not possible for some time period (e.g. due to summer vacation or 
school policies that preclude enrollment after September?) or an appropriate place to 
enroU is not available in the colIllllunity? 

• 	 Attendance. In order to count towards the participation rate, a u:en (under age 20) 
head ofhousehold must maintain "satisfactory attendance," How will the state define, 
monitor, and enforce an attendance standard? WiH this attendance standard for the 
participation rate differ from any attendance standard used to define participation for 
eligibility purposes? 

• 	 Sanctions. What types of sanctions will the state impose on minor teens who, while 
eligible for TANF federal assistance, fail to meet an attendance or other program 
requirement? Will sanctiOllS for minor teens and older teens be identical? 

• 	 Appr&priate Aetivities. The state determines what type ofeducmion or training 
ami>ity is required of the minor teen, Will the state decide that minor mothers ofall 
ages must return their to "home" school, or that alternative settings must be mode 
available? WiD the state, instead, pursue individnalized case-by-case determinations 
regarding appropriate participation amivities? How will the state handle a situation in 
which Il<l appropriate placement is avallahle? 

Center for Law and Social Policy (202) 328·5140 
info@<Jasp.org - 38- http://www.clasp.org 

• 


http:38-http://www.clasp.org
http:info@<Jasp.org


• • 

• • • 
• • • • • 
• • • • • 

• • • 

•• Teen P~llt Provisions Minor Teen Parent Eligibility and Restrictions• 
• 

• Education Agency Coordination. Frequently, the design of stay-in-scllool rules 
have been shaped by the welfure agency which engag",! the education agency in 
logistical issues (e.g. attendance tracking and reporting). This need no! be the case. 

•• 
There are a range ofeducation agency policies that shoUld be addressed in the design 
ofa stay-in-school poliCy. For example, will the education agency allow the minor 
mother to enroll at any time of the year or must she enron in September or at the 
beginning of the semester? Will the minor mother autotnatically wi for the semester 

• 
ifshe misses classes for child birth delivery and reeupd-ation? Ifthe education 
agency does not change such policies, will it help design a set ofparticipation 
activities for minor mothers who want to cooperate and want to continue their 
education but fuce policy bani...? 

• 

• Child Welfare Agency Coordination. The child welfare agency too often is not 
engaged in the early plarating of stay-in-school policies. Ye, data from some early 
programs suggest that the students who wi to meet the stay-in-sohool requirements 
are ttequently from families known to the child weIfure system." Failure to meet 
stay-in-school requirements bas n:suIted in gnmt cuts to such families. Should the 
child welfilre system be engaged in preventive case management related to stay-in. 
scllool policies if the systems (welfilre and child welfure) decide that .joint goal is 
averting, wilere possible, sanctionsfl1leligibility offragile families? 

•• 
• Waiver, A state might prefer to maintain its waiver rather than implement the stay~ 

in-school provision in TANF. State waiver provisions that are tlinconsistent~ 'With 
TANF can contioue. Should a S1ate which requires teen 'parent participation when an 
infant is 16 weeks or older, in COntrast with TANF's 12,weeks or older provision, 
continue the state policy or follow the federal provision? Should a state that 

• 

enumerates a set of "good cause;1 reasons for non-participation (e.g. lack of 

transportation, lack of child care, court appointments, sChool expulsion) continue the 


• 
 state provision or follow T ANF which does not provide' for "good cause" (rather, 


• 

TANF allows. state to define "participating"). Should ~ state re-tool its approach to 

the stay-in-school requirement based on oew reseaIeh r~ existing waivm?

• • Dr0lH>ut Retri....l The stay-in-school waiver programs to date suggest that the 

• 
 most difficult population to engage is the group that bai already dropped out of
• 
I 

• 
school. Under T ANF, this group is ineligible for T ANF 'benefits unless thcy return to 
schooL However, aquestion arises about wilether the law prohibits the use ofTANF 
funds to help such teeDs return to school. If a S1ate engages minor custodial teen 
parents in an education retrieval program, could that be considered "participation" for 
TANF eligibility purposes? Or, must such school-related services be paid for by state 

• 

dollars which mayor may not count towards the mainteilance of effort requirement? 


•• 
• Drop-outs. Some minor teen mothers may not participate in any requ.ire.d activity. 

The state can not spend T ANF funds on such mothers; however, it can spend state 

• 
 dollars. "What are the reasons for assisting such minor mothers? "What are the 


• 

implications ofnot reaching such minor mothers? 


•• 
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• 	 PHots, Under TANF, • state bas the capacity to spend funds differently in different 
parts of the state, Thus, a slate could IlIl'get several schools or school districts for more 
intensive services designed to eddress drop-om and school attendance, TANF 
requirements apply to receipt ofTANF "assistance"; it is unclear whether "assistance" 
inclndes services, Thus. ifTANF funds were used for after-school prog11llllS for minor 
teen mothers and their babies. it appears that all students who participated mighl he 
SUbject to TANF rules (e.g. time limits, work requirements. and cbild support 
provisions) depending on the HHS interpretation of the term "assistance", 

• 	 Child Care, In order for minor mothers to attend, education-related activities. cbild 
care will often be needed; yet, nothing in the 19% law requires • state to provide such 
assistance. Nothing precludes the state. however, from assuring that teen mothers 
will receive such services in order to artend, Should the slate pursue such • policy for 
teens? For all participants? 

• 	 Other Support Servic... TANF does not obligate. state to provide support services 
such as tnwsportation, In contrast, under the Family Suppan Act's JOBS progrant, 
states were required to provide trnnsportation assistance needed for participation in 

, JOBS. Should the state give particular consideration to the trnnsportation needs of 
teen parents who often need such,help as well for their infants and toddlers? 

• 	 Appeals. Under TANF. state plans must explain how the state will provide 
opportunities for those recipients who have been adversely affected to be heard in a 
state administrative or appeal process,.? TANF does not provide for "good cause" 
exceptions to TANF stay-in-school requirements, Thus, it is not now possible to say 
whether and what types of protections teen parents around the country might have 
with respect 10 the stay-in-school requirement, A state could always provide state 
assistance to a teen pmnl denied TANF federal assistance. 

• 	 Evalualion, Under TANF.th.... is no obligation for a Slate to evaluate the effectS of 
its TANF-funded prog11llllS. including the SlaY-in-school requiremenL In contrast, 
stay~in·school waivers contain an evaluation component. A state that elects to 
continue the Slate's stay-m-school waiver likely will he required to contioue its 
waiver evaluation although HHS bas not yet issued guidance in this area. Should the 
stale seek to learn whether its my-in-school policies m improving the educational 
outcomes of teen parents and the well-being of their children? 
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Some Resources: Stay-in-Scbo1ol
• 
• 
 LEAf; Three·Year Imnac1;S QfOhiQ'~ Welfm:e Initiativ~ tQ Iml2[Qve ScbQQI an~dan£e 


• 
 Among Teenage Parents. David Long, Judith M. Gueron, Robert G. Wood., Rebecca 


• 
 Fisher and Veronica Fellerath. Manpower Demonstration R~search Corporation 


• 

(MDRC). New York. April 1996. 


, 
I 

•• 
An EvaluatiQD ilL Wisconsin's Leamfare; Program. Wiscons~ Legislative Audit Bureau. 

,Madison, Wisconsin; March 1996. , 

• 
I 
I 

• 

Slill::-in-SchQgl E,uleli ilml AID!: Ieen farents. Center for Law and Social Policy. 


• 

Washington, DC; July 31,1996. (A CLASP audio conference featuring David Long, 

MDRC; Judith Frye of the Legislative Audit Bureau, Wisconsin; and Charlene Clemens, 


• 
 Teeoage Pregnancy and Parenting Project, San Francisco, CAl 
. ' 

• L~iYIliDg 12 Work Together: HQlY EdY"alillD mld Welfare Agg}~ies: CiW CQQrdiO£l:te

• 
 SchQolingITraining of AFDC Teen Parents. Center for Law and Social Policy. 


• 
 Washington, DC; October 1994. 


•
• 
The Scbolll BD.S!::Q fmgrams fQ[ AdQI~"~nt Earents iUlg Theil: Young Children; 

Ovrcrcomiog Barriers iUlg Challenges lQ Impirolentine CsmUu:ebensjve Ss:;bQQI a~ed

• Services. Susan Banen, Cynthia L. Sipe, Susan A. Stephens and Wendy Wolf. Center for 


• 
 Assessment and Policy Development. Bala Cynwyd, PA; 1995. 
,

••• 
• 

Live in Adult-Supervised Setting: The Law• 

••
• TANF prohibits a state from spending T ANF federal funds on assistance to an uruoarried, 

minor. custodial parent unless the teen lives with a parent, leg~ guardian or other adult 
relati ve48 subject to limited exceptions. T ANF identifies when it is appropriate to make an 

• 
exception. This includes situations in which a parent, legal gwJdian., or other adult relative is 
not available or when such a placement could result in harm to the minor teen and/or her 

• 
child. Under these circumstances, a minor teen may be required to reside in an adult
supervised living arrangement. At that point, it is the duty ofth~ stale to "provide. or assist• 

, 

• 
 the individual in locating, a second chance home, maternity hOIhe. or other appropriate adult


• 

s:upeIVised setting ... " Alternatively. a state could determine that' a teen mother's independent 


• 

living arrangement is appropriate and it is in the "best interest" of the minor child to make an 


• 

exception. The state can subsequently detennine that a living airangement ceases to be 

appropriate and require the minor to reside in an alternative arrangement. There are no 


• 
 special funds set-aside to support alternative living arrangemenis. 


• 
• 
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Teen Parent Provisions November 1996 

Live ill Adult,Supervised Setting 

PL H)4~193 


Title I, Sec, 408 (a) (5) (A) 


"(i) REQUI.R.EMENT.~Except as provided in subparagraph (8), a Stale to which a grant Is made WIder 
section 403 shan not use any paItoftbe grant to provide assistance to an individual described in elause (ii) 
of Ibis subparngraph ifthe individual and the minor child referred to in clause (ji)(II) do not reside in a 
place of residence maintained by a pan:nt, legal guardian, or other adult relative of the individual as such 
parent's. guardian's. or adult relative's own home. 

"(if) Il\"DIVIDUAL DESCRIBED.- For pmpos.esofclause (i), an individual described in 1his clause is an 
individl..Wl w~ 
"(I) bas: notanained 18 years. of age; and 
"(II) is not married, and has a mmor child in his or her earc. 

'(EI) EXCEPTION.' 

"(i) PROVISION OF, OR ASSISTANCE IN LOCATING, ADULT·SUPERVISED LIVING 

ARRANGEMENT.~ln the ease of an individual who is described in clause (ii), the State agency referred to 

in section 402(aX4) shall provide, or assist the indi.vidual in locating. a second chanee home, matemity 

home, or other appropriate adult-supervised supportive living arrangement, taking into consideration the 

needs and concerns oftbe individual. wiess the State agency delt'l'1n1nes that the individual's current living 

amwgcment is appropriau:. and thereafter shall require that me individual and the minor child referred 00 in 

subparagnph (AXii)(I1) reside in $Uch living arnmgement as a condition of the continued receipt of 

assistance WIder the Sl<Ite prognun funded under this part attributable to funds provided by the Federal 

Government (or in an a.ltemative appropriaIe arrangement. should elrcumstanus change tuld the current 

mange.tnent cease to be appropriate). 


R{U) INDIVIDUAL DESCRlBED,~For purposes ofdallSe (0. an individual is desaibed in this elause if the 

individual is desaibed in $Ilbparagn1pb (AXii). and

~(l) the indivldual bas: no parent, legal guardi..ali or Other appropriate adult relative described in subclause 

(IJ) of his or her own who is living or wbo.se whereabouts are known; 


~(n) no liv:inJ parent, legal guardian. or other appropriate adult relative. who would otherwise: meet 

applieable State eriterla to act as the individual's legal guan:lian, of such individual allows the individual to 

live in the home of sucb parent, guardian. or relaIive; 

"(Ill) 1hc S_ agency detcnnme. <bat· 


"(sa) the individual or the: minor chi1d referred 10 in su~ (A)(ii)(II) is being or has been subjected 

to serious pb}'lieaJ QT emotional harm.. $C'Xual abu.se. or exploitation in the residence ofthe individual's own 

parent or legal gwudi.an; or 

"(bb) Silbstantial evidence exists of an act nr failure to l!.Ct that presents an imminent: Of serious harm ifthe 

individual and the minor o:hiid lived in the same residence with the individual's own parent or legal 

guardian; or 


"(IV) rhe State Itgtocy otherwise determines that it is in the best interest ofthe minor child to waive the 

requirement ofsubparagraph (A) with respect to the individual or the minor child. 


"(iii) SECOND-CHANCE HOM.E.~For purposes of this su~b. the term 'second<hance home' 

means an entity that provides individuals dC!Cl1'bed in elause (ii) with a supportive aDd supervised living 

arrange.tnent in wbich Silcll individuals are required to Jearn parenting skill!., including child development., 

fumiiy budgetiDg., bealth and nutrition. and otber skills 10 promote their long-term economic independence 

and tbe weJI·bei:ng oftheir children. 
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TeeD Parent Provisions Minor Teen Parent Eligibility and Restrictions • 
• Live in Adult-Supervised Setting: Discussion 

• What did prior law require regarding minor teen parenlliving,arrangemems? The Family 

• 
Support Act gave each state the option to implement a living m:r.mgement requirement for 
minor teen parents. If a state implemented the option, the state ~as to exempt minor teen • 

• parents in accordance with a statutory list.49 A state that wish~ to deviate from the federal 

• 

law could request federal approval for a waiver and eleven states have such v.ra.ivers.50 


How malTY minor mothers currently live independently while receiving assistance? The 

• 
 national number of minor mothers receiving assistance and livmg independently of
• 
I 

• 
 supervision is not mO\\1l. While HHS data indicates how many mothers are heads of 


• 
household by age, the code "head of household" does not neces:sarily mean the minor mother 
is living independently. That is because the minor mother may be receiving a grant while 

• living in a larger household that does not receive a grant or ~ives a separate grant. The 

• most recent HHS statistics indicate that 44,000 AFDe mothers lare teens age 17 or younger 

• 
 who head households.51 It is impossible to say how many of that national number are 


• 
currently living without adult supervision. Recent data from one state which identified the 

• 
living arrangement of minor parents who are heads of households might offer some guidance. 
In Illinois" ,38.5% of the minor parents who head households live with a parent, adult 

• relative or legal guardian and 2.6% live in an adult-supervised home. Thus, about 41% of the 

• 
minor teen heads of households are clearly living with adult supervision. The remainjng 59% 

• 
are described in terms of the reasons for being a head of househ,old rather than in tenns of 
their living arrangement. 

• , 

• 
• lllinois: Minor Parents Who Are Heads oflHousebold 

• 
By Living Arrangement : 

I 

• Living with p=t, adult relative, or legal guardian 38.5% 

• 
Living in adult-supervised home 2.6% 

• 
Lived apart from parents at least I year 20,2%

• Parentlguardian deceased or whereabouts unknown 4.4% 
Parentlguardian will not accept them 21.6% 

• Parenti guardian dangerous 3.6% 

• 
Good cause criteria met 9.1% 

• 
, 

Source: Illinois Department ofPublic Aid, Bureau ofResearch and AnalYsis, October 1S, 1996. 

• 
• 

The Illinois experience mayor may not be illustrative of the living arrangements ofminor• 
• 


teen heads ofhousehold around the country. An extrapolation of the Illinois experience 


• 
suggests that the majority of minor teen parents who are coded .is heads ofhouseholds may 
live without fonnal adult supervision. ; 

•• 
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Teen Parent Provisions November 1996 ••

While an accurate number of minor teen mothers living alone or without adult supervision is •not available, the number is clearly modest. The cballenges faced and posed by these minor 

mothers is large but the size of the gmup is small. The thrust of the living arrangement 

requirement is to make this number even smaller. 


What does the new law require regarding exceptions to the living arrangements mandate? 
While a state no longer has a choice about whether to implement a "jjve-in-adult-supervised 

setting" policy as it did under the 1988 Family Support Act, the state has substantial 

flexibility regarding Ibe need for exceptions on a case-by-ase basis. 
 •The reason exceptions are important is that sometimes family Jiving arrangements are not 

heallhy; research indicatl:S that teen mothers too frequently have been abused, oflen by 
 • 
family members.n The Illinois data indicates that about one~fourtb. of the parents of minor • 
teens ei!her would not accept the teen or were considered dangerous. ••A Massachusetts study of !<en parents placed in a "second chance" home offers additional 

insights into the appropriateness of filmily living amngemeots. The state agency assessed 
 • 
participants in its T.." Living Program (TLP) and identified a range of reasons that a • 
parent's home was considered unsuitable. While tamiJy viOlence was a major issue (44%)~ an • 
even greater concern fur these teen parents was hoUSing and household overcrowding (56%). • 

Reason Parents' Bome is Unsuitable 
(may be more !han one reason per teen) ••Overcrowding 47% 

Abuse and/or domestic violence in parents~ home 23% • 
Parent abuses alcohol and/or drugs 21% •
Parent lives oUl of state/country 16% •parent rejects !<en 11% 
Parent or sibling conflict 9"1. • 
P"""'t has no permanent housiilg 9"1. • 
P"""'t is mentally iU 9"10 ••Source: Imm2:ilnlil. Qu)!i2[lles for M9tbct iUJd Qbild: A Review of the MassachusttIs Teen Urine, 

Prpmm, Kathleen Reich, John F. Kennedy School ofGovcmmen~ Harvard University. BOston: MA; 
 •
April 1996. (Submi1!ed to the Commonwealth of_ell"""".) • 

It may be most appropriate for a minor mother to live somewhere olber!han with a parent, •guardian. or oIher adult relative. In those situations it may be best for the minor mother to 

live in a residential lOciIity or some olber adult-supervised setting. Furthermore, in some 

situations it may be that the adult-supervised setting requirement abould be waived e.g. there 

is lID such sorting available; bar current ammgement is successful such as when a 17 year old 

minor !<en mother i. succeeding in school and caring for bar cbild yet an available residential 


•
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Teen Parent Provisions Minor Teen Parent E1jgibility and Restrktions 

•• "'lot" would require her to move away from all of the support networks that contributed to 
her success. ' 

•
• What does the new law reqf1ire regarding slale assistance in locating an allernalive living 


• 
 arrangement? The law requires each state to tlprovide or assist in locating" alternative 


• 

arrangements if the minor mother is unable to live with a pare~t. adult relative or legal 

guardian. However, nothing in the statute defines this requirement It is possible that some 

•• 
states 'Will view the requirement as an obligation of case managers 'Who work with teen 
parents to help find alternatives or as an obligation of the state ,to fund "second chance" 

• 
 homes, Other states may respond to the requirement by providing minimal assistance e,g. 


• 
providing the teen parent with a local phone book, At least one state, Arizona, has sought to 
avoid the "provide or as,ist in locating" requirement altogetbet. In its TANF Plan, Arizona

•• 
states that it intends to continue its teen parent Hving arrangement waiver; this waiver does 
not inclnde arequirement to "provide or assist in 10C8ling." Arizona is asserting that the 
TAN!' requirement to provide assistance in locating an adult-supervised setting is 

• 

inconsistent with the Slate'S waiver and that the waiver supersedes the TANF provision.
• 

, 

• What dots/he "second chance" home provision require? The law defines the array of 
services that are to be included in a "second chance" homeS! but no sepaxate funds have been 

•• 

provided. A state that wants to establish or expand exiating "second chance" bomes could use 
federal TANF timds for this purpose (except that prohibited individuals e.g. minor teen 
parents who fail to pmticipate in an educational activity could not receive such assistance), 
However. "second chance" bomes can be expensive. In Massachusetts, the state contmetad 
for J8 bomes ander its Teen Living Program - slots and services are estimated to annually 
cost about $40,000 per teen fiunily, Despite the potential cost, a number of other states have 

• 

recently passed authorizing legislation and some have timded "second chance" homes, 

According to the Progressive Policy Institute the following are some of the latest "second 
chance" home developments" : ' 

Maryland: 
Iowa: 

• Michlgan: 

•• 
!'• 

California: 

• 

A pilot project for no more than 20 mother.; 

A feasibility study underway by the Dep!.runent ofHuman ServiceS; 

Wayne County and community-based orSanizalions awarded a $2,8 

million, three-year grant through the ·supportive services" pmtion of 

the state's McKinney Act homelessness p,ognnn. The funds are to 

support numerous, small gnwts fur teen mothers with different needs; 

Legislation passed the Assembly; failed in the Senate. 


I 
I 

•• 
Live in Adult-Sllpervised SettiDg: Slale Decisions 

•• 
• Assessment. When a minor teen mother seeks assistance but she is not living with 

fiunily or a guardian, who will make the judgement regarding the appropriateness of 

• 
 her living arrangemeot? Will it be the welfare agency? The child welfare agency? 


• 

Will the state attempt to address a common perception among minor teen mothers that 
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••Tem PMen:t Provisions 	 November 1996 •
the child welfare agency is dedicated to taking away babies from mothers? What •criteria will the Sllile develop to identify when it is appropriate to waive the living 
amongement rule? Will the state ensure that lease arrangements regarding 
overcrowding are observed? Who will train staffreganting the criteria so that line· 
workers do not nun away teen parents who might meet the exceptions established by 
the state? 

• 	 Return Home. If the state determines that a ntinor teen living independently must 

retum home, wba~ ifany counseling for the teen and her family will he provided to 

ensure an effective tranSition? Will the state provide some time and some assistance 
 •
during the tranSition? ••• 	 Placement. If the current living arrangement and parental home is deemed 
inappropriate, what alternatives will be explored? How much help wili the state • 
agency give in identifying other fluniIyladult friends? Ale fuster care, kinship care, •
and the state's Independent Living Program able to effectively absorb...." parents •and their babies? Ale the placements of good quality for both the teen and her baby? • 

• 	 Investment. How much state money is the "state prepared to spend on altet't1ative • 
limg arrangements such as second chance homes and cooperative living •arrangements? How will the state etlS\Ile that the programs are qnality programs? Will •the state explore existing funding streams e.g. McKinney Act homelessness funds? 
Has the state's housing ageney developed strategies for housing that could be made • 
available for groUpS of ntinor/older teen mothers with and without adult supervisioo? • 

• 	 Deeming. wm the state seek to assist poor flmtilies that inclade teen parents by 

changing "grandparent" or guardian deenting policies? A number ofstates have 


•• 
changed their deeming rules· which count the income ofthe grandparent/guardian in • 
determining eligibility· in oroer to be able to provide support to teen parents living •
with grandparents and guardians. For example, Massachusetts has a waiver which •disregards household income up to 200% afpoverty; Massachusetts also disregards 
the earnings of the teen. In Nebraska, household income is disregarded up to 300% af • 
the poverty; in Connecticut 11>e disregard goes up to the poverty level. Vermonl 
excludes parental income without limitatiall- While these deeming changes were 
made under federally approved waivers, under TANF, states are authorized to change 
their deeming rules on their own. • 

• 	 Head ofHousehold. The state determines whether a teen parent is coded as a "head • 
afhousehold." Once a teen is considered a "head afhousehold" berTANF time limit 
clock begins to tick. A state needs to re-examine coding structures in light afTANF 
rules to deterntine ifchanges in the coding criteria need to be established. 

• 	 TANF and State FwuIs. Ifthe state detennines that a minor teen mather does not • 
meet the TA."W requirements reganting living arrangements, the state could •
deterntine (far this reason ar any other) that the state should assist the ntinar mother •• 
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i 
Minor Teen Parent Eligibility and RC$tricrioru; 
I 

and her child with state funds, State funds may be speDt on this group; however, it is 
unclear whether these expenditures will count to'WaId.s' the state's maintenance of 
effort. Another question is whether TANF funds can be spent on a minor teen mother 
dming the period of the assessment or family re~mrifi~tion. 

I 

• 	 Appeal., Under TAl'lF. recipients who have been advk"ely affectad are to be heard 
in a state administrative or appea1 pr6cess described in the state pian. Because the 
adult~supervised living arrangement requirement may involve issues related to the 
abuse of teen parents and/or their children, the rules Ihlu govern the appeals procedure 
are particularly important )<0 state ",,,,,ts to be in the Position ofmandating that a 
ntinor teen mother live in an abusive environmen~ the:politieal and legal liability 
could be enormous, At the same time, minor mothers wbo have been subjectad to 
abuse may not be readily forthcoming ",ith this information. The appeals procedure 
must be particularly sensitive to these realities, I 

• 	 Evaluation. Under TANF, the state is not required to evaluate its living arrangement 
requirement. State waivers included an evaluation component The range of issues 
that a stare might WOllI to assess include what happens 10 those minor teen parents 

. mandated to move hack into an adult·supervisad living arrangement, what happens to 
those minor teen parents allowed to live independently, what are the costlbenefits of 
'second chance' homes, and has the living arrangement requirement reduced fiISt 
andlor second births among teens? 

, 

SoUle R..""n:es: Live in Adlllt-Supervised SettiDg 
,, 

"Sexual Abuse as a Factor in Adolescent Pregnancy and Child Maltreatment." Family 
£ijjPJling Pmpectives Vol. 24, No, I, February 1992" Debra Boyer and David Fine, Alan 
Guttmacher Institute, New York. , 	 , , 
Live·at·Home Rules and AFDC Teen Parents, Audio Conference, Center for Law and 
Social Policy, Washington, DC; July 16, 1996. (FeanningPai Baker of the Massachusetts 
Law Refonn Institute and K.alhy Tobin of the state ofMichigan,) 

Can Ibl:); YQ Horne A8Ilin?: Rllil!liriug MiOQ[ £lII!:lItI to Live III Home Ii Unlik~ly III 
Redu<:e Welfare Dependency, Cma Lesser. UniveISity of California at Berkeley Graduate 
School of Public Policy, Berkeley, CA; May 1994. (Submitted to the U,S. General 
Accounting Office,) 	 I 

Imgroving Outcome! fQr Mother Ill!! Child; A Revil:ll: of the 'Massachusetts leon LildDg 
Program, Kathleen Reich. John F. Kennedy School ofGOVenlment, Harvard University, 
B05tOn, MA; April 1996, (Submitted to the Commonwealth ofMassachusetts.), 

Second-Cban£l< Homes; Breaking tb!: Qv£le ofleen PreI1lWl~y. Policy Briefing, 
Kathleen Sylvester. Progressive Policy Institute. Washington,! DC; June 23,1995. 

,•••• 	

, 
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Time Limit: The Law 

The law limits a family with an adult who receives :federal TANF assistance to 60 cumulative 

months of assistance subject to exemptions for up to 20% ofthe state's caseload,,$6 Generally, 

the months in which TANF assistanee is received as a minor child do not oount against the 60 

month limitation; howevert months in v,.bich a minor child is the head of a household or is 

married to the head of a bousehold do count against the 60 month limit. The time limit applies 

to receipt of federal funds; it does not apply to stole funds. 


Time Limit; Dbc:ussion 

A minor teen mother is subject to the TANF time limit provision only in two situations: v.nen 
she is the head of. household or when she is married to the household head. A minor teen 

parent is defined by the new law as an individual who is 17 or younger or is 18 years old and 

is attending secondary sehool (or an equivalent) as a full-time student. 

Relatively few minor teen mothers head households under current law. The most recent HHS 

data indicates that nationally ~ an estimated 44,000 minor teen mothelS are household heads.'7 

The new law is likely to red""" that number further sinoe it precludes any TANF federal funds 

from being spe1)t on assistance to minor mothers who are not residing in an adult-supervised 

setting (states have the flexibility to make case-by..,..e ex¢eptions to this requirement) and 

S1ates have the flexibility to define hood ofhousehold. 


Minor moshers are also subject to the time limit on the receipt ofTANF federal funds if they 

are married to a head ofhousehold. Thus, ifa 16 year old is married (to. hood ofhousehold of 

any age) her 60 month clock ticks. 


Minor mnthers are able to "bank" time best by staying with family members or a guardian; 
marriage, in contrast, "spends" time and causes the 60 month limit "clock" to "tick". This 
creates. tension ror states which are attempting to red""" out-of·wedlock births. Assistance to 
married minor mothers occurs within a time constraint tha1 is not imposed on minor mothers 
who remain unmarried and live at home (with n:lativeslguardian). "Banking" assistance time is 
particularly crucial for minor mothers because, by definition, they have the longest potential 
future period in which they might need assi"'an::". 

Some Resoun::es: Time Limits . 

Limits gO Limi~: State !IIlil federal £Qlicil<:! gO Welfm Tim~ Limits. Mark Greenberg, 

Steve Savner and Rebecca SWll1t1. Center for Law and Social Policy. Washington, DC; 

June 19%. 


A Detailed Sll!!l!!!l!lY gt:K~v Prnvi~iDDi !lithe T~.Assistan~~ fQrNand;: Famili~~ 


Block Grant DiRK l1J4; Th~ Pernonal ROlill2llIIibilil> !IIlg WIlit Q:wonuniu: 

Reconciliation Act !Ii1996. Mark Greenberg and Steve Savner. Center for Law and 

Social Policy. Washington, DC; August 1996. 
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Teen Parent Provisions 	 Minor Teen ParmI Eligibility and Restrictions 

• 
Head ofHousehold: The Law 

•• 
The new law does not define head ofhousehold. This appears to give the state discretion in 
determining the treatment ofcustodial, minor mothers in certain situations. While the law 

• 
 does not defm. head of household, the definition is central to a number of key provisions. 


Head or Household: Db.ussion 

The definition ofhoad ofhousehold is critical in the implementalionofthe following 
provisions: 

• 
•• 

Time limils: the 60 cumulative month clock on TANF fundJng rticks" for a head of 
household. A ntinor mother who is coded as • head ofhousehold is subject to the time limit 
as is a minor mother married to ahead of household (the spouse could either be antinor or an 

• 
adult). 	 I 

•• ••••• 

I 
Adult~supervised living arrangemenr : under MOe, if a minorlteen parent was the recipient 
ofa <ash grant because she lived apart from her filmily in an adult-supervised living 
arrangement or a second c1umce home she may have been automatically coded as a head of 
household; the consequence of such coding under TANF is that the time limit provision 
automatically applies. 

The participation rale: to COUllt in the state's "aU families" participation rate, a teen parent 
(both ntinot and older te¢IlS) must be a head ofhousehold (as w~llas meet other 

• 
•• 	

, 
requirements). 

, 
The slate "prien 10 deny Medicaid: a minor teen parent who is a head ofhousehold (and all 
adult teen parents) can be denied MedicaId if a state elects to terminate MedicaId to those 
<ash assistance recipients lMninated from TANF because ofa refusal to work. 

Head of Household: State Dewions 

• 	 Uotying the code. Traditionally the code "head ofhousehold" has been synonymous 
with the recipient ofthe AFDC <ash graot. TANF poses. broad policy question for 
states: when a graot (or a TANF service) is made available to a ntinOl, custodial 
mother, should she automadcally be considered. head ofhousehold? The state faces 
• tension because ntinor toen parents who are heads ofhousehold belp the state meet 
the mandated participation rnIe; at the same time, the time limit applies to these young 
families and the State needs to weigh the implications over time for the teen aod her 
child. 

• 	 LiviDg arraogements and the head of household eod.; Ifthe purpose of the living 
ammgement requirement is that the minor live under ~t supervision (either a 
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Tetn Parent Provisions 	 ,November.t996. 

parent, relative, guardian, or alternative adult supervision) is she really a head of 
household? While state systems may have historically "coded" such a minor mother 
as. "head ofhousehold" for tracking and dissemination ofgrants under AFDC, the 
new TANF rules carry a Set ofconsequences when a teen parent is coded in this 
manner, 

Another "head of household" policy question relates to a minor mother fOT whom the 
agency has made an exception to the living arrangement requirement. Is such a minOT 

mother autonnatically • head of household in the tmditional sense? The answer likely 
rests with state programs and policies regarding interventions for such • mother, If 
such. minor mother receives benefits only through third party payee ammgements or 
receives intensive case management that oversees money management, should the 
state code her dlffeI10lltly from 18 year olds who are not subject to interventions of 

this type? 


• 	 Medicaid. A state that opts to terminate Medicaid to those TANF recipients whose 

cash assistance is terminated due to a failure to work needs to consider the potential 

implications for minor teen parents who are coded as hoads of households, Minor 

teen parents who are not coded as beads ofhouseholds must continue to receive 
Medicaid assistance, How sbould a state which takes the option weigh the potential 
implications for the minor mother and her young family? Should the state which has 
selected the option revisit its coding procedures? 

Minor~fimtioD:Th.Law 

In the new law, a minor child means: 

"an individnal who
(A) has not attained 18 years ofage; or 
(B) has not attained 19 years ofage and is a full-time student in a secondsry school 

(or in the equivalent level of vocational or technical training)," 


. Minor Definition: Disc:ussion 

The TANF defimtion of "minor" applies to those under the age of 18 and those 18 year olds 

who are full-time students, States must foUow this definition in relevant provisions, 


The new law's defimtiOD of minor is critical in the application ofa Dumber ofthe teeD parent 

provisions within the new law, The three key areas whore teen parentS are defined as minors 

ra1ber thaD by a particular age are: 
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•• Tun Parent Provisions Minor Teen Parent Eligibility and RestriCtions 

• 

• 
The time limit: A month in which a teen parent receives fedJru TANF assistance as a 
"minor" does not COunt against the 6()..month limit unless thd minor is either a "head of 
household" or married to the head of household. Once the t";n parent ceases to be a "minor", 
any month of assistance funded with federal TANF dollars counts against the 60-month limit. 

•
• The participation rare: To CCtmt in the state's "all families'" participatjon rate, a teen parent 


• 

must either be an "adult" Or a "minor child head of household." A teen parent who is a 

"minor" does not count for purposes of the participation rate 'u.nJess she is a "head of 

• 
 household." 


•
• The slate option to deny Medicaid: A minor teen parent who:is a head ofhousehoid can be 


• 
terminated from Medicaid ifthe state elects the option to terminate Medicaid to individuals 
whose cash assistance is terminated based on a refusal to work. The state may not terminate 
Medicaid to a minor under this provision unless the minor is'. head ofhousehold who refuses• to work !• In addition, two key provisions do not rely on the tetm "minor". The stay-in-school and live 
with adult-supervision provisions, inatead, specizy an age -~ 18 years old. These two 
provisions apply only to younger teens under the age of 18; in contrast, the other provisions 
relate to all teens but may treat older and younger (minor) teens differendy. 

• 
, 

• 
The state must follow the statute's under age 18 rule with respect to the stay-in-school and 
live with adult..supervision provisions; it appears a state could decide to expand the rule to• 

, 

• 
 apply to older teen parents (indeed, TANF allows a state to apply such a provision to teens 

who are not parents). However, the state has less fle.ibility with the provisions in which the 
term "minor" is used. For these provisions, the state can not'treat a minor as an adult or vice-

versa. I 
Finally, some state, may have considered as adults, 18 years old who were full-time students; 
a state must now consider such an individual as a minor. Thus; an 18 year old fuji time 
student is considered a minor if she lives "embedded" in another household and is not subject

• to the time limit; in contrast, an "adult" teen parent al\\"3.ys is su~ect to the time limit. 

••••••••••• 
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Tcell Parent Provisions 	 Chart on 1PIi,ations ofAgelMamageIHous<:bold Statu,• 	 , 
Teen Parent Requirements and Provisions in PL 104-93 

--Implications of AgelMarriageJHousebold Status-

i 

, 

, 

Applied ToProvision 

: Required to : Teen parent who 

stay in school 
 • is under 18 and 

• has child at least 12 weeks of age 

• 
 and 

• is not married 

Required to , Teen parent who 

• 
Live with 0 is under 18 and 

Adult 


• 
• has a child in care and 

Supervision I • is not married 

• 
Included in : 1. Adult' teen parent OF 

Time Limit :2, Minor teen parent who is 
• head ofhousehold or•• 

• 
• , ,., , married to head of household 

• I, Adult teen parent who isCoWltc:d in 
0Participation in a countable work activity 

Rate 2, Teen parent who is 
• under age 20 and 
• head ofhousehold and 
0 not married and 
0 in schooling 
3, Minor teen parent who is 
• head of household and 
• engaged in work 

1. Adult teen parent 

Medicaid at 

Denied 

2, Minor teen parent who is 
State Option • head ofhousehold 

I 
, 

Not Applied To 

Teen paknt who is 
0 18 or 19 
0 17 and younger and 

0 married-or
1 

0 has child under 12 weeks 

I 
Teen p~~t who is 
• 18 or 19 
• 17 and younger and 

• agency determ.ines current living 
i arrangement is appropriate 

I 
Minor teen parent who is,
• 	 not head of household 

, 
,
I 

Tcen p~t who is 
• 	 not a head of household OF 

I'd0 marne ,, 
,, 

I 

I 
! 

