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REFORMING WELFARE

MORE DEMOCRATIC ACTION ON WELFARE REFORM

A GOOD TRADE DEAL WITH CHINA

President Clinton begins the week by Moving forward on his pledge to end welfare as we know it while 
Congress tries to develop a national response to welfare reform.

Another Welfare Waiver. On Monday, Secretary Shalala grants another federal waiver for state 
welfare reform, bringing to 24 the number of states that President Clinton has given flexibility to 

improve their system.

BUILDING ON A RECORD YEAR FOR ENFORCEMENT. The President's action today builds on the work he has 
done the past two years to step up child enforcement. Last week, the Department of Health and Human 
Services reported that we had collected a record $703 Million in delinquent child support for 1993 
by garnishing income tax refunds of parents who failed to pay. This 13X increase in collections 
helped almost one million families.

MAKING PARENTS PAY WHAT THEY OWE. The President has made child support enforcement one of his top 
priorities, and this executive order will make it easier to find federal employees who don't meet 
their obligations to their children. It will also improve our ability garnish their paychecks and 
force them to pay the support they owe.

TODAY, THE PRESIDENT SIGNS AN EXECUTIVE ORDER MAKING IT EASIER TO FIND PARENTS WHO OWE CHILD SUPPORT AND TO 
MAKE THEN PAY WHAT THEY OWE.

Opposing Efforts to Cut School Lunches. Also on Monday, Governor Howard Dean (VT), the Chairman of 
the National Governors' Association, and other Democratic Governors release a study showing the harm 
GOP cuts in school lunches would do to children in their states.

TALKING POINTS
Monday, February 27, 1995

DEMANDING PERSONAL RESPONSIBILITY. The President's action is another important step in the effort 
to bring the federal government in line with the values of our people. Parents have a 
responsibility to take care of their children -- and any parent who isn't paying child support 
should be forced to pay. Too many children in this country suffer because of a parent's 
irresponsible behavior. Responsible welfare reform must include measures to enforce child support 
obligations.

ELIMINATING UNFAIR TRADE PRACTICES. The agreement with China will eliminate practices that have 

cost Americans over $1 billion a year in high value exports. It will mean thousands of jobs for 
Americans in key industries, including computer software, pharmaceuticals, agricultural and chemical 
products, books, and audio visual products.

A WIN FOR AMERICAN WORKERS. Over the weekend, the Clinton Administration won another battle in the 
fight to create high paying jobs for Americans. On behalf of U.S. workers. President Clinton has 
used every tool at his disposal to fight foreign barriers to U.S. exports. That strategy paid off 
yesterday when the United States and China today signed an agreement on intellectual property.
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Talking Points on Child Welfare

The Vision for Child Welfare:

The Administration supports a vision for child welfare where:

Critical Issues:

All communities offer a continuum of child welfare services, from early prevention to 
foster care, reunification, and adoption. Because children’s healthy development is at 
the center of all decisions, children spend as little time as possible between permanent 
settings, returning home or to a loving adoptive family as quickly as possible.

Given increasing need and inadequate current funding in the child welfare system, capping the 
amount of resources available to states for foster care maintenance and adoption assistance 
payments would greatly increase risk to children.

The allocation of resources across states raises major issues of fairness and incentives for 
future investment. Any approach that allocates resources to States based on existing claims 
penalizes the States that may need resources the most because they have not yet made major 
investments in their systems and may disrupt current State commitments to make major 
infrastructure commitments to computer systems and training.

The first priority of child welfare services is to ensure the safety of children and all 
family members.

The community is the first line of support for families. While a strong public child 
welfare system exists, families have access to all kinds of informal family support 
services in neighborhoods and settings that feel comfortable and are easily accessible.

Strong Federal enforcement of basic protections for children is critical to ensuring 
improvement in State systems. At the same time, the Federal role must be revamped to focus 
on outcomes rather than process, as in the revised monitoring approaches that we are 
currently developing and piloting.

All services build on the resources and strengths of families to support children’s 
healthy development.

Between 1988 and 1993, the rate of substantiated child abuse and neglect rose by 
more than 25% and the foster care caseload increased by almost 50%, as states 
responded to increased and more severe family need. Adoption assistance payments 
more than doubled from 1988 to 1994 as states placed more children into permanent 
homes. These and other factors contributed to a tripling of Federal resources 
available to the states for child welfare from 1988 to 1993.

There is widespread agreement that the current child welfare system is overstretched 
in responding to current and anticipated future needs. According to Michael Petit of 
the Child Welfare League in testimony before the Ways and Means committee, "...the 
nation’s response to the often life-threatening conditions in many young victims’ lives 
is unorganized, underfunded, and completely inadequate."

♦ *
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Child Welfare and the Clinton Administration:

Helping State and local programs succeed, through the provision of improved and 
expanded training and technical assistance; and

Supporting the development and implementation of State automated child welfare 
information systems, to support caseworkers, managers and policy-makers.

Encouraging comprehensive planning that reaches across programmatic and agency 
lines and that includes community-based providers and consumers;

To achieve the vision of a quality child welfare system will require both strong national 
leadership and increased State flexibility. The Administration is working in partnership with 
the States to support continuous improvement in child welfare services by:

Paying increased attention to outcomes, including efforts to reengineer monitoring to 
focus on the quality and results of State services, rather than on mere paper 
compliance;
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Background
established in 1975 under Title IV-DThe goal of the Child Support Enforcement (CSE) program, estabhsheo m y unOCI yuc x, 
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Changes Under Welfare Reform

Building on the best state and federal initiatives, President Clinton’s child support plan, introduced 
as part of last year’s welfare reform legislation, would create an aggressive, coordinated system 
with automated collection and tougher enforcement. While the federal-state child support 
enforcement system collected $9 billion from non-custodial parents in 1993, the reformed system 
under our plan would collect $20 billion in the year 2000. The plan focuses on:

Universal paternity establishment. Performance incentives will encourage states to establish 
paternity for all births, and hospitals will expand efforts to get parents to voluntarily acknowledge 
paternity. Streamlined legal procedures and greater use of scientific testing will facilitate 
identification for those who do not voluntarily acknowledge their responsibilities. And we also 
will require each welfare applicant to supply the name and location of the child’s father in order to 

receive benefits.

Fair award guidelines and periodic updating. A commission will study whether national awards 
guidelines should be adopted. States will automatically update awards for families as non-custodial 

parents’ incomes change.

Automated monitoring and tracking. States will centralize and modernize their child support 
structures through the use of central registries that monitor payments automatically. Anew 
national child support clearinghouse will catch parents who try to evade their responsibilities even 

if they flee across state lines.

New penalties for those who refuse to pay. Expanded wage-withholding and data-base matching 
will be used to enforce compliance. As a last resort, states will withhold the drivers’ and 
professional licenses of parents who refuse to pay support. Even the threat of license suspension is 
a proven enforcement tool, and suspension also reaches self-employed people unaffected by wage­

withholding.

Increasing funding. President Clinton has proposed yearly expansions in federal spending 
on child support, increasing federal spending by more than 25 percent since taking office. 
In 1993, the federal-state child support enforcement system collected a record $9 billion 

from non-custodial parents.

Seizing tax refunds. On February 21, 1995, HHS announced the collection of a record 
$703 million in delinquent child support for 1993 by garnishing income tax refunds of non­
paying parents. Benefiting nearly one million families, the amount was 13 percent more 
than collections for 1992.

Improving paternity establishment. Already, the Clinton Administration has proposed, 
and Congress has adopted, a requirement for states to establish hospital-based paternity 
programs, as a proactive way to establish paternities early in a child’s life.

Prosecuting non-payers. Billions of dollars more in support is owed to nine million 
children whose parents have crossed state lines and failed to pay. The Justice Department 
is aggressively investigating and prosecuting these cases under the Child Support Recovery 

Act.
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National Service

Impact of Selected House Rescission Proposals

Summer Jobs

’AGE 2/3

The rescission would cut 15,000 AmeriCorps members from the 
33,000 Congress authorized and funded to begin service in 
the latter half of 1995. Examples of National Service 
activities; providing thousands of low—income and migrant 
children with immunizations; nursing and health professions 
students are providing health education and primary care to 
senior citizens; working with children in environmental 
clean-up activities; and, working in inner city recreation 
areas to work against drug traffic and violence.

WIC

Approximately 24,000 fewer homeless families could be 
prevented from moving to transitional or permanent housing.

Housing Assistance to Persons with aids

The rescission eliminates funding for a program that would 
otherwise provide over 1,000 units of housing and other 
assistance to people suffering from AIDS.

Domestic violence Hot Line

The rescission would eliminate funding for the Summer Youth 
Employment program in each of the Summers of 1995 and 1996, 
wiping out job opportunities for 615,000 disadvantaged youth 
in each of these summers.

The rescission would eliminate funding for a 24 hour 
domestic violence hotline that would provide crisis 
counseling and service referrals for battered women and 
their family members. More than one million women are the 
victims of domestic violence.

A $25 million rescission of the Special Supplemental 
Nutrition Program for Women, Infants, and Children (WIC) 
would reduce the projected caseload of women, infants, and 
children by as much as 100,000 by the end of FY95.

Subsidized Housing

This cut eliminates assistance to 63,000 needy low-income 
households which would receive Federal housing assistance. 
This would include 12,000 homeless families, 2,000 disabled 
individuals and 3,000 people with HIV/AIDS who are already 
homeless or in danger of becoming so.

Homeless
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Elementary and Secondary Education

Rvan White and AIDS Prevention

Rural Rental Housing

Goals 2000

Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities

FEB-24-S5 07*58 FROM *OMB LA

The §105 million reduction could deprive an estimated
100,000 educationally disadvantaged children of special 
services.

This rescission would eliminate all FY 1995 funding for the 
Federal Government's primary rural multi-family rental 
housing direct loan program. These funds are used to 
construct low-cost rental or cooperative housing for 
elderly, handicapped, and very low-income families in rural 
America. This rescission would eliminate all funds for the 
construction or rehabilitation of 3,750 units.

Community Development Banks

The proposed rescission of $125 million would terminate the 
program. Without this funding, the Fund would not be able 
to provide: $10,000,000 in direct loan subsidies to support 
over $23,000,000 of direct loans to CDFIs; $50,000,000 in 
grants, technical and other financial assistance to CDFIs; 
and $20,000,000 in community development incentives for 
depository institutions. The Fund's investments in CDFIs, 
banks, and thrifts are estimated to leverage approximately 
§500,000,000 in investments, loans and financial services in 
the country's most distressed communities.

The Ryan white reduction will result in the loss of early 
intervention services to an estimated 2,000 individuals. 
The AIDS Prevention reduction could potentially reduce 
access to HIV counseling and testing by an estimated 380,000 
persons.

I

A 38% reduction in funds for State and Locals Goals 2000 
funds means that approximately 4,000 fewer schools in 46 
states will receive seed money to implement more 
challenging academic standards.

The Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities program 
provides counseling, instructional and other drug prevention 
services in 94% of all school districts, serving 93% of 
public school children and 82% of all public and private 
school students. If the program is eliminated, these school 
districts will lose all federal support for drug-prevention 
programs and not receive start-up funds to institute new 
anti-violence programs.



HOUSE REPUBLICAN RESCISSIONS

I.

REPUBLICAN SAVINGS ARE GOING TO PAY FOR UNJUSTIFIED TAX CUTS 
FOR THE WEALTHY.

REPUBLICAN RESCISSIONS REFLECT A STRATEGY TO CUT INVESTMENTS 
FOR THE MIDDLE CLASS AND POOR CHILDREN TO FUND LUCRATIVE TAX CUTS 
FOR THOSE MAKING OVER $200,000.

THE REPUBLICAN BUDGET MAKES DRAMATIC CUTS IN PROGRAMS FOR 
CHILDREN SIMPLY TO PAY FOR THE PORTION OF THE TAX CUTS GOING 
TO HOUSEHOLDS MAKING OVER $200,000.

All of the above cuts would pay for only a portion of the average 
capital gains tax cut that goes to households making over 
$200,000.

• The Republican "Contract with America" includes a 
$700 billion tax cut over 10 years —with half the 
benefits going to families making over $100,000.

Indeed, the following cuts all go to paving for only a portion 
of the capital gains tax cut going to households making over 
$200,000.

• A capital gains tax break that will cost $183 
billion over 10 years—with nearly half the benefits 
going to families making over $200,000. The cost of 
one year of the capital gains cut would be larger than 
all rescissions approved through Friday, February 24.

• 15,000 young people will be denied opportunities to engage
in national service; ($210 million, or 2% of the one- 
year average price of neutral-cost recovery)

• 100,000 women, infants, and children will be denied proper
nutrition by WIC cuts;

• 615,000 disadvantaged youths will be denied summer jobs
this summer because of the elimination of funding for 
the summer jobs programs. ($1.7 billion)

4,000 school will be denied funds for higher standards 
and better teaching through cuts in GOALS 2000 ($164 
million)

• 34,000 youth in 17 communities around the country will
lose training opportunities through elimination of 
Youth Fair Chance.

• 94% of all school districts will lose funding for keeping
drugs out of their schools through elimination of 
funding for the Safe and Drug Free Schools and 
Communities Program.