Minor teen parent who is 
• not head of household 

, ,, 
I 

I 

•
• 

Tbt rcqul.:n::mmt tor Mult SG~ frJb imu 2 ba:sk tias(suces an:: <IllowJ 10 l'I'lIkt; r;xtcptions to w requimncnt): 


FirSl IICr. Pmm,.olltcr ..tun relfllivt, or legal~. 


Second 7l6r: Adwl-SUpervisc:d 11 ... ins ammgcncn.web as ~nd cbanc:e home. 


Z '('be Ia.w JOIJlCIimes uses tbt: tmn "minot" end olhrr Limes uw spceifle q:u. ru clIatt tReks the lEW. Both!mn:l include
Iho$c 17 and tmdu; they d.iffm in lbt EItIlmCmo(lg yatolds. "Minor" 11\(:IuOeli antg ~ old \dK! -it I. Mkifl'lC srudem in a• 

, 
I 

~I'ldiu')' 1(Il001 (or in the equivAfeM lc\"Cl or~ or ~icall'r&itting),' M Malt is defi.ned AS lit! iruhvidwr! who is not I m1nor• -_.. 	 i 

• 
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Participation Rate
• 
• Partieipation Rate: The Law 

• The law requires a state to meet a minimwn participation rate~J. in order to get its full block• 
grant allocation; failure to meet the standard results in a penalty ofup to 5% ofthe state's 
grant in the first year ""th higher penalties in subsequent years,on non-compliance,•• , 
There an! two participation rates that are calculale,t One is for "all families" which includes 
both single and Iwo-parent households; the other is a separate calculation just for "two 
parent" families. j 

• The "all families" participation rate applies to families with: I 
• 	 adults (including "adult" teen parents) and 
• 	 teen parents who are heads ofhousehold,•• • 	 I 
If an older teen parent (usually 18, always 19 years ofage) has completed subooling, she can 

• 
 count in the participation rate jf she is in one oithe activities enumerated in the law!9 (i.e.
• 
• 
 unsubsidized employment, subsidized priva!e or public sector,employment, work experience, 


• 

on-the-job training, job searchljob readiness, ,"""",unity scmco, vocational educational 


• 
training, job sldlls training directly rela!ed to employment and the provision ofchild care to 
individuals participaling in community service). i 

•
• In addition to colmting by participating in one ofthe above aCtivities, a single, teen parent 

household head who is Wlder age 20 counts if she: I 

•• • maintains satisfactory attendance at secondary school or the equivalent duting the 

• month; or 	 I 
• 	 participates in education directly releted to employment for at least the number of 

hours required for the applicable year, e.g. 20 hours .'week (on average) in the years 
before FY '99, 25 hours a week in FY '99, and 30 hours. week in FY 2000 and 

• 
 thereafter. 


••• 	 I 

•
• 
The separate "two-parent" families participation rate applies .to: 


• 
" I 

• any "Iwo-parent" family that falls "'ithin the "all families" definition; this would 

•• 
include a minor teen pam>t with an adult bead ofhoUsehold and a minor teen parent 
"'ith a winor teen head ofhousehold. 

The participation rate for "two parent" families is much higher tinm the rate for ''all families." 

• 
 At the same time, there are greater restrictions on the aeti:vities which COWlt towards the
• 	 , 
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Teen Parent Provisions November 1996 

per week in the specified work activities. I 

I 
Participation Rate: Disc....ioll 

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
• 


• 


•
•
•
• 


• 


1 

participation rate. For example, in a two parent family, an in~vidua1 is: considered to be 
"engaged in work" if the individual is "rnalcing progress". This threshold of "making 
progress" is not requlied in the "all families" mte. In additiori, individuals counting towards 
the "two parent" rate must,be engaged in work fur a greater ntmber of hours. For example, 
in fiscal year 1997, an individual in the "two parent" rate mwit be engaged for at least 35 
hollIS per week, not fewer than 30 ofwbich must be in specified work activities; in contrast, 
in the same year, an individual in the "all families" rate must be engaged for at least 20 hours 

Do tlembedded" teen parf!1tts count towards the work particiPfltion rates? Teen parents who 
are "embedded" in an assistance unit typically will not count fuv.'l!Ids either the "all families" 
or"two parent families" rate, This: is because in order to COUll! towards either.rate, a teen 
must meet the definition of "adult" Or bead-of-household: MiOOr teen parents who are , 
"embedded" can not count because they are neither heads-of-households nor adults. 

I

Older teen parents who are "embedded" mayor may not count towards the rates. An older 
teen parent considered an adult could be counted ifshe is eng~ged in an appropriate activity. 
However. even if she is engaged in a countable activity, she may not count toward the "all 
families" or "two parent" families rate ifanother adult in the home also is participating in 
countable activities. This is because the participation rate calCulation in not based on the 
number of individuals in countable activities, but tatber on the number of/amilies in which 
an adult or minor head ofhousehold is engaged in countable ~ctivities. Thus, in a family , 
with two or more adults within it who meet the requHed actiVities, the state can only count , 
the family once. Thus. an nembeddedn teen parent who is colJJli<iered an adult could be the 
indiVidual counted (ifengaged in requHed activities) or anotbf:r adult in the family could be 
counted towards the participation rates. : 

Is th2re a mon'iage disincentive? A state that wants to promote martiage (and education) of 
teens who are parents faces a tension because of participation rate rules. T oen parents who 
are ma.tried generally can count towards the state's nall famili~stl and utwo parent" 
participation rates; however, married teens can not meet the participation rates by 
mainfllining satisfuctory attendance in an educational activity ,I, The ability to count an 
educational activity for teen parents is limited to those who are single heads ofhousehold. 
Futtber, if the married teens are minors they are requlied to pOrticipate in education as a 
condition ofeligibility; yet, by definition, this activity is not c~untable towards the 
participation rate. I 

Is there a h2ad o/household incentive? Teen parents who are heads ofhousehold and 
engaged in school completion activities are potentially attractive to states in their effort to 
meet their participation rates. This should enable states to ~ school completion on an 
equal footing with other work activities for these teens. However, to the extent that the bead 
ofhousehold is a minor teen parent, a tension arises. 
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•• Teen Partnt Provisions Participation Rate• 
• 
 Ifa state considers. a minor teen mother as a "bead ofhousehold" to help the state meet irs
• 
• 


participation rate, the designation as a "head ofhousehold" starts her clock: ticking. (see 

"Time Limit"), Should she need assistance beyond the allowable time, the state would only 
be able to access TA."lF funds if she and her family were aided as part of the state's 20"/0 
hardship group that is not subject to the time limit. In anticipa~on ofthis restriction~ a state 
that wanted to count the teen in the participation rate, could choose to spend state dollars 
(which are not subject to the time limit restriction) on minor teen mothers who are considered 
heads of household, I

• How does the work participation r(JJe provision relate to slay-in-school? "Satisfactory 
attendance" must be maintained for a single bead-of-household onder the age of 20 to count• 

I 

towards the work participation rate, Thus, a sySlen1 must be in place the, tracks attendance 
performance. Note that even ifa state tracks attendance for purposes of the participation rate 
it need not use attendsnce (or the same standard of attendance) for other PUIpOses such as 
determining eligibility, I 

• 

"Satisfiu:tory attendance" mayor may not be part of. Slate's .j,proach to determining TANF 
eligibility for minor teen parents, Minor teen parent eligibility' is determined by whether or 
not she participates in an educational activity, There is no statutory definition of 
"participate" for PUIpOses of minor teen parent eligibitity, In the absence of federal guidance, 
states may establish a reasonable definition of"participate," Ii appears that this could be• 

, 

attendancefiO ,performance or a.nother measure of participation in an educational activity.

• Do leen parenlS who count C()mpele Wilh ad:uJts for limited education slots? There is a 200/0 
cap on the total number of individuals who can count toward the participation rate ,,"hen• 

, 

engaged in vocational educational1ralning and teen parent school completion, Older and 
younger populations "compete" for these slots that count towards the participation rate. 
While the SIaWtory language of the provision is worded to allow 20"10 ofindividuals in all 
families to count by participating in vocational education or by, being single heads of 
households under 20 in school. it is unclear wherher this was Congressional intent." 

• 

• 
••• 

I 

• 

•• 
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Teen Parenr Provisions Non-Ctmodial Parents.and Grandparents 

Non-Custodial Parents and Grandparents 

Paternity Establishment: The Law 

The law in~ the state's required paternity establishment ra'" from 75 to 9()%; a state 
must improve each year by 2-6% until it reaches the 9()% goal, The Ill'" is based on a fonnula 
that compares the number of out-of-wedlock minor children for whom paternity has been 
established in a given year against the total number of children born out-of-wedloek in the 
preceding year, The stare has a choice between measuring pa"'rnity rares statewide or in the 
state child sopport program ....,load, A state must include in ihe state notice about the 
rights, responsibilities, and consequences of voluntary paternity ackoowledgmenl "any rights 
afforded due to minority status.,,62 

Paternity Establishment: Discnssion 

Under the law, a state may tailor the state's voluntary procedures when one or both of the 
parents is a minor, Two central issues arise: the role of the ~tsofa teen and the role of 
the child's father if the teen mother is protected by statutory raPe laws, 

Ifone or both parents are minors, the question of whether an adull parent or guardian should 
be involved in the paterttity establishment p""'ess needs to be considered. State laws usually 
preclude minors from entering into legally binding agreements Fthout the consent of their 
parents or the appointment ofa guardian ad litem; exceptions ~ften exist ror reproductive 
and medical decisions made by • teen Signing. paternity affidavit - by either the mother or 
the father of the baby - may be considered subject 10 such a limitation. Thus, when. baby is 
born to parents and ODt' or both is a minor) some decision has to be made as how to proceed 
to establish paternity fOf the baby. The Slate's interest in establishing patemity needs to be 
balanced with an in"""" in assuring that affidavits are accume and can withstand legal 

. ' scruuny, 
I 
I 

Ifone parent is a minor and the other is not, the state needs 10 dlwelop a policy for situations 
where the state's statutory rape laws may be applicable, These laws make sexual intercourse 
with a person under a given age illegal, even if the sex was consensual. Every state has such 
a law but, until recently, they were rsrely invoked, Much of the current interest has 
developed since new researcb indicates that many of the fathers of children born to teen 
mothers are nol teens themselves, Half of the fathers ofbabies born to women ages 15-17 are 
20 years of age or older accorolng to Doe analysis, Of greaItt significance, may be 
relationships with large age differentials, One in five mothers ages 15-17 have a partnef six 
or more years older. As the authors note, "The type of age difference suggests, at the least, 
very different levels oflife experience and power, and brings into question issues ofpressure 
and abuse. Data from the National Survey ofChildren indica1ethat about 18% ofwomen 17 
and yOWlger who have had intercourse Vy'efe: forced at least once to do so.<t63 
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••Teen ~tProvisions November 1996 • 
If a state allO'l,\-'S minors to sign affidavits, the state needs to examine its statutory rape laws. •If. state allows for minorS to sign affidavits and also presses criminal proceeilings based on •statutory rape laws, !he state might use a paternity acknowledgment as evidence in a trial, 

proving the accused's guilt by his own admission. This could have the effect ofmaking some 

young mothers and their older parmers as well as parents of a minor, reluctant to sign 

~ty acknowledgments. A state needs to decide how it will resolve this potential 
 •tension. 

More basically, • state needs to consider whether it should develop approaches to voluntaly 

paternity establishment that are tailored to teellS. How can the stale best communicate with a 

teenager about the life-long advantages to the teen and her child of establishing paternity and 

child support when teens typically have little orientation to the future? Should a stale work 

with teen parent service providers to design volunta1y establishment procedures or should 

subcontracts be considered with such organizations to administer the procedwes? • 

Some Resources: Child Support ••Chill! Sl!llIlOtl Cooperatji!lllssues: lmulementing the Erovi;jQDS of the EersQlli!l 

l!.oaxwihililX and Work Qwortuni1)' Act of 1996, Paula Roberts. Center for Law and 

Social Poliey. Washington, D.C.; November 1996 
 •A Guide lQ Establishing Paternity fQ[ Non-Marital Children:.ID1pli:m~nting th; 

Provisions ofth; Personal Re:;ponsibilil;: and WQ[k Qp,pQrtuni!i;s RecoD~ilililion AI<! of 

l22li. Pa:ul. Roberts. Center for Law and Social Poliey. Washington, DC; AU!l1l't 1996. 


Anal)(a~ Qf ChU~ Sl!IlllQli-Rellited Provision in th, f!llliQ1llI1 R;iijl!1lliibili~ ,~cI· Vicki 
Turetsky. Center for Law and Social Policy. Washington, DC; October 1996. 

Child S!IIljlOI! in HK 3734: Key Features. Vicki Turetsky. Center for Law and Social 
Potiey. Washington, DC; September 1996. •• 


•
Cooperation tmd Good Cau.e: The Law 

The new law makes child support coopeI1l!ion a condition ofTANF eligibility and eliminates 

the current federal definition of coopenltion. Iflhe swe child support agency determines that 
 • 
a CUS10diaI parent is not "cooperating in good faith" with the state in establlshing paternity or 

obtaining ehild support by proviiling the name ofand other infonnation about the children's 

fether (and the pareut does not qualify for any good cause or other exception), the stale must 

impose a sanction ofat 1east 25% of the family's assistance, and may impose. fuII-fo.tnily 
 • 
sanction. Both applicants and recipients ofTANF are subject to the coopeI1l!ion requirement. ••• 
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•• Teen Parent Provisions Non-CustOdial Parents and Gnmdpvems• 

• 
. The law gives the state greater discretion in detemrining whether an individual is 

"cooperating in good faith" in es(ablishing paternity. In additibn, the slllte defines what 
constitutes "good cause" and other exceptions, "taking into account the best interests of the 
child" for not cooperating. T ANF gives each state the option ti, implement notice and 
screening procedures for victims ofdomestic violence. Under the new law, the child support 
agency will begin to make the cooperation determination regal-ding whether an individual is ,• 	

, 

cooperating. A state can decide whether the T ANF agency oTchild support agency will 
conduct the intake interview or detennine whether there is "good cause" for a failUJ'e to 
cooperate. Nothing in the law is specific to teen parents but nothing precludes a state from 
creating special "good cause" criteria for teen pa:rents.64 ' 

• 	 Cooper-ation and Good Cause: Discussion 

• The new law requites a state to make a nutnber ofdecisions abOut bow to define cooperation • 	 I 

• and good cause exceptions and how to organize cooperation pOlicies and procedures. While 

• 

non--cooperation is popularly pen::eived as resistance from a cuStodial parent, two other 

reasons for the "non cooperation" label being affixed to a case is an inadequate interview of

• the a custodial parent and interagency fragmentation between the child support and TANF 


• 
 agencies. Ifa stale bas a problem with case information quality, some steps in the process 


• 
 that might be re-tooled include (a) the interview; is there enough time, is it thorough? (b) 

follow-up; does the child support agency re-interview the parent or have other protocols for 

•• 
dealing with missing information been developed? and (c)cooidination between the TA.'lF 
and child support agency. . 

• 	 I 

With respect to teen parentS, any new procedures should take irito account two issues specific 

• 
to teens: parental involvement and parmer's age, While womeri ofany age may be victims of• 	 abase, when teens are victims, it may be particularly difficult ttl secure the information 
because the abuse may relate to the partner, or it may relate to the parent (who also may have 
sexually abused the teen). Thus, a state should consider whether caseworkers who interview 
teens should have special training or whether caseworkers from another agency should be 
"borrowed" to undertake the interviews \\ith teens. 

•• It may also prove helpful t91eam whether teens fully appreciate the significance of the new 

• 
 cooperation rules. The teen years are often described as a period in which the individual is 


• 

not yet future oriented. Consequently, there is • reason for asking whether a teen parent 

understands what the state's sanction for non-cooperation mea:n.i in temlS of future TANF

• assistance. Similarly, does she know exactly what needs to be done to cooperate now or in 
the future? 	 ' 

Community Service for Non-Custodial Teens: The Law 

Under the child suppert title in the law, state child support progimnS must have the authority 
to seek an order against a noncostadial parent owing support to a child receiving T ANF 
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Teen Parent Provisions November 1996 

either to require the non~custodial parent enter into a payment plan or participate in work 
activities. 

The "Mandatory Work Requirements" se<:tion cfthe law includes a "Sense of Congress" 
provision that urges states !() require minor (under the age of 18) non-custodial teen parents 

to "fulfill commWlity v.'Oxk obligations."" In addition, states are mged !() require that sucb 

non-c~ teen parents attend appropriate "parenting or money management classes after 
school. U 

COmJllun.it)· Service for Nou..custodial Teens: DiscnssiOll 

A 'Sense of Congress" provision is not a federal mandate, It merely offers guidance with 

respect !() Congressional altitude on a topic, In contrnst, Congress could bave used the nov. 

statute as an opportunity to impose school completion requirements on non-custodial minor 
teen parents as it does for custodial minor teen parents. On a practiC<llleve!, since a stare does 

not receive any "credit" for commWlity work plaoements by non-custodial minor teen parenlS 

and because TANF assistance is limited to families with children, it is unclear whether • 

state will undertake this initiative, 

Gnmdpareot "Liabillty", Tbe Law 

The child support title of the law includes a grandparent "liability" provision" which gives 
states the option to enact a law" which makes collect child support orders enroreeable 
against tha parent ofa non-custodial, minor teen parent lithe custodial teen parent is 
receiving TANF assistan<:e. The Miscellaneous title of the new law includes a ·Sense of the 
Senate" provision68 on the same topic. The "Sense of the Senate" prOVision encourages 
states !() undertake pilot progrnms directed at the parents of tha non-paying, minor, non
custodial teen parent The pilot programs are !() require such grandparents to pay the child 
suppcI1 obligation or pay any financial obligations and fulfil other obligations required of tha 
non-custodial parent such as work e<:tivities. ••.: 
Gnmdparent "Liabillty'" Discussion ·1 
There is limited experience with grandparent "liability" provisions and even less assessment 

of their efficacy. Arizona, HJr..'3ii, and Wisconsin have enacted some type ofgrandParent 
 .'• 
"liability" legislation," Wisconsin conducted an evaluation ofits law which passed in 1985 
and was sunsetted in 1989. Over a two year period, cmld suppon was ordered for 
grandparents in 13 cases. According to • stale agency analysis, tha low rare for orders "can be 
anributed to several factors, tha most important of which is tha lack offinancial resources 
among grandparents," Other findings include !bar "tha law does not appear to have led to • 
decline in the number of teen pregnancies" and "there is no evidence that the law led parents 
to presSlD'C girls to have abortions or to pressure sons to deny paternity,"'" 
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• 
ReporuIEvaluationlSrudies 

ReportslEvaluatioDsfStudies 

State Quarterly Reports: The Law

• I 
The quarterly T ANF data collection and reporting requirements that states must provide the 

• 
 federal government do not specifY information regarding teen 'parents," Among the
• 
, 

variables that are potentially rel.ted are those that report the ages of the members in the 
family and those that report the relation of each fumily member to the youngest child. 

State Reports: Discussion 

••
• The quarterly report by states will not "capture" complete infoimation rega:rdi.ng how many 

teen parents receive TANF assistance. This is because teens who live within an assistance 
household are identified as parents only when their child is the' youngest child in the home, 

lilIS Annual ReportslRe,ear<h: The Law 

Goals. Not I.ter than January I, 1997 the Secretary of HIlS is to establish and implement a , 

• 
strategy for preventing out-of-wedlock teenage pregnancies and assuring that at least 25 
percent of the communities in the United States have teenage pregnancy prevention programs 
in place.71 Not later than June 30, 1998 and each year thereafti:r, the Secretary is to report on 
the progress rel.ted to these goals, ' 

Objectives. Each fiscal year, the SeCielalY is to submit. report 10 Congress regarding states' 
achievements in reaching certain objectives of the law. Among the oi:9ectives to be included 
in the report is whether states are "decreasing out-of-wedlock pregnancies and child 
poverty. ,.r,; , 

Research EfficlS. The Secretary is also directed to conduct researeh on the "benefits, effeets, 
and costs of opensting different State programs" and is to study 'the effeets of these programs 
on such variables as "illegitimacy" and "teen pregnancy" amon& others. 

• 
Circumstances ofCerrain Children. A specific "Report on Circumstances of Certain Children 
and Families" is to be provided to the relevant Congressional comntittees by Augusl22, 1999 
and annually thereafter. The report is to look at the circumstances of three groups affected by 
the new law: (a) children who reach a time limit; (b) children born to teen parents; and <tl teen 
pa.rents.14 ~ 

Annual Ranking ofState Out-ofwedIock Ratiar, Finally, the Secretary is required to llIUlUlIlly 
rack state out-of-wedlock ratios for families that receive T ANF ;"'istance. After ranking the 

• 
 states, the Secretary is to review the programs in the top and loWeS! 5 states."
• 
, 
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HIlS Reports/EvaluatioDslStudi..: DlscussioD 

The Secretary's research and reports, particularly those that look at effects and impa<;ts, 

should prove more informative regarding teens and feen parents than the stales' quanerly 

reports. Two repons merit particular comment: 


The "national goals" thaI the Secretary is 10 implemenl by January I, 1997 is designed 10 


ensme that 25% ofAmerica's oommunities have teenage pregnancy prevention programs in 

place. However, there is no fUnding for this initiative. Absent any funds for this effort it is 

unclear what new activities can be undertaken. At the same time, the Secretary is requlred to 

repon on progress IOwards the goals. The law offers no guldance with respect to a definition 

ofa "community" nor what types ofprevention programs should be in place.lt may be that 

this report 10 Congress could spur some localities, which want to be highlighted, 10 invest 

further in existing or in new initiatives. 


The annnal ranking ofstate "out-of-wedlock" ratios differs from the "illegitimacy bonus" in • 

number of respects. First, it seeks 10 measure oUI-of-wediock births among TANF recipients, 

not the stan: as a whole. Second, stales do nol receive bonuses (or penalties) as a result oflbe 

rankings. Third, the Secretary is supposed to review the ranked state programs and while no 
 • 
report is requlted, the review is probably intended to gain insights inIO pettOlIlWlCe. 

Census Bureau SIPP and Grandpa....nt Studies: The Law 

SIPP. SI0 million is appropriated so that the Census Bureau can continue to coilecl Survey of 
Income and Program Participation (SIPP) data with particular atltnlion 10 • numbet of issues 

including out-of-wedlock birth." 


Grandpare1l1$ as Primary Caregtvers. The Census Bureau is requlred to expand an existing 

census question on households with grandparents and grandchildren." The expanded 

question is to identiJ'y where grandparents are temporary caregivers and those where the 
grandparents are the primaty caregivm. 

Census Bureau Studies: Discussion 

The SIPP data should prove helpful; the expanded grandparent question is designed to 

identitY the nature ofgrandparenl caregiving when the parent is absenl - thus, il will not give 

insighl into the ci1cumstances of three or more generations living togethet (such as minor and 

older teen parents who live with their own parents). 
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• 

•• Medicaid 


• Medicaid: Tbe Law 

•
• Under the new law, a stare bas 1IIe option to terminate Medicaid if an individual's TANF 


• 

cash assistance has been terminated based on a refusal to WOlk18 Under this provision, a 


• 
state may teImirulte Medicaid ror a minor head ofhousehold; but the state does not have 1IIe 
authority to terminate Medicaid to o1her minors on this basis.,

• 
• 

Medicaid: Discussion• 
i 

• 
A teen parent who is not a minor and a teen parent who is a minor head of household can. at 
stare option, lose eligibility for Medicaid if as a recipient ofTANF cash assistance she has• 

! 

been sanctioned for a refusal to work. Work for a minor parent typicalJy mea.n.s school 
completion activities. For an older teen parent it can someilines means schooJ or vocational 
training or standard work activities. : 

I 

• 
, 

The option 10 terminate only applies to those individuals whO receive cash assistance not 
those who receive in-kind services Or near-eash. I 

• 
It is unclear whether a stare, if it optS to deny Medicaid, could apply the provision to some 
groups and not others. For example, might the state apply the disqualification to adults who• 

I 

• 
 "refuse to work." but not to teen parents or not to minor teen parents who are heads-of~ 


• 
 household? 


••••••••• 

•• 
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•• Child Care•• 
CbUd Care 

Cbild Car. Funding: Tbe La.. 

•• 
The new law eliminates the AfDC child care, trlUlSitionai child care, and at-risk child care 
along with the guarantee ofchild care assistance for families 'participating in welfare/work 

• 

activities. Instead, the law creates a single program called the. Child Care and Development 


• 

Block Grant which provides funding through a capped entitlement and discretiOlW}' 


funding." 


• 	 Cbild Care Funding: Di ......ion• 
Nothing in the child care title is specifically targeted at the Ie?> parent population. There is a 
requirement that staleS use • minimum of4% oftheir funds for improving child care quality, 
providing education, and "availability". In light of the law's st.y-in-school provisions, slates 
may be interested in developing school-based or near-school ::WId care capacity; the set-aside 
might be lapped for this purpose!' . 

Under Age One: The La..

• 	 Under the new law each Slate is given the option to exempt trbm participation a single 
custodial parent with • child under the age ofone." A state that cbooses this option can • 
disregard the parent in the calculation of the stale'. participation rate.••• t 
Under Age One: Diseussion •• The relatively high cost of infunt care provided the impetus rol offering stales the option to 
""clode custodial parents with a child under age one from the participation rate. If a stale 
excludes these parents from participation, the state's participation rate is held hannless. •• 	

, 

• 
 Minor teen parents \vho a.t'e heads ofhouseholds can count in the participation rate. A state,
• 
• 

however, might want to exclude such minors from the particiPation rate for the same reason a 
slate might want to do so for older parents with children under one. For example, a state may 

• 

find the high cost of infunt care difficult to balance with the domands for child care created 
by the new law. However, a state that wants to provide TANF'fede:ra1 assistance to a minor 
teen parents must require them to participate in education. Thus, while a state could apply the 
participation rate exemption to minor teen parents, the state n~ertheless. must require that 
the minor teen parent participate in an educational activity in order to receive T ANF federal 

• 	 assisumce. 
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November 1996TfeD Parent Provisions 

Under Age Six: Tbe Law 
,i 

Under the new welfare law, there is no guarnntee ofchild care. However. ifa single custodial 
parent has a child under the age of 6, that parent cannot be sanctioned for a refusal to work if 
the parent "proves .... demonstrated inability (as determined by the State) to obtain child 
care" .$2 

UndeT Age Six: Discussion 

A single teen parent head ofhousehold may count towards a stab:'S participation rate if the 
individual satisfitctorily attends secondary School, its equivalent! or employment directed 
education. If the teen parent can not secure child care is ,he protected from sanction in 
accordance with the under age six provision? It is Wlclear how this question will be resolved. 
The provision precludes a sanction of an individual "based on a tefusaL.to "WOrk." It is not 
clear if "work" ':lpplies to other required activities such as school or employment~related 
education. I 

This ambiguity has even greater consequences for minor mothers. States must require minor 
mothers to "participate" in education in order to be eligible for aSsistance. If the minor 
mother can not secure child care. does the "under age six'" provision apply or does the 
"participate in education" provision apply? In other words, can aminor mother be denied 
eligibility for TA."lF federal assistance because she needs, bm can not fmd, child care? In the 
absence offederal guidance, states may \.\'3Dt to minimize the nilinber of situations in which 
the lack ofchild care is a barrier to participation. ~ 
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•• T«n Parent Provisions . ' . ~- ,. : Food Stamps 

Food Stamps 

~g.tHom.:Th.L.w 

The Food Stamp title makes a change in the food stamp program's treatment of children 

• 
living at home." Under the Food Stamp Ac~ food StampS ari:~provided to eligible 
"households" and the law expressly defines who Illust be inclUded in the household. Under 
prior Iliw, part of the definition has been that "parents and thefr children 21 years ofage or 
younger" were considered a single household whan they lived'together; however, an 
exception had been runde when the 21 year old or younger individual ,,-as also a parent living 
"'ith a child or v;as married. The exception was eliminated in the new law. As a result, a teen 
parent residing with ber parent or parents cannot establish a sepame food stamp household. 

I 

LiviIIg at Home: Dis<ttssion 

• 

The <epacity to establish separate households in the food stamP program typically increases 
the amount of food stamps that are .VlIillible. A<corliingly, the restriction on separale 
household status Illeans that married young couples (age 21 or'younger) and unmarried 
parents (age 21 or younger) will receive fewer food stamps when they live with thair parents 
than they would have ooder prior Iliw. The food stamp househi,ld definition has not changed 
for those 21 and ooder who live with other rellitives besides tbi:ir psrents." Thus, 1g and 19

• year old teen (and 20 and 21 year old) parents and married couPles who live ~th rellitives 
other than their parents may be able to have more food than if they lived at horoe with their 
parents. 

Earnings or Students: The Law 

•• 
The food stamp program considers the incollle ofstudents in determining the household's 
food stamp allotment. Before the new welfare law, the earnings of students bad been 
disregarded until the student turned 22. Under the new law, the food stamp program will

• only disregard earnings of students through age 17." ' 

•• Earnings "r Students. Discussion: I 

•• 
The food stamps available to a worlcing teen or teen psrent age! 1g and 19 who are also in 
school (as well as for young adults 20-21) win be reduced wbeh the earning are treated as 
income. This could have several different effects. It could discOurage work effort by students; 

• 
•• alternatively. it could diseourage educadon by young workers; \'r, it could provide less food , 

assistance to young families where the parent is both a student ~d a worker. There is no 

• 
similar requirement under TANF. where states are free to develop their own policies 
concerning treatment ofearning of a teen or teen parent. ' 

• 
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• Organizations 

• I 
! 

• 

The following lists some ofthe organizations around the countIy which publish materials related to 

adolescent pregnancy prevention and teen parents. 

•• Advocates for Youth 

• 
1025 Vermont Avenue 


• 

Suite 200 

Washington, DC 20005 


• 
(202) 347-5700 


•• 
The Alan Guttmacher Institute 

• 
121 Wall Street 
21st Floor 

• 
New York, NY 10005 


• (212)248-1111 

•• 
Center for Assessment and 

• 
Policy Development 
111 Presidential Boulevard 

• 
Suite 234 


• 

Bala Cynwyd, PA 19004 

(610) 664-4540 


•
• Center on Budget and Policy 


• 
Priorities (CBPP) 


• 

820 First Street, NE 

Suite 510 


• 
Washington, DC 20002 


• 
(202) 408-1080 


•
• 
Center for Law and Social 


• 
Potiey (CLASP) 
1616 P Street, NW 

• 
Suite 150 


• 

Washington, DC 20036 


• 

(202) 328-5140 


• 
Children's Defense Fund 


• 
(CDF) 


• 

25 E Street, NW 


• 

Washington, DC 20001 

(202) 628-8787 


•• 

Child Trends, Inc. 
4301 Connecticut Avenue 
Suite 100 

Washington, DC 20008 

(202) 362-5580 


Education, Training and 
Research Associates (ETR) 

PO Box 1830 

Santa Cruz, CA 95061 

(408) 438-4081 


National Adolescent Health 
Information Center (NAHIC) 
University of Califomia- San 
Francisco, Dept. of Pediatrics, 
Div. of Adolescent Medicine 
1388 Sutter Street 
Suite 605-A 
San Francisco, CA 94143 

(415) 502-4856 


,I 

The National Organization o~ 
Adolescent Pregnaney, 
Parenting and Prevention 
(NOAPPP) 

1319 F Street, NW 

Suite 401 

Washington, DC 20004 

(202) 783-5770 


Planned Parenthood 
Federation of America 
810 7th Avenue 

12th Floor 

New York, NY 10019 

(212) 541-7800 
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Population Affairs, Dept. of 
Health and Human Services 
4350 East West Highway 

Suite 200 West 

Bethesda, MD 20814 

(301) 594-4000 


Program Archive on Sexuality, 
Health and Adolescence 
(pASHA) 
Sociometries Corporation 
170 State Street 

Suite 260 

Los Altos, CA 94022-2812 

(415) 949-3282 


Progressive Policy Institute 
(pPI) 

518 C Street, NE 

Washington, DC 20002 

(202) 547-0001 


The Robin Hood Foundation 
111 Broadway 

19th Floor 

New York, NY 10006 

(212) 227-6601 


Sexuality Information and 
Education Council of the 
United States (SIECUS) 

130 W. 42nd Street 

Suite 350 

New York, NY 10036 

(212) 819-9770 
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•• Teen Parent Provisions November 1996• 
Endnotes• 

1. Child Trends, Inc. Facts at • Glance. Washington, DC; Oe,?ber 1996. 

•• 
2. State data are available through 1994; preliminary national data for 1995 indicates the 
trend bas continued nationally. Child Trends, Inc. Ellcl..U GI~;. WashingtOn, DC; 
October 1996. I 

3. Child Trends, Inc. facts at a Glance. WashiogtOn, DC; odober 1996. 

4. Harry Rosenberg, Stephanie Ventwa, Jeffrey Maurer, RoJn Heuser, and Mary Anne 
Freedman. "Births and Deaths: United States, 1995." Mon!bIyVital Statistics Rr;port. Vol. 
45, No 3, Suppleroent 2. October 4, 1996. (Preliminary Da", from the Centers for Disease 
Control and PreventioniNational Centet for Health StatisticstU.S. Depanment ofHealth and 
Human Services) : 

•• 
! 

5. Child Trends, Inc. ~t a Glance. Washington, DC; October 1996. 

6.7% figure derived from: 267,181 AFDC teen parent recipiobts; 377,208 adult female 
recipients. HHS/ACFIOFA. Aid to Families with Pe.pendenl Children: Characteristics and 
Financial CirxumSlalJrn. October I 994-Scptembers 1995. Washington, DC; June 28,1996. 

• 

7. "....bout 42 percent (of single women receiving AFDC) were or bad beeo teenage mothers. 

This proportion remained roughly the same throughOUt the 1'7 year time period. .." 

GAOIHFHS 94·115. AIDe Women Who Gave Birth as leeDiIim. Washington, DC; May 

31,1994. 


The proportion of all AFDC recipients wbo were age 19 or y~ger when they fir.;( became 
mothers was estimated 0154% in 1975; 55% in 1984; and 51% in 1990. Child T=ds, Inc. 
facts at l\Glance. Washiogton, DC; March 1993. I 

• 8. The National Longlmdinal Survey ofYouth (1978·1984) sbowed that51% of all 
adolescent mothers (ages 15·19 at birth of the child) did not receive MDC benefits during 
the initial 5 years after their fir.;( birth; among single adolescent mothers, 50% received 
AFDC benefits within • year after giving birth; and 77% rec<!ived AFDC benefits within 5 
years after giving birth. Among married adolescent mothers, 17% re<:eived AFDC benefits 

• 

within. year ofgiving birth and 25% received them within five years after giving birth. 

Congressional Budget Office. SOlJIces QfSYPl'on EO! Ad,ol=m Mother•. WashingtOn, DC;

• 
 September 1990. 


•• • 

I 
9. H.R. 4, The Personal Responsibility Act, would have provided assistance 1<> a minor teen,• 

I 

parent as long as sbe married the other parent or the child was adopted by the spouse; thus, 
benefits would have beeo available if two 15 year olds marri~ and were otherwise eligible or 
if. t4 year old married • 34 year old and the couple were otherwise eligible. Childml born 
outoQf-wedlock could not receive cash assistance, but at statd option. could receive vouchers.• !• 
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10. Sara McLanahan and Gary Sandefur. G!l1win8llJl with a Sinille Parent; What Hurts, 

Wl1i!! !:kIPs. Harvard University Press. Cambridge, MA; 1994. 


I i. Tide I, Sec. 101 

12. The provision reads, "...policy contained in part A of title IV of the Social Secwity Act 

(as amended by section I03(A) of this Act) is intended to address this crisis in our Nation." 


13. The risk ofhigh school drop out and the risk of teen birth is greatest for children born 

out-of-wedlock but !be differences in these outcomes with children from divorced families is 


.relatively modest. Relying on !be National Survey of Families and Households researcbeJs 
found that "clilldren born to an unmarried mother are 6 perceotage points more likely to drop 
out ofhigh school !ban children whose parents divorce. The difference is statistically 
significant but not very large•..A similar pattern appears when we look al teenage 
motherhood. Young women who were born out-of-wedlock have a slightly higher chance of 
becoming a teen mother as young women wbose parents divorced." There is a "4 percentage 
point difference [thaI] is nol statistically significanL.." Sara McLanahan and Gary Sandefur. 
Growing llJl with a Single Parent; What Hurt\. What Helps. Harvard University Press. 
Cambridge, MA; 1994. 

14. Department ofHealth and Human Services."The Consequences ofNonmarital 

Childbearing for Women, Children, and Society." Renort to Conmss on QUl-of..Wedlock 

Qjrildbearlng. Washington, DC; September 1995. 


15. Title I, Sec. 401 

16. Title I, Sec. 402 

17. Title I, Sec. 906 (b) 

18. Title I, Sec. 403 (0)(2) is titled "Bonus 10 Reward Deenease in Illegitimacy." However no 

other part of!be section uses !be term "illegitimacy". Rather, in describing bow !be bonus 

syStem will work, states are supposed to porsue "oUl-of-wedlock" data. The tetm 


"illegitimacy" is controversial. It bas been out ofJavor for decades be<:au.se of its inherent 

suggestion that some children are "illegitimate" and a concern thaI this stigmatization is not 

helpful in !be growth and development ofchildren. 


19. The younger the mother, the more likely il is that she first conceived and gave birth 

outside of marriage: 81 % of first births to women ages 15-17 were non-marital; 59% of first 

births to women ages 18-19 were non-marital. In 00lltrast, 27"A. of first births to women age 

20-24 were non-marital. The Alan Guttmacher Institute. Sex and America's Teeniliers. New 

York; 1994. Citing: A. Bacbu. Fertility QfAmerican Women. June 1990. 


20. Ofthe first births to women ages 15-17 an additional 11% conceived non-maritally were 

"legitimated" by a birth that occumd while married; for women ages 18-19 there were an 

additional 19% and for women ages 20-24 an additional 15% were "legitimated". The Alan 

Guttmacber Institute. Sex and America's Ieena~ers New Yorl<:; 1994. Citing: A. Bacbu. 
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Fgtjli!y ofAmerican Women. June 1990. 

21. Within five years of giving birth, those who married as adolescents (ages 14-17) were 
four times more likely to divorce or separate than those who married at age 20 or older. 
Congressional Budget Office. SOIl!£eS of SI!IlPOIt fOl Adol..",",! Mothers. Waslrington, DC; 
I~~ I 

I , 

22. Frank Mott. "The Pace ofRepeat<:d Clrildbearing Among YOlUlger American Mothers." 
Familv Plannigg PelSl"'ctives. Vol. 19, No. I, 1986; p. 5-12. : 

I 
23. Carol Roye and Soplrie SaU" 'The Relationship ofPartner,Sopport to Outcomes for 
Teenage Mothers and Their Clrildren: A Review" Journal ofAdoless:eru Health. AUgust, 
1~6. 

24. Stanley Henshaw. U.s. TeenagePregnanc~ Statistics. The Alan Guttmacher Institute. 
New York; May 30,1996. 

25. Stanley Henshaw and Jennifer Van Vort. ..Ahortion Services in the United States 1991 
and 1992" Famil~ Planning Pem>ectives. May/June 1994. I 
26. Stanley Henshaw. "The Impact of Requirements for Parental Consent on Minors' 
Ahortions in Mississippi." Family Planning P~. May/June 1~5. 

I 
27. The mother's marital status was inferred in five staleS that lack a dire<:t question ohout 
marital status on the birth certificate (California, Connecticut, Miclrigan, Nevada, and New 
York). "Technical Notes." Monthly Vita! Statistics R!:port. V~l. 45, No.3(S)2, October 4, 
1996. 

28. "Ahostion Patients in 1~4-1~5: Characteristics and Contmceptive Use." Family 
Elillnind'mpectives. July-August 1996. The 5 stares which did not "'POrt data were Alaska,, 
Callfomia, Iowa, New Hampshire, and Oklahoma. As of 1995, Alaska "'POrts data leaving 
four swes not "'POrting data (conversation with Jack Smith, Centers for Dis.... Control) 

29. Title I, Sec. 403 (0)(4) I 
, 

30. The "Family Assistance OTant" is the statute's term for the federal funds 0 state is to be 
paid lUlder TANF. 

31. Title I, Sec. 408 (a)(6) 

32.42 U.S.G. 602(a)(15) 

33. Robert Hatcher, James Trussel~ Felicia Steward, Gary SteWart, Dehorah Kowal, Felicia , 
Guest, Willard Cates, Michael S. Policar. ConlIacej1ti"" Technol<>gy (16th Revised Edition). 
Irvington Publisbers. New York; 1994. i 
34. Title IX, Sec. 912 I 
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35. Title V of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 7QI) 

36. Title V, Sec 5Q2(c)(l)(B)(ii) 

31. Title V, Sec. ;03 (42 U.S.C. 703) 

38. In "State Block Grnnt Application Guidance with Needs Assessment," MCH lists these 
Ig national objectives from among the many objectives contained in Healthy PeQjlle 2QjjQ 
and notes that "states are encoW"1!ged to consider these objectives." 

39. Title I, Sec.408(.)(4) 

40. HHS. Selected Major Provisions of Approved State Welfare Refonn Demonstrations as 
o{June, 1996. Washington, DC; 1996. See also: Mark Greenberg and Steve Savner. CLASP 
Guid~ to WelforiLWaiyers (updated edition forthcoming). Center for Law and Social Policy. 
Washington, DC. 

41. Manpower Demonstration and Resea:rcll Corporation. LEAP: Three Year Impacts of 
Ohio's Welfare Initjativellllm,prove Scllool At1endanCe Amon~ TeetJ!!ic Parents. New 
York; April 1996. 

42. Modest effi:cts observed in the previous sem<Ster diminished by the third semester. 
WlSCOllliin Legislative Audit Bureau. Wjsconsin's LOlJIDOO 1l:.o1U1W. Madison, WI; May 
1996. 

. 
43. A provision in the new law asserts that states "shall not be prohibited" from sanctioning 
an adult receiving TANF benefits who fiti.I.s ill eru;ure that a minor child anend school in 
accordaru:e with stare law. This provision, Sec. 404 (1) is n:dundant of the authority states 
aummatieally have uoder TANF. The provision also permits sanctions uoder the food stamp 
program because of a fiUlure to ensure school attendance. 

Another provision in the law, Sec. 404 0) is redundant of the authority states aummatically 
have under TANF. This provision allows states ill sanction families with adults 21-50 who do 
not have or who are not working towards a secondary school diploma or equivalent. The 
proVision also allows such sanctions under the food stamp program. 

44. Tnle I, Sec.4Q7 

45. Child Trends, Inc. Foots at. Glance. Washington, DC; October 1996. 

46. In Wisconsin, one study showed that 20 % of all youth sanctioned in Milwaukee County 
were in families identified as having possible or documented problems "ith abuse or neglect; 
and 21%ofthe teens sanctioned had been in the cbildren's courtsystern (either as ebildren in 
need of protective service. or as delinquents). In Matyland, one analysis found that 33% of 
the AFDC recipients that were sanctioned for four or more months had been in the child 
welfare system at some point between 1983 and 1993. Center for Law and Social Policy. 
Ei!.mily Matters. Winter 1994, Vol. 6, No. I, p. 14. Washington, DC. 
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Teen Parent Provisions November 19% 

47. Title I, Sec. 402 (a)(l )(B)(iii) 

48. Title I, Sec. 408 (a)(5)(A) 

49.42 U.S.c. Sec 602 (a)(43)(Ajand (B)(l.v). Under the FSA; a stare could not impose the 
residency requirement jf; the parent or guard.ian ofthe minor parent were deceased or absent 
or would not allow the minor panmt to live with blmIber; the physical or emotional health of 
safety of the minor parent andlor child would be put in jeopardy they lived with the minor 
panmt's panmt or guardian; the minor parent had lived on her 'own for more than one year 
prior to the birth ofthe child or the application for AFDC, or the state found that there was 
other good cause to waive the requirement. 	 I 
50. HHS Selected Major ProyjsWns Qf~yed State Welfare RefQrm Demonstrations as of 
June 1996. Washington, DC; 1996. See also: Mark Greenberg 'and Steve Savner. CLASP 
Guide to Welfare Waivers (updated edition forthcoming). Cenlee for Law and Social Policy. 
Washington, DC. I 
51. HHSlACFIOFA. Aid to Families With Dl:pendent Childreli. Ch!ll1lCleristics Md Financjal 
Circumstances October 1994-S~ber 1995. Washington, DC; June 28, 1996. 

52. Bureau ofResearch and Analysis, Illinois Deportment ofPltblic Aid. Minor Parents Who 
Are Hea4ofHousehold: By Lj.jng ArrangeJOO!l. Spriogfield! IL; October IS, 1996. 

53. A National Center on ChlId Abuse and Neglect study un~eo in the state of 
Washington reviewed the life experiences of 535 young women who had become pregnant as 
adolescents. The study found that among the sample group: I 
• 	 66% reported that they had been sexually abused (molestation, atrempted rape, or,

rape); 

Regarding molestation: 


• 	 55% reported having been sexnally molested (inclnding1contact molestation or non
contact molestation - such as having sexnal pho"'~ taken when such acti.ity was 

• 	 ~~W:::se who reported having beco molested said Jey were victimized by a 
family member -14% by theirliuher, 21% by their stepfather, 9"10 by their mother's 
boyfriend. 16% by an uncle, 20% by a cousin, 9% by a 8ran<tfather, 6% by a brother 
and 5% by other relatives. i 

Debra Boyer and David Fine. V~mization and Other Risk fM;!ors for Child Maltreatment 
AmongScboo1 Age Parents: A LQru:itudinal Stu<!y. ACFIHHS No. 9O-CA-1375. 
Washington, DC; 1990. ! ,,, 

54, While the name may be new, the concept of second chance homes i. not. In 1982, in 
Private Crisis. Public Cos!: PoJicv Perspectives OD Teenage Childbearing. Kris Moore and 
Martha Burt ofthe Urban Institute recommended a number ofAfDe teen mother welfare , 
strategies, inclnding "shared housing with two or more teen motherlchild pairs, sharing 
expenses and child rearing respousibilities." ' 
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Tem P~Dt Provisions November 1996 • 
55. Progressive Policy Institute. Second Chance Hom.. Update. Washington, DC; November •1996. • 
56. Title I, Sec. 408 (a)(7)(B) ••57. HHS/ACF/OFA. Aid III famili.. with Dependent Children: Characteristics /IIld Financial 

Circ_. October 1994=Septemher 1925. June 28, 2996. 
 •• 
58. Sec.407(b) 

59. Title I, Sec. 407 (d) 

60. Title I, Sec. 407 (h) 

61. The legislative history, including the description of this provision in the Conference 

Report, suggests that Congress may bave intended III more sharply restricl access to 
 :1vocational educational training by limiting the number ofsuch participants who might be 

eouoted as engaged in work (together ..ith teen parents attending school) to 20"", ilill 
 •individuals who the state oourrts !QYt'a!d the participation rate for any month, rather than 20% 
ofall individuals receiving aid. 

62. Title ill, Sec. 331 • 
63. David J. Landry and JacqUeline Darroch Forrest. "How Old Are U.S. Fathers?" family •£lllllUiog Per:;pectiv... Volume 27, Number 4, July/August 1995 .1 
64. Title III, Sec. 333 

65. Title I, Sec. 407 (b) 

66. Title ill, Sec. 373 

67. The statute is ambiguous regarding the option. II could mean the state bas the option to 

enact a law; alternatively, it could mean the state isrequinx! to pass a law which gives the 

state the authority to impose a "grondparenlliability" provision under circumstanees the state 
 • 
determines. 

68. Title I, Sec. 904 

69. Ari:rona Revised St.atu1e 12.850; Hawaii Revised Statute 584-15(1); Wisconsin Act 56, 

the "Abortion Prevention and Family Responsibility Act of 1985." At least two other states • 

South Dakota and Ohio· bave enacted grandparent "liability" measures. 
 •• 
70. Bureau of Evaluation, Division of Policy and Budget, Wisconsin Depanment ofHealth •and Social Services. SUIlUDI\[)' of the Final Rewrt on The ~ LialUliJy Provisjoos •of 1985 Wisconsin Act 56. November, 1988. 
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•• Teen Parent Provisions November 1996• 
•
• 71. Title 1, Sec, 411 (a) 


• 72. Title I, So<:. 905 

•
• 73. Title I, Se<:. 411 (b) 


• 74. Title I, Se<:. 413 (g) 

•
• 
75. Title I, Sec. 413 (e) 


• 76. Title I, Sec. 414 

•• 
77. Title 1, Sec. 105 

• 78. Title I, Sec. 114 

• 79. Title VI, Sec. 418 

• 80. Title VI, Se<:. 658G• 
• 81. Title I, Sec. 407 (b)(9)

•• 82. Title I, Sec. 407 (c)(2)(B) 

• 83. Title VII, Sec. 803 

•
• 
84. 7 U.S.C. 2012 (I) 


• 85. Title Vlll, Sec. 807 

••••••••••••••• 

. I 


, 

I 
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STATE VARIATION IN RATES or ADOLESCENT PREGNANCY AND.CIIlLDBEARlNG 

. ~'-------------

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

SeruaI.mvily, pregnancy, _n, .,., chiJ<Ibeanng in me adoIescem population are among the most 
inlensely _ """'" on lhe public policy a&eoda. Over the past dej:ade, the proportion of reens who bave 
had _ inIetcXJurse bas increased, as bas the number of births ID ..ens. Bet-.. 1986 and 1991, the lOOn 
birth rate increased by 24 perceml. with increases in the birth rate ~ among both younger and older 
teens, in nearly all staleS across the nation. am among non-HtsPamc whites, non--Hispanic blacks and 
HiSpanics, Increases in sexual activity and early childbearing are trOubling for aileasr two r¢a$On<>. Fim, 
early ~ and childbirth are associated with a variety of social ahd economic difficulties for the mother,
and child. their families. and for society. Second. early sexual activity increases exposure to sexually 
transmitted diseases and infection front HIV. ~ 

, 
Few AmericanI feel1ha1 chlIdbearing amo,,!! adolescems is desirable, yet public efforts to ellC<JUr38e 

• 

)'(IU1hs" """"""" sex and ID prevent pregnancy and other sequelae of Sexual activity have not been especially 
promising. Rigorous evaluations ofexisting programs .,., policies are _, but among those tlw have been 
assessed, few demonstrate large or long-term impactS on sexual or :cornraceptive behavior, Furt:bermore. 
public funding for contraceptive services declined by 30 per""" duripl! the 1980s.' In fact, net of inflation, 
37 SIa!fS e.ltpCrienced a 50 percem or greater decline in public funding for comraceptive services per woman 
at risk ofun.inteMed pregnancy between 1979 and 1990.' In response to fewer resources. many providers 
have opted to reduce the scope of services offered and have even euminated cenain services," . I 

These changes have called into question the efficacy of social policy and the role of comraceptive 
services inSbaping adolescent reproductive behavior. 'Yet, while nearly all states witnessed an increase in the 
m.u:nbeT of births to teem>, considerable vartarion in adoIer.c.em fertility across staleS still exists, For e~ample> 
births per 100:>_ females r.mged ftum 34 in New Hampshire Ii>, 82 in Mississippi in 1990, One mi@ht. 
therefure ask what factors are associated with this variation in rateS of teen fertility. In particular. are there 
differerv:.es in State policy mal contribute to the Variations in t.be level:s of teenage fenility that one observes? 

[n this study, associations are _ between the overall ~ for family planning servi= in staleS 
and lower Jevels of adolescent fenility. In addition. public funding 'for abortion in StaltS is associated with. 
Jower teen birth rares. particularly aJnOJlg African ~ican teens. !Social and ecQoomic characteristics of 
the states are also slIongly related to "",n fertility. The effects of faJ)illy planning and abortion funding bold 
over and above the etfeas of socioeconomic differences across ~. 

i 

• 

Stalt Variation in RaIes of Adolesunl PregN1J1.C)' aNi ,Childbearing was a t"WO--year research etfon 
coBiucted 10 learn more about swe-le\IeI poJicies and their impact on klolescem pregnancy and fenility at me 
state-level. Through the generous support of the Charies SteWart MOn Foundatioll, the project was designed
'0 address the lac!: of UP-11H!a!t pupulatinn-based srudies on the impact ~ family planning policy and programs 
on tenility ourcornes amot'!8 yomh. The specific goal or"the project waS to develop state-level measures of teen 
fertility .,., .,..,.Jevel measures of family planning availability and policies, alo,,!! with social and economic 
indicators such as education and Women's labor fOfce participauon. fUK'I then to examine which of these 
factors. if any. comribute to the state-leveJ variations ~ teen fertility :that are obsen.'ed, In addition, because 
family plann.ing services tend to be located in areas ?lith the great~ need for contraceptive care, measures 

, 

eluld 1,""., lilt:. 
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of""", fI:rtilily in earlier years were also deve!oped to comrol fur vazying levels ofexisting adolescem fenility. •
Family planning policy measures illcIude: the percemage of teens at risk of unimended pregnancy served at 

Tille X clinics. public expend.irures On conrraceptive services per WOOWl at risk. abortion IX'licies, AfDC 

benefit Ieveis, aoo me p~ ofa state focus on adolescent pregnm::y, Because of racial di.fferences in rateS 


of Adolescent feniliry. analyses of birth we> were co_separately fur blacks am whil<$. 


Data fur m. smdy ...." _ from a wide variety of sources. including m. Nalality Branch of Ibe 
NaIional Cemer for Health Stat.isties. the U.S. Bureau of the Census. the Alan Guumacher l.ostitute, arx1 the 
Office of Population Affairs ofm. Poblic Heallb Service in m. U.S. Depanmem of Heallb am Human 
Services. A full description of our data sources is available in Appendix A of our final project repln, 

MAlN FTNDINGS 

State fundjn~ and polkies for tamny planning 

• 	 Grmter t:ll!mlJJ.publitfundi.ng for conzracepdvt smices in a rtIJ1e per 'WOman at risk, prediro llTWt.r 
rates ofodolescentftrtilityand /oWer rares ofntJ/l·marir.aifertiJiry _8 re..... However•.fimdi1!gfor 
coruroception does nor qffecr preglUl1JCY resoil4ion for teeM. 

Total publicexpendiwresonco~servioes (including Medicaid. Tille X of the PobIic HeallbServices 
Act, and state. funds) per woman at risk of unintended pregnancy. net of scx:ioeconomic differences and 
differeln:S in prior rates of~ tenility across states, predict lo\¥'tr rates of non-marital childbearing among • 
)'01Jllg _ a!1d)'01Jllg black =. "'" it predicts a lower total birth """ for _ reeDS. I[ bas no association 
with the total teen birth rate for blacks or with rates of pregnancy for all adolescem temaJes. In addition. 
among u:ens who _ pregnant. furoing fur comraception is unrelared ID wbelber teenS resolve pregnancy 
in abonion or birth, On the 01ber hand, a more narrow measure of the proportion of teeDS at risk of 
unintended pregnancy who were served at Title X clinics was not relaled 10 lower adolescem fertility. By 
1990, family piaIlning funds provided under Title X of the Poblic Heallb Services Act IIIXOUllIed for only 22 
PO""'"' of all public funds aIIoc.atl:d '" family planning. whicb may account for Ibe absence of impact for Ibis 
more narrow variable. 

• 	 Public fimdingfor _ in STales is assoC'iaud witll/ower rates ofchildbearing. ponicuilJT/y among 
African Amen'can teem. and higher aboNiM TfJJe:f. 

Availability of publ;; llm1inl,! fur aboninn is associa!ed wilh re- binhs aDlruw teens. particularly non-marilal 
teen birtbs and birtbs among black: teens. Funding for .tbortion is associated wilh a greater use of abortion 
among teens. 

CirlId TrYlndJ, i~. • 
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• J 

'" Stau laws restricting the availobiliry of abortion to mini?rs art unrelal4d to uen binh rates, 
aboniDn rare.s, or how teens choose 10 resolve their pngMJu;tes,, 

I 
Stile Jaws limiting access to abonion for minors are nor related to the level of feniliry among feens, their 
use of abortion. or pregnancy resolution. I 
It> CIJordintJltd sfaIe..JeveJ pregnancy prevention programs in ~985 predict lower pregnancy raleS in 

1988. Other stale-level programs f)1' policies related to family plimlting. such IlJ schooi-bastd, 
pregnancy pmwuion tduCOlion programs, stotefunded school..fJased clinics. or policies regarding 
AlDS aT SID educatWn. are not relllted 10 rates ofchildbearing, pregn,t111CY. cr ahoman IJJ'IJtIng 

reMS. 

A measure indicating the presence Or absence in a swe ofa coord~ted program or policy for adolescent 
pregnaney prevention in 1985 was: associated with lower pregnancy rates among teens in 1988. Other 
measures assessing the presence of state policy initiatives generally Were not found to have an association 
with adolescent fertility. For example, the presence of a pregna.ncy prevention program in .schools. or the 
presence of state-funded school-based clinics were not significaDtiy re1ated to rates of childbearing, 
pregnancy or abortion. These measures may have Iimi"'; e!feets beCause !hey do not capture the inronsity 
of these initiatives. These findings may also reflect the tendency of states with more serious problems to 
establish progranu and policies to address teen fenility. ~ 

• E«momie and demoWphic context within [he state; 

" 	 A sl(Jte's economic clJ.mate haJ t1 strong impact (In adolesc~ fertility. Slates with a hJgh Jevel of 
lten poverty demonstrate higher rtJIeS tJjnD1Hnarimi childbearing among adoiescenu. . ' 

Before controlling for prior teen fertility in a state, states with higher poverty rates have higher binb rates 
in general. When prior teen fertility is taken into alXOWlt. the effect of poverty diminishes. Nonetheless. 
a higher incidence of poverty is \\'eakly associated with a higher ~rtion of pregnancies ending in a non
marital birth. and fewer ending in abortion. However. among white; teens, a h.igber poverty rue is weakly 
associated with fewer non-marital binhs. ! 

, 
• 	 Average annw:./l pay for pers011S in a SloUt and the proportion ofluJusehtJlds receiving AFDe art 

nor relaJed 10 fertility among teens, net ofother jaaors. 11fe leye! OfAIDebenefits. huw~r. is 
weakly aJsocialed wiIIt higher roles <Ifchildbearing _ white "ens and young IlIII!IIll1i<Id while 
reens: no impact on tWe! ofchi1dhearing among African American leens war observed. 

Neither the average annual pay for persons in the state, nor the ~nion of households receiving AFDC 
in the state were found to have an association with the likelihood of pregnancy or abortion among teeDS, 

On the other hand, larger AFDC paymenlS in tl!e stale were found "' bo marginally associated with higher 
rates of white teen childbearing !lnd non-marital childbearing among young wrure teens. However~ no 
aswciations were found with rateS of childbearing among black teens. with the abonion nue, or with the 
proponion of pregnancies ending in either abonion or in non~maritat birth, 

,

• 	
, 



------------------------------------
EuCJIlll¥ s-:r •.. 	 11te proporrfon of the white popuJo.rion (hal is Hispanic in a sUlJe is associated with higher non· 

mariIt:zJ birth TCles among white teens 15-17; Iwwtvtr, the proponion of the sJIJIe population rhar 
is Africtm Amen"can does !WI influence the raJ(!J of teen fertility among bladJ. 

Because rateS of childbearing are rugber among young people of color than while teens, it is important to 
consider the ethnic dtsaibution of the $We's population. Also, vital swistics data on births to whites 
include moot Hispanic binbs. Mon: than 90 per .... of all Hispanics are defined as white. and the fertility 
patterns of Hispanic youth differ from !hose of non-Hispanie wrute.. Indeed, our _yses of the white teen 

birth rate indicate that a higher proportion of Hispanics in a state predicts higher non-ma.rita.I birth r.ates 
among 15-17 year old white females. Variatiom in the proponion of the stare popuialion tbat is African 
American ba.ve no effect On binh ra1t"S among blacks. However. the proportion of pregnancies ending in 
non-marital binbs, which is c.aJculaled for "'Il$ of all races, is _Iy related 10 the proportion of persons 
in a state who are African American. 

Leyel of education wjthin the state 

• 	 The proporricn ofblacks who an coliege-educaIed among Pdults in a slOJe signiji.((.lJJffy influences 
rOJ(!J of chil4bean'ng and non-marital childbearing among African American teens. Fenitity of 
wbiJe teens is unaffected by variatioru in educational Jevels qfthe while population across states. 

The proportion of college-educated white adu.lti in me state population is unrelated to the fertility of wbite 
teenagers. hut both the black teen binb rate and the non-marital birth rate among young black mens are • 
lower when a bigber proportion of the black population in the swe is coJlege educated. Tbc proponion 
of Ine population who had completed high school in the sta!e is """,lale<! 10 ".... of teon pregnancy or 
pregnancy resolution among teens, 

Social context within the state 

.. 	 Measures ofsocial disorganiz:ati.on are correlmed M,ilh higher 1'Ol(!J ofchildbearing. pregntJncy and 
abom-01I among ,eellS. 

The rate of violent crime in 1988 was used as a proxy for the level of social disorganization in the state. 
Stales with a higher rare of violent crime also experience a higher birth rate among white teem, a higher 
non-marital birth rate among black teenS. and higher rates of pregna.ncy and abortion for au teens. 

• 	 The level of civic involvement in 0 sUJle is associa/ed with teen fertility. but the direction of rhL 
relaJion varies by race. The proporrion of~ in a sUlJe comribuJes 10 f~r nQn~ 

mari.ttlJ births among white leens, fewer abortions. tutd a lower proportion qfpregNJlJdes eruJmg 
in norNruJn'tal births. 

VOting behavior is ofien regarded as an U!dicator of ~vic involvement and efficacy. States in which a high 
proportion of the population voted in the 1988 Presidential election demonstrated lower birth rateS among 
white teoIl$; however, the proponion vOIing is associated with a higher non-marilal binb ...., among young 
black teens. ]1 is also associated with a higher proportion of teen pregnanc:ies that tenninate in non-marital 

CW TI'IUI:'i.t 1m::. • 
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The pr<:pmion of the Slate population that was affiliated with a fundamemalist faith in 1990 (e.g., Churcbes 
of Christ, Latter-Day Saint<;, SoutI1ern Baptists, and Lutheran-Missouri Synod) is related to a lower rate of 
oon-marital chi1dbearing among }'OUl':lg whitt: teens, A greater proportion of fundamenta.lists in lite State also 
predictS to a lower proportion of pregn.ancies ending in a non-marital birth and a Jower proportion of 
pregnaJl!:ies ending in abortion. I 

Female labor fOrce panicinati,an 

I 
.. 	 Roles ofadolescerft childbearing are higher in STales 'where labor force participation among women 

is a/.ro high, Unemplaymenr among women in a StaU is ll!sociared with a lower abortiOl! rolf! aNi a 
lower proPM!ity to abort given. preglflUlCY, 

Highet rateS of labor force pa.n.iciparion among women are sjgnifi~y related to higher rateS of teenage 
ch.iId.bearlng among both \\otUte and black teens; however. the female dnemploymem rate is unrelated to rates,
of non-marital childbearing, High unemploymem is related to lower pregnancy rateS. However, given 
pregnancy. bigher un.empioymem predicts a Jo\\-'ef probability of abohion. 

PIior r_ of weJWil!lC.Y. Iri$ and ahortio1l: 	 I 
.. 	 T1le prior teen birr1t we in a S1tJ1i! is rJte srrongm and moSt C~ttltl predictor of the /990 birth rale 

in a sti1!L Te", prqnm:y rates and _ abonion rales in 1985 are srrongly pffliictive of 1988 rales 
OfpregntlllCY and ahorrion. i 

Prior fertility was shown to be a critical control variable: when this:measu.re is included in our regression 
models. the positive association between several indicamrs. moo ootab)y services provided and the teen birth, 
rate, becomes non-significant. StaleS 1Vi:th relatively high binh rates in the mj~1980s retained their relative 
position in me late 1980s, A measure of the 1985 pregnancy race' is strongly predictive of the CUITe:nt 
pregnancy raIC. and the prior abonion rate. as one would expect. is stro~ly predictive of the currem abortion 
rate. In addition. the prior abortion rate is $ltongly predictive of lite proportion of teen pregnancies that 
terminate in abortion as opposed to birth. 

QualitY of swe-lerel data and statistics on teen (erriliN 

I 
.. 	 Better data on Federal and SflJtI! ftuuii.ng and palicies are nef!ded to support studies ufpolicy and 

program ()lllcomes. 

I 
The capacity to carry OUt • strong srudy of the implications of public progr1IDIS. policies. and funding on 
adoiescem fertility is severely undermined by the inadequacies of the data curremly available. In particular. 
appropriate daIa on family pla.nn.ing services, sex education, and child support were not found to be available. 
~oreover. because data on the proportion of teens in a state who a!7 seJUally active do flO{ exist. it is not 

possible to oomrol fur this imponam conrow.1iJ18 factor. Despite these weaknesses. !he data suggest th.,social 
and eronOmic disadvantllges are associale<l with higher \eeIl fenilily. while greater fUnding for family planning 
and abonion are associated with lower teen fertility. With better data. a more precise understanding of this 
impOrtaru issue may be forthcoming. 

CJuld T IYfltiJ. Int. 
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Abstract 

This paper compares fertility and economic outcomes of women with • 
3 types of non-marital births: those to women who never marryt 

those to women who marry soon afterwards, and those to women 

after a marriage. The sample is from the National Survey of 

Families and Households (NSFH). Estimates from logistic 

regression models suggest that among mothers who have another 

birth, never·married and post-marital mothers are more likely to 

have another non-marital birth. Additional non-marital births to 

never-married women are associated with high odds of being on 

welfare. low odds of working full-time and low household income. 

Keywords: non-marital fertility, out-of-wedlock births. fertility • 
historyl pre-marital fertility, marital fertility 
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• Introduction 

Non-marital births account for nearly a third ofall1births in the United States today. The 

• 


implications ofthis fact for the women who have these births, the children they represent and the 

society in which these events happen are momentous. sjgle mother households are more likely 

to be poor than two-parent households and more likely to have to rely on public assistance. 
! 

Although most children of single mothers grow up to be Well-adjusted, productive adults, as a 

· 
group they are more likely to suffer poor outcomes than ntl.:r children. Despite the importance 

of this topic, large gaps exist in the avallable researeh. 

Most research on non-marital childbearing bas focUsed On adolescent girls. Although 

three-quarters ofteen births are to unmarried teens, non-Ltal teen births accOlU1t for only 30 

· 
i 

percent ofall out..,f-wedlock births; most non-marital births occur to women in their twenties. 
· 

To ~dress this gap, the current paper describes the ~teristics of adult women who have 

non-marital births. 
• 

--. In most studies, all non-marital births are grouped ~gether. In this paper, the . 

circumstances under which a non-marital birth can occur Ldivided into three categories and 

ineorporatedinto the analyses. Never·manied women jy (a) have a birth and remain 

! 
unmarried or (b) they may enter into a first marriage after:a birth. The third .ategol}' captures (.) 

women who have a birth after a maniage and who have nOI (yet) remanied. 
! , 

We first describe these women and then follow them Iongirunidally. First, we compare 

· 
the subsequent fertility ofwomen with different types of .lon-marital births using women with 

. I 
only marital births as a comparison gronp. The effect offuese various fertility patterns on olher . I 

• 
outcomes, such as welfare receipt. employment status and household income is tben measured. 
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Data are from the 1987-88 and 1992-94 waves of the Natiorull Survey of Families and 

Households (NSFH). • 
Background 

!rends in Non-marital Fertility 

Both the number and the pm:entage ofnon-marital births have risen dramatically in the 

past fifty years. Through the 1950s, non-marital birth rates were stable, rates then started rising 

steeply, particularly after the mid-I96Os. so that while only 4 percent ofbirths occurred to 

unmarried women in 1940, by 1994,31 percent ofall births in the United States were to single 

women. Two out of three births to black women and one out of four births to white women were 

outside of marriage. Although the starting point and magnitude ofcbnnge in the level of non-

marital births dilfeI> for various groups of women, the general trend is similar in direction and 

importan<:e fur all groups ofwomen (U.S. Department ofHcalth and Human Services, 1995). • 

Contrary to commonly held stereotypes. most non-marital births are not to teenagCTS, 

either black'or white. Most women who fuwe • non-marital birth are in their twenties. This 

important fact is often ignored or overlooked in discussions of trends and consequeru:es ofnon-

marital fi:rtility. Trends in non·marital teen fertility are important, however, as many older 

unmarried women who give birth bed their lim birth during their teen years. 

A number of post·war demographic trends have contribnted to, or an:: related to, the rise 

in non-marital fertility, particularly changes in marriage patterns. Average age at lim marriage 

has increased, divo= rates have risen, and remarriage rates have declined. Together, these 

p.ttems result in women spendinli more of their reproductive years outside of marriage than 

previous generations. putting them at greater risk ofhaving • birth outside ofmarriage. 

2 • 



• Specifically! the increasing tendency to marry later results in (onger exposure to the risk of a pre~ 
I 

marital birth. A related trend is the decline in the pe",entage of women who married between a 
I 

• 


I 
conception and a ftrSt birth over the past several decades (Bachrach, 1996). Meanwhile, higher 

I 
• 

divorce rates, which have mirrored a growing general acceptance of divorce (Thornton, 1989),, 
1and lower remarriage rates increase women S exposure tolthe chances of a POSHnarital birth 

i(Wojtkiewicz. Mclanahan & Garfinkel, 1990). 
I 

Consequences ofNon-rnaritiu fertility 

The study ofnon-marital childbearing is imp<>rtanf because of the many social and 
i 

economic ramifications for children born to single women. The most serious outcome assoeiated 
I 

with non-marital fertility is the high rate ofpov~ lacedibY families comprised ofUIllIWried 

women and their children. I 
In 1989,63 pen:ent of children who lived only with their mothers were in the hottom 20 

• 

I· 
pen:ent of the income distribution, while only 2 percenl ofchildren of single mothers were in the 

top fifth. By contrast, only 14 percent of children in tw":parenl families were in the bottom fifth; 

I 
while 21 pe",.nl were in the lOp fifth of the income distribution (Lichter & Eggebeen, 1993). I . 

The shift in family structures from two- to one-palent households since the 1960. 

accounts for a significant proportion of the po~ experienced by children. The pov~ rate of 

while children in 1988 would have been 26 percent lower if the distribution of family 

· composition was the same in 1988 as it ""'" in 1960. Similariy, ifbl""k children in 1988 wen: 
I 

distributed across one- and two-parent housebolds in the ~ proportions as they wen: in 1960, 

the 1988 pov~ rate for black children would have been 38 pe"""'! lower (Eggebeen & Lichler, 
I 
• 

• 
1991). Thus, changing family structure among black and white children has exacerhated racial 

3 



differences in child poverty. 

Children who are born into poverty" a common experience among those born fo • 
unmarried mothers, fac. very long periods of being poor. On average, poverty spells which start 

at birth last aIinost eight y=; for blackduldren the average length is 9.7 years (Bane & 

Ellwood, 1986). There are several poI<mtial pathways out of poverty for female-heeded fanlilies: 

marriage, employment and pubtic assistance. One-third of women who tift their fanlilies out of 

poverty over time do so through work. Marriage accounts for another 26 pement ofexits from 

poverty spells for unmarried women with children (Bane & Ellwood, 1986). However, women 

with non-marital births are much less likely to marry by the age of thirty-five than other women; 

this is especially true if women who marry within six months of the baby's birth, who 
, 

presumnbly many the father of their cbild. are excluded from the.. calculations (Bennett, Bloom 

& Miller, 1995). 

Children born to UlUIllU'l'ied women often experience instability in their living • 
, 

arrangements while growing up. Just ander three-fourths experience at leas. one transition, sucb 
~ 

as going from a single parent fanlily to a step-family or to living with relatives. About 20 

pement experience multiple transitiOllS; these children are less likely than other children born to 

unmarried women are more likely to be living on their own and in the labor force by age 18 

(Aquilino, 1996). Girls who experience frequent changes in fanlily strucrure are at increased risk 

of baving pre-marital sex during adolescence (Moore, Morrison & Gld, 1995) and ofbaving a 

pre-marital birth (Wu, 1996). 

Srudies also sbow the. nco-marital childbearing has si!lllificant influences on educational 

attainment. Analyses using the NSFH sbow that only 76 percent of children born to single 
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• women either finish high school or earn a QED (Aquilino, 1996). Among the small fraction, 

about one in ten. who make a very early transition to a twlparent biological or adoptive family, 

the combined high school graduation or OED completion ,rate is 96 percent. 

The timing of the experience ofliving in a single parent family may also be important in 

predicting educational outcomes. One study foued a neg~tive effect of living in a one-parent 

l
household on educational attainment by age 26 is greatest when it occur.; during the pre.scl!ool 

I , 
years (Krein & Beller, 1988), This finding is especially pertinent to the study of the effects of 

I , 
non·marital furtility on children because the majority ofeven those children wbase math.r> 

eventually I1llIITY spend at least pan of their pre-school ~ in female-headed households. 

This paper seeks to extend previous researeh by eJamining patterns of subeequent fertility 

I 
among single women and how these patterns affect the eConomic well-being of 'fiunilies over 

• time. 