• A boondoggle "neutral cost recovery" tax break that 
the Wall Street Journal says "is a very sweet deal for 
the nation's capital intensive companies... [and] could 
allow some big and profitable companies to escape taxes 
altogether." (12/5/95) Cost: $120 billion over 10 
years.
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II. POLITICS AS USUAL OVER POLITICAL REFORM: THE REPUBLICANS TALK 
ABOUT CHANGE/ BUT IT'S JUST MORE PORK AND POLITICS AS USUAL — 
WHILE THE MIDDLE CLASS AND POOR GET CUT.

Through the National Performance Review, President Clinton has 
already cut more than 100,000 federal jobs and saved $63 billion 
and is making bold, but sensible reforms that make government 
work better for working families. By contrast, the Republicans 
have an extreme ideological agenda, and they are cutting programs 
whether they work or not.

Example: The Administration is making a bold, sensible reform 
of the Agriculture Department while Republicans are calling 
for slashing successful nutrition programs for children. The 
Administration has closed 1,100 unneeded agriculture field 
offices while expanding WIC. That makes sense. GAO says WIC 
saves $3.50 for every $1 spent while improving birthweights 
and reducing infant mortality and child anemia. Republicans 
are drastically slashing this and other successful programs. 
Indeed, in addition to their rescission package they are also 
calling for cuts in WIC and school lunches totaling $860 
million in 1996 and $7 billion over five years.

Example: The Administration has called for dramatic reform of 
the Department of Housing and Urban Development — 
consolidating 60 programs and eliminating 4,400 positions, 
while Republican rescissions threaten housing for the 
neediest. Republicans are simply calling for slashing housing 
assistance for 63,000 families, most with poor children, 
including 12,000 homeless families, 2,000 disabled individuals 
and 3,000 people with HIV-AIDS who are homeless or in danger 
of becoming so. ($2.7 billion)

600,000 Summer Jobs vs. $600,000 Increase for the Speaker's 
Office: Behind the rhetoric about revolution, you'll find the 
same, old porkbarrel politics. While the Republican 
leadership is calling for eliminating over 600,000 summer jobs 
for young people. Newt Gingrich is giving his own office 
$600,000 more for its own needs.

Paying for a Pork Visitor Center for a Republican Official Is 
More Important than Weatherizing Homes for Low-Income
Families: As the New York Times stated: "One trade-off speaks
volumes about Republicans priorities; they decided it was more 
important to pay for a visitor's center in Oregon, the home 
state of a GOP Committee member, than to help weatherize homes 
of low income families." (2/24/95)

III. EXTREME CUTS VS BOLD, SENSIBLE REFORM: PRESIDENT CLINTON IS 
CREATING A LEANER, SMARTER GOVERNMENT THAT HELPS MIDDLE CLASS
AMERICANS HELP THEMSELVES. THE REPUBLICANS ARE TAKING AN EXTREME 
"CUT-AND-GUT" APPROACH THAT HURTS WORKING FAMILIES.

Example: This President signed the inter-state banking 
legislation — an historic reform, while the House Republicans 
are calling for eliminating funding for Community Development 
Banks: After 20 years of effort, this Administration passed



the Interstate Banking Efficiency Act — a major deregulatory 
accomplishment. The House Republicans would deny hundreds — 
even thousands — of community banks funding by eliminating 
funding for the Community Development Bank and Financial 
Institution bill.
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Talking Points Child Care

Child Care and the Clinton Administration

o Studies indicate that when child care arrangements break down, 
families are more likely to drop out and go back on welfare.

1. Families struggling to become self-sufficient need access to 
affordable child care in order to participate in education, 
training and work.

o More than 400,000 children each month receive child care 
assistance through the AFDC and Transitional Child Care guarantees. 
Assistance for these children and their families is in jeopardy if 
child care funds are capped. If women are forced to work without 
adequate child care, their children could be left home alone.

2. Families should not have to go in the welfare line to get child 
care assistance.

3. The quality of care is far from adequate. Poor quality care 
threatens childrens' development. The recent study conducted by 
economists and child development experts confirms that quality care 
is related to child outcomes. The vast majority of care in the 
country was found to be mediocre, with 40 percent of infant care 
considered poor.

o Almost one million children of working poor families receive 
assistance through the At-Risk and Child Care and Development Block 
Grant Programs. If child care funds are capped, these hard working 
American families could be cut off and put at-risk for welfare 
dependency.

o Millions of other working families are already in need of 
child care assistance. Low-income feunilies who pay for child care 
spend more than a quarter of their income on child care expenses. 
GAO found long waiting lists for child care assistance in 5 out of 
6 states they visited. For example they found 40,000 children on 
the waiting list in Texas and 225,000 children in California.

o The President has included increases in child care in every 
budget submitted to Congress. Furthermore, the Work and 
Responsibility Act introduced last year included the continuation 
of the child care guarantees for families moving towards economic 
independence and an investment of $1.5 billion for working poor 
families at-risk for welfare dependency.



o The administration has worked to make programs more 
consistent and coordinated: proposing new regulations to reduce red 
tape, improve quality, and give states more flexibility and 
streamlining child care operations into a single Child Care Bureau.

o The administration has revamped and strengthened technical 
assistance to the states, territories and tribes to ensure that 
they have access to the best available information on quality 
issues, particularly health and safety. In addition, we have 
launched a National Child Care Information Center for policymakers 
and the general public.



REFORMING WELFARE
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MORE DEMOCRATIC ACTION ON WELFARE REFORM

A GOOD TRADE DEAL WITH CHINA

ELIMINATING UNFAIR TRADE PRACTICES

TODAY, THE PRESIDENT SIGNS AN EXECUTIVE ORDER MAKING IT EASIER TO FIND 
PARENTS WHO OWE CHILD SUPPORT AND TO MAKE THEM PAY WHAT THEY OWE.

Another Welfare Waiver. On Monday, Secretary Shalala grants another federal waiver for 
state welfare reform, bringing to 24 the number of states that President Clinton has given 
flexibility to improve their system.

President Clinton begins the week by 
moving forward on his pledge to end 
welfare as we know it.

TALKING POINTS
FEBRUARY 27, 1995

DEMANDING PERSONAL RESPONSIBILITY. The President's action is another 
important step in the effort to bring the federal government in line with the values of our 
people. Parents have a responsibility to take care of their children - and any parent who isn't 
paying child support should be forced to pay. Too many children in this country suffer 
because of a parent's irresponsible behavior. Responsible welfare reform must include 
measures to enforce child support obligations.

A WIN FOR AMERICAN
WORKERS. This weekend, the Clinton 
Administration won another battle in the 
fight to create high paying jobs for 
Americans.

Opposing Efforts to Cut School Lunches. Also on Monday, Governor Howard Dean (VT), 
the Chairman of the National Governors' Association, and other Democratic Governors release 
a study showing the harm GOP cuts in school lunches would do to children in their states.

BUILDING ON A RECORD YEAR FOR ENFORCEMENT. The President s action today 
builds on the work he has done the past two years to step up child enforcement. Last week, 
the Department of Health and Human Services reported that we had collected a record S703 
million in delinquent child support for 1993 by garnishing income tax refunds of parents 
who failed to pay. This 13% increase in collections helped almost one million families

MAKING PARENTS PAY WHAT THEY OWE. The President has made child support 
enforcement one of his top priorities, and this executive order will make it easier to find 
federal employees who don't meet their obligations to their children. It will also improve 
ability garnish their paychecks and force them to pay the support they owe.

This weekend's intellectual property agreement with China will eliminate practices that have 
cost Americans over $1 billion a year in high value exports. It will mean thousands of jobs 
for Americans in key industries, including computer software, pharmaceuticals, agricultural 
and chemical products, books, and audio visual products.
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HOUSE REPUBLICAN RESCISSIONS

THE REPUBLICAN BUDGET MAKES DRAMATIC CUTS IN PROGRAMS FOR 
CHILDREN SIMPLY TO PAY FOR THE PORTION OF THE TAX CUTS GOING 
TO HOUSEHOLDS MAKING OVER $200,000.

I. REPUBLICAN RESCISSIONS REFLECT A STRA TEGY TO CUT INVESTMENTS 
FOR THE MIDDLE CLASS AND POOR CHILDREN TO FUND LUCRATIVE TAX 
CUTS FOR THOSE MAKING OVER $200,000.

REPUBLICAN SAVINGS ARE GOING TO PAY FOR UNJUSTIFIED TAX 
CUTS FOR THE WEALTHY.

• A boondoggle "neutral cost recovery" tax break that the Wall Street 
Journal says "is a very sweet deal for the nation's capital intensive companies... 
[and] could allow some big and profitable companies to escape taxes 
altogether." (12/5/95) Cost: $120 billion over 10 years.

• A capital gains tax break that will cost $183 billion over 10 years-with 
nearly half the benefits going to families making over $200,000. The cost of 
one year of the capital gains cut would be larger than all rescissions 
approved through Friday, February 24.

All of the above cuts would pay for only a portion of the average capital gains tax cut that 
goes to households making over $200,000.

• The Republican "Contract with America" includes a $700 billion tax cut 
over 10 years —with half the benefits going to families making over 
$100,000.

Indeed, the foliowins cuts all so to paying for only a portion of the capital gains tax cut 
going to households making over $200,000.

• 15,000 young people will be denied opportunities to engage in national service;
($210 million, or 2% of the one-year average price of neutral-cost recovery)

• 100,000 women, infants, and children will be denied proper nutrition by WIC
cuts;

• 615,000 disadvantaged youths will be denied summer jobs this summer because
of the elimination of funding for the summer jobs programs. ($1.7 billion)

• 4,000 school will be denied funds for higher standards and better teaching
through cuts in GOALS 2000 ($164 million)

• 34,000 youth in 17 communities around the country will lose training
opportunities through elimination of Youth Fair Chance.

• 94% of all school districts will lose funding for keeping drugs out of their
schools through elimination of funding for the Safe and Drug Free Schools and 
Communities Program.



H. POLITICS AS USUAL OVER POLITICAL REFORM: THE REPUBLICANS TALK 
ABOUT CHANGE, BUT IT'S JUST MORE PORK AND POLITICS AS USUAL - 
WHILE THE MIDDLE CLASS AND POOR GET CUT.

Paying for a Pork Visitor Center for a Republican Official Is More Important than 
Weatherizing Homes for Low-Income Families: As the New York Times stated: "One 
trade-off speaks volumes about Republicans priorities; they decided it was more important 
to pay for a visitor's center in Oregon, the home state of a GOP Committee member, than 
to help weatherize homes of low income families." (2/24/95)

Through the National Performance Review, President Clinton has already cut more than
100,000 federal jobs and saved $63 billion and is making bold, but sensible reforms that make 
government work better for working families. By contrast, the Republicans have an extreme 
ideological agenda, and they are cutting programs whether they work or not.

600,000 Summer Jobs vs. $600,000 Increase for the Speaker's Office: Behind the 
rhetoric about revolution, you'll find the same, old porkbarrel politics. While the 
Republican leadership is calling for eliminating over 600,000 summer jobs for young 
people. Newt Gingrich is giving his own office $600,000 more for its own needs.

Example: The Administration has called for dramatic reform of the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development -- consolidating 60 programs and eliminating 4,400 
positions, while Republican rescissions threaten housing for the neediest. Republicans 
are simply calling for slashing housing assistance for 63,000 families, most with poor 
children, including 12,000 homeless families, 2,000 disabled individuals and 3,000 people 
with HIV-AIDS who are homeless or in danger of becoming so. ($2.7 billion)

Example: This President signed the inter-state banking legislation -- an historic 
reform, while the House Republicans are calling for eliminating funding for 
Community Development Banks: After 20 years of effort, this Administration passed the 
Interstate Banking Efficiency Act — a major deregulatory accomplishment. The House 
Republicans would deny hundreds - even thousands - of community banks funding by 
eliminating funding for the Community Development Bank and Financial Institution bill.

III. EXTREME CUTS VS BOLD, SENSIBLE REFORM: PRESIDENT CLINTON IS 
CREATING A LEANER, SMARTER GOVERNMENT THAT HELPS MIDDLE 
CLASS AMERICANS HELP THEMSELVES. THE REPUBLICANS ARE TAKING 
AN EXTREME "CUT-AND-GUT" APPROACH THAT HURTS WORKING 
FAMILIES.

Example: The Administration is making a bold, sensible reform of the Agriculture 
Department while Republicans are calling for slashing successful nutrition programs 
for children. The Administration has closed 1,100 unneeded agriculture field offices while 
expanding WIC. That makes sense. GAO says WIC saves $3.50 for every $1 spent while 
improving birthweights and reducing infant mortality and child anemia. Republicans are 
drastically slashing this and other successful programs. Indeed, in addition to their 
rescission package they are also calling for cuts in WIC and school lunches totaling $860 
million in 1996 and $7 billion over five years.
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PREFACE

Public financing for education and an array of other children's services has become a topic of 
significant interest and political concern. Growing skepticism among a critical mass of American 
voters and taxpayers has fueled doubts about the ability of government to solve social problems 
and provide basic supports and services that enhance the quality of life in their communities. 
Voters spoke clearly in November 1994. They want more for their money. They want more and 
better services, but they also want balanced budgets and cuts in income and property taxes. In 
this time of big public deficits, they want government at all levels to operate more effectively and 
efficiently. They also want it to invest wisely and live within its means. On Capitol Hill in 
Washington, DC and in statehouses nationwide, policymakers are scrambling to respond.

Across the country, there is mounting evidence of efforts to reform and restructure 
education and other community supports and services in order to improve the lives and future 
prospects of children and their families. Critical to the success of these initiatives is the way in 
which they are financed. How revenues are generated and how funds are channeled to schools, 
human service agencies, and community development initiatives influence what programs and 
services are available. It determines how they are provided and who benefits from them. 
Financing also affects how state and local officials define investment and program priorities, and 
it creates incentives that guide how educators, other service providers, and community 
volunteers do their jobs. For these reasons, financing fundamentally affects how responsive 
programs and institutions are to the needs of the people and communities they are in business to 

serve.
In recent years, several blue ribbon commissions and national task forces have presented 

ambitious prescriptions for reforming and restructuring the nation's education, health, and 
human service systems in order to improve outcomes for children. While some have argued that 
public financing and related structural and administrative issues are critical to efforts to foster 
children's healthy development and school success, none has been framed for the specific 
purpose of inventively reconceptualizing public financing. Indeed, many of the most thorough 
and thoughtful reports have called for an overlay of new funds, but have neglected to provide 
cogent analyses of effective financing strategies, the costs of converting to these approaches, and 
the potential beneficial outcomes that might accrue from addressing financing reform as an 

integral aspect of program reform.
In addition, the past several years have witnessed a burgeoning of experimental efforts by 

mayors and city managers, governors and state agency directors, legislators and council 
members, program managers and school officials to make government work better and more 

efficiently. They have been enhanced by the work of people outside of government, including 
foundation executives, business and labor leaders, community organizers, and academic scholars. 
Some are creating new ways to raise revenues, manage schools, deliver human services, and spur 
community economic development. Others are designing new public governance and budgeting 
systems. Still others are developing and testing new approaches to more directly involve citizens
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in setting public priorities and maintaining accountability for public expenditures. Taken 

together, these efforts suggest the nascent strands of new and improved public financing 

strategies.
Against this backdrop, a consortium of national foundations established The Finance Project 

to improve the effectiveness, efficiency, and equity of public financing for education and an array 
of other community supports and services for children and their families. Over a three-year 
period that began in January 1994, The Finance Project is conducting an ambitious agenda of 

policy research and development activities, as well as policymaker forums and public education. 
The aim is to increase knowledge and strengthen the capability of governments at all levels to 

implement strategies for generating and investing public resources that more closely match 
public priorities and more effectively support improved education and community systems.

As a part of its work. The Finance Project produces a series of working papers on salient 
issues related to financing for education and other children's services. Some are developed by 

project staff; others are the products of efforts by outside researchers and analysts. Many are 
works in progress that will be revised and updated as new information becomes available. They 

reflect the views and interpretations of the authors. By making them available to a wider 
audience our intent is to stimulate new thinking and induce a variety of public jurisdictions, 
private organizations, and individuals to examine the ideas and findings they present and use 

them to advance their own efforts to improve public financing strategies.
This paper. Rethinking Block Grants: Toward Improved Intergovernmental Financing for 

Education and Other Children's Services, was prepared with assistance from Anna E. Danegger, a 
Research Associate on The Finance Project staff. It reviews the experience and lessons from the 
Reagan block grants of the 1980s. It highlights the similarities and differences between those 
programs and current block grant proposals. And it presents a number of suggestions for 
designing social welfare block grants to effectively and equitably address the needs of the 

nation's children, families, and communities.
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INTRODUCTION

In November 1994, a critical mass of American voters called for dramatic changes in the way 

government does business. The Republican landslide was not just a bout of anti-incumbency 
fever. It was a profound expression of doubt about the ability of government -- especially the 
federal government -- to solve social problems and provide basic supports and services that 
enhance the quality of life in communities across the country. At least part of the message 
was that government is too big, too expensive, and it doesn't work very well.

Despite steadily increasing public expenditures for health, education, welfare, human 
services, and public safety over the past two decades, seemingly intractable problems persist. 
Nearly a quarter of U.S. children are poor and live in families and communities that are 
unable to meet their basic needs. Schools have become increasingly expensive. But student 
achievement hasn't matched the rising costs, and drop-out rates remain unacceptably high. 
Health care costs continue to go up. Yet, many Americans can't get the services they need, 
and with each passing year their health care dollars buy less. Criminal justice demands a 
rapidly increasing share of public dollars -- for police officers and judges and jails — but 
neighborhood streets aren't safer.

Taxpayers say they want more for their money. They want government at all levels to 
operate more effectively and efficiently. They want it to invest wisely and live within its 
means. In response, the 104th Congress has made public finance reform a high priority. 
Significant energy and attention is focused on proposals to streamline and consolidate the 
many fragmented funding streams that channel federal aid to states and communities. In 
1994, more than 480 separate federal programs allocated $398 billion for education, health, 
human services, housing, criminal justice, community development, and other supports and 
services for children and families.’ More than 90 programs, for example, funded employment 

and training services. More than 90 different programs funded early childhood services. 
Approximately 106 supported youth development activities. And 18 funded nutrition 
education and assistance for children and their families. Within each cabinet level 
department, multiple agencies oversee overlapping programs that serve essentially the same 
populations. Each of these programs has its own administrative requirements, eligibility 

rules, and performance standards.
The new Congress seems intent on simplifying this disjointed maze and, in the process, 

devolving more authority for the design and delivery of supports and services to states and 
communities. Most of the discussion of how to accomplish this reform is focused on creating 
block grants that would consolidate numerous federal categorical programs into a few 
unified funding streams. An array of emerging proposals is under consideration, including 
those contained in the Republican Contract with America and the National Governors 

Association policy position on welfare reform.
The idea of creating block grants is not new, however. As far back as 1949, a report by 

the Commission on the Organization of the Executive Branch concluded that "a system of 
grants should be established based upon broad categories [of funding] as contrasted with the 
present system of extensive fragmentation."2 In the early 1970s, the Nixon administration
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attempted to reduce the federal role in program management and the number of federal 

categorical programs through special revenue sharing. In 1981, the Reagan administration 
created nine block grants that consolidated approximately 57 of the more than 300 federal 

programs providing assistance to states and localities at that time. A decade and a half later, 
block grants are once again a hot topic, and current proposals call for even more far-reaching 

consolidations of federal categorical programs than those of the early 1980s.

It seems likely that political forces will unite behind legislation to transform scores of 

existing funding streams into a few domestic social welfare block grants in 1995. In the 

process, federal grantmaking and intergovernmental relations could undergo more profound 
changes than at any time in the past 30 years. As they move to restructure the federal-state 

relationship and reduce domestic social spending, however. Congress, the Clinton 
administration, and the nation's governors and mayors will face a number of policy and 
political hurdles. Many of the programs targeted for consolidation are much larger and are 

fundamentally different from those that were folded into the Reagan block grants. They 
include the entitlements that make up the nation's social safety net as well as smaller 
discretionary grant programs. As dehberations proceed, it would be useful to recall past 
experiences and the lessons that were learned. It would also be useful to draw distinctions 
between current proposals and past programs, and to anticipate the special issues and 
challenges ahead.

LOOKING BACK

Proposals to consolidate numerous separate federal funding streams into broad blocks were 
first introduced in the aftermath of World War II. The aim was to give states and localities 
more flexibility in setting program priorities, to simplify the excessively fragmented program 
structure, and to ease the administrative burdens on federal departments. As Timothy 
Conlon has written, the primary rationale for greater use of block grants between the late 
1940s and the late 1960s was that grant programs could be better administered if narrow 
categorical restrictions and requirements were removed.3 Federal agencies and grant 

recipients alike were expected to benefit.
The proliferation of Great Society programs during the Johnson administration 

dramatically expanded the federal role in domestic policy and targeted assistance to needy 
groups that had been overlooked by state and local governments, most notably the poor and 
minorities. It also highlighted the problems inherent in trying to design and run what are 
essentially local initiatives from Washington. The experience of the late 1960s led to sharp 
criticism and calls for administrative reform and simplification from several quarters: former 
federal officials who had broad administrative responsibility, professional policy analysts, as 
well as Washington policy support groups like the General Accounting Office (GAO) and the 
Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations (ACIR).4 These critics were largely 

outside the arenas of Congressional politics and federal mission agencies. From their vantage 
point, federal efforts to manage thousands of local initiatives were inefficient and ineffective.5 

They endorsed block grants as a means to bring order and simplicity to a fundamentally 

irrational and administratively over-burdened federal government.



THE FINANCE PROJECT 3

In the early 1970s, the Nixon administration took up the campaign against categorical 

programs, offering in their place proposals for special revenue sharing. The goal of special 
revenue sharing was to consolidate existing federal programs, and in addition to curtail the 
expansion of federal program priorities, federal mandates, and federal monitoring and 
reporting requirements.6 Proponents sought to "reverse the flow of power and resources ... to 

Washington" and return control over setting domestic priorities to the states.7

To support their proposals, Nixon administration officials continued to cite the need for 
administrative reform. However, they also invoked a new political rationale, castigating 

categorical grant programs as the product of a conspiracy between the Congress, special 
interests, and the federal bureaucracy. Passage of legislation creating numerous, narrowly 
defined programs, they argued, provided senators and congressmen an opportunity to take 
credit for delivering clearly identifiable benefits to vocal constituencies. Special interests had 
gained a toehold in the federal budget. And burgeoning federal agencies became the 
beneficiaries of rapidly growing budgets, staffs, and program responsibilities."

Ultimately, special revenue sharing failed amid strong political opposition in the 
Congress. Nevertheless, three block grants were established during the Nixon years. With 
strong support from mayors who wanted more control over funds made available through 
Great Society urban programs. Congress passed the Community Development Block Grant. 
The Title XX Social Services Block Grant replaced a number of categorical social service 
programs and set forth broad national goals for helping people become economically self- 
sufficient; protecting children and adults from abuse, neglect, and exploitation; and 
preventing and reducing inappropriate institutional care.’ Additionally, the Comprehensive 

Employment and Training Act (CETA) folded 17 Labor Department programs together in a 
unified structure, while retaining several "national emphasis" programs. Almost as soon as 
CETA was established, however, it began to be "recategorized". By 1977, so many separate 
emphasis programs had been added that the original block grant had declined in size to only 
23 percent of total spending under the law.10

The theme of federal consolidation and downsizing was revitalized in the early 1980s. 
As several authors have noted, the now famous Reagan block grants reflected both the desire 
to implement significant federal administrative reforms and to return program 
decisionmaking and management to the states. Speaking to a joint session of Congress in 
which he introduced his Program for Economic Recovery, President Reagan promised that 
block grants would "bring government closer to the people."11 In addition, however, a clear 

aim was to reverse the tide of increasing federal social welfare spending begun during the 
Johnson years. Earlier attempts at federal consolidation had been sweetened with funding 
increases. Yet, the Reagan administration proposals were openly intended to curb federal 
domestic spending. Block grants became the mantra of a new approach to intergovernmental 
relations and fiscal management -- as some would say, a code for cutting the budget.

Once President Reagan announced his proposals in February 1981, Congress moved 

quickly to enact them. Using the budget reconciliation process to expedite legislative 
consideration, the administration effectively bypassed Congressional committees that are the 
traditional guardians of the categorical grant system. Within six months. Congress passed
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Source: Early Observations on Block Grant Implementation (GAO/GGD-82-79, August 24,1982).
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Table 1
Change in Funding Levels with the 1981 Block Grants

and the President signed the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 (OBRA), which 

provided for nine new or revised block grants containing 57 categorical grants. The 1982 
budget authority for the new grant programs was approximately $9.7 billion.12 The block 

grants brought together programs in the areas of social and community services; preventive 
health and health services; maternal and child health; alcohol, drug abuse, and mental health; 
low-income home energy assistance; elementary and secondary education; and community 

development.
Although the block grants accounted for a relatively modest amount of federal aid to 

state and local governments, approximately 10 percent in 1982, they represented a dramatic 
shift in federal-state relations and the most ambitious consolidation to date. Under OBRA, 
the states were given broad discretion to decide what programs and services to provide, as 
long as they were related to the goals of the block grant program. Federal data collection and 
reporting requirements were significantly reduced from what they were under the categorical 
programs. And, overall federal funding for the consolidated programs was reduced by 
approximately 12 percent or about $1 billion.13 However, the change in the level of federal 

funding varied across the new block grants. Some reduced previous funding by significantly 
more than the average. The Community Services Block Grant, for example, sustained a 30 
percent cut. Others actually increased funding. The Community Development Block Grant 
received a 10 percent higher appropriation than under the categorical programs. The Social 
Services Block Grant, which included the old Title XX funding, was reduced by the largest 
amount in current dollars -- $591 million, or about 20 percent of previous funding.14 (See 

Table 1.)

Community Services________________________
Alcohol, Drug Abuse, and Mental Health Services
Primary Care______________________________
Social Services_____________________________
Maternal and Child Health___________________
Preventive Health and Health Services_________
Education (Chapter 2)_______________________
Low-Income Home Energy Assistance__________
Community Development (Small Cities)

for Block
Grants

$366,000 
$432,000 
$247,000

$2,400,000 
$374,000
$82,000 

$470,000 
$1,875,000 
$1,020,000 
$7,266,000

Percent
Change

-30.29% 
-26.15% 
-24.46% 
-19.76% 
-17.80% 
-11.83% 
-12.31%

1.35%
10.15% 

-12.33%

FY1981
Appropriations Appropriations
for Categorical

Programs
$525,000
$585,000
$327,000

$2,991,000
$455,000
$93,000 

$536,000
$1,850,000

$926,000
$8,288,000
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Consistent with President Reagan's emphasis on federalism, the states became the 

primary locus of program and funding control under the 1981 block grants. Congress 
imposed some guarantees of pass-through funding to localities, but the major thrust of the 
policy was to transfer program decisions and administrative authority to the states. The new 

approach also permitted the transfer of federal funding among block grants and from certain 
block grants to other federally supported programs in the same field, thus enhancing state 
flexibility to use funds to support their own program priorities.