-. 
Methods 

Approach 

All women aged 19 and older interviewed in the first wave ofthe National Survey of , , , 

Families and Ffuuseholds (NSFH) who had a birth in the five years prior to the first interview 
, I 

constitute the sample for this analysis; these mother> were divided into two groupa. Women who 

had only marital births constitute the first group, and, far [many analyses, the comparison group.
I 

The second group is comprised ofwomen wha had a non'marital birth during that same perind; 
, i 

this group is divided into thfee subgroups: aj women whO were never married at the time ofthe 

I 

• 
birth and remained unmarried by the time ofthe Wave 1interview; b) women who were also 
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never married at the time ofthe birth but had married by the first interview; and c) women whose 

non~marital birth followed amarriage ended by separation. divorce or death ofa spouse. A.U four • 
sets of women were then foHowed 10 the second interview which occurred approximately five 

years later. " 

Subsequent births are the first outcome of interest. We examine the likelihood that 

women in the various groups will bave an additional birth(s) and, in particular whether the birth 

i. a marital or non-marital birth. In tum, the OCClUTence ofa birth, and whether such births are 

marital or non-marital, is hypothesized to be related to outcomes at Wave II that affect the well

being of these women and their children, such as welfllre receipt, maternal employment and 

household income. 

The data used for this analysis are from the two waves of the NSFH. The first set of 

interviews was conducted in 1987 and 1988; the second wave was conducted from 1992 to J994. • 
The sample consists of 1.536 women who bad a birth in the five year.; prior to the first interview. 

These women were categorized by whether that birth occurred inside or outside of llWriage: 

1,056, or 68.8 percent, bad bad. marital birth. The remaining 480, 31.2 percent, were not 

married: 18.6 percent bad never been married at the time of the birth and were still unmarried at 

time oftbe Wave I interview (never-married birth subgroup); 4.0 percent were llIlJlllIIried at the 

time ofthe birth but bad married befure the time of interview (pre-marital birth subgroup); and 

8.6 percent bad previously been married but were unmarried at the time of the birth (post-marital 

birth subgroup). 

Overall, 80.9 pereent ofthese women were re·interviewed at Wave II. The attrition rate 
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• was lower for women who had had marital births than fori those who had had non·marital births; 
, 

84.6 percent of the women with marital births were re-inlbviewed compared with 75.1 percent 

ofthe never-married birth subgroup, 67.7 percenl of the pre-marital binh subgroup and 70.7 
I 

percenl of the posl-marital binh subgroup. 


Analys;s I'IaII 


• 


The first set ofanalyses is descriptive in nature and compares the demographic and 
I 

background cbaratteristics ofwomen y,ith marital births in the five years prior 10 Wave I roth 
I 

women who had a nOIrmarital birth during this period. ~ese characteristics include age; race, 
, 

education, pas! fertility, family background, welfare history and family size preferences. Past 

fenility is operntionalized as the total number of births pri:or to the Wave I interview. Whether a 

woman lived with both biologicalladoprive parents continuously up to age 16 and whether her 

family re<:eived poblie assistance before sbe was 16 years old are used to describe family 

·background. Number of years of weifore receipt in the fire years prior to Wave I is used as a 

measure of women's recent ...,;.;;.uc situation. Two van1les are used to describe family size 
I 

preferences. The first measures whether women ever got pregnant sooner than they intended; the 

I 
second measures whether women bad more children by Wave I than they inl!:nded. Descriptive 

I 

analyses of subsequent fertility of these groups are also ~sented. 
I 

The neXl set of analyses ore multivariate and folio':' each group ofwomen over time from 

Wave 110 Wave II. first, the odds ofa hinh between Waves 1and II are estimated. The key, 

relationship being tested in this step is that between a wo'!'"'" s pre-Wave I fertility and her 

fertility history subsequenl to Wave I- whether she bad another binh and if so, whether il was a 

• 
marital or non-marital binh. (Due to the small number of.binhs to cohabiting women. it was not 
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feasible to analyze these births separately from women who were wunarried and not cohabiting 

at the time of a birth. Therefore, binbs to cohabitors and to single non<ohabiting women are • 
combined in these anaIyses.)1 

Logistic regression models were run for three outcomes. They are: 1) the odds ofhaving 

at least one birth, either marila! or non-marila!, versus no births by Wave H; 2) the odds of 

having a marila! birth given any birth; and 3) the odds of having a non-marila! birth given any 

birth,' 

Each model includes relevant sociodemographic control variables along with dummy 

, variables that describe whether a woman belonged 10 the marila! birth group or to ODe of the 000

marila! birth subgroups, Women with marila! births comprise the reference category, 

The goal ofthe final set ofanalyses WliS to examine the relationship between fertility 


history, both before and after Wave I, and several Wave II outcomes - the odds of r<eeiving 


welfare at Wave II, the odds of being employed full-time, and household income. Eacb model 
 • 
-. 

inelodes sociodemograpbic controls and variables that categorize women's fertility based both on 


which pre-Wave I groop women were in logetherwith their fertility between Waves I and II. 


Based On these factors. six categories were designated: 

I) marila! birth prior to Wave I and no birth after Wave I (the reference category); 


2) marila! birth prior to Wave I and a marila! birth after Wave I; 


3) marital birth prior to Wave I and a non-marital birth after Wave I; 


4) non-marila! birth prior to Wave I and no birth after Wave I; 


5) non-marital birth prior to Wave I and a marila! birth after Wave I; and 


6) non-marila! birth prior 'to Wave I and a non-marital birth after Wave I. 
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, 
This step of the analysis estimates the effect of fertility history on several aspects of the well

being ofthese women and, by extension, their children. All analyses are weighted.• 
, 

I 

Results I 

Descriptive ReSU1J 

Women in the marital birth group lend to differ SiJ,nficanUY and substantially, in terms of 

i 
their background and demographic chanocteristics, from Women with non-marital births. Further, 

I 
within the non-marital birth group there are interesting differences between the three subgroups 

(never-married, pre-marital, post-marital) as well. 
, 

• 
Table I presents these comparisons. Women with 'marital births are more likely to be 

white and are older than other women. They come from more edvantaged family backgrounds, 
I 

with most having lived with both parents while growing up; few bad been on welfare' when 

growing up_ As adults they are also more economically advantaged, as evidenced by the very 
I 

short average time SPOnt on welfare, and their higher number of years of schooling. There are 
, 

also significant fertility-reIaied diffiorences between women, in the marital and non-marital 

groups. Fewer women with marital births were teen mothers, and fewer got pregnant sooner than 

they intended or hod more children than they intended. I 
-Table I aOOutherei 

There are sevetal consistent patterns across the w.J. non-marital birth subgroups. They 
I 

are disproportionately black and Hispanic, their education.tl attainment is low, and more than . 
Italf of the women in each subgroup were teen mothers and reported ever gerting pregnant sooner 

• than they inteodcd. 

http:education.tl


There are also some interesting differences across the non..marital birth subgroups. 

Overall, women in the never-married birth subgroup tend to come from the most disadvantaged • 
backgrounds and to be economically disadvantaged adults. They are also disproportionately 

b1aek and Hispanic. In general. women in the pre-marital birth subgroup are similar to those in 

the marital group, particularly in tmns of family background cbmacteristics and the small 

amount of time they spent on welfare as adults. There are some differences, however; women in 

the premarital group are more likely 10 be white. undet age 25, and to bave bad a teen birth than 

the women in the other non-marital birth subgroups. Women in the post-marital birth subgroup 

are much older on average than other women with non-marital births; they are similar to women 

with marital births in this respect. They bave the higheS! parity ofany group and are more likely 

10 report baving a(nother) child wben they bad intended oot to bave any (more) children. 

Between Wave I and Wave II, almost halfof the women in the sansple went on 10 bave • 

another birth. Table 2 presents these pereentages by marital and non-marital birth categories. 

Among the 42 pe",.n! ofwomen in the marital birth group who bad another child, the vast 

majority (94 pereent) of these births 0<CUrled within marriage. Women in the pre-marital birth 

subgroup were most likely 10 have another child; of those women who did, almost 90 pereenl bad 

marital births. In contnlSt, 70 percent of the births tD women wbo bad never married by Wave I 

occurred outside of marriage; this was also the case for more than 6Q pereenl of the births to 

previously married women. Probably due to both their already high average parity and their 

relatively older ages, women in the post-marital birth subgroup were the least likely to bave 

additional births ofany kind. 

- Table 2 about here
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• Odds ofa Birth I 
I 

• 


The first set of logistic regressions estimales the ridds of a birth between Waves I and II 

(Table 3). The first colWllll presents the odds ratios for any birth. We fuund that whether a 

i 
woman had a birth of any kiod. either a marital or. DOn-marital birth, after the Wave I interview . ' 

is not related 10 the kind ofbirth she had before Wave I. Both desired family size and baving had 

a mistimed pregnancy are correlated with the odds of a birth: women who said that they 

I 
.xperienced becoming pregnant sooner.than they intA:nded had lower odds of another birth while 

, 
I 

women who said they wanted another child are much more likely to bave another birth, 

However, there is no correlarion between already having Lee children than intended and the 
I 

odds ofanother birth. The longer a woman receives welfare the higher her odds of a birth; in the. 
, . 

meantime. her odds ofgiving birth decline with age, Having had a teen birth increases the odds 
I 

ofhaving a birth between Waves I and II. 

, 
- Table 3 about bere 

I , 
The next two models include only women who baQ • positive outcome in the first mudel. 

that is, women who had either a marital or Don-marital biith between Waves I and II. Thus, the 
! 

model presented in column 2 estimated the odds ofhaving a marital birth between Waves I and II 

vetSUS a non-marital birth for women who had had • birttl during this time. Column 3 contains 

the estimated odds of having a non-marital birth between Waves I and II versus having a marital 
I 

birth among women who had had a birth. 
I 

Among womeD who gave birth after Wave r. tho..1 in both the never-married and post

marital birth subgroups were much less likely to have • marital birth and much more likely to 

11• 
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--

have a non~rnarita1 birth than were women in the reference group after controlling for 

demographic and fertility variables. The third non-marital subgroup, women with pre-marital • 
births did not differ significantly for either of the birth oul<:Omes from women with marital 

births. 

Racelethnicity is • significant predictor of the odds ofhaving • marital or non-marital 

births. Compared to white women, black and Hispanic women who gave birth were less likely to 

have a marital birth aod more likely to have a non-marital birth. On the other hand, when the 

two types ofbirths were analyzed separately, the relationship between age and fertility, seen for 

all births, vanished. 

The desire to have another child is a significant and positive Iiu:lor in the marital birth 

model, but decreases the odds ofa non-marital birth. Length ofrecent welfare receipt is not 

associated with the odds ofa marital birth but is positively associated with the odds ofa non- • 

marital birth. Net of other factors, WOmen who were teen mothers were almOst three times as 

likely to have a non-marital birth as other women, while this l'ador was not associated with the 

odds of. marital birth. 

Waye II Outcomes 

Welfare. The odds ofheing on welfare at Wave II were estimated using a model with a 

set of dummy variables which combine whether a woman was in the marital or non-marital birth 

group at Wave I with whether she subsequently had. marital birth. a non-marital birth, or no 

births berween Waves I and II (as described above).' 

The bottom ofthe tint colUmn ofTable 4 shows tha~ compared to women with a marital 
• 

birth before Wave I aod no subsequent births (the refe:renee group), women who ever had a .on

• 



--

, 


• marital birth were significantly more like)' to be receiving welfare at Wave II. This is not 

surprising given the well-established link between single ~otberhOod and welfare receipt. The 

I 
exception to this pattern is women whose non-maritat birth occurred before Wave I and who 

I 
subsequently had a marital birth. signaling a change in marital status, Women \\ith more recent, 
';"n-marital births, that is, births after Wave I, bad higher idds of being on welfare at Wave II 

than women whose last non-marital birth was prior to Wave I. This result suggests both that 

baving a non-marital birth has long-term coosequenees in terms of welfare receipt and that these 

consequences lessen over time. 

- Table 4 about here I
Seveta1 control variables were significantly relatedlto the odds oCboing on welfare at 


I 
Wave II. As might be expected, past dependeDce on welfare, both during childhood and during 

. I, 
the yem immediately prior to Wave I, is correlated with increased odds of welfare receipt. On 

the other hand, yean of education is inversely related to the likelihood of being on welfare. Net 

of other variables in the model, WOOleD whose nr.t birth occurred before the age oftwenty are 71 
, 

• 

percent more likely to be on welfare at Wave II, • finding that suggests that teen births bave 

long-lasting consequences for this particular outcome. 
, 

EmpJ=ent. The odds ratios for full·time employroent (30 or more hour.; per week) for 
. I 

the six fertility dummy variables are shown at the bottom dfthe middle column ofTable 4. 
! 

Overall, a recent birth, whether it be marital or non-marital; tends to lower the odds of working 

full-time. This is particulariY the case for recent non-marital births; regardless of the type of 

birth prior to Wave I, women with a non-marital birth aller.Wave I are only about 30 percent IlJl 
, 

• 
likely to be working as women in the reference categOlY.' Women with recent marital births 

I 



were also less likely to be working, although the difference is significant only for women whose 

births all occw:red within marriage. These results suggest that the recent birth of a child has a • 
more negative effect on a woman's likelihood ofbeing employed than whether that birth occurred 

inside or outside ofmarriage, though it is intriguing that unmarried mothers are less likely to 

work than married mothers. 

Women who lived with both parents during their childhood were less likely to be 

working full-time possibly because these women are more likely to be married and therefore 

under less economic imperative to work. Interestingly, becoming a mother while still a teenager 

increases the odds of working full-time at Wave II, as does eacb additiooal year ofeducation. 

Number ofy...... spent on welfare prior to Wave I is inversely related to the odds ofbeing 

employed; women aD welfare tend to have fewer job skills aad lower buman capital than other 

women, 

Income, The OLS regression model predicting Wave II income, presented in log form, is • 
shown in the third column ofTable 4. Once again, having a recent non-marital birth is 

significantly associated y,i!h the outcoo>e. In this case, a non-marital birth after Wave I is 

significantly and substantially related to lower Wave n income compared to that of the referenee 

group, while the household income ofwomen who bad a marital birth during that time (whether 

or not their pre-Wave I birth was marital or non-marital) did not differ from those in the 

reference group. This result i,due to the fact that most ofthe women in eacb ofthese three 

groups - Wave I non-marital birth and Wave II marital birth, Wave I marital birth aad Wave II 

marital birth, and Wave I marital birth only - were married at Wave II. 

Unless a woman marries following. non-marital birth, having a non-marital birth is 

14 • 



• associated with lower financial wel1~being over the long~term. For example, women who had 

non-marital births between 1982 and 1987 and remained Ul1lIlarTied al Wave II still bad lower , 
I 

• 


incomes five to twelve years later, compared with womeri who had marital bjrths during that 

time (and no subsequent non-marital births). 

I 
Race, education and welfare history are also correlated with household income at Wave, 

I 

II. 	Compared to whites, both black and Hispanic women have lower incomes. Years of 

leducation is positively associated with income, while both ever having been On welfare as a child ,· 
and years of welfare reeeipt prior to Wave Iare negatively' related to this outcome. 

Discussion 

I 
Severnl imponant patterns emerge from these analyses. Women wbo have marital births 

I 

gen~IY come from more advantaged backgrounds than Jomen with non-marital births and 
I 

married 'women are similarly more advantaged after a birth. This seems to reflect both 

backgrouod variabi;. that are related fO the chances of beJg married and to the economic 

benefits of mamage itself. It can, however, be misleading.to · lump all types of non-marital births 

into one category, as there are important differences among women who give birth prior to 

marriage. after marriage. or who never marry. on avariety ~fmeasures. For example, women 

who manry after a non-marital birth more closely resemblethose with marital births than other 

women with non-marital births. This pattern suggests that the order of these events - birth and , 
I 

mamage - are not as critical for demographic and economic out<omes as the fact that both events 

do occur. 

• 	
The analysis of subsequent birth patterns suggests that, with the exception of women who 

· 
IS 

http:misleading.to


marry soon after a non-marital birth, women with marital births do not generally go on to have a 

non-marital birth. The reve.... pattern also appears fairly strong; subsequent births among women • 
who already had one non-marital birth also tend to OCCur outside of marriage. 

Women with non"marital births who never marry appear to have the grimmest outcomes. 

Having a non-marital birth has been shown to lower the odds of marrying (Bennett, Bloom and 

Miller, 1995) for never-married women, which means that long-term single motherhood is. 

likely fate for many of th..., women. Their relatively negative economic status is .t least 

partially due to the very fact that they never malT)'. While becoming employed is the most 

common means out of poverty for female-beaded households and the reason for more than two

thinls of welfare exits (Harris, 1993), the recent """""""ce ofa birth, marital or non-marital, 

lowers die odds of heing "':'Played for mothe!ll. 

The patterns seen in these analyses suggest that women'. marital status at the time of a 

birth is related to the source and ben.. the amount of their household income. Women whose • 
recent births occur outside ofmarriage";' more likely to turn to welfate as a source offinancial 

support while women with marital births, by definition, have. busband. The income from a 

husband nat only lowers the nead to work to support herselfand her children and perntits women 

to avoid reliance on public assistance, but husbands tend to contribute much more income to a 

housebold than docs the state. In terms ofhousehold income, employment and welfare, women 

who had a non-marital birth before Wave I but went on to malT)' he""" having another birth are 

statistically indistinguishable from wornen with only marital births on the outcome measures 

examined here while other women with pre-Wave I non-marital births fate wo,.. at Wave ll. 

This pattern suggests that although a non-marital birth has enduring negative economic 
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• consequences for women. and thus their children. marriage tends to improve economic: 

outcomes. 

• 


In conclusion. these results strongly suggest that non-marital fertility is not a 
I 

homogenous category~ rather, the circumstances under which such births occur and their timing , 
in the life course of wOmen are important fuetors to consider when analyzing potential

I 
! 

ramifications of non-marital childbearing, even in a sample limited to adult chlldbearers. Thus, 

wben possible, it is important to keep this heterogeneity in mind when designing fu.ture resear<:b 

and policy On this topic. 

1.With minor exceptions, multivariate ~esulta excluding women who 
had births while cohabiting did not differ appreciably. When 
cohabiting births were excluded from the analyses predicting the 
odds of a birth between Waves I and III' Hispanic women were 
significantly more likely to have a non'~marital birth after Wave 
I given any birth. Years on welfare from 1982-1987 were 
significantly and inversely related to ,the odds of a marital 
birth, given any birth. In analyses of household income at Wave 

• 
II, blacks no longer differed significa,ntly from whites. 

17 



2.A small number of women had both marital and non-marital 
births, they were scored as being positive for all three ~ 
outcomes. Thus. they prevent the conditional odds of a marital 
birth being the reverse of the conditional odds of a non-marital 
birth. 

3.1n the NSFH# welfare is defined as AFDC, Food Stamps, General 
Assistance, and heating subsidies. 

4.1f a woman had both a marital and a non-marital birth after 
Wave I~ she was placed in the non-marital birth category. 

5.These patterns held when the work outcome was defined as one or 
more hours per week (any employment) or 20 or more hours per week 
(at least part-time employment) . 

~ 
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Table I. Wave I demographic characteristics by marital status ofbinh among women 

who had a birth in the five years prior l? Wave I (weighted),

• Marital birth Non-maritAl binb.,SubWLlRS 
yAtiable ~tmarried Prc~marital POst-IJWjta! 

• 


Race--- (,,4) 

White 

Black 

Edutatioo'" 

2lJ.24 

25-29 


F"","y tx.;l;ground 

Lived with both 
panmtsu , (%) 

Family ever Oil 
welfare-'·* (%) 

Fertility 

Teen birth'·· (%) 

Any pregnaocy s.ooanCf' 

than intended'" (*.4) 

Have more children 
than intttuted·" (o/~) 

Parity at Wave 1'" 

Years <m welfare. 
1982-1987 


33 


7 


11 


13.1 
(2.4) 

3 


14 


34 


49 


69 


10 


20 


44 


I' 

2.1 
(1.1) 

.0.3 

(0,9) 

, 

I 


33 


52 


15 


11.4 
(1.4) 

16 


44 


2' 


16 


42 


16 


58 


75 


30 


2.0 
(1.1) 

2.1 
(1.7) 

69 


26 


5 


11.6 
(1.3) 

17 


58 


23 


2 


64 


10 


71 


79 


13 


1.7 
(0.3) 

0,8 
(1.3) 

59 


31 


10 


11.9 
(1.3) 

4 


12 


33 


51 


47 


28 


60 


63 


35 


32 

(1.2) 

2.3 
(1.8) 

• 
 I 

N 894 ,, 214 42 94 


,, 

·"p:$,OQI 
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Table 2. Percentages of women with marilaland non-marital births prior to Wave I who had births 
between Wave I and WaYeli (weighted). 

Wave I birth _ 

Martial birth 

Non-marltal blrtb 

Never married subgroup 

Pre~marital subgr9uP 

Post·marital subgroup 

Overall 

Anybjnb 

42 

53 

61 

28 

44 

,i 

I)!pC ofpost~Waye I birth 
Marital birth 

40 

16 

54 

10 

36 

Non-marital birth 
3 

38 

13 

17 

8 
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Table 3, Odds ofa birth between Wave Iand Wave II by marital birth and type ofnon-marital birth in 
the five years prior to Wave ('(weighted).,• 


variable 

Race 
BI",k 

Hispanic 
White (ref.) , 

Education 

Age 

519 

20-24 
25·29 
;:30 ( ..r,) 

Family bac/cground 

• 

Lived wlboth parents 

Ever o,n welfare 

Fertility variables 

Any pregnancy sooner than intended 
Want more c:hildmt 
Have more c:blldren than intended 
Teen mother 
Wave I parity 

Yem on welfare. 1982·1987 

Never married subgroup 
Pre~mariUlt subgroup 
Post-marital subgroup 
Marital binh group (ref.) 

·2 l<>8 likelibood (17 df) 

*p$05 ··p$,01 "·pS.OOl 

Any birth 

L11 
0,79 

),00 

0,99 

1,16' 

2.19u 

1.12** 
1,00 

0,94 
0,73 

0.56**-9.19"· 
0.87 
1.67' 
0.89 

1.16' 

0.80 
0.88 

a.56 
1.00 

325.50 

Given a birth: 

Madtal binb ~gD~marital bir:tb 


0.12" 
0,25' 
),00 

1.11 

I 
I 

0,71 
0,37 
0,68 

1.00 

0,84 
0,64 

1.26 
4.26'" 
0.89 
0.49 
),36 

0.70 

0.12·" 
1.00 
0.08"" 
1.00 

190.12 

5.72"· 
3,06 

1.00 

0,88 

\,)4 

1.86 
LSI 
1,00 

1,81 

1.50 

0,95 
0.26" 
0.96 
2,74· 
0,71 

1.54** 

9.56·" 
1,72 
8,16' 
1,00 

190,91 
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Table 4, Wave 11 OUtoomcs by type of birth prior to Wave I and fertility between Wave Iand Wave U (weighted), 

Odds of receiving Odds ofworking Log(househoid income) 
Variable welfare fuU~time 

Rac. • 
Black 
Hispanic 
While (ref.) 

Education 

Age 
:;;19 
20-24 

25·29 
~O (ref.) 

Family background 
Lived wlboth __IS 

Ever on welfare 

Fertility W11"iables 
Teen mother 
Wave I parity 

Years on welfare 

Wave 1-> Wave II 
Noo·marital B -> Noo·marital B 
Non-maritat B ~> Marital B 
Non-marital B ...> No binb 
Marital B -> NOD-marital B 
Marital B .> Marital B 
Marital B -> No birth (ref.) 

·2 log likelihood 

Int=ept 

adj. R' 

1.54 

1.37 

1.00 

0,79··· 

1.14 

1.68 
1.03 

1.00 

1.21 
2.0S·· 

1,71· 

1.04 

l.4S"· 

9.50··· 
2.01 

3.11" 
15.85' 

1.66 
1.00 

310.52 . 

1.58' 

1.33 
1.00 

1.08· 

0.66 
1.09 

1.16 

1.00 

0.70" 
0.76 

1.64' 
0.92 

0,81·"· 

029"" 
0.58 

1.16 

0.31' 
0.48·" 
1.00 

71.83 

-0.86" 
.0.61' 

OJ1" 

·0.64 
-0.23 

.0.08 

0,07 

.0.50' 

0.44' 

0.08 • 
-0.33·" 

~3.3S..• 
0.Q1 

·1.14·" 
·2.75"· 
.0.09 

8.63"· 

0.24 

'p,SO.I 'pS05 "pSOI '''pSOOI 

• 



• References: 
, 

Aquilino, W.S. (1996). The life !course of children born to 
unmarried mothers: Childhood living ar-rangements and young adult 
outcomes. Journal of Marriage and the~amily. SSc 293-310. 

Bachrach, C.A. (1996). The chang'ing circumstances of 
marriage and fertility in the u~s. Paper prepared for National 
Academy of Sciences conference -The Effect of Welfare on the 
Family: What Do We Know? What Do We Need to Know?" washington. 
DC. 

I 
Bane. M.J. and Ellwood, D.T. (1956). Slipping into and out 

of poverty: The dynamics of spells. Jburnal of Human Resources. 
,,2.l.... l-23. 

Bennett, N.G., Bloom, D.E. and Miller, C.K. (1995). The 
influence of nonmarital childbearing on the formation of first,
marriages. DemOGraphy. 32. 47-62. 

Duncan, G. and Hoffman, S. 

Eggebeen, D.J. and Lichter, D.T. (l991). Race, family 
structure, and changing poverty among American chi ldren # American• I 

, 

Sociological Reyiew. 56. 801-817. I 
, 

Foster, E.M. and Hoffman, S.D. (1996). Nonmarital 
childbearing in the 19805: Assessing t~e importance of women 2S 
and older. Family Planning Perspectiyes. 26. 117-119. 

I, 
Harris# K.M. (1993). Work and welfare among single mothers 

in poverty. american Journal of Sociology. 99. 317-352. 

Krein¥ S.F. and Beller, A.H. (19BBl. Educational attainment 
of children from single-parent families! Differences by exposure, 
gender and race. Demography, 25. 221-234. 

Lichter. D.T. and E9gebeen, D.J. (1993). Rich kids, poor 
kids: Changing income inequality among :American children. Social 
Forces, 71. 761-780. 

I 
Moore~ lCA., Morrison l D.R. and Gl,ei, D. (1995). Welfare 

• 
are adolescent sex: The effects of fami'ly heitory, benefit levele 
and communi ty context. Journa] of rami,!;}' and Economic Issues. 
li.... 207-235. 



Thornton, A. (1989). Changing attitudes toward family issues 
in the United States. Journal of Marriage and the Family. 51, ~ 
873-893. 

U,S. Department of Health and Human Services (199S}. Report 
to Congress on out-of-wedlock childbearing. DHHS Pub. No. (PHS) 
95-1257. Hyattsville, Me: National Center for Health Statistics. 

Wojtkiewicz, R.A., McLanahan. S.S. and Garfinkel. I. (1990), 
The growth of families headed by women, 1950-1980. Demography. 
Z1. 19-30. 

Wu, L.L. {1996}, Effects of family instability, income I and 
income stability on the risk of a premarital birth, American 
Sociological Reyiew. 61. 386-406. 

~ 


~ 




• 


• 


• 




• 


• 

I 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES 

Public Health service 

Centers for Disease Control and Prevention 


National Center for Health Statistics 

• I 


Hyattsville. Maryland 
Seplember 1995 I 


• 

DHHS Pub. No. (PHS) 95-1257 


I 

I 


, 
For ..1e by lhc u.s. Government Plinlinl OffiI;1! 

SlIpCrinteadtn\ of Documenu.. Mail SII:Ip: $SOP, Wuhinl'on. OC l'OoIOl·93l& 

ISBN 0-16-0'8332-2 



Table of Contents 
I 

I
• 
.i 

Introduction 111 


Executive SU1tIl1lIlI)': NonmaritalChildbearing in the United States v 

by Kristin A. ~ 


The Demography ofNonmarital Childbearing 

• 


Introduction 3 


Trends and Differemials JO 

Ovenill Trends 5 


What', Driving the Trends: Factors Affecting Change in Nonrnarital Births 23 

The Path to Nonmarital Fertility i 39 

NCXI Steps: Marriage and Childbearing after a First Nonmarital Birth 56 

Transfer Payments and Unmarried Mothers : 62 


. International Comparisons 67 

Technical Notes 73 

References 76 

Appendix A: Tables : 81 

Appendix B: Observed and Standardized Nonrn¥ital Fertility Ratios 131 


Expert Papers 

•
The Retreat from Marriage and the Rise in Nonmarital Fertility 137 


by Daniel T. Lichl<:r 


Family Structure and Nonmarital Fertility: Perspectives from Ethnographic 

Researeh 147 


byLindaM._ 

The Effect of the Welfare System on Nonmarital Childbearing 167 

by Robert A. Moffitt 


How Nonmarital Childbearing is Affected by Neighborhoods, Marital 

Opportunities and Labor-Market Conditions. ,I 177 


byGtogJ. Duncan I 

I 


Access to and utilization ofPreventative Servic~s: Implications for 
Nonmarital Childbearing 

by MIIrth. R. Burt 

• 
189 



201Attitudes, Values, and Nann. Related to Nonmarital Fertility 
by Arland Thornton •

Risk Factors for Adolescent Nonmarita! Childbearing 217 
by Brent C. Miller 

The Consequence. ofNonmaritai Childbearing for Women, Children, 
and Society 229 

by Sara S. McLanahan 

Strategies to Reduce Nonmarital Childbearing 241 
by Theodora Oorns 

• 


u • 



Introduction 
i 

The Yiment Crime Control and Law Enformncn! Ae! of 199)""ltti= lbal !he SecretAI)', in conjUllCli"" wilb 
!he Nati""'" Cc:nteT for Heallb Statistics, prepare an analysis Of !he increases in ""om.,;..1(OIIt",f·wedJock) 
births, provide comparative data &om foreign nations, and ide~tify potential causes, antecedents and remediaJ 
~s. 	 I 

• 
S..ff from !he om", of !he Assisunl S"""""Y Cor Planning and EvaluOIi... !he National Cc:nteT Cor Heallb 
StatisticslCc:nteT for Disease Control and Prevenlion and lbe National wtitu.. for Child Heallb and 
llevel"l"""'1llNalionallnstibI!Cs ofHaallb forn>:<! • department working group to ov""",,, !he compietioo of!his 
~. 	 : 

Using da....lIeered by lbe Dcpartmen~ primarily Vilal Statistics and AFDC d.... as well as ,ome additional 
survey dala~ the report summarizes the eurrent status end trends in nonmarital chlJdbearing. In addition, 
infa'l1l4tion on related tn:nds such as sexual behAvior and marriage is included. International compartSOO data 
are also provided. ~ 

• 
In addition., in order to c:apture the complexity of issues surrounding out of ",'tdlock ehildbearing. this volume 
contains a series ofsupp1emcnt.aI papm by expertS from various social science disciplines. Because researcher:s 
from different fields approach the issue of nonmnritol births fr~ different perspectives, their analyses TCveals 
varied and saaidUncs controdictory findings. Each author produced a paper that summarizes !he major li~ 
rdalo:! to OOIIIllIIIitai (OUl of wcdJoek) CWlily in !heir focld. lJIoddilion. lbe "'pcI1S eritically ...Iyzed _ 
findings, identifymg """'" oC consensus. disparily and gap. in knowledge. 

. 	 I 

I The papers on ontecedcn.. oC nonmari..1childbearing include:1 
.•

I • a description of the determinants of miU'Tillge~ 

I 
• 	 an cthno_hie onaIysis oC lbe relationship be"""", fomily .tnlCture lind nonmariU1l <hildbearing; 

I 
• 	 a synthesis of literature that uses multivariate analyses to examine the relationship between publie 

transfer programs and nonmarital births; 

• 	 a similar St.IllllruUY that focuses on the roie of indivj~at and neighbo:hood oppoitunities; 

• 	 adiscussion of how aa:ess to and utiliz.ation of prev~ltive sen'lces rclate to nonmaritoJ childbearing; 

• 	 an analysis of haw the incidence of nonrnmitAl eiUldbcwing varies with change! in social norms, both 
over time and oc:ross popuJatlons; and 

• 	 adc:saiptioo of!he interrel,tionship oC risk f.ctors !hal lead to nonmarital <hildbcaring by adol"""" .. 
and identities the loc:k ofsimilar l'CScnrch on adults, 

• 
Following the papers on antcccdents is a paper that disc:usscs the c.onsequences ofnonmarital childbearing on 
both parents and ehitdrm. The fmal ~per provides a frM'l~ for developing rcrncdie.! me.o.sures. 

UI 
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Nonmarital Childbearing in the United States •Kristin A. Moor~ Ph. D. 
Child Trends, In<:. 

Introduction 

In 199.3, 1,240,172 births CJCCUtTCd outside of marriage in the United Stilies, These births accounted for neady 

a third of aU births and dn:w the attention of policy makers. researchers, the media and cilizens alike. The 

p1.1tpO$e ofthis report is to swnmarize 8vaiJabie scientific information on nonmarilal fertility and specifically to 

address four broad but critical questions. 


• 	 First.. v;OOt are the trends in nonmarital childbearing" What is the breadth and magnitude of the increase 
in nonrnarital fertility'/ Who is having children outside of marriage? How do fenility patterns and trends 
vary across demographic and social sub-groups'! 

• 	 What are the conseqUtnCf;S ofnonmarital childbearing for children. for adults, and for the public? \\!hal 
negative oonsequcnces can be auributed to nonmariUll childbearing per sc, as distinct from consequences: 
due 10 the generally disadvantaged circumstances of the couples wh.o have children without marrying? 

• 	 A third important question focuses on the caus~ ofthe dramatic increase in nonmarilal fertility. Vlhat 
factors have contributed to the upsurge in childbearing outside ofmarriage't Any attempt to address the 
issucs raised by the ~ incidence ofnonmarital fertility requires an under.staoding of those factors. 
Most social and family behaviors arc affected by nwneTOUS complex fotces. Research findings 00 a 
variety ofindividual, family, neighborllood, community and policy factors that might affect the incidence • 
of non~marital childbearing are summarized. 

• 	 A fourth topic ~ prevention ofpregnancy orcruldbearing among unmarried pcrsoos and policies 
and actions to ameliorate the negative ronsequenc:cs associated with parenthm outside of marriage. 
In particular, issues for federal, state. and local policy makers to consider are oUllined, along with 
suggestions for potiey initiatives that might reduce nonmarital parenthood 

Finally, reflecting the dramatic increases in nonmaritaJ sex, pregnancy, and parenthood. the need for further 
research and better data is addressc<t 

What Are the T~nds and Pattl!rns in Nonmarital Otildbearing? 

Every indicator points to substantial increases in non~marita! fertility in recent decades, but a slowing of the rate 
of Increase in the (ast several years. 

• 	 Thenumba ofnOl1JllJlrital births has ina=ed dramatically, from 89,500 in 194010 1,240,172 in 1993. 
HoWever, the pace of the increase has slnVr'Cd in the 1990$, Between 1980 and 1990, the number of 
nomnaritaJ births rose on average by 6 percent annually. Between 1990 and 1993, the number rose by 
aboul 2 p(7cent annually. . 

v • 



• • The nonmarital birth rnte, which measures the proportion of wunarried women ....ho have a birth each 
j'¢af. has also increased. The rate rose from 7.1 births per 1,000 unmarried women in 1940 to 45.3 in 
1993. Howovcr. after steady and dramatic in= in !he la.. 19705 and !he 1980•• the nonmantal birth 
rate has stayed the same since 1991. I 	 . 

I 
• 	 The llOfU'1'1.WitaI birth ratio describes the proportion of aU b,irths that occur outside ofmarriage. Between 

1940 and 1993, the ratio rose from 38 to 310 per I,OQO births. Expressed as a pcrccmt. this means 
nonmarital births have risen from 4 peroent to 31 percent of aU births. This reflects both increases in 
nonmarital fertility and declines in marital fertility. Again, the 1990, have seen is slowing of the pace 
ofin"""" Thenonmarital birth ratio rose by more than <I p=t annually during the 1980-90 decade, . 
and by aboul 3 pc=nt annually between 1990-93. ' 

Figure I. Proportion of Birth. to Unmarried Worn ..: United States, 1940-1993 

• 	 " 
,

eo' , , , ! '. I , ' , , , ! ! ! , , ! ! ! , • , ! , , , , , • ! , , ! ! ! , J ! , , , ! , , ! , , ! , , ! • 

i 
~ VCZIIIIt'B. Sl, BWoIoUnmanitd MMbrn~ United.suw. 19to.91. NwotW CdItI:f fer HeaItb SWiAiI;ll. Vita! &nil Hedlh ~ 21(!il}'. 
V~SJ. JAMIrtln.SM T&6d, (tal Aci""""Rt:p:nofFiIu.l N'NJityStatiJtiu.1993. NationalCaNrfbrHeaM~ 199', Nui«al 
~fj)fHWth Swistia VilAlSwinicsitflh<'lJniv=dS1..tu#, 1993, VolwM l Nw.lity. 1a~ S(e~Tt.blc!-3 

I 
i 

The incidc:nce ofnonmarital childbearing: has been rising for more'than fIve decades. Between i 940, and 1960, 
inaeases were skrw but clear. Since the 19105, increans in the number, rate, and ratio of nonmarital births ha...'e 
been dramatic. Only in the last several years, howevCT, has the paCe: of the inc::rease slowed. Most notably, the 
norunarital birth rate has not increased during the last three years for which data are available. 