Program Flexibility
Implementation of block grants was intended to fundamentally restructure federal-state 

relations in areas related to health, education, and social welfare by providing states broad 
discretion to design and operate programs responsive to their needs and priorities. Despite 
greater flexibility, however, most states did not rush to radically gut or overhaul their 
programs, management systems, or service delivery systems. Some took steps to consolidate 
administrative units and coordinate or combine related categorical programs. For example, 
where previous federal programs had required that federal and state funds for similar 
services, such as alcohol and drug abuse treatment and mental health, be administered 
separately, states generally folded the federal program into the state administrative unit. 
However, in areas where they had well-established programs and where local grantees had 
developed relationships with state officials, the states generally did not cut funding or alter 

the program design in substantial ways.
This seems to have been especially likely if the states had primary control over the 

design of a program and its service delivery system prior to the enactment of the block 

grants. In these situations, there is evidence that states often assigned a higher budgetary 
priority to the activity and allocated more resources to it than to programs or activities that 
had simply been carried out under a federal mandate, perhaps through a contract.16 Thus, for 

example, within the Maternal and Child Health Block Grant, the Crippled Children's Services 
program actually saw its funding increase in many states. The program had a long history of 
state involvement and support. In contrast, programs such as the Lead-Based Paint program 

TAKING STOCK OF THE 1981 BLOCK GRANT EXPERIENCE

Several studies of the effects of the 1981 block grants that were conducted following their 
implementation generally conclude that the transition from categorical programs to block 
grants was a relatively smooth process.’5 They also suggest that the experience was neither as 

dire as the critics had predicted in terms of social and economic effects on target populations, 
nor as positive as the proponents had projected in terms of administrative cost savings. It is 
important to recognize that most of the policy research on the impact of the Reagan block 
grants only examined the several years immediately following passage of the Omnibus 
Budget Reconciliation Act. These studies did not track state and local responses beyond the 
mid-1980s. Nevertheless, as Congress, the Clinton administration, and the nation's governors 
and mayors consider a new generation of federal grant reforms, the 1980s experience 
provides a useful context.
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and the Rodent Control program, which were folded into the Preventive Health and Health 

Services Block Grant, were regarded by many states as narrowly-focused, big-city initiatives 

that had been administered by the federal government. Because these activities had been 

carried out previously without much state involvement, support declined in most states after 
the block grants were implemented.17 Activities under the Community Services Block Grant 

seem to have been least likely to receive sustained state support. The federal programs 
folded into this block grant had channeled funds directly to local community action agencies, 
mostly in cities, with little state involvement. Therefore, they had few champions among 
state officials after the financing reform.1*

Many states did develop and implement new program priorities in areas where the 
block grants made funding available and where previously there had not been strong 
programs and delivery systems. For example, with the availability of new support for small 

cities under the Community Development Block Grant, many states shifted attention and 
resources to community economic development and infrastructure projects and away from 
housing rehabilitation, which had been a strong emphasis of U.S. Department of Housing and 
Urban Development (HUD) categorical programs.’9 Similarly, creation of the Education 

Consolidation and Improvement Act, Chapter Two, which provided support for local school 
desegregation, led to a significant shift in program priorities and patterns of funding. 
Previously a highly targeted program that directed resources to inner-city schools, the block 
grant offered the states much greater flexibility in applying funds to serve general 
programmatic purposes. As a consequence, most states allocated the funding to meet general 
educational program and materials needs, including the purchase of computer equipment, 
rather than to efforts to alter the racial and ethnic composition of school populations.20 

Moreover, funds began to be distributed more broadly across school districts, rather than 
being targeted specifically to districts in large urban centers.21

Over time, the intended flexibility of the block grants was diminished. In response to 
concerns that the states were not adequately meeting national needs and priorities. Congress 
added a variety of constraints that effectively recategorized them. These included set-asides, 
which required that a minimum amount of available funds be used for a specific purpose, 
and cost ceilings, which specified a maximum portion of funds that could be used for other 
purposes. GAO reports that in the nine Reagan block grants, Congress added new cost 
ceilings and set-asides or changed existing ones 58 times between 1983 and 1991.22 In all but 

two cases, the portion of funds restricted under set-asides increased. In the Maternal and 
Child Health Block Grant, for example, 60 percent of total funding was restricted to specific 
types of services and target populations.23 Restricted funds were decreased in only two of the 

block grant programs, the Preventive Health and Health Services Block Grant and the 

Alcohol, Drug Abuse, and Mental Health Block Grant.
In addition to the legislative restrictions that Congress placed on the use of block grant 

funds, the fact that appropriations for the block grants remained relatively flat also limited 
state flexibility over time. Throughout the 1980s, poverty increased and the population of 
children and families in need of supports and services continued to grow. However, the 
amount of funding made available through the block grants remained relatively flat, and in 



some cases actually declined. (See Table 2.) As a result, available funds had to stretch further 

just to cover basic services, including those that were mandated by the federal government 
or by court actions. This left many states with little flexibility to direct block grant funds 

toward new programmatic needs and emerging priorities.

Administrative Streamlining
In the mid-1980s, states generally reported that federal administrative requirements under 

the block grants were less burdensome than they had been under the categorical programs. 
The amount of paperwork was reduced, and GAO investigators reported that state officials 
believed they were spending less time and effort preparing grant applications and reports.2’ 

In particular, they claimed the greatest administrative savings on eligibility determination. 
Many states rejected previous federal requirements for case-by-case (family-by-family) 

determination of program eligibility and instead adopted self-designation within broad 
geographic neighborhoods or other areas with high concentrations of potential recipients.25 

While they generally tightened eligibility standards to limit assistance to relatively poorer 
and needier famihes, they substituted neighborhood-wide eligibility to reduce the 
administrative inefficiency of individual determinations. This alleviated the administrative 
burden of determining eligibility on a case-by-case basis, and made it easier for families in 

designated low-income, high-risk communities to get assistance.
Although states reported greater administrative and management efficiencies under the 

block grants, they also experienced increased grant management responsibilities. Yet because 
state administrative cost definitions and data were not uniform, the General Accounting 
Office and other evaluation groups were not able to measure the net effect of the block grant 
reform on administrative costs. However, it seems likely that the dollar savings were not as 
great as block grant advocates had projected. Generally, states did not dramatically reduce 
the size of their administrative staffs. Instead, staff members were reassigned to other 
program and grant management responsibilities.2'’

Replacement of Lost Federal Funding
A major contributor to the relatively smooth transition from categorical programs to block 

grants in 1981 was the fact that states found a number of ways to offset federal funding 
reductions. The abdity to shift federal funds between the block grants enabled states to use 

federal dollars from one source to make up shortfalls in other high priority program areas. 
Thus, for example, GAO reports that 13 states transferred approximately $125 million among 
block grants in 1982 and 1983. About $112 million, or 90 percent, was the result of moving 
funds from the low-income home energy assistance block grant to the Social Services Block 

Grant.27
During the early years after enactment of the block grants, many states were able to 

avoid making dramatic spending adjustments by adding federal categorical funds carried 
over from previous years to the new block-grant funding. The federal government had made 

advance payments on many categorical programs which it did not try to recapture. The 

Reagan administration allowed the states to reallocate carryover funds, within the parameters
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Block Grant Obligations (millions of dollars)

Total

co

1- The Social Services Block Grant increase between FY 1993 and FY 1994 is due to Empowerment Zone/Enterprise Community obligations.

2- The Prevention/Treatment of Substance Abuse Block Grant included mental health until FY 1992

3- The Community Development Block Grant does not include undistributed allocations, nor does it include spending on the nonentitlement portion of the Block Grant.
4- JTPA Block Grant is for the Adult and Youth Training Block Grant portion of the JTPA program — interpreted to mean Titles Il-A and ll-C for 1994.

Source: (1983-1993 Numbers) U.S. Office of Management and Budget, Budget Information for the States, FY 1985- FY 1995. 

(1994 Numbers) U.S. Office of Management and Budget & U.S. General Services Administration, Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance, 1994. 

(Maternal and Child Health 1994 Number) U.S. Office of Management and Budget.

1988

2,700

1,532 

__ 363

487

85 

__ 526 

__ 478

1,973

1,809

9,953

Social Services 1

Low-Income Energy Assistance 

Community Services

Preventioi/Treatment of Substance Abuse1 

Preventive Health & Human Services 

Maternal & Child Health

Education (Chapter 2)____________________

Community Development1_______________

Job Training and Partnership Act *

!
(X.

!

1984

2,700 

2,075 

348

462 

____ 87 

__ 399 

__ 451

2,380

1,886 

10,788

1985

2,725

2,100

368

490 

_____89

478 

__ 500 

2,388

1,886 

11,024

1986

2,584 

2,008

352

469 

____ 87

457

477

2,053 

1,783 

10,270

1987

2,697

1,822 

__ 368

__ 509

____ 89

__ 497

501

2,059 

1,840

10,382

1990

2,762

1,443

322 

1,193 

____ 83

554

519 

1,972

1,745 

10,593

1993

2,800

1,346 

__ 372

1,108

143

664 

440 

2,790

1,692

11,355

Table 2
Federal Block Gran! Funding, 1983-1994 

(Obligations in Current Dollars)

1991

2,804

1,610

436

1,269 

__ 91

587 

449 

2,203 

1,778 

11,227

1989

2,700

1,383 

319

806

84

554 

400 

2,053 

1,788 

10,087

1983

2,675

1,975

373 

468 

____ 85

478

462

2,380

1,415 

10,311

1992

2,800

1,500 

360

1,080 

129

650 

446 

2,397

1,773 

11,135

1994 (Est.)

3,800

1,437 

______ 386

1,178 

______ 152

687

370

2,871

1,742

12,623



1992Program

Total
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Source: Stephen Gold and Deborah Ellwood, How Funding of Programs for Children Varies 

Among the 50 States, 1995 forthcoming.

Table 3
Total State Spending on Federal Matching Programs for Children 

(In millions of 1992 dollars)

of the new block grants, and in many cases, the states used those funds to make up some part 
of the funding shortfalls. Studies of the effects of the 1981 block grants showed that 
conserving funds whenever possible became a widespread practice that helped states to 
smooth out spending adjustments and achieve greater financial flexibility in the face of the 
federal reductions.2"

In addition, states used their own resources to replace funds lost as a result of the 
overall 12 percent federal funding reduction. The amounts they allocated and the extent to 
which they were willing to cover shortfalls varied from one program area to another. 
However, critics who had predicted that states would be unable and/or unwilling to use 
their own funds to offset federal cuts were proven wrong. While most states made minimal 
adjustments in the first year after the block grants were implemented, in later years they 
began to provide greater contributions.2’ Social services spending, which had seemed 

especially vulnerable, received surprisingly strong support. States also called on local 
governments to finance more of the total cost of human services that were eligible for funding 
through the block grant. Moreover, as Nathan and Doolittle have pointed out, states' 
replacement of lost federal funding was not limited to the block grants. They also took steps 
to offset federal cuts in other categorical aid programs for the poor, especially Medicaid.30 

This trend toward increased state spending on select programs continued after 1985. Data 
concerning state expenditures on federal matching programs show dramatic increases in 
spending for Medicaid, foster care, and child support between the mid-1980s and the early 
1990s.31 (See Table 3.)

9.26%
3.39%
3.03%
1.47%
1.24%
0.42%
N/A

AFDC
Medicaid for Children
Foster Care
Maternal and Child Health
Child Support
AFDC Child Care
At-risk Child Care
Child Welfare
Adoption

%of
Total

58.61% 
25.02%

8.20%
3.79%
3.30% 
0.57%
0.00%
0.50%
N/A

%of
Total

67.92% 
20.08%
4.46%
4.81% 
2.15%
0.00%
0.00%
0.59%
0.00%

%of
Total

11330.0 52.60%
6160.5 28.60%
1994.6
729.4
651.8
317.3
266.3

90.4
N/A

21540.3

1985

10160.7
3003.7

667.2
719.3
322.2

0.0
0.0

87.6 
___ 0.0
14960.7

1990

10471.0 
4470.2
1464.1
677.8
588.9 
102.7

0.0
90.0

N/A 
17864.7

Percent
Change in 
Spending 

(1985-1992)

11.51%
105.10%
198.95%

1.40%
102.30%

N/A
N/A 

3.20%
N/A

43.98%
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The shift from categorical programs to block grants also led critics to speculate that 

states would reduce their spending when matching formula requirements were discarded. 
Matching grants typically require states to contribute 25 to 75 percent of the amount provided 
by the federal government, thereby creating a price incentive for recipient spending. Under 
block grants, the amount of federal aid to the states became a fixed allocation that is not 
increased by the amount of state or local spending. Most federal matching grants (except Aid 
to Families with Dependent Children and Medicaid) had been capped by the mid-1980s so 

that states spending above the matching limit did not receive additional funds. Therefore, the 
conversion from categorical programs did not have the predicted effect of discouraging state 
spending across the board, although it did have some effect in states where spending was 

below or just at the level of the matching limit. An Urban Institute study from the mid-1980s 
showed that low-expenditure states cut their spending on social services by approximately 
5.3 percent under the Social Services Block Grant from what they were spending under the 

Title XX program. States that were spending above the matching limit prior to the conversion 
to a block grant actually raised their average expenditures for social services by 18.8 percent?2

Since the early 1980s, state and local governments have continued to take on an 
increasing share of the burden for financing social programs and expenditures. In the face of 
declining assistance from the federal government, states and localities have also increased 
their spending for investments in infrastructure and economic development as well as for 
rapidly rising health care costs for the poor and the elderly. By increasing revenues (largely 
through raising taxes and imposing user fees) and by reevaluating their spending priorities, 
states have managed to meet these growing fiscal responsibilities.

Protecting Support for Vulnerable Populations
During the Congressional debates over the 1981 block grants, advocates for the poor, for 
children, and for other disadvantaged or minority populations voiced significant concern 
about what would happen if program targeting was abolished. In hindsight, it is clear that 
the results were not as dire as the critics forecast. However, state behavior in the several 

years following implementation of the block grants did not follow a single, simple pattern. It 
varied from one program area to another. While programs employing income eligibility 
standards generally tightened their focus, causing available assistance to be more narrowly 
targeted to the very poor, other programs-including the Community Development Block 

Grant and the Chapter Two Education Block Grant-shifted funds away from narrowly- 

defined populations with special needs.
Initially, most federal funding to states under the block grants was distributed on the 

basis of the state's share of funds received under the prior categorical programs in fiscal year 
1981. With the exception of the Social Services Block Grant and the Community 
Development Block Grant, the consolidated funding streams included a requirement that the 

allocation of funds take into account what states received in previous years in order to ease 
the transition to block grants. Under the Alcohol, Drug Abuse, and Mental Health Block 

Grant, for example, funds had to be distributed in the same proportions as in fiscal year 1980. 
Over time, however, such distributions were found to be inequitable in several ways, and
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Congress and the states themselves moved to adopt formulas that more heavily weigh 
beneficiary populations and other need-related factors.31

Where block grants incorporated means-tested programs, states generally tightened 
their eligibility standards and targeted reduced levels of federal funding on a more narrowly 
defined poor population. For example, several states lowered their income cutoff for 
eligibility for state-financed child care and family planning programs and/or established 
sliding fee scales. As Peterson et al. suggest, these state responses helped protect the very 
poor, but forced those at the margin of income eligibility to make greater adjustments.34 In 

many cases, working poor families found themselves no longer eligible for services they had 

previously received, such as child care.
In cases where block grants consolidated programs for which the purpose was broader 

than just ameliorating poverty, there is greater evidence that states shifted resources away 
from poverty populations toward populations defined by other characteristics. This 
movement was facilitated by the elimination of a prior federal requirement that at least half 
of all federal funds be used to support "categorically" eligible individuals - those eligible 
because they participate in Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Medicaid, or 
other federal categorical programs. As a result, some states began to define "needy" in terms 
other than low income, and applied their funds to a larger proportion of non-poor children 
and families who were at risk in other ways. For example, in several states, children and 
adults at risk of abuse or neglect were identified as eligible for family support and other 
protective services under the Social Services Block Grant, regardless of their families' 
economic status. By redefining categories of need in this way, Virginia, for example, shifted 
some of its federal social service dollars away from healthy, poor families in need of child 
care, employment training, and family planning to those vulnerable to physical abuse and 
neglect, regardless of family income.35

In the education block grant, states retreated from targeting funds to big-city schools 
with large minority populations. Instead, many states redefined need as it applied to 
education, and distributed funds across their school districts based on school population 
rather than minority or socio-economic status. The education block grant requires states to 
distribute funds to local education agencies (LEAs) using a formula that considers relative 
enrollment and adjusts per-pupil allocations upward to account for large populations of 
students whose education imposes higher than average costs - generally students from high- 
risk groups. Although this formula was prescribed, states were given the discretion to decide 
which factors to consider in determining who were high-cost students.36 In 1985, only 17 

states were still targeting funds available through the education block grant to LEAs based on 
the concentration of low-income and minority children.37

A related effect of the Reagan block grants was to shift the general mix of federal aid 
away from populations with special needs, including those with disabilities, those for whom 

English is not a first language, and those of minority status. Between the mid-1960s and 1980, 
federal program support for special populations grew significantly faster than aid for general 
populations. Between 1981 and 1985, that trend was reversed. In education, for example, the 
growth in Chapter Two non-targeted aid was 18 percent between 1981 and 1984, compared to 
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aid for Indian education, which fell by 23 percent; support for the Follow Through program 

which fell by 75 percent; and Desegregation Aid, which was eliminated altogether.3"
The shift in patterns of distribution of federal funds was not limited to special 

populations. Cities were also clear losers under the Reagan block grants. Funds to big-city 

schools were cut dramatically with the elimination of desegregation aid. Several health and 
human service programs that had been largely targeted to urban localities experienced 

significant reductions. And large cities did not receive as great a share of funding through 

the Community Development Block Grant as they had through the previous categorical grant 

programs. According to Peterson et al., this diversion of block grant funds from cities reflects 
residual resentment on the part of states toward big cities, and a reduced federal priority for 
specific urban problems.39 To some extent, it also undoubtedly reflects the fact that the prior 

federal grant structure had enabled big cities to tap directly into the federal coffers, bypassing 
the states. In contrast, the new federalism of the early 1980s shifted program decisionmaking 

and fiscal authority to the states. Because they had little historical stake in the urban 

initiatives that had been supported by federal funds, many states were less likely to give big­
city claims a high priority in the face of competing demands for reduced federal funds. 
Undoubtedly, it also reflects the political power base in the Congress. Republicans and 
conservative Democrats, who often voted as a block, were more likely to represent suburban 
and rural districts. Democrats who represented the interests of large urban areas were in a 
distinct minority.

Where the law did not prescribe distribution formulas, states typically developed then- 
own. Many states, for example, distributed Community Service Block Grant funds using 
formulas that more heavily weighed poverty, overcrowding, age of housing, and other 
measures of urban deterioration than prior categorical programs did. As a consequence, 
community action agencies in cities such as Chicago, Detroit, and Los Angeles saw their share 
of funds reduced to match more closely their relative shares of the states' poor children and 
families, even though the cost of providing supports and services in these large urban areas 

was greater than in small cities, towns, and rural communities. Similarly, the distribution of 
Community Development Block Grant funds provided a greater relative share of dollars to 
smaller communities, and more effectively targeted available resources to distressed 
communities. Because many more small communities applied for funds from the state- 
administered programs, state awards actually made funding accessible to more communities 
in need than did the prior federal grant programs.4"

In sum, critics who predicted that federal funding for the poor and for children in need 
would be radically redistributed to middle-class families and away from vulnerable 
populations under the block grants did not see their predictions come true. In some cases, the 
states more narrowly targeted funding for low-income children and families. In other cases, 
however, factors other than low income became the defining criteria for the distribution of 
significant amounts of public funding under the block grants. And across the board, large 
cities received a reduced share of funding from what they had received under the categorical 

programs.
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Maintaining Accountability
The implementation of the block grants provided states far greater discretion and authority 
for establishing and maintaining program and service delivery standards than they had 

enjoyed under categorical programs. In the first several years, it also significantly reduced 
the reporting requirements imposed by the federal government on states. As a result, it 
became more difficult for the federal government to hold states and localities accountable for 
the monies they received.

With the reduction in federal reporting requirements, states generally assumed a 
greater role in providing oversight for programs and expenditures. GAO reports that in 13 
states they studied, state officials were "maintaining their prior level of effort for data 
collection under the categorical grants." 41 However, states were given the latitude to 

determine what program information to collect and report and how to report it. As a 
consequence, the states often redefined data requirements to meet their own planning, 
budgeting, and legislative needs, without regard to how other states were collecting and 
reporting information or whether it could be aggregated. Federal evaluation efforts were 
largely stymied, because it was impossible to make cross-state comparisons or assess 
cumulative effects. As a result. Congress, which maintained an interest in the use of federal 
funds, had limited access to information on program activities, services delivered, clients 
served, or the results of their investments.

In response, model criteria and standardized forms were developed in 1984 for some 
block grants in order to help states collect uniform information. The process relied on 
voluntary cooperation, however, rather than legal requirements. Data comparability 
remained an issue, and as a result, information that was collected was not always very useful 
to policy makers in assessing the magnitude of needs among the states, determining the 
allocation of federal funds, and comparing the effectiveness of program approaches across 
states.42

Similarly, Congress became concerned about financial accountability in the wake of the 
block grant implementation, and in 1984 passed the Single Audit Act. The aim of the new 
law was to achieve more uniform, entity-wide audit coverage than was achieved under the 
previous grant-by-grant audit approach.43 The single audit approach is credited with 

improving state and local systems for tracking federal funds, strengthening administrative 
controls over federal programs, and increasing oversight of entities to which the states 
distribute federal funds. However, the positive effects are limited by several factors. First, 
the sole criteria for determining which entities and programs are to be audited is the dollar 
amount of their allocation. While this does impose audit requirements on a significant 
proportion of federal assistance to states and localities, it does not necessarily focus audit 
resources on the programs at greatest risk of fraud and abuse. Second, the usefulness of the 
single audit reports is limited because they are not required until 13 months after the end of 
the audit period; state program managers are not required to report on the adequacy of their 
internal control structures; and federal program managers do not routinely compile them so 
that they can be analyzed for program-wide effects and directions for new program activity.44 

Third, the elaborate audit reports focus narrowly on how federal funds are expended, not on 
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what results they achieve. As a consequence, the audit process imposes strict rules and 

sanctions regarding the use of funds, but gives virtually no attention at all to how and 
whether programs accomplish their intended purposes.

Although an original purpose of the block grants was to alleviate much of the 

paperwork burden imposed by federal program regulations and reporting requirements, 
federal auditors-most prominently. Inspectors General-have in fact added significantly to 
the administrative burden in recent years. Fear of being cited for audit exceptions often leads 

service providers and state and local program officials to take extraordinary steps to 
document their actions in order to create a paper trail that can protect against cost 
disallowances when federal auditors review the records. Conflicting audit requirements 

create confusion and an extra burden on state agencies and local programs that receive 
funding from more than one federal program and must collect the same information in 
different forms to satisfy the needs of auditors in different federal agencies. This is 

particularly true if confidentiality requirements restrict using information collected for one 
purpose (and set of program records) for other administrative purposes. For example, 
schools cannot tell Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) programs who is in the school lunch 
program in order to simplify eligibility for schoolwide programs, although participation in 
the school lunch program is an established JTPA eligibility criterion. Moreover, continual 
changes in audit requirements often require state agencies and local community-based 
organizations to reconstruct data after the fact in order to conform to new procedures and 
formats. The process is unnecessarily time-consuming and costly.45

During the several years immediately following the implementation of the Reagan block 
grants, delegating responsibility for setting and maintaining program standards to the states 
significantly reduced federal control over the quality and content of service delivery. This is 
nowhere more clearly illustrated than in the promulgation of regulations governing the care 
of young children in child care centers. Beginning in 1982, child care services subsidized with 
Title XX funds were to be subject to the Federal Interagency Day Care Requirements (FIDCR). 
These regulations set stringent requirements for child/staff ratios, physical facilities, staff 
training, and a number of other aspects of child care service delivery to ensure the quality of 
care provided in publicly financed centers. The FIDCR were developed over a period of 
several years, following contentious debate among early childhood professionals, providers, 

and federal and state officials. With the implementation of the Social Services Block Grant, 
the FIDCR were shelved, and responsibility for regulating child care services was shifted to 
the states.46 As a result, state requirements governing child/staff ratios, group size, teacher 

training, and other significant characteristics of service delivery varied dramatically. Many 
states, for example, set no limit on the number of children a single caregiver could care for 
and permitted large group sizes even for very young children.47 Although early childhood 

professionals and advocates decried the lack of protection for children's health, safety, and 
development, states claimed significant administrative cost savings and increases in the 
population served as a result of not having to implement the FIDCR. Peterson et al. report 

that Texas was able to care for approximately 16 percent more children at almost 20 percent 
less total cost to the state by not specifying a ratio for the care of infants and by increasing the 
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Categorical Creep
Following the initial round of consolidations of domestic programs in 1981, additional block 
grant proposals were expected. The Reagan administration, bolstered by its initial success, 
proposed 23 more consolidations or expansions of existing ones. Administration officials also 
endorsed the creation of "super" block grants that would combine many of the original block 
grants and give even more latitude to the states to determine program priorities and design.

Only one of these proposals succeeded: replacement of CETA with the Job Training 
Partnership Act of 1982. Why did the block grant momentum come to such an abrupt halt?

ratio for toddlers from 12 (specified in the FIDCR) to 35 per caregiver. Only one state, 

Massachusetts, maintained the FIDCR standards after the block grants were implemented."