, 
Increases in the rate of norunarital childbearing have been steady for teenagers throughout this time period. 
Among women over age 20, however, norunaritai binh rates rose through the mid-l%Os. declined, and then 
began to increase again in the:: late 19705. , I' 

• 
lncreases in the proportion of all births that are nonmarital (the nonmarital birth ratio) reflect both an increase 
in the mnnber ofunniarried women in the population who are at risk of a norunarital pregnancy and also higher 
.-ofnOlll1lJlriW childbearing. The largcrpopulillionofunmanicd_ is due primarily to delayed matriage 
among the large ~aby boom generation, as well as increases in diYorce end separation. The combination ofa 
higher rate of nonmaritaI childbearing together with a larger population ofunmarried persons has resulted in a 
substantial increase in the number and proportion Qf norunarital births. 

VI I 
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Among all nonmarilal births, the propotUOIl that are rlf" births has been declining, In 1993, I.ss than half (48 
percent) of all noomarital birth, were flrst birth" • 

It is important to recOgnize that not all births classified as nonmarital occur to women living alone, More than 
a quarter of nonmarital births occur to parents who live together without being legally married. Res.ean:h 
indicates, however, that these cobabiting relationships are not as long~lasting as legal marriages, Although about 
fOUI in ten cohabiting couples many within three years of a. birth. the majoOt)· do nat; moreover, marriages 
~ by cohabitation ~ f1lO1'e IlkeJ:y to dissolve than ma.rriag:es entered by couples who did not cohabit first 

Othc' Western industrialized ~ are also experiencing increases in the incidence ofnonmarital childbearing. 
Trmds toward delayed marriage. premarital sex. and cohabitation outside of marriage have O<:CUTTed in a number 
ofothc:t cmmtries. In 1992, the percent ofbirths to unmarried women in the United States was 30 percent, but 
was higher in the United Kingdom. Denmark and Sweden. Americans are unique primarily because of relativeiy 
low levels of ~ U$C and very high IlI!t:S of adolescent childbearing, oompared with 0_ industrialized 
democracies. 

Figure 2. Percent of Bit'ths to Unmarried Women by Country, 1992 
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• Who Has Births Outsjde of Marria2'e? , 

! 


COl'trary to commonly~held bdiefs. only 30 percent of all noiunarital births in the United States oe<:Ut :0 
teenagers. Thirty.fivc percc:n1 ofnonmarital births are to women ~ged 20-24, while 35 percent are to women 25 
and older. On the other hand, teenagen account for about half of aU /irsl births to unmarried women, 
Although !he _W birth ralC is higher for Afriean Americans than for whitos, tho majority af .oDlneriW . 
births (60 perunt in. 1993) are to white women and the rate is riSing faster among white women. 

Nonmarillll birth""", "" highest during !he yearn from 18 to 29, NOJ\Il'!Orlw birth rat<S tend to b< higher among 
disadYllllUIgCd and less~women and those in urban ",ellS, Among unmmried women aged 20 IIIId aldcr, 
women with less than a high school diploma "" at least w.. """" lIS likely to have • baby as unmmried WOIm:l1 

v,ilb some roUege, HoweT"C'. during the past da:ade. the norunarital birth rate has ri.sc:n in all age groups, in small 
towns as well as in ciLies, in all regions and states, and in all socioeconomlc groups. 

,, 

When they hear the phrase "wunarried parent," many AmericaD.s picture a teenage girl having a ftrSt child. 
Ha_cr, th"" is no typical nonmarital birth. Nonmarillll births can' be lim births, SCCQnd births, or higher-ordcr 
births, NorunaritaJ births can precede a fltSt marriage; they can ~ to a parent who is not married and who 
never marries; they can occur ....ilhin a cohabiting relationship; or they can ()(:;C'W" to Ii peent whose marriage has 
terminated. A woml;U'i with several children mil)' have had one or riwre births within marriage and one or more 
births outside afmarriage, It is important to note that more ibM 70 percent ofsingle parent families bave only 

, ' one or two children. I 

Among tho women interviewed in !he National Sum:y ofFamilies ahd Households was a substantial sub-sample 
who had • nonmadtal birth between 1983 II!Id tho time af thoir im:rvi<:w in 1m 1987 or 1988, Ofthe """""" 
who had • nonmerital birth during the previous five yearn, 61 p<n:cm were -.r-married at tho time they """" 
intcmewed; 16 percent had the birth outside afmarriage but had married by tho time af their imavicw; II!Id 23 
percent had !.he birth after the dissolution of their marriage.• 

! 

Figure 3. Circumstances in which Nonmarital Births Occur: United States. 1.987..88 
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-fatb to Parenthood Qutside of Marriaet 

Narunariial parenthood is preceded by a scri.es ofdecision points, including decisions about sex, contraceptive 
use, abortion, llllIIliage, and adoptiOll Ov<t tbe pastseveral decades, premarital and nOlllJlarital sex have b"",me 
more <ammon aniong adol_ and among Americans older !han 20. Among women born between 1954 and 
1963, who ever tn.mi<>.l. 82 pertall bad sex before they married, With delayed marriage and increasing rates of 
marital disruption, !he size ofib. popuIatian III risk ofhaving a IlOlllI1a:!ital pregnancy bas expanded substantially, 

• 
Despite increases in the: ProPortion ofunmarricd sQ{U!}ly active persons who use contraception, data indicate that 
married Y>ume:tl are more regular usc:r:s of con:traception than unmarried women, In .198&, among sexually active 
women, J1 percent of never-married women and 11 pcrcc:nt of previously married women were not usiog 
contraception. c:ornpured with only 5 percent ofcurrently nianied warnell These differences reflect e variety of 
facrors, including more stable and predictal>le relationships among married couples, the higher incomes ofmarried 
couples, and frequaltIy a greater ease in discussing and planning fot sex among married couples, Nevertheless. 
82 pc:rctnt ofmimarried sexually active women ·were connceptive users in !988, primarily relying Oil the pill 
(39 percent), sterilization (19 per=l) and oondoms (12 p=t). Couples who do not use any method of 
oonlr1l«:pbon contribute disproportionately to tbe incidence of unintended pregnancy; how""", rate' of method 
faillR are also high, espccial1y fot methods thath3ve to be used at the time of intercourse, such as spennicides. 

The vast majority ofpregnancies and births to unmarried women are unintendod at concoptWo' Data from the 
1988 National SUM:)'ofFamiIy Growth indiCllle thet88 pertall ofthe pregnancies experienced by """..-married 
women WCtt-un.i.mcnded. as were 69 percent of the pregnancies to previously married women and 40 percent of 
the pregnancies to married VI-'Otllen. 

Figure 4. Percent ofPregnancies to Women 1544 that are Unintended. by M.arital Status, 1987 • 
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it uOO::s sustaitwl motivation to abstain from sex and/or eontraccpt consistently, and for a variety of ree.soos such 
motivation is often lacking. Factors such as over-erumation of the risks ofcontraception, under-atimation of 
the fulihood ofpregnaocy. alack of educational and career oppOltUllities. passivity andIor impulsiveness, the • 
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• cost of contraception, and ambivalence about sex, birth control. and pregnancy undenni.ne the motivation to 

prevent pregnancy, In addition, sexual inleroou.rse is coerced irrsome cases, In fact., data indicate that., among 
gi:rls: 14 or younger when they fltSt had SeX. a majority ofthese ftrst intercourse experiences were nonvolurnary. 
Evidence also indicates that among unmarried teenage mothers, two-thirds of the fathers are age 20 or older. 
suggesting that differences in power and status exist benveen m~ sexual partners, These differences may be 
anothc:r factor Wldermining contraceptive use. especially when the female is quite young. ConsequentJy, many 
couples who don't seek pregnancy nevertheless experience prc~ancy. 

Little progress was made in reducing the rate of nonmarital pregnancies during the 19805. The nonmarital 
pregnancy rate increa5l:d among white women. betI>_ 1980 and 1991 (from 69 to 81 pregnaruoies per 1,000 
umnmried women aged 15-44), while it d,dined slightly among "'omen ofother races between 1980 and 1991 
(from 180 to 174 pregnancies per 1,000 _ed women aged 15-44). Unmarried women <:XjlCril:nce an 
estimated 2.8 million pregnancies annually. 

The probability tluit a nonmariUll pregnancy resulted in • birth increased between 1980 lUId 1991, as the 
proportion of nonmarital pregnancies that ended in abortion dec,lined from 60 to 46 percent This decline in 
abortion was partirularly large among white women. In 1991, nonmarital pregnancies were equally Hkeiy to end 
in birth or abortion~ about one in ten ended in ~age. j 

Figure S. Percent of Pregnancies Ending ia A~ortion by Marital Status among 
Women of all RIlUS,Aged 14-55: United'States, 1980 and 1991 
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The declines in marriage among oouples experiencing a nonmarital pregnancy are as dramatic as the recent 

• 
, declines in abortion. Ifunmarried pregnant women who have a live birth had married at the same rate in the 

mid~1980s as they did in the 1 960s, the inc:rease in nomnarital births would ha.ve been quite small. Hm...ever, 
"shotgun" marriages have become the exception rather than the ruie. From the 1960s: to the 19805. !.he 
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proportion ofIlOI:m.iarital CCIIlCeptions carried to a live birth in whicll the parents married before their child was • 
born plu.mmeted from 31 to 8 percmt among blacks, from 33 to 23 percent among Hispanics, and from 61 to 
34 percent omongwhiU:S. 

Figure 6. Among Women who Conc.eived Before Marriage, 
Pe......t Marrying Before Birtb of Child 
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Since adoption occurs after childbirth, it does not affect norunarital birth rates; but the declining incidc:nc:c of 
adoption bas scTved 10 increase the number ofll!l1!Ullried persons raising children. Iletw= 1960 and 1973, 
about one in five prCIIlllrital births to white womcv YICfe given up for adoption. COI1lp81Cd to less t1um one in 
lenin the Iatt 19705 and only one in thirty in the 1980,. FOflIlal adeption is rmly chosen by unmarried black 
or HisPanic pomIf$. 
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• Figure 7. Among Children Born to Never Married Women Aged 15-44, Percentage 
Who Were Relinqbisned fot Adoption, by Race ~nd Year of Birth: United States 
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i 
What Are the Consequences of NonmaritaJ Childbearing 

For Women, Children, and Society? 
I 

The CCIllTal, and ""y difficul~ task in identifying the consequ= of noo-nw:ital c.hildbeating is to disentangle 
the efft:cts of 11 person's marital status at childbirth fmm the effcdS of the person's other characteristics. The: men 
and the women \\no bc:come pan::n1soutside ofnuuriagete:nd to be diSadvantaged even before pregnancy occurs. 
If their c.hildren have problems or they re<cive public as"st"""", researchers must distinguish whetlu:r these 
negauve consequences occur because the child was: born outside of marriage or because of the parents' pre
existing disadvantages. 

The answer provided by research '" daIt is that pre-cxisting f"""'" acoount for much but not all of the diffiGulties 
experienoed by children and adults in ,inglc-pBmll families. Despite consistent evidence of great<:!: risk, the 
_ also shows that the ~crity ofchiId= in single P""'" families dcvclop 1lOnl:IalIy, The """'" mognin'" 
ofthe effects that.,.caused by ooonw:itaI childbearing has no< _ isoIatt<I, but effects have been ~ 
as small to moderate, depending on the ouI<omc being exJUnined. . 
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To d8!e, little =hhas specifically examined the COlIS~ of nonmanlaJ childbearing. Thus, although 
II great deal of research has examined outoomes far children and mothers in single parent famili(S, most srudies 
of fJUnily structure ~ve looked at single parent famiiies: without distinguishing among divorttd, separated. 
widoM:d. and nevc:r-married fmn:ilit:s. 'These studies have found that unmarried mothers arc less likely to obtain 
prenatal care and mOTe likely m have II low birthweight baby. YOWlg children in sjngle~mother families tend to 
have lower scores on verbal and nwh achievement tests. in middle chHdhood. chiJdren raised by a singie parent 
tend to receive lower grades., have more behavior problems. end have higher rates of chronic health and 
psychiatric disorders. Among adok:sc:ents and young adults, being raised in 8: single~mothcr family is associated 
with devoted risks of_childbearing, high sehool dropout, incan:.eraoion, and with bdng ndther employed 
nor in school. 

• 

Rc:s.earchers find that these negative effects persist even when they take into account factors, such as p<lrented 
education. that often distinguish single parent from two-parent families. Other pre-existing differences may. or 
course, still distinguish singlc-pan:nt families from two-parent families. Researchers have increasingly attempted 
10 take account of subtle and difficult..to-tneaSure variations in motivation, values. aptitude, and menlal and· 
physical health, To date, such analyses continue to find poorer outcomes among children in single-parent 
families. 

Up to half ofthe negative conscquena:s for children associated with single motherhood appear to reflect the low 
incomes of these families. The remaining effects seem to be due to greater residential instability, pre-disruption 
oonfiict. and less pan:ntal supervision andfor invoh"cment in eruJdrearing, Studies do not find that (re)marriage 
resolves the negative ronsequences 8ssoc.iated "ith growing up in a single parent family. 

Single mothers themselves o:pc:rieru::e elevated illites ofdepression. low self esteem. poor health. and general 
unhappiness. lnadditiont their marriage prospects are reduced reJauve to: women who do not have a premarital 
birtlt They also have an _ probabilily of""",Wing not only Aid to Families with Dependent Children but 
Food Stamps and Medicaid In 1992,58 pero:nt ofAFDC chiIdTen were in families with never-married mothers. 

• 

As)1:t, little _ has C>:lI!tIined the ~ for men, though r=nt work indicates that men who do not 
marryexpe~ few socioeconomic costs. Also, as noted only a few studies have compared outcomes for the 
ch.ildn:n ofnever"marricd mothers with outcomes for children in other types: ofsingle- parent families, Results 
from these studies suggest that the corisequcnces for children raised by never-married mothers are similarly 
negative to those ofchildnrt in disrupted famil~. The optimwn family situation for children is being bom into 
and growing up in • family established by both biological parents, panicularly if it is • low-conflict family. 

Thus. the research to date indic.atcs that, given current CCODonUc and social realities, nonmarital childbearing has 
negative consequences for ehildrm, for ","'Omen, and for taxpayers. What factors 3C<:Qunt for the high and • 
increasing incidc:n~ ofnonmariUlJ childbearing in the United States? 

Causes of Nonmarital Childbearing 

During the last several decades, when the incidence of nonmarital childbearing was increasing so dramatically, 
numerous other changes: ~ witnessed in virtually every other sector of society, Consequently. not only IS it 
dilIicult to dis<ntJlngle what role these changes nave played in increasing nonmarital fertilily, it is unlikely that 
there is a single factor that explains this important social change. RAther~ possible influences on nonmaritllJ 
fertilily ,ange from individual and family characteristics, to peer, neighhorhood and coo:ununily influences, to 
local, stall: and federal poIicico and programs, and to larger inlIuen<:CS such as the media and changes in attitudes, 
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,'alues and norms. Few studies haye examined the prediclors ofnorunarital fertility using all oflhese measures. 
lnd0e4 studies that focl.!S specifically on nonmarital childbearil]g are not frequenl, though the number ofslUdies 
is increasing in response to the rising incidence of norunarital childbearing and the comx:ms of policy makers. 
Findings from the available literature: are summarized below. ' 

The Role of WtlfaTe 

A commonly offered explanation for nonrnarital childbearingiis lilt availability of welfare benefits for single 
mothers. This proposition takes twO forms. The first hypothesizes that variation in the generosity of welfareiI 
benefits over time and among states has contributed to the gro~..'th in the incidence of norunarital childbearing. 

, , A S¢(.Ond hypothesis focusses on the existence of the program ~r se ami asks whether and how the incidence of
i ' nonmarira.! childbearing W{)uld change ifwtlfare were not availabJ~ to unmarried mothers. Resenn;hers have litlle , , 

capacity to address the second question be<;ause welfare is av;:lIable in all states, A number ofstudies Mye 
addressed the first question, however, by examining whether Slates with more generous programs have higher 
Ta~es ofnonmarital childbearing or, sometimes. ofleenage childbearing. 

., 	 states differ 00 a host ofdimensions apart from their welfare policies and fertility Tates which might also affect 
thenonmarital fatHity rate, Therefore, varied statistical strategies have been used lO makc comparisons across I:' 

I 	 states more appropriate, Results. from these studies are inconsistent; but when an association is found between 
I 	 welfare bene!h levels and nonmarital fertility it generally applies only to whites, Moreover, when associations 

~ found, they' tend to be smalt Given that welfare benefits dec,ined during the 19705 and 1980s, availability 
of benefits caMOt provide more than a partial explanation for increases in nonmarilal fertility.I

I, 

,! , 
I 

Welfare policy has also been hypothesized to affect marriage dec;~jons, Given trends loward deJayed marriage.

•
! high rates of divorce and separation, declining remarriage rates,'and more frequent cohabitation, half of U.S . 

women aged 15·44 had either never manied or wae no longer married in 19'1J, The possibility !.hat n'elfare 
aecounts for some off.hese marital trends has been examined in several studies with mixed results. Some studies 
find an association, while others do not. Again, the decline in mamage occurred during a time period when 
welfare benefits were also declining, making it unlikely that welfare represents 11 major cause of the decline in. , 
mamage, 

, 
An IldditionaJ possible influencc of welfare has received little research attention. The hypothesis is thal receipt 
ofwelfare on the part ofone generation incn:ases the propensity to avoid marriage and/or to have births outside 
of marriage in the next generation. The limited evidence on thiS issue suggests that long-term inlergenerational 
welfare receipt may inaease the risk of nonmarital childbearing; but it should be noted that long-term recipients 
represent a Sffiilll and uniquely disadvantaged portion of aU women (less than 3 percent ofall women). 

In £lIn1, the evidence linking welfare benefits with rising nonmarital ferti!ity is nOl consistent and does not suggest 
that \Vclfare repn:sents an imponant factor in recent increases in childbearing outside of marriage. A number of 
other explanations for rising rates of nonmarital childbearing have also been explored. 

Ewnorni!; Qpp~rtunities for Women and for Men 

ft has been suggested that increased wages and I~els of employment for women have freed women from 
economic dependence on marriage. However, empirical studies have not supported thls expectation. Rather, 
while higher levels of women's education. income and employment have been associated with'later marriage, they 
are related to higher levels of marriage and lower rates of nonmarital childbearing. 

I 
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Similarly. marriage is more likely for men who are well-educated, employed, and who have stabJe and bigh • 
earnings. In addition, the supply of marriageable men (e.g., employed men) is related to the nonmarital Fan'Oj 

that is, the more employed men in Ii «lmmunity, the lower the proportion of births that OCC\D" outside ofmarriage. 
Thus) better employment opporttm.ities for men are associated with a tugher proportion of bi.rths taking place 
within marriage. 

However, studies regarding the effeet of maie employment opportunities on the rarl! ofnonrnarital fatherhood. 
that is, the freqUC'.1lCy of f.atherhood among unmarried males, are not consistent. Moreover, economic 
explanations do not fully explain racial differences in family formation, nor do they provide 8 complete 
explanation for rising rates ofnonmarital duldbearing, as marriage and fertility paUl::rns have clJanged among 
all soeioeeonomic groups, One study estimates that the deterioratirtg employment and earnings position ofy01mg 
men, particularly those who are prod)' educated and minority. accounts for about 20 percent of the decline in 
marriage: betwWl 1950 and 1980. Thus, employment Opportunities do oot eompletely explain decreases in 

marriage or increases in nonmarita1 fertility, Nevertheless, there is fairly consistent evidence that improved 
socioeconomic circumstances are associuted \\ith 8 greater likelihood of marriage for both women and men, and 
that deteriorating economic ClrCUIDSrmtces, particularly for poorly-educated men, provide at least a partial 
explanation for rising nonmarital fertility. 

Nei:hborhQod inflUenCes 

A variety of mechanism$ have been suggested as ways that neighborhoods might influence marital and fertility 
behavior. For exampl.e, undesirable behaviors may be spread throughout a neighborhood by peer interaction, 
Adult role models may encourage negative or positive behavior, Positive behavior can be encouraged by the 
monitoringOfbehavior among"';ghborhood ""i<ients. On the other hand, the lifestyles and standards afbelter· 
offneighborhood residents may lead Jow-iru:ome residents to fee! discouraged about their OYon prospects and thus 
wining: to risk a nomnarital birth. • 
Some evidence has been found that neighborhoods affect behavior. For example, the absence of advantaged 
neighbof3 has been found associated with teenage childbearing, and the presence of high proportions of public 
assistance t<cipient.s has been found to be related to ..,runuita! childbearing. However. because disadvantaged 
neighborhoods tend to have multiple negati~ characteristics, wtUle advantaged neighborhoods tend to enjoy a 
variety ofpositive auribut.es~ it is difficuJt to distinguish among the various explanations. Moreover. most studies 
have found that individual and family cluu:acteristic are even more important than neighborllood and community 
characteristics as predictors of marital and fertility behavior. 

Variations in nClghborhood chatacteristies cannot fuBy explain the increase in nonmaritaJ duldbearing, since 
increases nave cc.cwred across socioeconomic and geographic groups, Although the increasing concentration of 
impoverished persom within extremely disadvantaged communities does not explain the broader retreat from 
marriage that appears to be oc.anring across socioec:onomic groups, it may help explain the acutely high 
proponions oC births that occur outside ofmarriage: in extremely impoverished neighborhoods. 

Indiyidual aDd Family Characteristics 

Although relatively little research has been conducted on the family and individual factors leading specifically 
to DOlllllarital childbearing, ahost ofstudies have t:Xamincd the predictors oftec:nage dtildbearing. This research 
consistently identifies several broad categories of factors that predict earl) sexual activity, pregnancy, and • 
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adolescent norunarital childbearing; school problems, behavior problems, poverty, and family problems. More 
specifically, school problems include low grades and low educational aspir.ations. Behavior probiems include 
early smoking. use ofillegaJ drugs, alcohol use, delinquency and discipline problems at school. Po..~tt)t at both ,.!' the family and the community kvc:l predict adolescent n~arital parenthood. Family dysfunction has been 

i ! I examined in many forms, Research indicates that early sexual al;>use increases the risk of adolescent clUldbearing,
, ! I' 
, 	 , 10 addition. frequent residential moves and experiencing parental marital disruption have been found to elevate 

,I, !he risk ofadolesoent pa.n::nthood. Also, varied measures of inadequate parenting, such as poor communication ., and a . lack of monitoring and involvement in the child' s ~I..ivitics. have been found to predict adoJescentI p",..IlI00d,! , 	 Ii 
i ' j 	 Unfortunately.lhc::re are few studies ofolder unmarried persons, limiting our capacity to provide an assessment
I • , 

ofhoweducatlonaJ and occupatiorud goals and opportunities, risk.t!tlcing, family functionin&. and socioeconomic
• . I'i ;: 	 status predict to the OCCWTtnce of first and subsequent nat:mariLai births among adults, Confuming the, ;" 
, : : 	 continuation ofpatterns identified among adolescents, or teVising out understanding regarding older oouples~ 

represents a priority for future research. 

Attitudes. Values aDd Norms 	 , 

I
Dramatic changes have occur.red in Americans' views of marriage and childbearing. It is difficult to assess 
whether changes in attitudes have oecurred in response to changes in behavior or vice: vC'Sa, Most probably, 

j 	 influences have OCCWTed in both directions. Moreover, the changes that have occu.rred in attitudes to date 
represent a built-in support for sustaining the changes that have occurred. and 1ll8)I provide a momentum for 
additional increases in nonmarital childbearing. 

: : 

Major changes have OCCWTed in attitudes about marriage, Although the vast majority of teenagers and young 
aduits expect to marry, only a minority feel that marriage 15 an essential pm of life for them. For example, oniy 
one in threeyoong people agree that "Il'S better for a person to get married than to go through life being single." 
Similarly, despite a widespread beliefiliat children develop better when they grow up "illl bolll parents and 
negative feelings about divorce as a way to resolve marital probl~, four in five young peopJe accept marital 
dissolution when there are children in the family and patents do not get along. Also, only three in ten young 
people agree that "single women should not have cldldren. even if they want to." 

, i 
", Living together willlout being married is also """'I"Cd by a majorityo( contemporary young people, and only one. , 

in five CXJRSS strong moral disapproval. Conoomiumtly, most youtigcr Americans accept premarital sex at least 
(or older teens and non4<c:nS- Despite strong disagn:onent on llIe """'Plability ofabortion f'" unmarried people, 
a subsumual majority of Americans think that cootraccption ~houk1 be available for teenagers and older persons" 

In general, yOWlgCf persons hold considerably more tolerant attitudes than older persons. Also, more religious 
persons. regardless of affiliation, tend. to bold more traditional attitudes. While youth care about the views of 
their parents. they tend to be equally Of more attentive to the values of their peers on some topiCS. Indeed,:many 

, youth report acceptance ofnontraditional. marital and fe:rti.lit)' behaviOrs from friends, and some youth. report peer
" 

pressure to _ SCl<\IaIIy experienI:ed Man:ova, dis greater """""'" in =t years for"'" and childbearing 
outside of marriage extends beyond the individual to family membr;rs. religious institutions, the media, and the 
legal system, D<spite this greater toleranc< for ehildbearing outside of DllIlTiage, few young peopl<:, or their 
parents, describe: adolescent parenthood Of ncmmarital Paten~:as desirable or sought-after events. Rather 
they are tolerated, 
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In sum, the data paint a clear picture of increasing and substantial tolerance for nonmarital childbearing and the 

behaviors leading up to nonmarital childbearing. Even if these tolerant attitudes and values do not actively • 

encourage parenthood outside of marriage for a given individual, they may increase its prevalence by reducing 

the pc%SCIl1al, social and familial pressures that have discouraged nonmacitaJ parenthood in previous generations. 


Strategies to Prevent or Reduce the Incidence of Nonmarital Childbear-jng 

Given that most pregnancies occurring outside of marriage are unintended at the time of conception, there would 

appear to be sUbstantial common ground between the individuals who have children outside of marriage and the 

policymaktr.; and citizens who seek a reduction in nonmarital fertility. Despite this common ground, available 

research doesn't identify anyone factor as the reason for the upsurge in nonmarital childbearing. Consequently, 

an array of interventions must be considered. While varied possibilities are suggested, a number of questions 

might be considered as policies are formulated. 


• 	 Who or what system is the target of a given intervention'! Are unmarried teenagers the target. or older 

unmarried persons as ....-ell? Are females the target, or males as well? Are poor persons the target, or 

all.Ameri.care;? ~ persons having unintended pregnancies the target, or is the target anyone who is not 

financially prepared to support a child without public assistance" 


• 	 What is the objective of the intervention'! To delay sexual activity o.mong teenagers'! To delay sexual 
activity until the first marriage? To discourage all sexual activity outside of marriage'! To encoul"agc 
early marriage, to reduce the risk of nonmarital pregnancy'! To encourage effective contraceptive use 
and pregnancy pl"Cvention'! To encourage certain resolutions of nonmarital births, e.g., adoption, 
abortion, 01" marriage'! 

• 	 What meehanisms that might affect the incidence of nonmantal childbearing are amenable to policy •manipulation'! 

• 	 Is the intervention based on a short-term or a long-term strategy'! For example, approaehes to increase 
marriage, abortion or adoption would represent short-term interventions, while structw"al interVentions 
to enhance job opportunities, to change community norms, or to improve education in at-risk 
communities would represent long-term approaches. 

How these questions are answered will presumably reflect considerations beyond the information currentJy 
available from statistics and analytic studies. Here, howeVer, the goal is to draw upon available research to 
suggest a variety ofstrategies that might be considered by policy makers or program providers as they develop 
strategies to reduce the incidence of nonmarital childbearing. 

Family Life and Sex Education 

For youth who are enrolled in and attend school, sex education programs can be developed that provide much
needed mfonnation about the risks and responsibilities of sc:xuaI activity. Research to dale suggests that the most 
effective programs combine the teaching of abstinence with information about contraception; however, as yet 
even the best programs have had onJy small to moderate impacts. To date, sex education has been found to 
increase knowledge, and it has not been found to have unintended effects, such as hastening the initiation of 
sexual activity. On the other hand, standard sex education has not been found to have "ery substantial intended 
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effects on behavior, though more comprehensive programs that combine elementS such as role playing and 
assertiveness tnUning have been found to have somev.tJat larger effeclS. Consequently. there is a need to develop, 
implement and evaluate stronger and more comprehensive curricula. In addition, there is a need to develop 
approaches that build Iinowledge and attitudes when children are,in elementary school and which continue through 
high schoof. Parentai and community.involvement can help assure that programs address community needs and 

\ 
How¢ver, many youth at risk of a fU'St or second nonmarilaI pregnancy are not attending «mvenLionalltigh 
schools Of junior high schools. In addition. most unmarried persi:ms are not teenagers. Program providers might 
therefore consider introducing sex and family life education into job training and GED programs, programs for 
welfare recipienlS. television and radio, religious settings, correctional institutions, medical settings. and other 
pia"" that UMlamed people gather. 

I 
PrDe-ramS to Improve Educational and Occupational Options 

i 
Research conducted among adolescerus consistc:ntly incticates that those teens who become parem.s are more likely 
to be having trouble in ~ool and are more likdy to come from poor families and communities. Socioeconomic: 
disadvantage also characterizes non-teen unmarried pamts. Thus, corn::lational evidenc,e suggests that enhancing 
the job skills, occupational prospects, and inc:Otne of persons who race unstable and poor!y-eampensated 

i emplaymcnt opportunities might be a promising strategy for reducing norunarital childbearing. SuclI programs 
:; may, for ~Ie. facilitate marriage by improving the economic prospects of prospective spouses. In addition," 

enhancing future opportunities for people who often feel they have ~nothing to lose" may increase the motivation 
ofdisadvantaged persons for preventing early and namnaritaf pregnancies. In addition. such programs could help 
abse:n.t parents provide economic resources to marry the children>s ~ther parent or at least to provide support for 
theirc:hildrm. Examining whether past or CW'1"C'nt job training programs affect not only employment and earnings 
but also marital and fertility behavior would be a useful addition to public policy 4iscussions. At present. based 
on the available scientific evidence, it is reasonable to assume that increasing educational and job opportunities 
represents a promising strategy for promoting marriage and reducing the incidence: of adolcso:nt parenthood. 
unintended pregnancy, and nonmarital ¢hildbearing. ' ! 

,, I 
, 

Among aU unmarried American women aged 1544, less than one in ten are sexually active, do not want to 
become pre~t. and yet do not use contraception. However, these women account for aboul haff of all 
unintended pregnancies in the United States. The remaining women who had unintended pregnancies were using 
contractption: but experienced the failure oftheirmethod, or ~ nol using their method oorrcctly or amsislently. 

Conttaceptives am not used or arc inadequately used for a variety of reasons. including a lack ofmotivation and 
concern over side effects; hcwevc:r, the cost and a.ccc:ssibility of servj~s constitute an important barrier to the use 
ofeffective methods ofcontraception. Many women lack health insUrance, and even those who have insurance 
often fmd that family planning servi¢eS arc ~ot covered. Medicai~ serves primarily women who are already 
_ and/or who rec<ive Aid to Families "ith Dependent Chil~, wlUle Title V of the Maternal and Child 
He.alth program also focusses primarily on women who are already mothers or who are having a child. Hence, 
Title X of tile Public Health Servicc Act remains the critical fedcml source of funding for pregnancy preV(otion 
among peopJe who arc not alteady parcnl5 or on vtelfare. Although virtually aU states ~so provide monies for 
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family planning. overall funding for subsidited OOIllTaCeptiV' ""'= has declin«l sinu 1980, Increased funding 

for family planning represents an important .step in reducing the incidence of nonmarital chiJdbming. • 


CommuDity Awareness and Information Camnaiens 

Attempts to change individual and community attitudes abOUt nonmarital childbearing (as opposed to adolescent 
pregnancy) have rarely been initiated or evaluated. Such campaigns could be informational, providing 
information about services available in lhe oomnumity, or persuasive, attempting to change attitudes about issues 
such as male involvement in pregnancy prevention and/or chlJdtearing. Community involvement is essential to 
determine what the message should be, the target of the message, and the manner in which the message is 
conveyed, 

TbeM$dia 

Researth studies have repeatedly docwnented the differential attention given in aU forms of media to nonmarital 
Sex, sex without conlmittnent, spontaneous unprotected sex, and nonmarital pa.rcnthood. compared ....-jth the 
attention given to abstinence, contraception, and marital parenthood. Uule infonnation is provided regarding 
the rish associated with nonmarital sex or the costs of nonmarital parenthood. and relatively few positive role 
models are provided for stable married sex and parenthood. Whether such differential attention reflects changes 
in s.ocieta! attitudes or is a cause ofchanges in social behavior is not dear; but both directions of influence seem 
probable. Such one-sided coverage may cause increases in noronarital childbearing, or may simply miss 
opportunities to provide accurate information about the responsibHities of parenthood or positive role models for 
adolescents and adults. 

One possibJe response is for viewers to avoid programming that encourages oonmerital sex and pMenthood. •
However, calls for patents to monitor the'programming and reading of their children seem most Jikely to be 
responded tQ by those parents whose children are least at risk. Moreo\v. appropriate approaches for older 
UJU1UIIl'ied individuals have not been developed and pose substantial complexities in a free market economy and 
II nation ttw upholds medomofspccch. The availabilityofalttmative programming (e.g., educational television 
for children), rating systems, provisions for parents to suppress undesired television shows wfiiclt can be easily 
implemented by parents> and the addition of more positive messages (e.g.• popular actors and actresses who 
abstain from sex or who consistently use contraception) represent potential approaches. 

Strendhenjng Families 

Rc::searth indicates that children from single parent families fact an elevalCd risk of themselves haviDg an early. 
norunarital bUth. Thus, ruJucing nonmarital childbearing might ultimatcly lov.'C'r adole:sewt ehildbearing. 

Researth indic:atcs.,1llO!tOVer,that a majority of unmarried mothers had their first birth as teenagers. Numerous 
studies of adolescent sexual and fertility behavior suggest that family problems are 8 risk factor for early 
pamrthood, Varied approaches to prevent sexual abuse, tQ support and preserve families., to involve members 
ofthe extended lcin nt:!WOrk in childbearing, ilIld (o.lr<:ng!hen the childrcoring knowledge and pretti"", ofboth 
IllOIhen and fathers have been developed, Such 'pproaehes mig)l! prevo" early nonmarital childbearing. They 
might also assist unmarried parents to provide a more supponi\'c environmert for their children. \Vhether such 
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mttzvcntions might have long~tenn impacts in preventing unintended and nomnaritai childbearing is a question 
in need of rigorous evaluation. 

Other approw:l1cs might focus on th' marital bond, seeking to hCIp parents fonn viable marriages, Couples who 
marry may need additional support to' sustain positive, low ronfIict relationships. Programs that st:rengthen 
marnage would minimiu the number of unmarried persons ~ho are divorced or separated; they might also 
enhance the Jives of the children in the~e marricd<ouple families. 

, 

,i 

" Prepane), ResotunQD I 

I11 
Dt:cisions ahoul how to resolve an unintended nonmaritaI pregnancy are intensely personal, imd most programs

Ii take a neutral, oounseling approach. H9wevet', consideration might be gtva'l to any financial, legal and poli'Y 
barriers to adoption, abortion Of marriage that $C.1VC to increase the number ofnomnarital pregnancies that end 
in nonmarita! births. For example, dtdines in access and flmding for abortion in some communities may have 
contributed to the declining proportion of nonmarital pregnancies that end in abortion. Also. dramatic declines 
in adoption have ~ in _ decades, in part ~ecting changes in ,tliWdes but possibly refi..ung l'gal 
and program 00_ '" adoption and ,lad< of"""",ling that involves alI coneemed parties in reaching a fully 
infOllllCd and thoughtful decision. In additiOll, programs may hCIp couples who wish to marry to overcome the 
obstacles theyexpc:ricnce to cstab]ishin~ a viable marriage. 

Child SUllJlgrt 

MaleS" ...Uas females <an be the _ofall oftile programs di'tlmed, Gi"" custody patterns, one program 
that is more likely to be directed at males is child support enforecment. Not only does stronger enforcement 
increase the inc.ome available 10 children and make employment a more realistic alternative to \\o'elf~ for 
mothers, enbtcm..t may provide an u-itive to maleS to prevent pregnancy or to m"'l', R_ show, that ,, men who do not many the mothers of~eir children experience feW ofthe costs associated with chlldrearing.