Only one of the federal block grant programs, the Job Training Partnership Act, 
implemented an outcome-based accountability system that infused federal policy priorities 
into the daily management of local programs. JTPA is aimed at training disadvantaged 

young people and placing them in the workforce. The program is fully funded by the federal 
government and does not require any state or local funding match. Perhaps for this reason, 
the architects of the program went further in their efforts to establish a system of 

accountability based directly on the achievement of federally-determined performance 
standards. For better or worse, the JTPA performance standards have created strong 
incentives for program management. The clear priority placed on job placement has led 
many local programs to select participants who are likely to require less training and who 
will be easier to place in private sector jobs. Critics of the standards now contend that 
although the program has demonstrated success in achieving desired outcomes (i.e., placing 
young people in jobs), it has generally failed to achieve desired impacts that add value above 
and beyond what might have been expected had the program not existed (i.e., moving the 
most disadvantaged and difficult-to-place young people into the labor force). The clear 
implication is that even when Congress and the federal bureaucracy take steps to focus 
accountability systems on outcomes rather than traditional inputs, it is not easy to define 
desired outcome measures in ways that do not create perverse management incentives that 
can ultimately undermine the program.*'

A clear objective of federalism was to return responsibility for program decisionmaking 
to the states. In so doing, however, the Reagan block grants largely relinquished federal 
control over program quality and accountability for the use of federal funds. In subsequent 
years. Congress and the federal agencies took steps to strengthen the quality of program data 
provided by the states and to impose audit controls. Although these developments imposed 
new requirements on states (and, in turn, on local programs) for collecting and reporting 
program data, they did not significantly enhance federal policymakers' ability to know how 
well public dollars were being used or what results they were achieving. Even where the 
federal government established performance standards to guide the management of 
programs receiving block grant funds, questions are raised about the outcome measures that 
are used to assess performance, and whether the incentives they created were contrary to 

Congressional intent.
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Several observers attribute it to the fact that the Reagan consolidations were regarded first 
and foremost as a budget-cutting strategy, rather than as a means of achieving greater 
administrative efficiencies. This perception was reinforced as subsequent proposals called for 
even deeper cuts in federal social welfare spending. Moreover, because the initial block 

grants were maneuvered through Congress using the reconciliation process to bypass 
committee consideration of the proposals. Congressional leaders became more cautious and 
protective of their authority with subsequent rounds of legislation.

Funding under the nine Reagan block grants represented a reduction from previous 
funding under the categorical programs. Throughout the 1980s, the block grants generally 

continued to be reduced in both current and in constant dollars. (See Tables 2 & 4.) Despite 
recent modest increases, most of the block grants had lower constant dollar funding levels in 
1994 than they did in 1983. Only two of the grants increased over the 11 years following 
implementation: the Preventive Health and Health Services Block Grant and the Prevention 

and Treatment of Substance Abuse Block Grant (formerly the Alcohol, Drug Abuse, and 
Mental Health Block Grant).

Several factors contributed to keeping federal funding through the block grants at stable 
or declining levels. First, block grants, in contrast to narrowly defined categorical programs, 
generally lack a clear expression of purpose and constituency. Although the block-grant 
structure gave the states flexibility to design and fund programs, it was typically at the 
expense of maintaining a strong identity and rationale for existence. Therefore, over time, it 
became politically more difficult to rally concerted support for funding increases (or even 
maintain stable funding levels) for block grants than for more targeted categorical initiatives. 
Second, because federal reporting requirements were significantly reduced with the 
establishment of the 1981 block grants, advocates found it increasingly difficult to make a 
strong case that block grant funds were generating tangible positive results. Third, because 
resources provided through the block grants were so fungible with other federal and state 
funds, it became nearly impossible to distinguish any positive results directly attributable to 
the block grants. Fourth, federal agency efforts to improve program effectiveness, often 
fueled by policy research that highlighted "horror stories" of fraud, abuse, and 
mismanagement, led to the implementation of more restrictive federal controls on block grant 
funding. Finally, and perhaps most significantly, in the wake of the block grants an array of 
new federal categorical programs was created. These narrowly defined authorities were 
intended to respond to the specific needs of vocal constituencies, who argued that they were 
short-changed by the block grants. They were also intended to direct federal dollars to 

specific social and economic problems that were not being addressed adequately in some 
states. Perhaps above all, they were intended to reinstate many of the federal program and 
fiscal accountability controls that were initially abandoned under the block grants.

Over the past decade and a half, the number of categorical programs serving children 
and famhies exploded from approximately 300 in 1980 (before the Reagan block grants) to 
just under 500 in 1994. As an example, over 90 separate federal programs, administered by
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Table 4
Federal Block Grant Funding, 1983-1994 
(Obligations in Constant 1994 Dollars)

Block Grant Obligations (millions of dollars in constant 

1994 dollars)

Social Services 1_________________________

Low-Income Energy Assistance___________

Community Services_____________________
PrevenlioryTreatment of Substance Abuse 1

Preventive Health & Human Services______

Maternal & Child Health_________________

Education (Chapter 2)____________________

Community Development3_______________

Job Training and Partnership Act *

1992

2,923

1,566

376

1,127

135

678

466

2,502
1,851''

11,623

I

1984

3,757

2,888

484

643

121

555

628

3,312

2,625

15,013

1987

3,410

2,304

465

644

113

628

633

2,603

2,326

13,126

1989

3,152

1,615 

__ 372

941

98

647

467

2,397 

2,087

11,776

1990

3,092

1,615 
\ 360 

1,335

____ 93

620

581

2,207

1,953

11.857

1991

3,013

1,730 

469

1,364

____ 98 

__ 631

483

2,368 

1,911

12,066

1- The Social Services Block Grant increase between FY 1993 and FY1994 is due to Empowerment Zone/Enterprise Community obligations.

2- The Prevention/Treatment of Substance Abuse Block Grant included mental health until FY 1992
3- The Community Development Block Grant does not include undistributed allocations, nor does it include spending on the nonentitlement portion of the Block Grant.

4- JTPA Block Grant is for the Adult and Youth Training Block Grant portion of the JTPA program - interpreted to mean Titles II-A and 11-C for 1994

1988

3,294

1,869

443

594

104 

__ 642 

__ 583

2,407 
" 2,207 

12,143

1985

3,653

2,815

493

657

119

641

670 

3,201

2,528

14,777

1993

2,855

1,372

379

1,130

146

677

449

2,845

1,725

11,578

1986

3,364

2,614

458

611

113

595 

621

2,673

2,321

13,369

Source: (1983-1993 Numbers) US. Office of Management and Budget, Budget Information for the States, FY 1985- FY 1995 

(1994 Numbers) U.S. Office of Management and Budget & U.S. General Services Administration, Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance, 1994. 

(Maternal and Child Health 1994 Number) U.S. Office of Management and Budget.
(Deflator) U.S. Office of Management and Budget, Gross Domestic Product Deflator for 1987 converted to 1994 baseline.

1983

3,886

2,869

542

680

123

694 

__ 671

3,458

2,056

14,981

1994 (Est.)

3,800

1,437 

______ 386

1,178 

______ 152

687

370

2,871

1,742

12,623
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BLOCK GRANT PROPOSALS IN THE MID-1990S

In the aftermath of the 1994 elections, the 104th Congress is considering a fiscal agenda that 
could radically restructure intergovernmental relations and could have a dramatic impact on 
the fiscal health of states and localities nationwide. The plan outlined in the Republican 
Contract with America has been fleshed out by U.S. House of Representatives with input from 
the governors, mayors, and others. The Contract called for passage of a constitutional 
amendment requiring a balanced budget by 2002; a supermajority requirement for passage of 
tax increases; enactment of personal and business tax cuts; welfare reform; and deep cuts in 

11 agencies-including the Departments of Education, Health and Human Services, 
Agriculture, Housing and Urban Development, Interior, Justice, and Labor, as well as by the 
Small Business Administration, the Appalachian Regional Commission, the Corporation for 
National Service, and the General Services Administration—support services for very young 
children and their families. Many of these programs have similar or overlapping purposes, 
although they may target different populations, use different eligibility criteria, and provide a 
different mix of supports and services to children and their families.5" In other domestic social 

policy areas, the experience is similar.

The rush to recategorize — both through the imposition of new restrictions on the use of 
block grant funds and through the establishment of a multitude of new categorical programs 

— suggests that reformers lost a measure of their political support. By the mid-1980s, the 
politics of the budget debate overshadowed the states' experience in implementing the block 

grants. Although critics had predicted that the states would abandon major parts of the 
domestic policy agenda without federal mandates and circumscribed program requirements, 
it did not happen. Instead, most states took aggressive steps to preserve the governmental 
role in providing education and other supports and services for children and families, 

increasing their own share of funding significantly over time. While many states reshaped 
their programs to meet local priorities, they did not dismantle them wholesale, nor did they 

radically redistribute benefits from the poor to middle and upper class children and families. 
Four years after the Reagan block grants were implemented, Peterson et al. concluded that 
the states had done at least as good a job of administering the funds as the federal 

government had, and there was far less opposition to the concept of block grants from 
advocates than might have been expected.51

The deep economic recession of the early 1980s also contributed to diminishing 
Congressional enthusiasm for block grants. By late 1983, even Republican members of 
Congress who were determined to continue to reduce federal social welfare spending found 
it difficult to cut basic health and welfare programs with the 1984 election looming. The 
administrative rationale for consolidation, as well as the political rationale for shifting 
program design and control to the states, were largely supported by the early experience with 
block grants. For this reason, it seems likely that there might have been substantial support 
for later block grant proposals, if they had been discussed in the context of budget neutrality. 
But they were not considered on their merits, largely because block grants were perceived to 
be a ruthless strategy for further reductions in federal spending.52
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Table 5
Candidates for Consolidation in Eight Welfare Domains

The U.S. House of Representatives Plan
In January of 1995, the new Republican leadership identified eight broad areas for which 

federal welfare programs could be replaced with block grants to the states. These include 
food and nutrition; cash welfare; child care; social services; child welfare and child abuse; 
employment and training; housing; and health. In all, 336 programs were identified as 

candidates for consolidation, which accounts for approximately $125.2 billion in FY 1994 or 
FY 1995 federal spending. Legislation was passed by the House of Representatives in March 
1995 taking the form of H.R.4, which follows through on block granting some of the programs 

identified as consolidation candidates. (See Table 5.)

The new block grant discussions include many more and larger programs than were 
included in the 1981 block grants. In addition, they include programs that are fundamentally 

different from those in the earlier consolidations. All of the block grants that have been 
enacted in the past involved operating or capital expenses. Many programs for which 

Congress already provided specific sums of money annually were folded into a few larger 
grants for which Congress appropriated fixed sums. In contrast, many of the welfare 

programs identified for block grants in 1995 are entitlements that provide direct assistance to 

social spending. Block grants feature prominently in plans for welfare reform and cuts in 

social spending.

Corresponding
FY 1994 or 1995 
Appropriation 
(in millions) 

$17,741 ♦ 
$4306 

$11,771 
$24,838 

$6,589 
$37,967

N/A 
$17,516 

$5,076 
$125,234

______ Welfare Domain______
Cash Welfare
Child Welfare & Child Abuse
Child Care
Employment and Training
Social Services
Food and Nutrition
(Food & Nutrition Commodities)
Housing
Health

•Figure for 1996.

Note.* The figure of $125.2 billion does not include the $67 billion the federal government spent on Medicaid or the 
$28 billion spent on Supplemental Security Income in Fiscal Year 1994.

Sources: U.S. House of Representatives Committee on Ways and Means, Subcommittee on Human Resources, 
January 1995 and H.R.4, March 29, 1995.

Number of
Programs 

Considered
January 1995

7
38
45

154 
33
10
(0)
27
22

336
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Number of
Programs

Proposed in
H.R.4

4
22

7 
N/A 
N/A

10
4 

N/A 
N/A

47
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individuals based on need-for example. Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), 
Food Stamps, and Supplemental Security Income (SSI) for children with severe disabilities. 

Others provide open-ended support for children who are placed in foster care. Under the 

entitlements, states receive federal aid on a matching basis. As the number of children and 
families in need increases, so does federal support. Folding the entitlements into block grants 

would convert these open-ended funding streams to capped appropriations. Each state 

would receive a lump sum of federal aid to serve its poor children and famdies, but federal 
spending would not increase in times of hardship or special need.

The House Republican plan calls for packaging and cutting many federal programs that 
provide a safety net for poor children and families.53 Among those on the table for debate are 

the following:
• Aid to Families with Dependent Children. Republican House members believe 

fervently that any attempt to overhaul the welfare system should result in less 
federal spending. As set forth in the Block Grant for Temporary Assistance for 
Needy FamUies as outlined in H.R.4, AFDC would be converted to a block grant, 
ending its entitlement status and giving the nation's governors wider discretion to 

determine eligibility, set benefit levels, and establish conditions governing the 
receipt of cash assistance. However, the block grant would carry significant new 
federal mandates that restrict aid to children of teenage mothers, to children bom 
to mothers who are already on welfare, and to noncitizens (including legal aliens). 
It would also estabhsh requirements for work activity by welfare recipients 
(although it does not provide federal funds for workfare or for enhancing the 
employability of poor heads of household). And it limits the total number of 
months or years that a family can receive benefits. Under the provisions of the 
House bill, states would be allowed to transfer up to 30 percent of Temporary 
Assistance Block Grant funds to the Child Care Block Grant, the Child Protection 
Block Grant, the Title XX Social Services Block Grant, the Family-based Nutrition 
Block Grant or the School-based Nutrition Block Grant. They would also be 
permitted to save their block grant funds in a "rainy day" savings account to help 
cover increased demand for income support in recessions. And the federal 
government would establish a "rainy day" loan account from which states could 
borrow funds, repayable with interest, in cases of extreme economic hardship. 
State matching requirements would be eliminated, so that state contributions 
above and beyond the fixed allocation of federal aid would be left to state 

discretion.
• Supplemental Security Income. The House bill would also create a block grant 

for the portion of Supplemental Security Income that provides cash assistance to 
children with severe disabilities. Funding cuts of up to $12 billion over five years 
would be achieved by limiting eligibility for cash assistance only to those judged 
likely to be institutionalized if the family does not receive aid. Instead, states 
would receive block grant funding for medical and non-medical services for 
disabled children, and would have the discretion to determine which services need
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to be provided to qualified children. In order to eliminate a potential disincentive 

for parents to work, children currently receiving cash benefits whose financial 
eligibility is suspended would continue to receive cash benefits if their financial 

eligibility were later restored. The block grant would grow with the number of 
eligible children, but it would be set at a base lower than current expenditures. 

Nutrition Assistance. The House bill would package several child and adult 
nutrition assistance programs into two block grants. The School-based Nutrition 
Block Grant would end the entitlement status of the School Lunch, School 

Breakfast, and part of the Special Milk programs. It would reduce funding by 
more than $2 billion over the five-year period from 1996-2000 and eliminate all 
national nutritional standards, leaving regulation of nutritional content to the 

states. Although states would be required to assure that at least 80 percent of 
funds are provided to children in low-income famihes, they are permitted to 
determine the definition of "low income" up to 185 percent of the poverty level.

A second block grant, the Family Nutrition Block Grant, would end the 
entitlement status of the Child and Adult Care Food Program, which provides 
meals to children in child care centers. Head Start programs, and family day care 
homes. It would package the program with several other nutrition programs for 
young children and their famihes, including part of the Special Milk Program, the 
Homeless Child Nutrition Program, and the Special Supplemental Food Program 
for Women, Infants, and Children (WIC). Funding would be cut by approximately 

$5.7 billion over five years in the Family Nutrition Block Grant. Eighty percent of 
the funds would be reserved for WIC. National standards for the WIC food 
package, as well as nutritional standards for child care food programs, would be 
eliminated. However, states would be required to establish cost containment 
measures for WIC and to report to the federal government on their success in 

achieving savings. After contentious debate, the Food Stamps Program was left 
out of the proposed block grant.

Child Care. Under the provisions of the House bill, seven separate federal child 
care assistance programs would be combined into a single child care block grant, 
including the current Child Care and Development Block Grant (a discretionary 

program) and the At-Risk Child Care Program (a capped entitlement). Child care 
entitlements for families on welfare and those coming off welfare would be ended. 
The law would create a single discretionary program. Funding would depend on 
annual Congressional appropriations. States would be required to implement 
safety and health requirements, although there would be no federal requirements 
governing state provisions.
Services for Abused and Neglected Children. As a part of the House plan, the 
Child Protection Block Grant was established to assist states in protecting abused 
and neglected children. The new block grant would eliminate the entitlement 
status of the federal foster care and adoption assistance programs. Title FV-E. 

These programs would be combined with 20 other discretionary programs aimed
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The Mayors' View
Many of the nation's mayors have also spoken out in favor of block grants as a means of 
channeling federal aid to cities in ways that permit local decision-makers enough flexibility to 

The Governors' Proposal
Out of concern that pressures to balance the federal budget and reorder spending priorities 
will lead to federal budgetary decisions that could shift costs to the states without achieving 
true savings, the nation's governors have offered their own welfare reform proposal. They 
did not reach consensus on whether federal cash assistance and other entitlements should 
remain available as federal entitlements to needy families or be converted to a state 
entitlement block grant. They do agree, however, that the states should have the flexibility to 
enact welfare reforms without having to request federal waivers and without federal 
micromanagement. They also agree that any federal block grants should be entitlements to 
the states, not discretionary grant programs. Viewing block grant proposals as an 
opportunity to achieve greater flexibility, rather than as a means to cut the federal budget 
deficit, the governors believe that the federal government must maintain a substantial 
financial role in assisting states and localities to meet the needs of children and families. In 
exchange for modestly reduced initial allotments, they called for guaranteed funding levels 
over five years based on the states' average allocations over several prior years. They also 
called for provisions that would allow the states to retain unexpended federal funds in "rainy 
day" accounts to hedge against economic downturns, and for a federal set-aside each year to 
protect states from experiencing high unemployment as a result of changes in the cyclical 
economy and major natural disasters.54

In addition to radically overhauling the AFDC cash entitlement program, the governors 
have also called for a major restructuring of the federal grant-in-aid system to give the states 
greater flexibility to design and deliver supports and services and relieve much of the 
administrative burden. They support the establishment of block grants that would delineate 
clear policy and program objectives and certain minimum standards, but would provide the 

states broad discretion to design key program components. It is significant, however, that in 
presenting this element of their proposal, the governors clearly distinguish the themes of 

simplification and consolidation from spending reductions. They oppose efforts to balance 
the federal budget simply by shifting costs to the states.55

at addressing abuse and neglect, and funding would be cut by approximately $5.5 

billion over five years. States would have the option to transfer up to 30 percent of 
funds from other block grants into this block grant, but they would be restricted 
from transferring funds out until 1998. Federal requirements that states match 
federal dollars would be eliminated. So too would most of the federal standards 
and regulations governing service delivery and the care of children placed outside 

their homes, although states would be required to establish at least three citizen 
review panels to meet and review the performance of state and local officials 
handling of child abuse and neglect cases.
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invest funds and tailor programs to meet local needs. In testimony before Congressional 
committees and in a statement from the National League of Cities, they have expressed 
support for efforts to restructure and realign the myriad of categorical grant programs.56 

They believe that a simpler, more rational, and more flexible intergovernmental system offers 
significant opportunities for cities and towns to develop more innovative and cost-effective 
methods of delivering services and building the infrastructure. Like the governors, they 
support fundamental changes to reduce federal deficits and make government more effective 
and accountable, but they strongly oppose actions that would balance the federal budget by 
simply shifting costs to the cities.57 In other words, they support block grants as long as they 

are adequately funded.
Recalling the block grants of the early 1980s, the mayors also want new block grant 

proposals to recognize the direct federal-local relationships that have been forged in many 
program areas, including housing, law enforcement, and community development. They 
oppose a wholesale transfer of program responsibility from the federal government to the 
states in ways that would permit the states to satisfy their obligations by imposing unfunded- 
-or under-hmded—mandates on local governments. The National League of Cities favors the 
consolidation of categorical programs into highly flexible block grants directed to localities. 
To the extent that proposals continue to target funding to the states, they want assurances 
that allocations will be earmarked or otherwise targeted to local governments to prevent 
unmanageable cost shifting.5"

Like the governors, the mayors believe that overhauling the nation's welfare system is 
critical. However, they separate the programmatic goals of welfare reform from budget 
cutting. They oppose ending entitlements, which by design are currently intended to be an 
open-ended safety net to provide the most basic necessities to all who meet basic standards of 
need. They worry that capping or block granting the welfare entitlements would shift 
responsibility for filling the gap to local governments that lack the independent means to 
provide community residents adequate protections in cases of emergency and hardship. If 
federal deficit reduction is a goal of welfare reform, they want all budget elements — means- 
tested and non-means-tested entitlements, tax expenditures, defense and discretionary 
spending — to be on the table.59

LOOKING AHEAD: ISSUES FOR CONSIDERATION

Even among the staunchest advocates of the categorical grant system, there is growing 
recognition that the consolidation of some federal discretionary programs, if properly 
structured, can improve services for children and families and reduce the enormous 
administrative inefficiencies that are inherent in a highly fragmented program structure?’ 

The swell of categorical grant programs over the past decade and a half has created 

duplication and overlap that do not serve either taxpayers or the beneficiaries of public 
assistance well. Bringing together programs that serve a common purpose and similar target 
populations can reduce the administrative burden on states and localities, and at the same 
time give them greater flexibility to design program strategies that effectively meet the needs 

of their children and families.
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Before 1981, federal efforts to consolidate federal categorical programs and devolve 
program responsibility to other levels of government carried additional federal funding. This 
enabled states and localities to maintain critical supports and services as they took steps to 
develop new responses to emerging program priorities and more innovative approaches to 

Past experience with block grants can shed some light on the current debate. Several 
themes and issues emerge from a review of the 1981 reform experience that should guide 
members of Congress and the Clinton administration, the governors and mayors as they 

consider emerging block grant proposals and the restructuring of federal-state relations in 

domestic social policy.
To sustain support, block grants must define clear purposes, program goals, and 

objectives. By removing many of the categorical restrictions on how states and localities use 
federal funds, block grants offer the opportunity to design and implement programs in direct 
response to local needs and priorities. Because they enable state and local governments to 

blend funds from several programs, they provide a fiscal structure that is more conducive to 
the development of comprehensive, community-based systems of supports and services than 

a highly fragmented categorical system.
If past experience is prologue, however, federal funding for block grants is likely to 

decline over time. Unless the programs that are consolidated share common goals and a 
common purpose, and unless they are targeted to a clearly defined group of beneficiaries, 
block grants will have a difficult time mustering and sustaining political support. Overly 
broad consolidations and constituencies will dilute the sense of purpose and subvert funding. 
Moreover, it is politically easier for Congress to cut a block grant than to cut an entitlement to 
individuals. This is one of the reasons that advocates for the poor and for children so 

adamantly oppose converting the welfare entitlements to block grants.
Among policymakers who see block grants as an explicit tool for reducing total federal 

assistance to states and localities, fuzzing the sense of purpose, goals, and beneficiaries may 
be a deliberate strategy for diffusing political support for federal investments in social 
welfare spending. But the experience of the past decade suggests that over the long term this 
may be counter-productive. Although funding for the nine 1981 block grants generally 
declined, neither the Reagan administration nor fiscal conservatives in the Congress achieved 
the fundamental reforms in federalism that they sought. In the years following the initial 
restructuring, a plethora of new federal categorical programs emerged. Vocal constituencies 
reverted to business as usual, lobbying for narrowly-defined funding authorities responsive 
to their special interests, and Congress responded in kind. The federal grant structure proved 
highly resilient. There was no massive shift to the states of those domestic responsibilities 

that were the focus of the Great Society programs.
Flexibility requires adequate funding. Block grants represent a step toward 

decentralization. A primary goal of special revenue sharing in the early 1970s and the 1981 
block grants was to give states and cities considerable freedom to decide how to spend 

federal money in response to local needs and priorities. To some extent, they did. However, 
achieving flexibility and encouraging innovative efforts to solve problems requires adequate 
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old problems. The Reagan block grants were intended to enhance state flexibility and 

autonomy. However, they were also part and parcel of a concerted strategy to reduce federal 
domestic spending. From the very beginning, their laudable administrative goals were 

obscured by their budget-cutting role. Initial funding for the block grants was less than that 

of the programs they replaced, and they did not grow as fast as categorical programs through 
the 1980s and early 1990s. States successfully replaced much of the lost federal funding 
through a variety of approaches. Yet many found their flexibility limited over time as new 

mandates and restrictions were imposed on the use of federal block grant funds, and as the 

populations requiring mandated services grew (e.g., abused and neglected children who 
must be placed in foster care). Some of these mandates were the result of federal law and 
regulations aimed at maintaining accountability for the expenditure of federal funds. Many 
others were the result of judicial orders imposed when local citizens used the federal courts to 
press for changes in local practices.61

In their welfare reform proposal, the governors have clearly stated their opposition to 
federal budgetary decisions that simply shift costs to the states. The mayors have expressed 

similar sentiments. They want discussion about the parameters of welfare reform to proceed 
separately from discussions about how to balance the federal budget or cut the deficit. They 
recognize that states and localities will be under pressure to fill the gap in any budget 
shortfall created by reductions in federal funding. During past fiscal crises, states have been 
much more willing to raise taxes than the federal government, but the anti-tax mood reflected 
currently in Washington is also prevalent in the states. Some observers predict that if 
massive reductions in federal aid occur, many states would probably respond by increasing 
taxes somewhat, but not nearly enough to replace the lost federal funding.62 They might also 

try to push an increasing share of responsibility for providing mandated aid and services 
down to local governments. Because local governments also have a limited capacity to 
generate sufficient new revenues to meet the projected need, the result is likely to be a 
reduction in levels of service. Services that are provided will be only the most basic 

mandated protections, not more innovative efforts to provide comprehensive, prevention and 
support to at-risk children and families or workfare for poor heads of household who are 
required to leave welfare and enter the workforce.

Reductions in federal spending are clearly needed if the nation is to move closer to a 
balanced budget (with or without a constitutional amendment). However, it is unlikely that 
reductions in federal program spending through the proposed block grants will achieve the 
desired program flexibility and innovation, if funding is not adequate to do more than cover 
the most basic, mandated supports and services. Moreover, a persuasive argument can be 
made that if states are squeezed and forced to cut benefits to poor families, the incidence of 
poverty and child abuse and neglect will increase, placing an even greater burden on states to 
provide income assistance and mandated protective services.