I, !na=ingIy sttiCl and sure enforcement of child support obligations couJd change the balanu ofpossible costs 
and benefits fur unmarried maleS, Although some ofthe falhas of babies born ..."ide ofmarriage are _gers, 
even among _ mothers two4hirds ofthe falhas are older than IIge _, H<::n«, it is realistic to expect the 
vast majority of these flllhen; to provide at least som' level of suppert for their ehildn:n, While establisbing 
pat<rnity and enforcing collection ofc.hiId support require =urces, , gain achieved by ,ending, message about 
responsible fatherhood could make more rigorous c:nfOfUIl.le'nt ina~gly cost-effective, For fathers who an:: 
Wlemployed Of bave exirc:mcly low and ~tic earnings, ¢due.ation1and training may enable them to provide 
suppolt for their children, 

Public Pqtia 

• 

I, 
Rcseami> does not suppert the widespread conll:nlion that ttcnag<:rs, ~ "'OIl1CD, or mothers a1nearly on 
_ ....._ in order "'obtain welfare benefits or gr..u:r weIf"" benefits, Less rcsearth is available 
on in<cntives regarding rnariW decisions, Tho """..won ofwelfare eligibility to include two-parent families 
cxp<:riencing _~ is intended to reduee any p<l!<:oriJII marriage elfeet; but it is not known how many 
_ falhas qualify under the work bistory provisions ofthe pro;!ram. Raoarth examining the effects of 
the expansion of AfDC to _Ioyed paren<s (AIDe.up) """" ,w~ Marriage penalties in other 
programs and in the tax code abo merit ",.thinking, Suggestions to WI back the Eamod _ Tax Cr«Iit, 



wbich assists nuuried as well as llIlmI1lied empk>yed parents, also deserve thoughtful debaLe. In adrution, the 

implicit marriage penalty in the Earned Income Tax Credit warrants the attention of polioj makers, As noted • 

repeatedly, increases in nomnarital childbearing reflect ~ in marriage as mueh or mOrt: than ehanges in 

fertility behavior, emphasizing the importaJtce of considering how policies and programs affect not just fertiJity 

but marital behavior, 


Research and Data Needs 

Considerable research has been conducted on adolescent parenthood. but far less Is known about fertility and 
marital bchav10r 8J'OOllg adults. While available research indicates that norunarital childbearing reflects a broad 
array of influences, little research has been conducted that incorporates the fuU aJ'Tl)y of infl\.1CJlCes. Moreover. 
because many ofthc changes that have occurred have been quite recent, there is a need for ~eareh to be equally 
up--to-datc. Descriptive studies that chart the varied patterns of marital and fertility events over time are needed. 
In addition. contemporary studies which examine marriage, fertility. and economic factors in landem, are much 
needed. The differential implications of being never-married as opposed to being separated. widowed, or 
divorced olso need to be: ex.a.rninCd., and the effects ofcobabitation versus legal marriage need more study. Also, 
the mediating links ~ family structure and negative child outcomes such as school an~ behavior problems 
require furtht:; analysis. Moreover, work is needed to understand the effects ofmedia and the sources of recent 
changes in attitudes and values about marriage and childbearing. Since most research has focussed on teenagers 
and females. more studles are particularly needed ofmales and adults, 

Surveys that support the tracking of changes in marital and fertility behavior need to be con~ued, for example, 
the NationaJ SW"V1!y ofFamily Growth. Comparative d.at.a forothcr industrialized countries also needs to be more 
readily available, In addition. studies that have Jabor fOfCC and economic topics as their central focus need 10 

incorporate meastU"eS ofmarital and fertility behavior as well, e.g., the (9% Cohon of the N~tional Longitudinal 
S\lfVCyofYouth and !he planned exICIISion of the S\IfVCy oflnrome and Program Participation referred to as the 
Survey of Program Dynamics. • 
Research is also n=:led that examines the effect ofnatural andior planned experiments not just on labOr market 
and mcome outcomes, but on marriage and fenJiity behavior as well. Such studies can examine the effects of 
policies implemented during !he 1980. and should also tnlCk the implications of chlInges eurrently bcing 
implemented. Finally. intervcnticms designed to a.m.diora1e the negative oonsequcnces associated with nonmarital 
childbearing need to be evaluated, e.g.) programs that assist absent parents to provide ccoI¥lIDic and emotional 
support to their children. 

Conclusions 

The dramatic _ in unmarried clUldbearing in !he Uni!cd StaI<:S rcllects chlIngcs in marital bel>avior as much 
or more than changes in fertility behavior. Amerieans are not having more babies; ~cy're having (ewer 
marriages, The economic and social circumstances. which tnake marriage less attractive, less necessary, or less 
feasible. are one oflhe roof causes of the increase in singll>'patent families. With young people initiating sexual 
activity earlier than before, but delaying or rejecting mmiage. they face many years J.!t risk of unmarried 
clUldbearin,g. HIgher djvora:!lItts and more fre<juent cohabitation have also increased the size of the population 
at risk ofnonmarital parenthood Most nonmarital births are unintended, as patents are unable to obtain. do nol 
choose. or fail to use effective contraception on a regular basis, 
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Today three in ten births is nonmarital, There is no typical unm~ed parent. but nonmarital childbearing is 
higher among those who arc: less educated and poor. Rates arc: ~ighc::r among black women but rising faster 
among v.hite women. Rates of unmarried childbearing have: increased in all groups and in all OOl'lltnunllJes across 
the country. The majority of teen mothers an:: unmarried. bu~ the majority of unmarried births are to women in 
their twenties or older. 

Public conc:em tends to focus on adoleSCOlt parents, which is reasOllab!e since half of all first nonmarital births 
0CQ1r to toens, Nevertheless, of aU noMJarital births, seven in ten decur to women age twenty and older. Even 
among adolescent mothers, two-thirds of the fathers of the babies are twenty or older, Moreover, despite 
giamourous media portrayais ofnonmarital sex and parenthood, most unmarried partners are economically and 
socially disadvantaged. Research studies indicate that single p~enthood poses costs for the taxpayer and 
difficulties for mothers and for children that range: from small to moderate in magnitudel depending on the

I . 
outcome. . 

I 

Programs and policies to reduce nonmarital childbearing must reflect 
I 

the many causes or factors assoeiated with 
childbearing outside of maniage, Welfare is often asserted to be' a primary cause of increases in nonmarital 
fmility. but resemt:h to date indicates that welfare is at most a small part of the explanation. Current welfare and 
other public policies may affect the likelihood that couples ~, remain together or remarry, however. 
possibilities that. should be studied by researchers and poIicy makfS. 

Given ev:identt that early and nonmarital clilldbearing are mOl'e ~ among disadvantaged persons, programs 
designed to improve edutalJooal and occupational opportunities .~ for men and women ¥~ represent a promising 
approllCh \0 redUGing nonmarital fertility. Specificaily, the presence ofpositive opportunities may provide the' 
motivation to delay sex, use oonlIaception, or not have a child outside ofmarriage. 

The role of infonnation about sex, pregnancy and pregnancy prJventiOI1. as well as actess to conlIa¢qltit'e 
services ruso requires recogrution. Misinformation about contraception, difficulty in obtaining access to 
contraception. and an inability to pay for contraception can inaease the risk of unintended pregnancy, irrespective 
of individual motivation. i 

In sum, as there is no one cause or consequence, there is no one simple strategy certain to reduce the incidence 
of nonmarit.al childbearing or to address the negative consequences associated with childbearing outside of 
marriage. Rather. it must be recognized that marriage and fertilitY have complex causes, ranging from values, 
econOl'J1ic and educational cpport'U1Utit::S:, family problenu, role modelJ. peer and media influences. the availability 
ofcontraeeptive services and infonnation, and public policies. I 
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Implementing the Abstinence Education 

Provision of the Welfare Reform Legislation


I 
Ron Haskins and Carol Statuto Bevan 

Introduction 

The welfare refonn bill signed into law by President Clinton on August 22 contained. 
provision that received little attention during Congressional debate on the bill. This provision, 
found in the miscellaneous title of the legislation, provided states with $50 miIlion per year in 
entitlement ftmding beginning October 1, 1997 to conduct abstinence education. The purpose 
of this paper is to review the legislative background of thls provision, to discuss 
Congressional iment in drafting the provision, and to speculate about the initial stages of its 
implementation. 

Legislative Background 

I 
Every version of the Republican welfare refonn bill was marked by a host of 

provisions designed to reduce illegitimacy. A list of the provisions that were included in the 
final legislation is presented in Table I. The decision by Congress to lallllCh an explicit attack 
on illegitimacy makes an interesting story. 

'. ,
During Congressional debate, opponents of the welfare reform bill argued that the 

emphasis on nonmarital births was misplaced because there was nO evidenee that government 
policy could have an impact on illegitimacy. On this count, the opponents may be right, 
although the literature on the correlation between _Ifare . benefits and illegitimacy rates 
contains a number of lim-rate studies that link welfare benefits wilb high illegitimacy rates 
(Rosenzweig, 1996; Lundberg 8< Plotnick, 1990; Fossett &. Kiecoll, 1993). Moreover, since 
passage of the welfare bill, a study has appeared in the highly regarded journal The Public 
Interest (Goertzel &. Young, 1996) on the impact of the family cap (the poliey of providing 
no additional money for families on welfare !hat have additional children) ill New Jersey. 
According to the authors of this study, Ibe combination of public debate on the irresponsibility 
of single mothers already on welfare having babies, led by a prominent black politician, and 
the initiation of the family cap policy was associated willi a 4 pereent reduction in two years 
in the number of births to mothers on welfare, an 8.5 perCent decline in the state's 10 largest 
cities, and a 21 per<ent decline in Camden, the most welfare-<iependent city in the state .. 
During the same period, total births in the state declined just 2 pertent If this study holds 
up, il would constitute strong evidence that the combination of bully pulpit and policy 
consequences can have an impact on nonmarital birthrates. 

Regardless of one's views on the strength of evidence linking welfare with 
illegitimacy, there is little evidence, beyond t!>e New Jersey study just cited, thel any 
panicular policy or program will reduce the frequeney of. nonmarital births. Even so, re<ent 

history contains many examples of federal policies, ineluding highly controvers.ial and 
expensive policies, that enjoyed little empirical support at the time of introduction. That there 
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Table I 

Provisions to Combal Rising OUl-ofwwedlock 8iM Rates 


Welfare Reform Conftrence Repon on H.R 3734 
 • 
Cash welfare block g!!nt 
• 	 Creates a 5100 billion cash welfare block grant for stales to use to "prevent and reduce the 

incidence of oUl..of-wed!ock pregnancies," among other purposes. 
• 	 Requ ires stale plans to establish goals and take action to prevent and reduce the in¢iden~ of out

of-wedlock pregnancies., with special emphasis on teenage pregnancies, and establish numerical 
goals for nducing the iIJegitimacy ratio of the State for calendar years 19% through 2005. 

Added grants for redusing out..of-wedlock births 
• 	 Provides added gJlmtS of up to 525 million atmllaUy for states that are most successful in reducing 

the number of out-of-wedlock hirths while reducing the rate of abortions, 
• 	 States that are successful in Rducing illegitimacy and strengthening families are eligible for It 

share of a new S 1 billion "performance bonus" fund. 

Family can 
• 	 AUows any state to establish a family cap policy ending the practice of increasing federal cash 

welfare benefits when mothers. on welfare have babies (the former provision sening a national 
family cap from which states ""uld "opt-<JUt" _ deleted due'" che Byrd rule). 

Combatting teen mgnaney 
• 	 AUows stale n~ibmty on limiting cash welfare for unmarried teens, 
• 	 Requires teem to be jn schooF and living at home or with an adult to receive ~sistMCe. 
• 	 Allows states t() use bkx:k grant funds to provide. or assist in locating. adult~supervised living •amlIIgemcnt:s., such ~ second.¢hance homes., for teen mothen. 

Added funds for abstinence educatjon 
• 	 Provides $50 million in dm.:tly appropriated funding for each of fiscal Y""'" 1998 through 2002 

for abstinence education. 

Encouraging paternjty mlishmsru 
• 	 Requircs states to reduce cash welf... payments by at I.... 25 pcroem for families that include 8 

parent who fails to cooperate in establishing paternity or Obtaining child support 

Nalionat goal$ to prpvent tem pregnancy 
• 	 Requires the Sc:c:reta1)' of HHS within 1 year to implement a strategy for preventing leen 

prtpancics. assuring that 25 pereent of communities have prevention progtmnS. 

Annual ranking of stiteS and rsyiew regarding out..()f~wedlos;k births 
• 	 Requires the s.a.tmy of Health and Human Services 10 annually !link all states _ing '" out

of~wedlos;k birth ratios and changes in ratios over time. and must review the: five highest and five 
lowest ranking states. 

Congressional findjD~ 
• 	 Includes section of findings on the crisis out..()f~WedIoc:k births pose for child~n, families. and the 

nation; states that an effective strategy to combat teen pregnancy must address the issue of male • 
responsibility. including statutory rape culpability and prevention. 
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• was linle evidence of the expected impact of policy outlawing discrimination based on race 
did nol Slop Congress from passing strong civil rights legislation in 1965. Similarly, both 
government policy and public discourse on the evils of srpoking were based far more on hope 
than evidence that the verbal attacks or warnings would actually reduce smoking rates. Nor 
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was there good empirical evidence linking preschool prog,.arns with school ochievemenl when 
Head Slart was launched in 1965. Despite the fact that the federal government has now spent 
over $30 billion on Head Start, we still lack solid empirical evidence that the program 
produces long-term impacts on children's development (Haskins, 1989). 

What all these cases bave in common is that public policy was based primarily on the 
judgment that the nation faoed a serious social problem and that strong action was therefore 
justified, never mind the lael< of solid eVidence that the action would produce good effects. 
SimilarJy. the Congressional attack on illegitimacy is ba.sea far more on the value position that 
birth outside maariage is wrong and the consequences severe for mother, child, and society 
than on empirical evidence linking a particular policy witll reduced nonmarital births. 

1 
, 

Based on this reasoning, the new welfare reform law cOntains several different liru:s of 
attack on illegitimacy. First, the block grant Slructure of the legislation permits states both to 
employ the family cap and to SlOp paying cash to teen moih.,.. who are nO! maaried. The 
latter policy received majority support in the House, but was rejected by a lopsided floor vote 
in the Senate. Thus, states are nO! requiml to end cash payments to unmaaried teen mothers, 
but they are allowed to do so. It appears thaI several Slates will begin this policy within the 
next year. The famjl)' cap is already policy in approximately balf the Slates; other states are 
expected to adopt the policy in the future. . 

The bill also require. the Secn:laIy of Health and Human Services 10 !lIIlk the states 
according to their nonmariUII birth ratios and changes in these ratio. over time. The Secretary 
must review and write an annual report about the five highest and five lowest ranking Slates. 
This provision. i. intended to draw public attention both to states that are suc:cessful in 
controlling their illegitimacy ratios and to Slales that are WlSUCcessfuI. In addition, the 
Secretary's reports could serve to publicize the policies and other conditions that "'" 
associated with declining and with inmasin& illegitimacy ratios. 

Although intended primarily to increase child support payments, the legislation also 
includes very strong provisions that increase the pressure oli noncustndial parents to pay child 
support. This entire enterprise of state enfon:ement of child support can be ..." as another 
opproach to reducing nonmarital births. Many observers believe that allowing young men to 
father children without regard to whether they can support them is an invitation to 
irresponsible behavior. If child support enforcement becomes so effective thaI young men 
realize they will wind up pa)log child support for at least 18 years if they help conceive 
children outside maariage, they may be less likely to engnge in premarital sexual activity. 

• 
The legislation also contains two provisions that provide stales with financial iru:entives to 

n:duce nonmarital births. Under one provision, Slates that reduce their nonmaritaJ births while 
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also redm:ing their abortion rates receive. cash bonus of either $20 or $25 million, depending • 

on the number of states that meet these twO crileria. Under the other provision, states can 


. qualify for performance bonuses totalling $ 1.5 billion over 6 years if they excel at meeting 
the guals of the new block grant program. One of the four goals is the reduction of . 
illegitimacy r •• es. . 

Fiually, the legislation creates the abstinence education grant of $50 million per year thaI 

is the subject matter of this paper. We turn now to • brief exploration of how and why 

Congress included this provision. 


The Legislative Provision on Abstinence 

It would appear that the individuals and groups trying to reduce teen birth rates can be 

roughly divided into two camps. The first -- we will eall them the "Don'ts" - hold that 

programs must give teeDs a single, wuunbiguous message that sex outside mamage is wrong 

and harmful to their physical and mental health The seeond group, we will eall them the 

"Maybes", also generally agree that programs should aim to prevent early seX- Even so, this 

group believes that il is impmctical to "just say no." More specifteally, the Maybes want tc 


leU teeDs that they shouldn't have sex, but if they do, they should practice "safe sex. .. 

PerhaPs a majority of Maybe. would, in eddition 10 emphasizing abstinence, both teaeb use of 

birth control, including condoms, as well as promote ...... 10 birth control devices. 


The authors of the abstinence provision in the welfare reform bill wen: clearly Don'ts. 
The explicit intent of the legislation is to promote programs that feature the unambiguous 
message that early sex olllSide marriage is wrong. Moreover, beeause the Don'ts were • 
concerned that their ptngX1Im. might be captured or watered doW!! by the Maybes, they spelled 
oUl the specific characteristics of programs that could be funded by the legislation in unusual 
detail (see the appendix for a copy of the provision). More specifteally, every program 
funded by the provision must: 

have as its "exclusive purpose", teaching the social, psychologieal, and health 

gains to be realized by abstaining from sexual activity; 

teach that abstinence from sexual activity outside marriage is the expected standard 

for all sclJooI age childmt; 


- teaeb that abstinence from sexual activity is the only certaln way to avoid 
illegitimate births and sexually transmitted diseases; . 
teaeb that a mutually faithful monogamous relationship in the context of marriage 
is the expecled standard of human sexual activity; 
teach that sexual activity outside the context of marriage i. likely to have harmful 
psychological and physical effects; 

- . teacb that bearing children illegitimately is likely to have harmful conseguences for 
the child, the child'. parents, and society; 

- teaeb young people how 10 reject sexual advances and how alcohol and drug use 
increase vulnerability 10 sexual advances; and 
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teach the importance of amining self-sufficiency before engaging in sexual 
activity. j 

I 
The provision was introduced in the Senate on September 8, 1995 by Senator 

Santorum (I<. PA) for Senator Faircloth (R, NC). Our discussions with a number of people 
involved in writing the initial legislation indicate that several family group~ led by Robert 
Rector of the Heritage Foundation, approached Senator Faircloth about introducing abstinence 
educalion. Senator Faircloth was interested in the legislation and directed his staff to work 
with the family groups in developing the specific legislative language. 

Once the legislation had been passed in the Senate, there were attempts by groups 
representing Maybes to get Senator Faircloth to drop Ibe language requiriJig eligible programs 
to have abstinence education as their "exclusive pwpose~. At one point during the House
Senate conference in December of 1995, conferees were contemplating dropping the 
"exclusive purpose" language and thereby allowing programs that combine the abstinence 
message with advice about birth control, or perhaps actuk! distribution of birth control 
device., to participate in the program. After exlensive discussion, and with strong 
encouragement from Rapresentative Jim Talent (R, MO») Repoblican confc:n:es decided to 
r<Illln the origiaallanguage. Tbe major argumenlS On bebaJf of the origiaallangange were . 
that previous abstinence programs were either poorly funded or included information about 
birth control thereby undermining the abstinence message and that federal law already 
contains several p,ngrams (Title X Family Planning of the Public Health Service Act, 
M¢icaid. Title XX Adolescent Family Life Demonstrations of the Public Health Service Act) 
that emphasize the abstinence plus message favored by the Maybes., 

To our knowledge, Ib= was no formal attempt by Democxatic conferees to change the 
language of the provision during the House-Senate conference that began in May of 1996. In 
any case, the final language was very similar 10 the ori~ language and the law as passed is 
entirely consistent with the position taken by the Don'lS. 'Tbe only major cbange in the 
legislation during the House-Senate conference was that the funding ..... cbanged from 
authorization language to entitlement language. Tbe practical import of this cbange is that, 
unless the appropriations committees rescind the entitlement language, the provision will be 
automatically funded each year without being submitted to Ibe appropriation process. 

Implementation 

Predicting in edvance bow this provision will be implemented is risky at best. 
Nevertheless, given the importance of abstinence education and the need fur groups hoping to 
apply for the money to bave al least • tentative idea of hoW the program may be 
implemented, we have put together a somewhat speculative account of how this program will 
probably begin. ' 

Largely because the authors of the provision W'1l1ted it to be part of aD established 
program in order to take advantage of existing procedures for getting money distributed, the 
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program was written as part of the Maternal and Child Health Services Block Grant (Tide V • 
of the Social Security Act). This program is administered by the Maternal and Child Health 
(MCH) Bureau. Under the basic MCH program, each state is allocated a specific amoWlt of 
money within the annual appropriation (the authorization level is $705 million; the fiscal year 
1997 appropriation is S681 million). In order to obtain the money, states submit a plan to the 
MCH Bureau describing the activities they will pursue to promote maternal and child health. 
At least 30 percent of eacb state's money must be spent on children's special health needs and 
30 percent must be spent on preventive and primary care services for children; not more than 
10 percent of the money can be spent on administration. States must match federal doOars by 
providing $3 in state, local, or private money for every $4 provided by the federal 
government. 

Once states receive their share of the funds, they allocate the money In counties that in 
turn pass most of the money through to local health departments. These departments are the 
locations where the fimds are actually spent on maternal and child health activities. 

The S50 million for abstinence education is separate from the S705 million authorized 
for the MCH block grant. Table 2 presents the annual allocation of the S50 million amoog 
the states and territories. Even though the abstinence education fimds are separate from the 
regular MCH block grant. we assume Ihat both at the federal and state level, the program will 
be administered by the same agencies as those that administer the MCH bloek granL 

In order to plan for implementation of the program, Officials a. the MCH Bureau 
informed us they intend to cOnvene a working group on abstinence education early in 
November. The working group will be composed of parent groups, federal, state, and • 
regional MCH staff, MCH associations, and perlIaps others. The working group will issue 
draft guidelines for the abslinenoe education programs before the end of November. The 
guidelines will provide _ with information about how 10 apply for the abstinence 
education money, what qualifies as abstinence education, how much money each state is 
eligible to receive, what consUtuIeS mateh money, and how and when states must submit 
their proposals. It seems likely that the MCH Bwuu will allow Slates, organizations, and 
individuals about 45 days or $0 10 comment on the guidelines. The Bureau will then revise 
the guidelines .. appropriate and issue the fmal version sometime in January. After the 
guidelines are issued, responsibility for devising and submitting a phm for spending the 
money falls to states. 0_ the MCH Bureau approves the state plan, the states can begin 
providing money to appropriate projects beginning on October 1, 1997. 

Based on discussions with Don'lS and Maybes both inside and outside government, it 
is clear 10 us that how states handle the abstinence education money will be an impoNllt 
dererrninaru of whether Congressional intent is fulfilled. Many state MCH officials are likely 
to have bigger issues to worry about than abstinence education. Thus, particularly in states 
with fairly small abstinence education allocations (21 states receive less than SSOO,OOO per 
year; see Table 2), MCH officials may use the money for fairly modest activities such as 
conducting a conference on abstinence education. 
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Table 2 

Annual State~by·State Allotments for Abstinence Education Programs 


1998,2002 

• S.... Amount State Amount 

Alabama $1,081,058 New JersC)' $84),071 

78,526 New Muico 518,)68AI""" 
I 

Arizona 894,1)7 New York ),177,S84 
I 

Ark""'" 660,004 North Carolina 1,151,876 
1 

Califomta S,764,I99 North Dakota 126.220 , 
Col0r.0d0 544,)8) Ohio 2,091,299 

Connecticut )30,484 Oklahoma 756,837 

Delaware 80,9)5 Or<gon 460,076 

District of Columbia 120,439 Pennsylvania 1,820,070 
, 

FJorida 2,207,88) RJiode Island 129,692 
1 

Georgia 1.450,08) South CarOlina 811,757 

Hawaii 1)1,519 South Dakota 169,578 

Idaho 205,228 Tcitncssee 1,067,569 
I 

• 
Ulinoi, 2,095, 116 Te,... 4,922,091 

indiana 857,042 Utah )25,666 

Iowa 424,908 Vmnonl 69,855 

!(an.., )91,185 VilJinia 828,619 

K_clcy 990,488 WaShington 739,012, 
Louisima 1,627,850 weSt V.irginia ~87.536 

Maine 172.468 wiiaxuin 795,859 

Morylond 535,712 Wy\...mg 80,9)5 

M~""" 739,012 A..mcric;m Samoa 44,992 

Michigan 1.899,560 Gum 69,495 

Minnesota 613,756 No~ Marianas 42,49) 

Mississippi 1,062,752 PutnoRi(.o 1,449,018 

'I ,Missouri 969,291 Inut TmuOt'ic$: , 
Mont.ana 186,439 Pal.. 13,501, 
NebnIsI<.a 246,177 M~ 47,492 

1 
Nevada 157,53. M",hall> 21,000 

New Hampshire 82,862 Virgin lslands 116,509 

• TOTAL: S50,000,000 

Sautee: Depamncnt of Health and Human Services, 
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However, having participated in the Congressional development of the abstinence • 
education provision, we believe state MCH offices are obligated by the new law to take , 
reasonable steps to create abstinence education programs in their state. Although Congress 
leaves the precise steps of implementation up to the Administrative branch of government, at 
least five actions by Slate MCH offices seem appropriate, First, the stale MCH offices should 
make a substantial effort to publicize the availability of the abstinence education funds, Local 
departments of health. YWCAs and YMCAs. agricultural extension program •• hospital., 
universities, public school systems, religious groups, non·profit community·based groups, 
independent contraClOn, and Boy Scout and Girl Scout organizations should all be contacted 
about the availability of the money, Second, the MCH offices should issue clear instructions 
and timelines about wbat these organizations must do to qualify for the money, Third. to the 
extent feasible, MCH offices should provide some assistance in proposal development to 
groups that want to apply for funding, Fourth, it must be made clear to potential applicants 
that only proposals that meet the tenns of the legislation, especially lb. definition of 
abstinence education outlined above, will be considered, Fifth, all of these activities should 
be conducted in a timely fashion SO that potential applicants receive information by the end of 
January and bave at least 5 or 6 months to write and submit their proposals, Selections 
should be made in time to give projects 2 or 3 months to prepare for the actual initiation of 
their abstinence education activities. 

Even if Slate offices make a good faith effort to implement Congresalonal intent, we 
believe there are iwo potential obstacles that may have the effect of reducing the number of 
organizations that apply for funds, The first impediment is the matcb requiroment of $3 in • 
Slate funds for every S4 in federal funds. As in all cases in which federal legislation requiros 
matching funds, a desirable impact of the match is that more funds ~ available to conduct 
the program, On the other band, either the states themselves or the organizations conducting 
the programs must figure out a _y to obtain the matching funds. Several of our informants 
wen: concerned that S1ateS or individual projects would bave difficulty obotining funds to meet 
the match requirement. In this regard, it would be a good idea for state MCH offices and 
potential applicants to begin "ploting the possibility of obtaining funds with state legislaton, 
Slate administrators wilb budget authority, foundations, scbools systems, and other potential 
donors. 

The second concern is that ..veraI of the Slate officials and olbers with whom we 
spoke believe the detailed definition of abstinence education is too restrictive, In their view, 
few projects will be able to faithfuJly implement all components of the definition (see the list 
above and section (b)(2) of the legislation in the appendix), One element of the definition 
carne in for especially strong criticism; namely, the requirement that abstinence program.s 
teach "that a mll\UlIlly, faithful monogamous relationship in context of marriage is the expected 
standard of human .."ualactivity,· Maay professionals appear to believe that it will be 
difficult enough to convince adolescenlS !bat they should refrain froID sex during the school 
years, Convincing them to wait until maniage, which now occurs at age 21 for males. and 25 
for fental ... seems so far removed from current practices (and perhaps even standards) 
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that abstinence education programs would have a better chance of success if they concentrate 
on the school yeatS. i 

Regardless of how one feels about the standard of,no sex outside maniage, we believe 
both the statutory language and, based on our talks with the authors of this provision. the 
intent of Congress are clear. This standard was intended to put Congress on the side of the 
social tradition - never mind that some observers now think the tradition outdated - that sex 
should be confined 10 manied couples. That both the practices and standards in many 
communities across the country clash with the standard required by the law is precisely the 
peinL As in the cases of civil rights and smoking, the explicit goal of the abstinence 
education programs is to change both behavior and community standerds for the good of the 
country. It follows that no program that in any way endorses, supperts, or encourages sex 
outside marriage can receive support from the abstinence education money. Both officials at 
the MCH Bureau and state officials administering the program have the legal responsibility to 
ensure that none of the money from this grant is used to suppert projects that violrue this 
standard. 

Nonetheless, it may be pessible to live with this aspect of the definition without great 
difficulty. Projects funded by the new abstinence education money certainly do not need to 
place equal emphasis on every aspect of the abstinence definition. We believe that projects 
that do not violate any aspect of the definition, and thai emphasize abstinence as the expected 
standard for school age children (which. by the way, is an acrual nequirement stated in . 
subparagraph (B) of tha daflnition in the legislation) are eligible for Iimdlng. As long as the 
specific curriculum and leaching of the project do not violate the abstinent until maniage 
standard. the project should qualify for fiInds, ! 

On this and many similar issues, reasonable people of differing views can find 
accommodations, We have already referred to the split between the Don'ts and Maybes, 
From the perspective of the Don'ts, the federal programs thai cllt1'etltly provide funds for sex 
education, birth control, and even abstinence education are dominated by the Maybes. As a 
result, the Don'ts hold that real abstinence education, by which they mean abstinenoe 
education that does not dilute the abstinence message by including iDstnwtio. o. binh control, 
has rarely been supported by federal dollars, Congressional intent in funding this new 
program was not to disrupt any ongoing programs, including those thai feature binh control 
instruction or distribution. Rather, Congress wanted to ensure that there i. a source of federal 
dollars thai must be used exclusively to support ttue abstinence education programs. As long 
as the new programs are not coeducting activities that violate any aspect of the SIlItUtory 
definition of abstinence education, they should not be deterMined to be ineligible for funds 
because they choose to emphasize particular aspects of the definition, 

An example raises even more difficult distinctions. Assume that a given public school 
system now conducts a one year seX education class for tenth graders. During the <nurse of 
the year, the class curriculum calls for presentation of information about bit1b control, 
including instruction in the use of various birth control devices. Now assume that the school , " 

! 
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officials decide thai they would like to revise the course to include a 6-week unit that exactly 
follows !he defmition of abstinence education outlined in !he new statute. Can state MCH 

• 

officiats use their abstinence education dollars to fund this writ of instruction even though 
other pans of the course teach birth control? 

We believe it would be illegal to fund this project under the abstinence education 
statute. The language clearly states that abstinence education is a program Which has as its 
"exclusive pwpose" teacbing the various principles outlined above. If this unit is part of. 
course that teaches use of birth control, 'then it violates the "exclusive purpose" criterion. 

This example, of course, is less than definitive. The "exclusive pwpose" criterion is 
clear enough, but a lack of clarity is introduced by lbe various possible meanings of the term 
"'program", The school example illustrates that a set of abstinence activities within the 
broader context of a single program that includes teacbings that violate the abstinence 
definition is nOl acceptable. But how far away from activities that cannot be supported by the 
grant must a program be to legally qualify for funding? 

Realizing that a definitive clarification will be nearly impossible to achieve, we 
none!heless assume that !he MCH guidelines will deal with this question as clearly as 
possible. To err on the side of caution, bowever, programs thar qualify as abstinence 
education should be conducted by diff....nt people at a different time and with separate 
material•. than programs that violate any tenet of the statutory defmitiOD· of abstinence 
education. In addition 10 meeting these conditions. state officials musl assure that the people 
who plan and conduct the program are making a sincere attempt 10 create activities thar are 
consistelll with the statutory defmition of nbstinence education. Thus, program operator:s must 
make sarious efforts to conviru:e students that sexual activity can cause a host of diseases, that 
only abstinence is certain 10 prevent pregnancy. thar abstinence is the correct standard for 
schoolag. childnen, tha! nonmarital births to teens have hannfuI consequences for both mother 
and cbild, and so forth. 

• 

Evaluation 

Congress did not write any provisions for. evaJustion into !he abstinence educntion 
statute. The lack of provisions for evalWllion, bo_, should not be takl:n as indicating thar 
Congress in any way opposed evaluation. Rather, given !he modest sum of money available, 
Congressional sponsors intended all the money to be used to actually deliver abstinence 
education servi"",,- Hopefully, staleS or individual projects will be able to attract money from 
state legislatures, from foundations, or from other sources 10 support evaluation of these 
programs. 

. • 10 • • 



• References 

Fossett, M.A., &. Kieeolt, K.i. (1993). Mate availability' and family structure among African 
Americans in U.S. metropolitan areas. Journal o[Marriage and the Family, ~ 
288·302. 

Goertzel, T.G., &. Young, G.S. (1996, Fall). New Jersey's experiment in welfare reform. 
Public In~ No. 125, 72·80. 

Haskins, It (1989). Beyond metaphor: The efficacy of early childhood education. 
American Prn;hologjst :H(2}, 274-282. i 

I 
Lundberg, S., &. Plotnick, itO. (1990, September). Adolescent "remari",1 childbearing: Do 

opportunilI !<9sts matter? (Discussion paper 11929·90). Madison, WI: Institute for 
Research on Povetty. 

I 

Rosenzweig, M.It (1996, April II). Welfare, marital PTospes:ts. and nonmarital childbearing. 
Paper presented a! the Workshop on Welfare and Child Development at the National 
Academy of Sciences, Washington. DC. ! 

,i 

• 
writing\nOldoit 

I 

• • 11 . 



Appendix 


Legisla1ive Language and Report Language for Abstinence Education Provision 


A. Legislative Language • 

• 
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B. Report Language 

• 13, ABS'TtNtNCE EDUCATION 
I

Prufnt law 	 I 
The MaU!maJ and Child Health IMCH) block grana «;tle V of 

toe SSA. 42 USC 701) provides grants to StaU!:$ and insular areae 

• 


to fund 8 broad range or preventive health and primary care activi~ 
ties to improve the heaJth St.atUB of mothers and children. with 8 
special emphasis on thote with low income or with limited avaU~ 
ability of health services. See. 502 indudes a u:t~aside program for 
projects of national or regi()nal signifi~, (The FYl995 appro
pri.~.n for MCR wa. $684 million.) s.. .Iso: Title XX of the Pub· 
lie Health Sel"Yice Act establishes the Adole$Cent Family Life (AFL) 
progt"am to encourage adolescents to delay sexual activity and to 
provide services to aHeviat.e the problems sUlTOundjng adolescent 
parenthood. One~third of all funding (or AFL program services go 
to projects that provide "prevention seTY'ice&." The purpose of the 
prevention component ia to find effective means witfiin the conuat 
of the family of reaching adolescents. both male and female. before 
tbby beccme serually actiWi to muimile the guidalu:e and auppon. 
of parents and other family memben in promoting abstinence from 
adoleseent premarital sexual relatiOM, (The FYl995 appropriation 
for AFL waJJ SO.7 million,) 

H..... bill , 
Increases the autbori:ation level to $761 million for pY 96 and 

uch subsequent fiseal )'tar. Adds ab$linence education to the 5erv~ 
ices to be provided. Defines abstinence edu¢8tion as an educational 
or motivational p1"'Og"f'11rn which; I 

. (A) teacha the gaiM to be realized by abJi:taining from .&eX~ 
ual _>it)'; I 

(B) r..eacba abcUnenct from &e:l'UAJ actlvity outside of mil''' 
nage aa the upecr..ed standard for all 'lChool age children; 

(C) \eac.hu that abatinenc:e is the only certain way to avoid 
out-of~wedlock pregbaney. 5eJ.ually transmitted diseases. and 
other health problems; i 

(D) teaches that a monogamou. relationship in conr..ex:t of 
marriap is upect.ed standard or human sexual activity: 

tEl1e.aehet that aexual ac:t.ivity oUwde of marriap ia liq..
Iy to have harmful orr_: i 

(F) teaches that bearing children out-of.w~lock is likely to 
have bannfW conaequencea; I 

. 	 (G) tea.chea youftl peop1e how to avoid sex~ advance 
and how alcohol and drug use inc.tUMI vulnerability to saual 
advaneea: ud 

(H) teache. the tmportanee of attaining self~sum(iency be-
rote engaginc in. aer:ual activity .. 

~_ anundnumt 

Amenda the M'''",a1 and Child Health (MeRI block gran'" 
(title V of the SSAJ to set aside 175 mlIIlon to provide ablltinen.. 
ed.ea~~eIlned .. an edU<:ationai or motivational program thet 
haa abstaini.nc from sexual activity u ita aclusive p\Jf'POM-'-a..nd 
to provide at the option of tM State meotoring. COUDHling and 
adult &Upetvi~f)D to promote wtlntnClfl with 8 fOCUll on t.hoee 
groups moat likeJy to bear children out.ot~wedloek. Al$O inCT1l:iaaa 
the authorization level of MCH to $761 million. (This provision wea 
deleted duo to the Byrd Rule.! I 

CoIIfcnnct OfIlWfMM 	 I

• n. conference agreemen.t follow:c the House bill with modifica~ 
tion that $SO million for each of fu.c.a1 ye.a.r:a 1998-2002 is directly 
apPnlpriated for t.h.ia purpoae. 1 
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......,.' ... 
. ( ~ D£PARTMENT Of HEALTH &. HUMAN SERVICES 

,:':lz\-Maternal and Child Health Bureau Health Resources end

• SeMces Administration 
Roetville MD 2OB57 

FEB 27 J997 
• 

Dear Colleague: 

The welfhre refurm legislalion, P.L. 104-19J. er<aIed a new Section 510 ofTitle V (Mlllernal 
and Child Health Block Gnml) ofthe Social Security Act estabfishing a separate progrmn for 
abslinenc:e edueation. Enclosed is • draft copy of the Abrunence Education Block Gtant 
Guidanu prepared in fesponse to this legislation. 1woulil apprecil\le YOUf suggestions fOf 
improv_ . . 

• 
In addition, the existing Titl. V Block Gtant guidance is c:urrently being updated to ....pond more 
directly to the Go""""""'!1 Perfo"""""" and Results Act (GPRA) and the Department's emphasis 
on perfo"""""" measu..... 1Would also fike 10 include performance measures for the new Section 
510 and invite your suggeslinns for perfo"""""" objecti.ks whicl! could both measure progrmn 
progress in each State and, after aggregation, measure national perfonnance. 

I - -

YOUf thoughtful input is welcome and shoulil be sent to the Offioe of State and Community 
Health, III .-mail: "abstinence@htsa.dhhs.gov"orfax(Jill)44J.I797. Conunents received by 
close ofbusiness March 19 will be considered. i . 
Thank you. 

~~ I/. nl1t1-. ~ 
Audrey H. Nora, M.D., M.P.H. 
Assistant Surgeon Gene"" 
Director 

Enclosure 
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 DRAFT 


BLOCK GRANT APPUCATION GiJIDANCE FOR 
I ,, 

TIlE ABSTINENCE EDUCATION 

PROVISION OF TIlE 1996 WELFARE 


Ll&LP.L lO~-123 


New Section 510 ofTitle V of 
the Social Security A~t 

January 1997 

Application Due Date July 15, 1997 

• 
, 

J
Office ofState and CommuNty Health 

Maternal and Child Health Bureau 
Hearth Resources and Services Administration 

Department ofHealth and Human Services 
I 
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• I. PURPOSE 

Public Law 104-193, signed into law on August 22, 1996, added a new fonnula grant 
program (Sec. 510) to Title V of the Social Security Act. Its purpose is to "enable the 
State to provide abstinence education, and at the option ofthe State. where appropriate 
mentoring, counseling, and adult supervision to promote abstinence from sexual activity. 
with a focus on those groups which are most like1y. to bear children out of wedlock." 
Abstinence education is further defined in the law. i(See Appendix 6.1) 

, 

II. INTRODUCTION - MATERNAL AND CHILD HEALTII BUREAU , 

Title V ofthe Social Security Act is the only Feder~ legi~ation directed specifically 
toward improving the health of all mothers and children. It has been redesigned many 
times to better acrueve this goal between its passage in 1935 and 1993. Two recent major 
redesigns occurred in 1981 and 1989. In 1981, the Maternal and Child Health Services 
BlockGrant (Block Grant) [public Law 97-3s-0mrubusReconciliation Act (OBRA) '811 
consolidated six programs with the programs creat~ in 1935 by Title V ofthe Social 
Security Act. Title V encompasses a program offannula grants to the States and two 
FederaJ discretionary grant pro8rams: SpeciaJ Projects ofJtesional and National 
Significance (SPRANS) and Community Integrated Service Systems (CISS). 

The Maternal and Child Health Bureau's (MCHB) 'mission is to improve the health and 
. well-being of all the Nation's mothers, infants, you~g children, and adolescents, with 

emphasis on children with speciaJ health care needs and low-income children and their 
families. To a~hieve its mission, the Bureau places" the highest priority on establishing• 

i 

systems of family-centered, community-based, coordinated. comprehensive services that 
emphasize both prevention and primary care services., 

The specific goals ofthe Bureau are to: 
I. 

• 	 Assure access to quality maternal and child: health (MeH) services to women of 
childbearing age, infants, children, and adoiescenlS (in particular those with low
income or with limited availability of health services)., 

• 	 Reduce infant mortality and the incidence JfPreventable diseases and handicapping 
conditions among children. : 

I 

• 	 Reduce the need for inpatient and long-tenh care services for infants, children. and 
adolescents. ! 

, 

• 	 Increase the number oflow-income childr~ receiviDg health assessments and 
follow-up diagnostic and treatment servic~, and the number ofchildren (especia1ly 
preschool children) appropriately immu~d against disease. 

• 	
. , 
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• • Promote the health of mothers and infants by providing prenatal, delivery, and 
postpartum care for low"income, at~risk pregnant women, 

• 	 Ensure the provision affandly-centered, corilmunity-based. culturally competent, 
coordinated eare services for children and "'Ialesoents with special health care , 
need. and their fandlies, and promote the deVelopment ofsystems ofsuch care, 

I 
• 	 Ensure provision ofservices in areas ofspecial concern, such as mental 

retardation, .udden infant death syndrome (SIDS), pediatric AIDS, genetic and 
metabolic disorden, hemophilia, childhood ilyury, and adolescent pregnancy, 

• 	 Support and promote the education OfhealtJ professionals for leadership role. in 
addressing the health care nead. offamilies and children, 

I
• 	 Support and promote the development ofnew knowledge through research for 

effective MCH leadership, I 
I 

In order to fulfill its missinn and meet its goals, the Bureau has pursued a four-part 
strategy, It: I 

• 

• ASses.... in conjunction with its regional offices and Ihe States, the health statu. 


and health needs ofwomen ofchildbearing age, infants, young children, and 

adolescents, induding children wilh specialliealth care needs, 


• 	 Al10cates resources to support the deve]opml and maintenance ofan MCH 
infrastructure in order to ensure the delivery' lof appropriate and needed services at 
the State and local level., 	 I 

• 	 Encourages and supports. variety of State, i.s well as conununity-generated 
programs, to ensure an MCH service system Ithat is responsive to local community 
needs, 

• 	 Evaluates specific interventions and programs with regard to their impact on the 
performance of the health delivery system and on health outcomes fur individual 
women and children. I 

, 

I 
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• lII. APPLICATION AND REVIEW PROCESS 

3~] ElecCronic Access. 

• 


Federal i!.OJIisler no!ices and application guidance for MCHB programs are available on 
the World Wide Web via the Interne! at address: hnp:llwww.os.dhlts.govlhrsalmchb. 
Click on the file name you want to download to your computer. It will be saved as a self
extracting (Macintosh) on Wordperfect 5,1 61e, To 'decompress the file once it is 
downloadad. type in the file name followad by a <return>. The file will expand to • 
Wordperfect 5, I file, Ifyou have difficulty accessing the MCHB Home Page via the 
Internet and need technieal assistance, please contact Linda L. Schneider at 
(30 I) 443-0767, or "Ischneider@hrsa.dhlts.gov", 

3.2 Who Can Apply For Funds. 

Grant applications will he accepted only from the State Health Agency responsible for the 
adminiStration (or supervision ofthe adminis!ration) of the Title V Maternal and Child 
Health Service, Block Grant. ' 

3.3 Alloeation or Fund" 

. The law provides for an appropriation oes50 million for each fiscal year 1998 throogh 
2002, beginning wi!h October I, 1997. The project period for this grant is one year. The 
S50 million appropriation will be awardad each year by a funnula determined by the 
proportion that the number oflow-income children in the State bears to the total numher 
of low-income children fur all the States. A Slate allocation table for FY 1998 appears in 
Appeodix 6.2. lfa State chooses not to apply for a grant, that State's aUocation will be 
returned to the Treasury; il will not be available for redistribution among the remaining 
States. i' 

, 

3.4 Non-Federal Match, Budget, and Ca!1'y-Over. 

All ofTitle V. Block Grant Legislation, Sections 503 (payments to States), 
507 (Criminal Penalty fur False Statements), and 50s (Non-Discrimination) apply to 
allotments ohhis appropriation. Some ofthese proVisions are highlightad helow. 

I 
There is a required match of3 Don·Federal dollars fur every 4 Federal dollars awarded. 
The nortwFedend match musl be used solely for the aCtivities enumerated under Section 
510 and may be State dollars, local dollars, or in·kind support. 

I . , 
Any amount payable to • State for a fiscal yea< which remains unobligated at the end of 
such year shall remain available to such State for obligations during the next fi<cal year. 

• 
I . 


3 I 
I 
I' 
I 
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I , 

• Each State shaU, not less often than once every twO years. audit ilS expenditures from 
amounts received under this title, Such Slate audits shalJ be conducted by an entity 
independent of the State agency administering a program funded under this title in 
accordance with the Comptroller General's standarij, for auditing govenunental 
organizations, programs. activities. and functions ~d generally accepted auditing· 
standards, Within 30 days fullowing the completion of"""h audit report, the State shall 
submit. copy ofthat audit report to the Secret"'Y [506(b)(J)]. 

I 
The e';sting maintenance ofeffort requirement for the MCH Block Grant 
[Sec. 505(a)(4)] muSt he maintained when allocatirlg matching fund. for the 

Abstinence Education grant. ' 

The IOtal budget for the application should be based on the kderal dollar allocation in 
Appendix 62, the required State match, and all othOr funds expended or in Idnd support 
provided, i 
Of the amounts in the total budget deseribed above,we strongly urge thaI, consistent with 
the remainder ofTitle Y, not more then 10% be used for administering the grant, 

I 

• 
The MCHB supports reasonable and neces5"'Y costs for gnmts within the scope of 
approved projects Allowable costs may include satluies, equipment and suppties, trave~ 
contmcts, consultants, and others, as well as indirect costs, The MCHB adheres to 
administrative standards reflected in the Cnde ofFe~eraI Regulations, 45 CFR Part 92 and 
45 CFR Part 74, I 

3,5 Overview orApplication Forms SF-424. I
I 

I 
Use the Application Forms SF-424 enclosed (Appedix 6.3), This generic form is used by 
many different programs funded through tbe Pubtic Health Service (PHS), This section of 
the guidance i. meant to direct you through the Application Forms and will be most useful 
if you refer to that document as you read through this section, 

I. 	 The first section is the Face Sheet, Face sl instructions, Office ofState and 
Community Health special instruction, Funding Profile, and Budget Information 
Form 424A, " 

2 	 The second section eontains SF 424B and SF[424D, and concerns as.uran.... 

3, 	 The third section, CertifICations, set forth certain requimnent. for grantees which 
have been legislatively implemented since thelSF-424 assumoc .. pages were last 
revised, This section should be filled out by all applicants., , 

, 
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• To correctly complete the application the accompanying instruction sheets for each ofthe ' 
forms should bo followed. Duo to revisions in the forms and because some applicants 
have overlooked or misinterpreted certain items) seJ~ portions of the instructions are 
amplified and highlighted as follows: 

• 	 Form 424 Item 10, enter "93.110:" for Program Title enter"Abstin= 
Education," 

• 	 Form 424A Use the accompanying instructions. This form has its own sections, 
. A (Budget Summary) through F (Other Budget Information). For each part of 

Section B. Budget Categories, it is required that applicants muS! sulnuil on , 
supplem~nt.1 sheet(s) a justification for each'individual budget category itemized 
(6a-j). Applicants typically identifY the specific needs but often fail to write • 
jU5lifi""tion of those needs. These detailed ~udget justifications require the 
applicant to show .pecUk rorerone .. to the project plan that would relate to how 
the requested doilar amOllnt was developed. i 

, 
, 

• 	 The Key PmonneJ form. Appendix 6.4, shoUld he completed for project staff. 
Submit a Biographical Sketch (Appendix 6.5) for the project coordinator. The 
budge! justification for personnel addresses time commitment and skills required 
by the project plans. 

• 	 Federal grant regulations permit grantees to use funds for ooPttac!s but not for 
submms. If the applicant decides to enter;ino a contract, the applicant's budget 
justification should include an itemized budg~t (direct and indirect costs) and• 	

, 

proposed seope of work for m contractual agreement. The total ofeach 
contract', budget (direct and indirect) should he rellected in the applicant', 
itemized budget under the "Contractual" budget item. 

3.6 	 Formal Requiremenu ror Ibe Program Nlrrative. 

The Program Narrative is to he no longer that 20 dlble.spaced typed pages. Margillll 
sbould be I 112 inches al the top and I inch allh~ bottom and both .ides. Typeset 
must be no .maller Ihan 12 tharaden per ineb (tpi) and nol reduoed. Appendices 
are not included in the 2Q.p.ge limil but should be uSed onJy to provide supponing 
documentation sych as a literature review, maps, adtrunistrative charts, position 
deseriptions, curricula vitae, curricula and letters de:cribing participalion and support. 
It is recommended that cumcula vitae be limited to three pages in length. . 	 I 

I 

I
, 
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• 3.7 Pro-Children Act or 1994. 

The PHS strongly encourages all grant recipient' to Jrovide a ,moke-free workplace and 
promote the non-u,e ofall tobacco products, In addition, Public Law 103-227, the Pro
Children Act of 1994, prol.bits smoking in ceruUn faCilitie, (or in ,ome cases, any portion 
ofa facility) i. which regular or routine'education, library, day care, health care or early 
childhood development services are provided to child:,n, 

3.8 Application Detailt. 

The application for FY 1998 must be postmarked by ,uly IS, 1997, and mailed 10: 
, 

HRSA OTanls Application Center 
40 West Gode Drive 
Suite JOO 
Rockville, MD 20850 
Telephone: 1-800-300-HRSA(4m) 

Applicants may obtain additional infonnation regarding business admjnistrative. or fiscal 
~ related to the awarding ofgrants under Abstinence Education by contacting: 

GTanIS Mangement Branch I 

Maternal and Child Health Bureau, HRSA 
ParkJawn Building, Room 18·12 
5600 Fishers Lane• 

I 

Rockville, Maryland 20857' 
Telephone: 301443-1440 

i 
Both Regional Office (Appendix 6.6) and Central Office MCHB staffs are avaiJilble to 
provide assistance in developing project applications tlo the extent that time and resources 
permit. While not allowed to assist in the actual Wl'itihg of the application, staff can 
comment On abstracts, outlines and drafts and can resPond to specific questions. 
Additional infonnation rel.ting to technical and iWlmm issues is available fu:>m the 
Office ofState and Community Health, MCHB. telephone: 30 I 443-2204. 

I 
I 
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• 	
3.9 Transmittal Letter . 

I 
A transmittal letter from the applicant agency sho~ld accompany the application and II1Uli1 
include "Abstinence Educatjon" as the priority area, to which the application is responding, 

3.10 	 Copies Requi~d. 

Applicants are required to submit on. complele, onginal, ink-signed applicarion and two 
additional ink-signed copies. All pages must be cI&.rly numbered, be ofstandard size (8 
In. x II inches). and be printed on only one side. (The original and e.ach copy to the 
application sel must be UNSTAPLED AND UNBOUND so lhal additional copies can be 
made forreview. 	 I 

3.11 	 Application Review. 

Applications will be reviewed by Bureau stafffor donsistency with the following elements: . 
• 	 Describe the priority needs in the State for :"bstinence Education programs. 

• 	 Meet the Jegislative priorities. 

• 
• Present tbe program plan and state overall goals and performance measures that 

are clear. and, as appropriale, measurable and lime-framed. Propose activities 
which, ifwell-executed, are capable of attaining project objectives. 

• 	 Describe the process for parentlfamily/corninunity involvement. 

• 	 Describe how the proposed projeci budget supports the administrative and 
programmatic activities necessary to manage the program and meet the proposed 
performance measures and objectives. 

• 	 Describe, as appropriate, the coordination ofthis project with other abstinence 
only education programs in the State . 
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• IV REQUIREMENTS FOR PROGRAM NARRAnVE 

4.1 Projeel Abllract. 

A single·spaced. typed abstract nOJ to .xceed 2 p.~.. must also he ineluded using the 
format in Appendix 6.7. Format guidelines are as follows: 

• 	 Margins should be I inch at the top, bottom aod right side with a 1·112 incb 
margin on tbe left side for binding. 

• 	 Typeset must be no smaller than 12 pitcb and not reduced. 

• 	 Capitalize only the first leiter of keY words when filing in the lines at the top of the 
form. Be sure to include an area code with the telephone number and a full 
mailing address (including street andlor P.O. Box) with a zip code. 

• 	 Leave project period blank. 

I 
, 

• 	 The ab'ttl\Cl should he proofread, camera.ready, clean aod free of typos or 
corrections because it will he reproduced as Submitted. 

I, 

• 
• Type section 1>eadings in all capital letters followed by a colon. Double-space after 

the heading and begin the narrative flusb wit~ the left·hand margin. Do not indent 
paragraphS, but do double-space between them. There is no space limitation on 
sections, but the abstract itself should not exl:eed two pages. Sect;OM should he 
single·spaced with double.space between seCtion headings. 

I 
• 	 Section headings should he as follows: . 

a. 	 PROBLEM: Describe tb. problem(s) the project is designed to address. 

b. 	 GOALS AND OBJECTIVES: State the major goals and objectives. 
i 

c. 	 ME1HODOLOGY: Explain the project plan for achieving goals and 
objectives. i 

I 
I 

d. 	 COORDINAnON: Descn'be the coordination planned with the, 
appropriate State or local agencies andlor other organizations in the area(s) 
affected by the project. I 

BVALUAnON: Describe the techni~ues for tracking activities and 
measuring acruevement ofgoals and objectives. 

I 
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• • Annotation .. Prepare a three to five sentence description ofyour project which 
identifies the project'. purpose. problem. addressed. goals and objective•• and 
activities used to attain the objec:tives, and materiaJs develOp. 

• 	 K<:)I Words - Key words are the terms under which your project wiU be listed in 
tbe subject index ofthe MCHB Abstract ofActive Project.. Select the most 
significant terms that descn1>e your project. inCluding lbe population served. 

This Summary ofProject Narrative (e.g. Project Ab6ract) will be publi.bed in the 
Maternaland Child Health Bureau'. (MCHB) annual publication entitled Abstract of 
Active Projects. This publication, which include••Jmmaries of all MCHB funded projects 
responds to Tnle V statutory reponing and oversight requirements {Sec 506(a)(I)J. is 
updated annually and i. an. imponant mechanism fo~ dissemination of infonnation about 
MCHB funded projects. Tbe .bstmct publication is Widely distributed to MCHB gmntees. 
Title V programs, academic institutions. and gove~ental agencies. 

4.1 	 Project Na..... tive. 

The narrative should be structured to respond to each review criterion and should include . 
the sub-bendings as they appear below. It should not exceed 20 pages. excluding 
appendices. 

• 4.2.1 D..cribe Ibe Priority Needs in tbe Stale ror Abstinence Education Programs. 

Document the priorities for Abstinence Education in~ your State. Describe existing 
progmms and gaps in service.. As appropriate, desCribe tbe need. by population 
subgroups; males and females <10. 1()'14. 15.17. 18-19. 2()'24. and >24 years ofag•• 
racial and ethnic groups. income groups. and childreh with special mental andIor physieal 
health needs. 	 I 

I 
! 

This seetion should conclude with a limited number ofpriority needs stated in shen 
sentences and listed in priority oroer. 	 I 

4.2.1 Meet Ihe Legi.lative Priorities. I 
I 
I 

For a copy of See. 510. see Appendix 6.1. The purpose ofthe Abstinence Education 
project is to enable the State 10 provide abstinence education. and at the oprien oftbe 
State, where appropriate, mentoring. counseling. and adult supervision to promote 
abstinence from sexual activity. with a focus on those groups which are most likely to bear 
children out-of-wedlock. 

For purposes of this section,. the term "abstinence edUcation" means an educational or 
motivaliona! program which 
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• , 
(A) has as its exclusive purpose, teaching the social, psychological, and health gains to he 
rea1ized by abstaining from sexual activity~ 

• 


(B) teaches abstinence from sex:ual activity outside mamaSe as the expected standard for 
all school age children; 

(C) teaches that abstinence from sexual activity is the only certain way to avoid out-of
wedlock pregnancy, sexually transmitted dis...... and other associated health problems; 

(D) teaches that a mutually faithful monogamous relationship in context of mamage is the 
expected Slandard of human sexual aotivity; : 

(E) teaches Ihat sexual activity oUlside ofthe context ofmarriage is likely 10 have hannful 
psychological and physical effectS; , 

(F) teaches that hearing children out-of-wedlock i, likely to have harmful con..quences 
for the child, the child's parents. and society; , 

(0) teaches young people how to reject sexual advances and how alcohol and drug u'e 
increases vulnerability to sexual advances; and 

(H) teaches the imponance,ofattaining self-sufficiency before engaging in sexualaClivity. 

It is recognized that many Slales receive relatively modeS! funding under Ihe legislalive 
formula which will result in the development ofprogiams with significant variation. It is 
not necessary to place equal emphasis on each element of the definition. however, a 
project may not be inconsistent with any aspect oft~ abstinence education definition 

Describe how your proposed project meets these legislative priorities. 

4.2.3 Pr..enllhe Program Plan. 

Address the imponant issues and Slate overall goals and performance 
measures that are clear ami," as appropriate, measurable and time framed. 

Present the State's overall plan for the project for thj next year. Provide an overview of 
the proposed geographic area and Iarget population. IIfyour target i. a subset ofmales 
and temales, provide your rationale for selecting these sub-populations based on the 
priority needs. i 
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• Describe the mechanisms to be used to deliver services and the actual services themselves. 
and how they will respond to cultural characteristics unique to the populations to be 
served and address barriers identified in tbe priority need•. 

• 


Identify providers with whicb you plan to have formal arrangements and the types of 
services they will provide, Include in an appendix dqcumentation ofprovider commitment 
for each of the services to be offered through subcontractors or through referrals. 
Documentation may include service agreements, memoranda ofagreement. or letters 
indicating agreement to serve your clients. : 

, 

Your plan and goalS must address issue. identified;'; the priority need section. Your 
overall plan should describe and provide your rationale for future directions and initiativest 

and identify ongoing activities continuing from a prior year. There should be goals for 
each of the specific priority needs. . i 

For each goal. there should be • set ofactivities and .a description ofmethods and 
instruments used that. ifwell executed. can reasonably be expected to enable the project to 
attain it. objective>. ,I 

, 
4.1.4 Deseribe the Protess ror Consumer Involvement. 

I 
The State should make ervery effort (I) to publicize the availabUity ofthese funds, (2) to 

, encourage the involvement ofnew providers. (3) to m.Ice clear the process, ifany. for 
application and .wilrd oftbese funds. (4) to provide proposal dervelopment assistance. 
whenever possible, if requested by groups eligible foi funding. (5) to provide this 
information on a timely basis, and (6) provide for th<! involvement ofparents in the grant 
application and review process. I , 
The application shall be made public within the Statelin such manner .. to !icilitate 
.onunent from any person (including any Federal or rither public ageney) during its 
development and after its transmittal. I 

4.1.5 De..rihe how tbe proposed budget supports the administrative and 

programmatic activities necessary to manage tbe program and accomplisb the 

proposal ptrformantt measures and objettiva. ' 


Descrihe how allocated and matching funds support prognunmatic and administrative 
activities to accomplish tbe proposed goals and objectives over the project period. If 
funds support staff, their slcills and proposed activities should directly support 
accomplishments ofgoals. Staff should include a program coordinator. Key personnel 

. should be listed on tbe enclosed supplemental budget form (Appendix M). Pi.... includ. 
a biographiCilI sketch for the program coordinator (Appendix 6,S). 

• " 




AJI contractual services must be justified by including the purpose, scope, and projected 
cost of the contract. Itemized budgets are required for aU contracts.. including in kind 
SUpPO" or other sources of funds.• 	

, 

Each major budget category must be justified with detail about how the funds will be used 
including non-Federal funds and in-kind suppon. ' 

,, 
Projects may allocate funds to support parent/family/community involvement in the 
implementation of the proposed project. : . 

4.2.6 Describe, as appropriate,. the coordination of this project with otber 
Abstinence Only Education programs in the State.. 

Describe in this section those special coordination efforts or other specific programs not 
already discussed in Section 4.2.3 above, including those abstinence only education 
programs funded by other sources. ; 

, 
V. 	 REQ\JlREMENTS FOR PROGRAM REPORTING 

i 

• 
Each State shall prepare and submit to the Maternal and Child Health Bureau an annual 
repon on its activities at a time specified by MCHB.I In order to properly ovaluate and to 
compare the performance of different States assisted under Section 510, and to assure the 

. proper expenditure of funds, rcpons will be submilt~ in standardized form 
(Appendices 6.8 and 6.9). ' 

The rcpon. will include at least the following informlllion: 
. 	 I 

I. 	 An unduplicated count of rn.aIes and fern.ales boa by the program by age group. 
<10,10-14,15-17,18-19,20-24, and >24 yOarsofage, by race and ethnicity. 

2. 	 Total encounters by age group, by race and ethnicity.
I 

3. 	 State population numbers for each year from 11993 to most current for above age 
groups, by gender, race, and ethnicity. I 

,, 
4. 	 State statistics for each year from 1993 to m';st current for numbers ofbirths, 

unmarried births, birth rates, pregnaney rates; unmarried binh rates by age groups, 
and race and ethniciry. 

I 

5. 	 A report of the progress made toward each measurable and time framed 
performance measure. I 
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I , 

• 	
I 

6. 	 A report on the number and the location ofthe communities in the State with an 
abstinence education program funded by this project. 

I 
1. 	 Other information as specified by the Mate~al and Child Health Bureau. 

• 
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I 
Append ix 6.1 

I 
Sec:. 510 SOCI~ SECURITY JICT ___ ~_____,..!! 

I I 

• 


• 


• 


i 
SEPAAAtt 1'1l00~ I'OR ABS'1"I:'NIlIU mUI:Jiill0N 

" 

SEc. 510, {42 U.s.C, 7101 (e)F", II><I""P""-ln~ (b),11>< 
s.a-y...u, bli=d_lm mI...:h""'-'fio:a! _,_to_ &.Ie 
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Appendix 6.2 

FY 1998 AbstinenCe Education 

• Absun~ AbsUnen 
Sec5jQ 

Alabama $1.081.058 
Alaska 78.526 
Arizona 894.137 
Ar1<ansas 660.004 
Calffomia 5,764,199 

Colorado 544,363 
Connecticut 330.484 
Delaware 80,935 
Distt1d of Columbia 120.439 
Flolida 2.207.663 

Georgia 1,450.063 
Hawaii 131,519 
Idaho 205,228 
Illinois 2.096,116 
1nd'l3na 857,042

• Iowa 424,908 
Kansas 391.185 
KentuCky 990,488 
louisiana 1.627,850 
Maine 172,468 

Maryland 535,712 
Massachusetts 739,012 
Michigan 1,899,560 
Minnesota 613,156 
Mississippi 1.082.152 

Missouri 969,291 
Moniana 166,439 
Nebraska 246,117 
Nevada 157,534 
New Hampshire 82,862 

• 
New Jersey 643,011 
New Mexico 518,368 
NewYor!< 3,317,564 
North Carolina 1,151,816 
North Dakota 126,220 

Sec51Q 

• Ohio .2.091.299 

Oklahoma 756.637 


' Oregon 460.076 

Pennsylvania 1.820,070 

. ; Rhode Island 129,592 

· South Carolina 811,757 
! SOoth Dakota 169,578 

1,087.569ITennessee 
Texas 4.922.091 

; Utah 325,666
I, 

Vermont 69,855 
Virginia 828,619 
Washington 739,012 

· West Vllginla 487,536 
: WISconsin 795.659 

• I Wyoming 80,935 
American Samoa 44,992 

I Guam '. 69,495 
Northern MaManas 42,493 

' , Puerto Rico 1,449,018 

I Trust Temtooos: , 
Palau 13,501! , Miacnesia 47,492 
MarshaKs 21,000 

Virgin tslanos l~,5Q9 

Grants to States $50,000,000 
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APPLICAll0N FOR 
OMI~No,O)q oou 

1.00l1'1~ 
, --' FEDERAL ASSISTANCE . 

t. "" 0#' SUllaPO'l«: J.. GIoft IIUZJ¥U .., .,....... a~ 1dIIt'IU_- ..... 1~1iOft , 

a ....  o """"""'" ... OII:r, ~ .... 1"CtIIIMl ~ - a iO-
J.. UfIUCoUff 1MFOMM.'nQJl 

laJIl""'; 0ItI....-  U!III. 

...,.,.,...wr,~,,fWfL (IIIIi(/ liP axIIIJ-' *""-..~,...d ... ~ ...~(lflfNlIIII'1~... _I tlitllft ,'"_COCIII' 

L ~~1DI-...o:cllwl:' t, ","OI~'feI*o"~__ "OOar' U 

I I I-I ] I I I I I I ... Slat H.....c ~ 0IIf.."" l sr-~~"HiQI\IIo~ 

L n'N0I ~t'tOIIt 
,,  J.~~ 

C,T~ .. _
a- o """"-' 0 e._ ... 

,~,""~~I)M~I: 0 0 •.  M PIoI<1 ~O'\! 
O.....DiIIrd N_OIhIr~._- .. _ C ....,... 0Inti0n , 

, 
o o.cr- 0....", ou.(~1: ......all,....., AOIMC'f: , 

I 
.. r.=t:~oc.nnc I I 1.1 I I ft. ~ 1IftU00N'I'UtWII'J"S ~1, , 

I 

""'" I 
tJ. ...... ,.,.,.traI.., ~ (:IriN. ~ tlltflN. .-:.j: 

,,,,, 
'" 

•• - 1•. CONOi_~ I\IIIIffhCT$ , 
Sl,fIIto.w ,,- .. ~ , 

[II,~,, 
I 

1.. ...,....11O~ ....~ --.....et10...'" tTA'tl1PfW'/'l"ll OIWIO 1:t1" JlllllCCajI

•. ""aI • .. • YES. THIS ~TICJNINIfIUCA~ WAS ""'llE AvAU8L.E TO 1l1E 
STAre mo.mvE ORDER Inn JIlIACICES$ FOA AEYEW ON 

I.  • .. ..,. I 
I, ..... • .. • .., 0 JIFIOQIUM"NOT~8'I'e4 lun ...... • ... I,

0 OR PIR(j(JMM*I tef EN saEC'Tm 8'1' STA,1Ii FOR ~. • .GIl 

t, 1'lI:9'*" ~ • .GIl ,r, 1:1 M ~ 0Il.*0""I CI'I Mff8la&l. aat't 

... fOT,t"I. • ,,. o v ,. .........................." 0 .. 

tt. to l'tl tm OII"'~ MIJO MUP.4t.OAt4 ..l'tCI:tAM..ICA~'hON _"""...,.~, 1t«DI)Q.NCtIIt MAS tuN OUU' 
.tUTMOfI1IR nne ~~OIIM.,...,.~ ...... M ~MU.COMII'I..T.mot",. "TT~ • __.en '" M.IIIJor.jTMCI" ...aJIOfO 

•T,..,~oi~"_~ .,"" , 
II' r~ II""",*,, 

., ~ctAlJthg<~~ 
, 

.. Del. SoQnIO 

.._, II;tl'ltloOtlll NUl ........ ~ ., .. , ...., 
16 



INSTRUCTIONS FOR THe SF 424 , 

• Thi, is .. atandard form UMd b,. appli.e&nta as a NqUired fa.cesheet ror prupplicatiolll and applieat.iont lubmitted 
ror Federal usilt.anc:c.lt wm be UMd by Federal apncift tooblain applicant certUacation that SLate. which have 
eAabU.hed. "view and comment proctdutf in I nponte to EucutiVf: Order 12312 and have .Iect.ed Ute pt'Olfam 
to be included in their proeess. ha". been given an ~rut.Y to re¥iew the applita.nt', lubmiuion, ' 

Item: 
, 

En.ry: 	 Item: I
, 

EnlTv: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

•. 

&. 

6. 

• 
1. 

8. 

9. 

10, 

11. 

, 

Self..upl.&natory. 


Date applieation submitted to ,.raJ aget'le1 (Of 


State if' applieable} &. applicant" c:on.trol number 

(ifapplicable). ' 


State use only (if'applkable)' 

tr lhiJ application it to eont.inue or fevise an 
esiJting award. _ter pronent Federal ident1r.et 
number. trCora MWprojeel. leavebhtnk. 

weal name of applicant.. name of primary 
orp.a.i&ational unit which will undertake the 
...i.t.an~ activity. «mplett: addre.. or the 
applicant. and name and t.f'~ne number olthe 
lM'f"&Ot1 to I!Ontact on mat.tert retated to this 
a~tieetion. 

Enter Employer IdenLificatlon Nomber (Ell'll .. 
assigned by the Intemal R • .,In... s.me., 
Enter the appropriate letter in the .pace 
provided. 

Cheek appropriate Del: and. enter appropriate 
Ie.ten,) in the~) pn>¥id04: 
- "New"" mean. a new alii_neeaward. 

- "Continuation'" tneI.Q AA utenaion!or AA 
addlti&nal fut>d~ period lOr a pn>je<t. 
with a projeet.edcompletion date. 

- "Revision" ........... cha.np in the Foderal 

Gc.vemment'. firw'lI:ial_1i&a1.ion or 
............ liability rro.. an edItin(I 

obllptlon, 

Name oCFederal e.pnq from wblch Ulitt.anee i.e 
being requested with this application. 

U.. the CatalOf or Foderalllome1ltle Aaa_ 
number and title or the program under which 
asliJt.anc:e iJ requested. 

Enter a brier deteriptift title oC the projeet. if' 
mote th$n one program it invol,,", you should 
append. an nplanation on .. lep&rate .heet, IC 
app~ri.ste (e.I.• conal.nl.dion or rul property 
projeeul•••...,h a map sIoowina projeet I_lion. 
For prn,ppticationl, UM a separate .hut to 
provide a &WDmaJ')' detc.ription orthia pt'Oject. 

12. 	 Litt onll Ute la.rpJt political t'ntitiel .ffeeted 

(f.ri· State. eountiel.eitial. 

' 


13. 	 Se~....pI"'lory. 

a. 	wi the applicut-, Congre8lional Distriet and 
any'm.trict(a) alI'ec:ted b, the prqram or projm. 

! 
15. 	 Amouni' nquested or to be eontributed during 

the: tinl. r1,lndinl/budlf't period by each 
contribuf.or, Value DC in-kind' contribution. 
should bf. included on appropriate lines as 
applicable. If &he action will re.ull. i.n a dollar 
change 1.0 an nia1J.ng a ward, indiet.te !!rU! the 
amount of the chlna:e. for eleenatel, endoM tM 
amounta in patenth...., lC both ba.ic and 
s1,lPldement .. 1 .. mount. are inc:l1.1ded, ahow 
breakdown on an attaehed Ibeet. For multiple 
PfOITam ru.ndi.na:. use total' and show breakdown 
us~sameealeprinlll item IS. 

i 
16. 	 Applicant. .Muld canta.\:t the State Sinale Point 

of ~ta<:t (sPOCI for Foderal E.....ti.. Onler 
12312 to determi.M whether the appti('aUon is 
tubjed. to the Stale itltEtgOvernmental review 
procell, 

,, 
11. 	 Th.ii quation applies to the .ppHeel'lt organi· 

zation~ not the person who siln.... the 
authorlHd reprHtn.tative. Cat.eaoriet of debt 
inclUde delinquent audit di••Uowancft, 10.. n • 
mll.axe.. 

18. 	 To he aipecl b)' the authorUed representative oC 
, 	&he ..pplia..clL A eopy ot: Ult' loyel'l'ling body's 

authoriaaUon for 10U to tip this applic8:t.ion as 
official repreaentative must be on file in the 
applicant', ofl"u:e. (Certain Federal agencies ma,. 
reqUire that 1h1s authoriu:tion be aubrnitted u 
partoCt.he applieation.) 

I 

I 


I• 	 ! 


http:partoCt.he
http:ru.ndi.na
http:indiet.te
http:nia1J.ng
http:contribuf.or
http:ident1r.et
http:applita.nt
http:usilt.anc:c.lt
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aebudgeLl 
OFFICE OF STATE AND COMMUNITY HEALTH, 

I• 	 I 

BUDGET FORMS FOR ABSTINENCE EDUCATION APPLICATIONS 

For Abstinence Education purposes, the sub-groupings ofnLwng categories under Section 15 of 
the Face Sheet ofthe Application For Federal ABsistance (SF424) will be defined as follows: 

I 
15. 	 Estimated Funding: i 

I 
a Federal-	 The Abstinence Edualtion Block Grant allocation only. 
b. 	Applicant- Carryover from previous year's Abstinence Education 

Block Grant alJocatiori. The unobligated balance. 
c. S_- The state match. The State's total matching fimds for the 

Abstinence Education IAUocation. 
d. 	Local- T ota! Abstinence EduCation dedicated fimds from local 

jurisdictions within u.e state. 
e. Other-	 Other fimds devoted sOlely to abstinence only education, 

programs under the direction of the S_Health Agency. 
f. Program Income - Funds collected by the .-MCH agency from insuranc:e 

payments, MEDICAID, HMO's, eII:., ifany. 

• 	
g. TOTAL· ALL the fimds ednDniStered by the s_ abstinence only , 

. education program. ! 
,,, 

• 




• • • 
(aebudgel2) 

FORM] 
STATE ABSTINENCE EDUCATION FUNDING PROFILE 

tJudGwI ~l<tleIldecI Dud2etm Exnenlklj Iludeted Exnended aJadsmd 621inend~ DudRted e.2nl~lld~ 
FY_ FY FY_ FY_ FY- FY_ FY_ FY_ FY_ FY 

L Is:JIml 
AliocatWD $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ 
IIS.AFSJ 

2. 	 tarrv5l:Y.m: 
(Unobligated $ $ $ S $ 	 $ L $ 
Balance) 

[l5bAFSJ 

J. SIAl!> ,• 
-MAt&h $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $
[J5cAFSJ 	 , 

<. 	 Ll1sal 
:Eilodioll $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ 

___ 0 ______________[ISdAFSJ 	 .' - - -- - ._--- -- .. .. _--	 -- _ 
,. 	Pmmm . 

$ $ $ 	 $ $ $ $ $ $.InliImll 
[I$/AI'SJ 

6 llIIw: 
&simi

$ 	 5 $- $ $ S S S Siii!:!! Funds 	 $
[Is. AFSI 

. 	 $TOTAL s 	 5 $ S S S $ $ S 
/ISrAFSJ 
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• • • 
-

SECtION C. NOIO-FED...,l HSQURCES...... • - .... 
~ I. I I 

I. 

,I. 
11. 

u. TOTAd (wntoflitifthndl1) I • I 

SECtION D· FORECASTED (ASII lIEEDS 

'I.'...... • 111'''_ lI'CIuIN1i ..._ -I • I • 
1.. ~.. 

tS. TOTAl (wfllofhfl41 U tM t4) • I I I 

SEC1lDN I.BUDGET EmMATES OF RDEIIAI. FUNDS NEEDED FOR B.,lANCE OF THE PROIECT 

4" Q,.,. Pn+-' f\fJ\a''''"1IOiM IY-.J.- ...... ""'" •&- - _. . - - . I' - I - • -

n. 

IL 

It. 

10. T01ALSiMimqfhftft1'·I') I I I 

SEC1l0N,. OTH'. BUDGET INFORMAlION 
.... 1:Q(h .MdltiONlShMU if NtKttUt,) 

Jt. Dltftta..r,..: In, 1nIIrfttCMr9H: 

U. bmi1U 

- . 

'fOtALS 
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I 
... 

&lilllOI/M., 
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.f......·- '. 
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SF .~~* t....; PIQII 

,.,.....~ tIoII 0loI8 Cw<;lollll 4.1o.t 



I 	 OMIAppnwaltlo,OMl-OCMO 

• 
 ASSURANCES - NON-CONSTIlUCTlON PROGRAMS 

I 	 . 

Note: 	 Certain of these aaauraneet may not. be appUt.able to your projKt or Pl'Oll'am, I( you haye quelUonl, 
pluse contact the awarding agency. Fur1.her, certaill Federal awll.tding apnciea may require applieanta 
tocert.ily toadditionalaeaurancu.lI.ueh is the cue,YOU wilt be notifit'd . . . 


/d the duly authoriMd representative orthe applicant t certi!y that'the applicant: 

- I 

t. 	 Hu the legal authorit)' t.a apply for Federal (.)t.be Orua Abuse otr~ And Tfritment. Act. or 

auiltance. aM the institutionel. UWlIPriaI And 1972 (P.L. 92~255)... am..nded. relatins to 
financiaJ capebi:lity (i.n<:luc:liAS fgnds: suftident to noftdiscrim.in.eUon Oft the basia or druS abuse; (1) 
pay the non-Federal ahere of project eMta) 1.0 the 'Comprehensive Alcohol Abuse and Atcoholi1m 
ensure proper P4uuUn.a'. maft&gem.tnt and eom- Pre.venti<m. Treatment and Rekabilitation Act. or 
pletionortheprojeetdeacribe<lindUaapplication. 1970 (P,L. 91·616). at amended. relaUns t.o 

notldiKrimination 011 the bud of abholabute or2. 	 Will live the awarding aaenq, the Comptroller alcoholism, (gIll 523 and 521 ofthe Public H..III>Genert.1 or the United State., 1M if appropriate. Service Act. of 1912(42U.SC. 290 cId·3 and 290 ..· the 5 ...., throup any autboriad ...,.....ntAti... 
3). 	at amended. relatins 1.0 confidentiality oracctu \0 and the richt to .x.mine aU reconls. alcohol and lINg .D.... pallen.........., (hl Title 
books. popll.... or doeument.l ne:lated t.o the awerd.; 
VIII of the Civil Righ .. Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. I and will ~blt.h a proper IlCC'OUntinr .),stem in 
3&01 et $eq.). as amended. retatinr to non~aecorda.nee with generany 4kC~pted .-ctOuntinr 
discr~minat.i.on in the sale. rental Of imancing of

Standardil or alJ$ney directives. 
housing; 0) an)' other nondiscrimination 

• 

3. Will estabUah sattsuardt to prohibit. employt" proviaiona in the tped!"te statute(s) under which 


from usinr their POSitiOM (or a pu.rpose that appUea.Uon tor Feeleral ani&t&ac:e ia being made~ 


conatitu\et or pretdts the .p~ of personal and (j) the requirement. or an)' other 

or orpnbati0n61 conlliet of intemt. or peracm&t nondiacriminolion ......!4(a1 which may .pply .. 

pin, the application, 


,. 	Wilt initiate and complete the work within the 7. Will comply> or bas already complied, with the 
applicable tlr. hme after receipt or approval of ...,qw........ 01 TiUto II and III 01 the Uniform 
the aw(U'dinr apnC)'. Relocation A..istance and Real Property 

Acquisition Policies. Aot.of 1970 (P.L. 91-(46)5. 	 WiU campi)' with the tntergovernmental .hieh PNme (or wir and equitable v.atment ofPenoonnel Act. of 1970 (42 U,S.C. II 4728-47(3) ))eiwns displaced Of whOM property is acquired 41relat.ing to preKTibed st.andarda tor merit .yatema 
.- mult of Federa' or rederallY.llmed progral'Nl,ror pro(r8ml funded' under one of the ninetee" 'I'heH requirement.l apply to aU interesta in "..1statutes or regulations spec:il"lt'd ill Appen4i.x A of 
property acquind lor project PU'l"'''' ...,aroll...OPM's Standards for.a Merit Syatem or PertODMl 
of'F~ttra1 partldpation in purchases. Admlni......jon (5 C.F.R. 900, Subpart Fl. 

8. 	 WilI<omply";lII the provisl.... 01 the Ha..h Act6. 	 Will comply with aU Ft'deral atatute. relatine to 
(5U,S.C.III50I.I508a11d 1324-7328lwhieh limit nondiscrimination. That include but are not 
the politiul activities or employee8 whoselimited to: (a) Title VI of the Ci¥il R.ighta Act or 
principal employmen.t .-«ivities are runded in196-1 (P.L. 88-352) which prohibita diacrimlnation 
wholeor in part with Federal funds.on the bu1a of race. color or national origin; (b) , 


Tit.l~ IX or the Education Ametwlmenta of 1972. at . 9. Will comply. as appticable, with the provisions or 

amended (20 U.S,C.1t U!81·16113.aIId 1685-16861. III, l)avls-_ Act (40 U.S.C, II 27& .. 27&· 

which prohibits discrimination on the bui. of MX; 11. the Cope..... Act (40 U.S.C. ! 276< .nd 13 

(c) Section 504.lthe RehabilitAtion Act 01 1973... U.S.C. US1'). and the Contr6cL Work Houn and

••".nd..s (29 U,S.C, ! 194). wbich prohibit' dis· Saf,ty StA.....•• Act (40 U.S.C. II 321·3331 • 

crimination on the basis or handkapo; (d) the ~ ....nling labor ata!lda"" Cor lederally ..,i,ted 

Discrimination. Act or 191$. as amended (42 eonatruction :lUbagreements. 

U.S,C,ff 6101·6101). which prohibits discrim~ 


in.tion on the basis ofage; 


• 


http:U.S,C.1t
http:discr~minat.i.on
http:1912(42U.SC


10, Will <:(Imply. it applicable, with flood insurance
purchase requiremenu or Sec:tion 102(.) 01 the 

• 
Flood Disaster Protection Aetof 1973 (P.L. 93-234) 
which requires recipienla in • spec:iaillood haurd 
Ilea to pe.rticipate in the proaram e.ndco pu.reh.ue
nood in$urana it the total coat o( in.urable 
const.ruction and acquisition d 110,000 or more, 

11. Will comply with fllvironment.alar.andarda which 
may be prescribed punuant CO 1M foOllowing: (a) 
institution .of environmetu.al quality control 
measures under the National Environ_AU! 
Policy Act of 1969 (P.L. 91~J90) aM I_oculi.. 
Order (EO) 11514; (hI ftotUlC.$tion of violating 
faeilities pun...' to EO 11738; Ie) prvtedion of 
we'I"'" pun...., to EO 11990; Id) ...1........ of 
1IoocI~ inlloodpl..... in __EO 

·11988; (e)am.arance or project coMiateney with 
the apprond State management pro,u,dl 
dneloped unde, the Coutal Zone Me....._,
Ac,.r 1972 (16 U.S.C. 11.1451.' .....); (I) 
conCormit)' or Fec!onI_ to Sta.. (CIeu Air) 
1....1............ Plana under Section 176(e) of the 
CI_ Air Iv:t or 1955.......nded (42 U.ll.C. I 
740lo'''"'I.);(i)prvtedionor~_ 

• 
ofdrinking ...., _the Safe IlrialW>g W..., 
Iv:t of 1974.......nded. IP.L. 93-523); ...s 0,) 
protection of en4a~re4 apeeie. und.er the 
Endanpred Specieo Iv:t of 1973... .........ted.IP.L. 
9Hl!5).. 

}., Will comply with the Wi1d and Sceaie Riwn Act 
of 1968 (18 U.S.C. It 1271 ., aeqJ ",l.ted to 

. pt'OteC1.ing COtnponen.t.a or potential compozltnta or 
the natJonaJ wikl~ a:cenie rivenaystem. 

,13, 	wm a'aiat th~ ...ardin, age:nc), in aUl,lring 
compliance: with SeeLido 106 of the: National 
Hiatoric Pl"HefVationActol 1956. a. al'Mflded (18 
u.s,cl -410). EO 11593 (id~ntitication and 
prote:c'tion of hiatorie propertit4). and the 
~1oCi..1...s lIi110ric _"'atio. Act .r 
1974(16 U.ll.C. 4690·1 .. ""1.). 

14. Will e~mp1Y with P,L, 93-3-48 ,..,ardine the 
protect.itm 0(human .uhjecc.l mvol ved iti rnearch. 
develop_ ...s related ..uvlties supported ~y 
th1a awant0(auiltuc:e. 

15. wm..imp!y with the LeIIoraIor7 Animal Wolf ... 
Iv:t ofl91!6 IP.L. 89-JS4.I... amen<lod. 7 U.S.C. 
21310t ""'I.) ~ to the ........ han<lling • ...s 
treatment of .arm bloocSecl anim.l, held (or 
ntrea.rcll. tac.hing. Ofotherac:ti:ritin .upported by 
this awanlot~. 

16. W"s1I_ply with the \.caII._ Palo, P....ninc 
Preventionlv:t (42 U.S.C. " 4801 .1 ""'I.) which 
prohibita the Ute of lead bated .-int in 
conltrudioo or ...habilitaUon or r~.idenn 
.tructurea. 

17. WlII ""- to be pedorlllOd the required n......i.) 
60d cOmpli.a.J:l.ee audita maeeordance with the 
SincI. Audit lv:toCl9114. 

I 	 • 
18. Wllleomply with .Il.pplieabl. requlre"",n,...rall 

other Federal laWl, executive orden, fegul.t.iol\.l 
...s~......"""" Ihia pt<Igram. 

,, 

SlGNAtulU OF A,UfHOItCl£D all:nfYtHGOFA':W. 

~TOllGAH!lATK)N 

mu 

I , 

DAfESUIIllUmD 

• 


http:cOmpli.a.J:l.ee
http:environmetu.al
http:pu.reh.ue


• 	 CEII1'IFICAl1ONS 

I. 	CEII1'IFICA110N REGARDING DEBARMENT 
AND SUSPENSION 

The ._"--'-"> (~aIIicial . • fw .. ~....,... 	 """'" 
.ppJ;omt ....._ ...)......me. "' ..... of .... 
or her ~ ....t belief. 1hot .. oppIlcmt, 
de6....! .... primary participun iD ...... 
,.;do 45 ern Put 76 • ....t ioo prindpolk 

(e) 	ore .... !ftO<IIIly doIwrod, ~ pro

""""" I ... deharm<ut, d<eIuod inoIip.i<, ... 
..w-;Jy ..cIwIed &om .,......,d ""_
by ""1 Federal J)epu:1meat OJ" _, 

tb) _ .... wiohiD • s.y.... period JI""""I", ..... 
propoooI been ~ of or had • 6iIjq. 
IUDl ~ ed apind them for commiukw or 
fraud or III crimiDed ~ ill ~ wiIh 
....iaing. ~ '" obtaiD, ... peri'CIrIDiaa • 

• 
pohIic (FocIer.tI, Stale. or lo0oi) ......_ ... 
WGtIDet ~ III public truMCIiou; "';'J""m of 

Fedend or StaLe audtnzat It"""" 01' c::orrunMo 
.... of _. theft, f"'ll"l'.Iri>er,. 
r.JaiIkotion or.-...... of ........... ~ 

t.1ae ...""meXltI, or rweitit'l ttoIea ......t,; 

(e) 	 ........ !ftO<IIIly iDdieu:d or Ilthorwioe ..;..;. 
IIIIIIy or civilly ehatpd by • .....,,"'..,.., 
entity (Federal. Statt~ or loeaJ) with OM"Dliaioo 
of""1.Itl>e_~iD~ 
(h) of ..... cmiIioatioa; ....t 

(d) _ .... wiohiD • s.y.... period .......Ii,,, ..... 
appIlcatiooIp"'J'O"'l had ... or ...... pohIic 
....- (FocIer.tI, Stale. or lo0oi) .....~ 
.for 'M.lIM! or delauI:t. 

Should .. ~ _ be able to pn>ride ..... ...,;&. 

..- III ~ u to ..by obouId be placed 

................ pap iD .. oppIi_ ....."P'. 


The appIicam ."..... by .,bnriui", ..... propoooI1hot it 
will include, without m0di6C111ioG, .. ct.u.e tided 
"Ct:t1Ui..,;." ~-.~...... "" 
cIlt!Ibi!ity, ADd V.,...".". Esduoioo-Low..- n.,. eo.. 
...,\ T",""""''' (Appeildr< B to 45 ern P.... 76) iD 
all lower tier (\O~eled ....- (i.e., .... 
'WiIh ~ ondIor _) ....t iD aII_

• tioD.I (or lower ~ eovend tranaactiooe. 

2. 	CE11'11FlCA11(JN REGARDING DRUG-FREE 
WORKPlACE IlEQIJIlIEMENTS 

. I 
The ~ (......iood olBdol ....... for ...ppIi_ orpniutioa) ......me. 1hot it will pu.ute 

• ~ _rIq>laoe in......-,.;do 45 ern 
P.... 76, "'" . , 
(a) 	Puhlloohing ....,...... 1IOIiIl", ~ thaI 
~ unIawfuJ manufecrure, ~ dilpeu
~ ...,..Mi.r«$ ar ute of • controlled IUI:Mt:ante 
ia p-ohihitod iD .. 8f!IIIlOo'. ~ ....t 
~ ......... thaI will be ...... apiDIt 

~ fw >rioIaoicm of ""'" probjhitioo; 
(h) Eat""""""'. ~__ P"IPAm to 

infwm employ_ oboul
(1) 	The ~ of drufJ _ iD"~; 

(2) The _'. policy of .......iDiDe • cIrut

(2) -~ All)' .....u.w. drufJ ~~ 
...... ....t~...,;__-.....t 

f4) The I"""ItW 1hot may be im""""" _ 
~ fw drufJ _ ...Ioticmo """"" 

.riDs ill the ~>e; 
(e) ....... it • N<pDr_1bet ""'" employ.. to 

be enppI iD .. peri'o:manoo of .. pm be 
p.;.., • ""P1 of ............ ~ by P""" 
8""I'h (a) ...... 
(d)~"~in"_"" 

quIrecI by 1*'..... (a). u..... tbet, u ...... 
dm.m of empIo,IDGIl ....... sram. .. 
aipIoyoe will 
(I) Abide by ........ of .. "_i ADd 

(2) Notify .. employ.. of ""1 crimiaaI drufJ 

tt.at:u:Ie wuwidioc (or .. ~~ 

iD .......... III) """'" then &... doyt 


.."""'~
(e) -,iDe the .",...,., 'WiIhiD ... doyt __ ... 

........ _ """"~(<1)(2), 


~ &om .. employee or odIa wille ~ 
IICO.IIII _ of ""'" .....ieci.oo; 

(/) 	T~ .... of the foIIowiD& ........ 'WiIhiD 30 
doi,. of,......iDe..-. ........ ~ 
(<1)(2). ahu.e. 'WiIh ~ to any employ.. who 

.'IIO~.I 
I. 

I 


http:FocIer.tI


...... 


• 
 (1) T~~ penon.aol O<tloo ..... 

ouch lID ...plOl"". Up .. and iDeIwIiog ..... 

miDation;; or 


(2) 	lIecpoirio& ...cb ompIuy.. to ~ ...... 
Cactorily in • dNg ahwoe ................... 
biliwi"" J"'OI!"IIIII ~ f.. ",cb ...... 
_ by • Federal, Slate, .. IoeaI '-1t.b, 
L.w ea!oroemeat. or other ~....,.; 

(sl Making ol!OO'l r.iIh effort to __ .. maiD
..... drvi .... ~ tbrou,;> 1mpIomeo... 
Don of _ph. (a). (h). (e), (d). (e). ODd (I) • ....... 


3. CEIf1tfIC4'I1ON IlEGAlIDING LOBBYING 

Tole 31. United _ Code. -... 135.2, _led 
UJ lznitarioo OIl \lie of appropriated ltmdI to m.. 
_ ....... Fedeni ~ ODd Iin• ..,w 
tnmW'riowt." pcraDy pohihiu JWqMnt.a of Ftd
tnl pDDt& -:t ooopai4he ~'ltt &om ~ 
Fedeni (appropriated) Iuodo fer ~ !be 
_ or lqiolalive _ ef!be Fedeni 

• 
GcwexWDml mnll\tW'etioa with • SPEaFIC If*IU 
... """,,",0Ii•• ~ _liIS2 .... 
................ eoeb _ wbo ""'....... """"_ 
a federal cr-nt or <uopetMtHe ,..rn.em IIIUIII dD
.,.... ~~ wiIh ......FedenoI ...... 
appt'O(>riated) Iuodo. n-~ apply to 
_ ODd eoo...,....,m __ EXC£EIlING 
tlOll.OOO in toto! -. (45 ern P"" 93), 

The und.cnipcd (..- otlieia1 oIpins for !be 
oppIieam orpDiuIioa) ....me., to !be ... ef hia 
... her bowledp oad belief, tIIId: 

(II 	N. Federal appropriated Iuodo hove ....., poUd 
... ,.;n be paid, by or GIl be!Wf of !be UDOIor
~ ... ..., _ for infl!l-u.,; or _ 
hog to ;.,0._ ...-or ~ of ""'I 
_., Ikmher of c...p-. IID.-.'" 
~ ofc...p-. ..... ~·of. 
Member of eo.:.,n. in eoIuwoct••' 'With the 
~ of ..., Fedeni -. !be mokint! of 
..., Fedeni e;nms. !be mMin« of ""'I Fedeni 
""",,!be ~ _ ef....,. _0Iive.
meat. _ the ater&llioa, continua,... reDeWal, 
...,.",......... or IIIOditleOIiost ef ..., Fedeni ..... 

• 
tmel., gre.at. ~ .. coopez~ lip'r- mrnt 

4. 	CEIf11f1CA'IlON 1I£GAJIIl1NG PIlOGIIAM 
FRAUD,. CI\'IL JIEMI!DIES ACI' (PI1CIIA) 

The uIIdenipod ~ otlieia1 oIpins f ... !be
_-"___ '..f) ---"'- b~' ~~•L~ ...,.,......,.. ..".... lOa ~ ......... IJIaR IX _ 


or her ~ ODd beIief, ..... !be_ 
........... true, .......... ODd .....".. ODd _ 
to """!'iY wiIh !be PubIie IIraIth Sea d.. ...... ODd 
......!iricww ilm .- it -.....I ... .....It ef thiooppI_... VIlIIful prvMoa of !ahoe iD:I'oraudioD it 
• eriminoI eff..... (I'Ide III, U.s. Code, _ 
1001). 'Jury ....- mMin«....,. Woe, -. or 
fraudulcut IlIIte!DeUI m.ay. in additioo. CO .GIber 
.elAcdia ....n..bJe 10 the Gofer....... be suhjed 10 
.ml P"'"1Deo UDder !be ~.... F....d Ciril 

j!emcclia Act oll9ll6 (4S ern PIIt 79).
· 	 . 

SIGNATURE OF AUTHORIlED c:amFYlNG OFFIQAL. TlTUi 

· APPUCANT ORGANIZA.'f1ON , 
• 

OATI! """""'"'" . 



• 


• 


STATE ___________________ 

CERTIFlCATlON REGARDING ENVlRONMENTAL TOBACCO SMOKE 

Public Law 103-227, also known as the i'ro-ChiidreD M of 1994 (Act), requires IIlat smok:iog 
!lOt be permitted in any portion of any indoor facility owned or leased or contnII::ted for by an 
entity and used routinely or regularly for the provision of bealth, day care, early cbildhood 
develOJ?l!l"ll1 services, education or library services to c.biIdren UDder the age of 18, if the servkes 
are funded by Feden!! progJaIDS either directly or through State or local governmeDlS, by Federal 
grant, CODtr..:t, loan., or loan guar3l1Iee. The law also applies to children's servkes IIlat are 
provided in indoor flIciIities that an: amstrucu:d, cpernted, or maintained with such federal funds. 
The law does llOI apply to cbi!dreD'. services provided in priviw, residences; portions of facilities 
used for inpatient drug or alcohol trealmellt; service providers whose sole soun:e'Or applicable 
Feden!! funds is Medicare Or Medil:aid; or facilities wbere WIC coupons are nodecmed_ Failure 
to comply with the provisions of the law may .....at ill the ~itioD of a monerary ponalty of up 
to $1000 for e..:h violation and/or the imposition of an adnlinistrative compliam:c order on the 
responsible entity. : 

I 

By signing this certification, the offeror/colllnll:tOr (for .."juisitions) or applicanllgranree (for 
grams) certifies that the submlttiDg organi7>ltion will comply with the requiremelltS of the Ar.t and 
will not allow smoking within any portion of any indoor facility used for the provision of services 
for children as defl!led by the M. 

The submitting organil2tion agrees IIlat it will require.that the bmguage of this certification be 
included in any suba"",ds which contain provisions for cbildren's services and IIlat all 
subrecipients sball certify lIllCOrdingly. 

Signature of Authorized CertifyiDg Official Date 

• 



Append ix 6.4 

• 	 I 
SUPPLEMENT TO SECTION F of FORM 424A 

KEY PIlRSONNEL 	' 
i , 

INAME J\NI) 

POSITION TITLE ANNUAL 
SALARY 

(1) 

$ 

" 

• 

. 


, , 

• 	
, 

I 

, 

FRINGE BENEFIT 
IRate ) 

- .. 

NO. 
MONTHS % 

TOTAL S 
AMOUNT 

BUDGET TIME REQUESTED 
. . 

(2 ) (3 ) 14 ) 

% $ 

I 

I 
I 
I 
f 

I 
, 

I , 

I 
I 

I 

f 

, I , 

i Total $ 

I , 
, 
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Appendix 6.5 

• Biographical Sketch 

Give the following information for all professional petSOMel contributing to the project beginning wit~ trw; Project Oirector. 
(DO NOT EXCEED 2 PAGES ON ANY INOMOUAL) , , 

Ii.Kh o.e. 
{Ma, 0.1' Yr,) 

• 

RI$I!WtOf Aifl) non::ssu:ww. IXpntE:IICI U.t in ~cbto!lQl09i~1 oniU pJ:.y~ ,,~I; *114 ..,..,u.r:c.. t.ift in ~ 
cm-h~'Olco.l otdu aot{. npl·..."ue;l_ p,.bliC:Ati_. I 

• 

28 




Append ix 6.6 

REGIONAL OFFICE PROGRAM CONSULTANTS , 
MATERNAL AND CHILD HEALTH BUREAU 

I• 


• 


• 


Region I (CT. ME. MA. NH. RI. V1') 

Barl>ara Tausey, M.D., M.H.A. 

Room 1826 

John F. Kennedy Federal Building 

Boston, MA 02203 

(617) 565·1433 
(617) 565·3044 (FAX) 

BTAUSEY@HRSA.DHHS.GOV 


Region n 00, NY, PR, VI) 

Margaret Lee, M.D. 
26 J'federal Plaza 
Federal Building, Room 3835 
New York, N. Y. 10278 
(212) 264·2571 
(212) 264·9908( FAX)
MLEE@HRSA.DHHS.OOV 

Region m (DE, DC, MD, PA, VA, WV) 

Frank Heron, M.B.A .. 
Room 10140, Mail Stop 14 
P.O.Box 13716 . 
3535 Market Street 
Philadelphia, PA 19104 
(215) 596-6686 
(215) 5964137 ( FAX) 
FHERON@HRSA.DHHS.GOV 

Region IV (AL, FL, GA, KY, MS, 
NC, SC, TN) 

Ketty Gonzalez, M.D., M.P.H. 

101 Marietta Tower, N.E. 

Suite 1202 

Atlanta, GA 30323 

(404) 331,5394 
(404) 73~2983 ( FAX) 
KGONZALEZ@HRSA.DHHS.GOV 

Region V (IL, lN, Ml, MN, OH, Wl) 

Dorretta Evans Parker, M.S.W.(Acting) 
105 W. Adams Street, 17th Floor 
Chicago, lL. 60603 
(312) 353,1700 
(312) 886-3770 (FAX) 
DPARKER@HRSA.DHHS.GOV 

29 
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Region VI (AR, LA, NM, OK, TX), 
, 

niomas Wells, M.D. M.P.H. 

1200 Main Street 

Room 1850, HRSA4 

Dlillas, TX 75202 

(214) 167·3003 
(214) 767,8049 (FAX) 

TWELLS@HRSA.DHHS.GOV 


R~on vn (lA, KS, MO, r..>:) 

Bradley Appelbaum,M.D' M.P.H. 
Federai Building, Room 561 

601 E.12th Street 

Kansas City, MO 64106-2808 

(816) 426-5292 
(816) 426-3633 (FAX) 

BAPPELBAUM@HRSA.DHHS.GOV
. I . . 

Region \'ill (CO, MT, ND, SD, UT, wy) 

I
Joyce DeVaney, R.N., M.P.H. 

Federal Office Building, Room 1189 

1961 Stout Street 

Denver, CO 80294 

(303) 844·3204 ext.217 
(303) 844.OQ()2 (FAX) 

JDEVANEY@HRSA.DHHS.OOV


I . 
Region IX (AZ, CA, HI, NY, AS, FM, 


I GU, MH, MP, PW) 

I 


Reginald Louie, D.D.S., M.P.H. 

Feileral Office Building, Room 317 

50 .United Nations Plaza 


. San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415) 437,8101 
(415) 437·8105 (FAX) 

RLOUlE@HRSA.DHHS.GOV


I .
Region X (AK, lD, OR. WA) 

I
Margaret West, Ph.D., M.S.W. 

Mail Stop RX·27 

220I Sixth Avenue 

Seattle, WA 98121 

(206) 615-2518 
(206) 615·2500 (FAX) 

MWEST@HRSA.DHHS.GOV 


I 

February 25, 1997 
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Append1x 6,7 

• Enclosure B 

Instructions 10 new grantec:s: . 
How to prepare abstracts and annotations Cor the first time 

(dill""" guidclioes epplv for al><tr1<:ts _mel in subs<qnaJ1 )'OIII'S or tile sram)• I , 
I 

w. bavcax:loscd. amplo _as""""'Ploof_.,...wJyour "'&1. 
I ' 

GuideliDes Cor prepariog your abstract I 
I 

Provide .. _ dial caD be puhIis!Ied ill tile M.IImIalIllC! Qik\ HeoIdIIImoa', (MCHB) awaI 
pubu..Doo._ofActwiProj.ctS FllIIlkd byMCHB. "Ibis pubIicaIica, wbid!. iIIcIwIes """"""'"of 
all projects I\mdcd by MCHB, is Vjldaud......uy IIIC! is .. impccuIIr......... fix' di.....iaOling 
iDformatioc about MClm-1imdtd proj_. I 

(jujdolioes Co!k>w uussist you iD preparing ~__ f«J!QII&." Ia ~ pIcuc aOi.c: 

• 
,{ 

• ,A_ sbouId be __ It! f"",1"S" doscripIiolIsoftlle pnJjccI 
• Usc plain pIPCf {IIO! S1I1i"""Y'" paper will> _ ... 1iDos~ 
• Doul>Iwp_ your ibotntct. • ' 
• Al'Oid "!ora!auing" (de "'" 1IDdortiac, .... bold lypC ... iIalics, .../usIify-siu).
• Usc. Sfalan1(OOIIpI<tpORioaaI) l2-pildl_... IypC€aoo.............. " 

I, Project Identifier IaCormation 

Proj<c:t ,Il10: 
I'Jo.joct NIIIDbr. 
I'Jo.joct DiIa:Ior. 

ConIac:I P<naa: 

GI-= 
Address: 

Pb<mo Number. 

F""N_ 

E....aiiildl_ 

WorI4 Wide Wed iiiIdI.... 


• 
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, i 
Sample NEW Abstract 

• 
(This abstract is ~re8ented as a sample format, not as a guide to content 

preparation.} : , 

Project Title: Family voices IPartnership for 
Information arid Communication 

Project Number: MCU 356088 
Project Director: Polly Arango
Contact Person: 
Grantee: Family voices,1 Inc. 
Address: P.0, Bo" 769 1 

Algodones. NM : 87001 
Phone Number: (505) 867-23681 
Fax Number: (50S) 867-65171 
E-mail Address: 
World Wide Web address: 
Project Period: 10/01/95-09/30/98 

Abstract: 

PROBLEM~ The' role of parents in maternal and child health 
I 

policy making is still not fully recognized. Parents and parent
I 

organizations lack the information they!need to participate fully

• in the development of health policies a~d implementation of 
I programs that produce positive health outcomes for mothers and 

children. The formal mechanisms for ensuring a flow of 

information into the Maternal and Child Health Bureau (MCHB) do 

not currently provide for input from par~nts and their 
iorganizations. Health policymaking at local, State, and national 
I 

levels is less effective than it could ~ because there is too 
I

little contact between key decision makers and representatives of 
I 

parent organizations. 

GOALS AND OBJECTIVES: The goal is to enhance two-way 
, 

communication between MCHB and parent organizations about issues 

• 
I 




• 


• 


• 


,
influencing maternal and child health. The objectives are to! 

I
1. Achieve recognition of the important role parents and parent

I 
organizations play in developing policies and programs that 

influence maternal and child health; 

,2. Disseminate information about maternal and child health 

policy to parente and parent organizations in a format that will 

be most useful to them as they participate in the development of 
I 

policies and programs influencing maternal and child health;
i

3. Increase understanding by MCHB of the family perspective on 
I 

issues influencing maternal and child health: and 
I 

4. Increase two~way communication betwe:en parent organizations 

and' other members of the interorganizational consortium. 

METHODOLOGY: Possible activities inClUde the formation of a
l

coalition of national~ regional, and State parent organizations
I 

concerned with issues influencing maternal and child health; 
I 

formation.of a steering committee to advise Family Voices and 
I 

CAPP on strategies and programs; participation in PIC 
, 

interorganizational consortium meetings; ~stablishment of two-way 

communications between Family Voices and consortium members; 

preparation and implementation of a publi6ations programs that 
I

alerts parents and parent organizations to issues in maternal and 
I 

child health, and roles that parents and parent organizations can 

play in developing policy at 'local. state~ and national levels; 

consultation regularly with the MCHB regarding the family 

perspective on issues affecting maternal and child health; a 

http:formation.of


, 

I
meeting of parent organization leaders to review and if necessary 

~ 	 improve project strategies; participation in other parent 

organizations' conferences and training events; and the use of 
I 

links to other PIC interorganizational consortium members to 
I 

build roles for parents and parent organizations in maternal and 

child health policymaking and program implementation at the local 

level. 

i 
COORDINATION: The project will be conducted by Family Voices in 

NM and the CAPP Project of the FederatioJ for Children with 

Special Needs in Boeton, MA. Actual activities will be 

determined 	by negotiation between Family Voices and the MCHB. 

, ,, 

EVALUATION; In general t progress can be Idetermined through the 
I~ 	 use of clear project milestones. The ult,imate effect of the 

project could be determined by answering the following questions: 

Is there greater recognition of the role parents and parent 

organizations play in developing poliCieSI and programs that 

influence maternal and child health? Hasi information about , 
maternal and child health issues been disseminated to parents and 

parent organizations in useful formats? Have parents and parent 

organizations had a positive influence oD,the development of 
I

maternal 	and child health policies and programs? Does the MCHB 
• 

have a better understanding of the familYlperspectiVe? Has 

two-way communication between parent organizations and other 

members of the interorganizational consortium increased? 

~ 




Keywor<ls: 

• .i.Children with Special Health Needsi.i,Information 

Networks;.i.Dissemination;.i.Families;.i.Advocacy;.i.Public
I

Policy•. i.Family Professional Collaboration;.i.!nformation 

• 


Services; 1 
I 

Almotat.iOl1: 

Enhancement of two-way communication between the Maternal and 
I 

Child Health Bureau (MCHB) and parent organizations about issues 
I

influencing maternal and child health is the project goal. 

Possible activities include the formation of a coalition of 

national, regional, and State parent organizations concerned with 

issues influencing maternal and child he'a1th; preparation and 

implementation of a publications programs that alerts parents and 
I 

parent organizations to MCH issues, and roles that parents and 

parent organizations can play in develop~ng policy at local • 

State, and national levels; consultationl regularly with MCHB 

regarding the family perspective on issues affecting MCH; and a 
I 

meeting of parent organization leaders to review and if necessary 

improve project strategies* 

• 




• Appendix 6.8 " 

Maternal and Child Health Bweau ' , 
Abstinence Education Program 

Total EJcounters by Clients , 

MALES 

Non-Hispanic White 

Black 

Hispanic 

Others 

• FEMALES 

Non-Hispanic White 

Black 

Hispanic 

Other 

TOTAL 

, 

,, 
,,,,, 

I 
A' • Yem ars 

" 10 10- 14 15 - 17 18 - 19 20-24 >24 TOTAL 

• 
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• Appendix 6.9 

Maternal and Child Health Bureau, 
Abstinence Education Program , 

I 

,I , 

I 
Unduplicated Count ofClients Served 

MALES 

Non.Hispanic White 

Black 

Hispanic 

Others 

• FEMALES 
No....Hispanic White 

Black 

Hispanic 

Other 

TOTAL 

A • Y earslelA 

'" 10 10·14 15·17 18·19 20·24 >24 

,, 

i,. I 

I 
I 
, 

, 
I 

I 
I 

TOTAL 

,,,, 
,, 
I, ,,,,, 

• 
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