Block grants should protect support for vulnerable populations. Combining related 
federal categorical programs and easing the administrative burdens on states and localities is 
a good idea. In the process, however, block grants should continue to protect the needs and 



THE FINANCE PROJECT26

interests of vulnerable populations -- children, low-income families, the disabled, and 

disadvantaged minorities.
In 1981, advocates decried what would happen if the states were given broad discretion 

to establish spending priorities and control programs without significant federal regulation 
and oversight. Yet analysts who studied the lessons of the Reagan era experience with block 
grants did not find major state retrenchment in response to the 1981 federal cuts in aid. 
Instead, they found that state and local governments actually produced higher service levels 

than otherwise would have been the case, through replacement funding and a wide variety of 
other financial coping strategies and administrative reforms.” In areas where politically 

active local constituencies cared about particular program activities, the implementation of 
the Reagan block grants had virtually no impact .M

In response to the House Republican plan, advocates for children, for the poor, and for 
other vulnerable populations are once again predicting disaster, if federal categorical 
programs are consolidated into block grants and funds are cut. Their claims may be well- 
founded. Three issues are of particular concern: 1) the administrative capability and 
competence of states to manage the large entitlement programs now administered by the 
federal government; 2) the ability of states to maintain an adequate social safety net in times 
of economic hardship; and 3) the fairness of proposed formulas for distributing block grant 

funds across the states.
Administrative capability. If anything, many states are better equipped to respond to 

reductions in federal funding now than in 1981. They have developed their own independent 
fiscal bases and administrative systems. They have more professional staffs and better 
management resources. They also have a significant stake in the continuation and success of 
programs and initiatives that they have developed and nurtured over the past decade and a 
half. States such as Wisconsin are often cited as bright examples of how well state 
governments can manage welfare programs when they are free of many of the strings of 

federal management. However, one of the important factors in Wisconsin's success in 
reducing its welfare roles, according to a recent study, is that the number of caseworkers was 
increased so that people on welfare could be supervised more closely. The clear conclusion is 
that reforming welfare may save money on balance, but it requires more bureaucracy rather 
than less.65 Many states would be hard pressed to match Wisconsin's success, because they 
lack the administrative capability to handle the increased responsibilities that managing the 

large welfare entitlements would entail.
Maintaining an adequate safety net. As pointed out earlier in this paper, many of the 

programs currently targeted for consolidation are entitlements that provide aid based on the 
extent of need. Ending the entitlement would remove the guarantee of assistance to eligible 
individuals and families and make the availability of supports and services dependent on 
each state's fiscal capacity. In good economic times, states are likely to have greater ability to 
serve needy children and families. However, if the number of poor families with children 

and the number of children vulnerable to parental abuse and neglect continue to grow, it is 
not clear that states will be able to keep up with the increased demand for supports and 

services if federal funding does not rise. Moreover, in economic downturns and emergencies 
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or in periods of high inflation, the number of families in need can be expected to rise sharply 
at just the time when states have less revenue and a diminished capacity to respond. It is 
quite likely under these circumstances that states will face the difficult choice of turning away 
many needy applicants, dramatically reducing benefits across the board, or significantly 
raising taxes to meet the rapidly growing demand for assistance. There is little reason to 
think that states can easily replace lost funds of the magnitude that proposed welfare cuts 
would entail. Although state fiscal conditions have generally improved since the mid-1980s, 
they still have limited financial reserves available.66

The House plan includes a provision allowing states to reserve their block grant funds 
in a "rainy day" savings account, and it establishes a federal "rainy day" loan fund. 
However, these raise questions about whether states will actually be able to save money in 
the face of projected budget cuts if they don't cut benefits or experience a sudden economic 
boom, and how states operating under balanced budget requirements will be able to pay back 
their federal loans (with interest) when they experience economic downturns and generate 
less revenue. Reductions in benefits and services seem inevitable.

Under any economic circumstances, poor states have much less fiscal capacity to take 
care of their poor populations than wealthier ones. There are large differences in AFDC 
spending among states, with poor states providing more limited programs - serving fewer 
people and offering lower benefits. At present, the federal government helps them by 
matching their outlays at a higher rate than it matches the spending of affluent states. The 
House Republican plan would eliminate state matching requirements, however. If this 
happens and AFDC is converted to a block grant that provides states a lump sum payment 
rather than adjusting aid to the level of need, it seems likely that already low benefits will fall 
even more in poor states.67 Benefits can also be expected to fall in wealthier states in economic 

hard times, leaving many children and families without an adequate safety net.
Equitable distribution of funds. The question of how to distribute the money may be 

the single most difficult issue faced by lawmakers writing the block grant legislation. The 
easiest approach, and the one taken in the past when block grants were established, was to 
allocate funds based on how much each state had been receiving from the individual 
programs that were folded into the block grant. As GAO has pointed out, however, this 
approach has proved to be inequitable.66 It does not adequately take account of changes in 

the demographic composition of states' populations, their economic conditions, and other 
need-related factors. It also overlooks differences among states and localities in the costs of 

providing services and the states' ability to contribute to the costs of providing services. 

Thus, for example, many wealthier states supplement funds made available through the 
School Lunch Program. They use those funds to expand the number of students who are 
enrolled in the program, including some who do not meet strict income criteria. If, as 
proposed, the allocation of funds under the block grant is based on past enrollments, 
wealthier states may receive larger shares of federal funds than poorer states, even though 
poorer states may have a larger proportion, and even a larger absolute number, of poor 
students in need of subsidized meals. To compound the inequity, formulas will not be 

readjusted for a period of five years under the House plan.
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To help ensure that funds are distributed to respond equitably to need, several factors 
should be included in distribution formulas, including: 1) the concentration of at-risk children 

to help determine the level of need; 2) the effective tax rate to reflect states' ability to pay; and 
3) costs of providing services.69 Revised formulas should also be phased in to avoid as much 

disruption in service delivery as possible. Regardless of what formula is developed and 
implemented for distributing federal funds available through the block grants, there will be 

winners and losers, which will inevitably stir political opposition. The goal must be to 
distribute funds equitably and at the same time to create more winners than losers.

In almost every political quarter, there is widespread agreement that the current welfare 

system doesn't work very well. Major reform is needed. Republicans in Congress and the 
Republican governors are eager to shift major responsibility away from the federal 
government to the states. Ending the entitlement status of basic cash assistance and other 
welfare-related benefits raises serious concerns, however. The House plan would make it 

possible for states to deny aid to anybody and everybody as long as they can demonstrate 
that they are spending their block grant funds on one of the bill's purposes -- for example, 
discouraging out-of-wedlock births or even saving for a rainy day. It seems unlikely that 
many states would adopt this kind of "cold turkey" approach. Yet eliminating welfare 
entitlements may not be the most effective or efficient way to reduce welfare dependency. 
Ultimately, the extent of political support for this kind of radical reform also seems 
questionable. Broad ideas that play well in campaigns do not always translate easily into 
administratively workable blueprints. For example, initial proposals to fold Food Stamps 
into the Family-based Nutrition Block Grant were abandoned when the Republican chairman 
of the House Agriculture Committee expressed serious concern about the wisdom of 
removing this piece of the safety net for poor families. Efforts to repeal the entitlement status 
of AFDC, Medicaid, and other basic welfare supports may meet similar resistance when 
debate is ended and the proposals are put to a vote in the Senate.

Some block grant funding should target resources to populations with clearly 
defined needs, not just to categories of services. As Congress considers which federal 
programs to consolidate and in what combinations, special attention should be given to 
constructing some block grants that focus resources on the multiple needs of target groups, 
rather than simply echoing the current categorical program structure, albeit in larger units. 
To provide greater flexibility in meeting the multiple needs of very young children and their 
families, for example, it may make more sense to fold together numerous programs that are 
aimed at addressing the special health and developmental needs of this age group. Similarly, 
adolescents have an array of developmentally-related needs that may be more effectively 
addressed through a unified youth development funding stream, rather than through a series 
of block grants combining alcohol and drug abuse initiatives, nutrition programs, juvenile 
justice programs, remedial education, and health services in categorical silos serving 

populations of many ages.
The Congressional committee structure perpetuates categorical programs and budgets, 

and often discourages more cross-cutting policy initiatives. Nevertheless, targeting block 
grants to special populations and enabling states to use these funds to design programs that 
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bring together an array of supports and services will help overcome the fragmentation that 

families face in negotiating the current system. It will facilitate the development of more 

comprehensive, community-based systems of support. It will also lead to a greater diversity 

and increased availability of specialized services, many of which do not fit neatly into 
formalized program categories.

Block grants should protect federal funding for the nation's cities. Block grants, 
which offer the potential for greater local flexibility and discretion to tailor programs to 
achieve desired results in a local community setting, have gained support from the nation's 

mayors. Overburdened by federal program regulations and requirements and, in many 
cases, lacking the capacity to compete effectively for categorical grants, many mayors 
strongly support proposals to streamline and consohdate federal programs through block 
grants.

However, it is important to recall that big cities were losers in the Reagan block grants. 
When states were given control over the distribution of federal funds, they generally shifted 

support away from narrowly conceived urban activities that they regarded as primarily 
federal initiatives. Some mayors express concern that cities could once again be at a political 
disadvantage in state decision-making, if the process is dominated by suburban, ex-urban, 
and rural representatives. While most enthusiastically support the greater use of block grants 
and believe this administrative reform is in the interest of local governments as well as the 
federal government, they oppose directing all block grant funding to states. Citing recent 
crime proposals aimed at providing support for local law enforcement, the mayor of Dallas, 
Texas suggested that channeling the monies through the states would unnecessarily 
contribute to the growth of state government bureaucracy and would result in longer delays 
and fewer dollars actually reaching local communities.7"

Developing effective block grant legislation that would protect support for the nation's 
large and small cities requires a clearly defined purpose and adoption of an established 
policy for carrying it out. Cities would like to see a significant proportion of federal funds 
directed to them with few strings attached, rather than being routed through state 
government. Congress may be reluctant to support this approach. Alternatively federal 
legislation could bracket cities according to population, and target some portion of funds 
directly to large urban areas that have adequate administrative capability to conduct 
programs without state intervention. It could adopt sub-allocation formulas requiring pass­
throughs to major cities, if block grants are directed only to states. It could also require states 
to allocate funds based on formula or other criteria that reflect the special needs of cities, 
ensuring that they receive an adequate share of available funding. To further urban 
revitalization, the block grants could also create self-authorizing enterprise zones with 
meaningful tax breaks for businesses and individuals to encourage economic development 
and attract middle-income residents.

Some reformers argue that cities should not be given special status in the distribution of 
federal block grant funds.71 They should be forced to fight it out in their own states. But 

history suggests that vesting sole decision-making authority in the states may unfairly 
disadvantage large cities where it is more expensive to address housing, education, economic 
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development, and infrastructure needs than it is in rural areas, especially if the balance of 

power and decision-making lies with non-urban legislators and administrators.
In the end, this issue raises a larger concern that must be addressed as the debate over 

the shape of federal block grants proceeds. The Reagan era restructuring took it for granted 
that the states were the appropriate locus of power and decision-making concerning the 
allocation of federal funds. However, this assumption deserves reconsideration. Just beneath 

the surface of the devolution debate are several fundamental questions: In a decade when 
global economic restructuring has become a preoccupation, is it still relevant to assume that 
state governments should play a preeminent role in economic development and social 

problem-solving? Or should intergovernmental relations be reorganized to highlight the 
federal role in macro-economic affairs, the regional role in strategic planning, and the 
neighborhood role in addressing America's most serious social problems, since it is at the 

community level where these matters must ultimately be dealt with? What criteria should be 

used in deciding which matters of law and public policy are allowed to vary, and to what 
degree, among and between states and localities? Who should decide these matters -- 
Congress, federal and state judges, governors, state legislators, city officials?72

Accountability should be based on an established set of measurable results. 
Congress and the executive branch have a continuing responsibility to ensure that federal 
taxpayer dollars are used efficiently, effectively, and for the purposes for which they were 
intended.73 Creating block grants that combine categorical programs with similar purposes, 
and that serve similar or related target populations, makes it possible to identify intended 
results and evaluate progress toward achieving them over time. Maintaining accountability 
for federal block grant funding should be based on a relatively simple, clear set of measurable 
goals, not just on satisfying extensive bureaucratic paperwork requirements.

The 1981 block grants were established with virtually no requirements to hold states 

and localities accountable for the expenditure of federal funds. A backlash of concern that 
funds were being misused led to the promulgation of audit rules and procedures to prevent 
waste, fraud, and abuse. Although implementation of single audit report requirements 
helped generate data on state expenditures, it added significantly to the administrative 
burden borne by state and local governments and community-based organizations. And it is 
not clear that Congress was any better informed about what results were being achieved by 

federal funding through the block grants. This is largely because audit procedures focus on 
adherence to administrative rules rather than measures of effective performance. Moreover, 
as one observer has noted, the federal auditor has had a chilling effect on innovation.71 Under 

current audit procedures, program officials are evaluated on how well they comply with 
eligibility rules and the quantity of services they provide, rather than the outcomes they 
achieve. As a consequence, many are discouraged from implementing new management and 
service delivery approaches, or from taking steps to creatively marshal program resources for 
a needy child and his/her family, if there is any chance these actions could run afoul of the 

auditors and lead to penalties and disallowances.
Performance accountability is a significant theme in the movement to reinvent 

government.75 Substituting clear and reasonable results measures for the detailed process 
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audits that now exist is a commendable goal. However, as recent Congressional testimony 
illustrates, far more thought is needed about how this would work in practice.76 The specifics 

of performance measurement are critically important, but not well-developed. Nor are the 

processes by which Congress and federal agencies would monitor states' progress toward 
established performance goals and actually hold them accountable.

Related to performance accountability are performance standards to ensure the 
minimum quality of services that are provided using block grant funding. The current House 
plan calls for the elimination of many of the performance standards that govern federal 
categorical programs, including nutrition assistance programs and foster care and adoption. 
Advocates worry that without basic requirements for the delivery of services, children's 
health and safety will be threatened. They are right to be concerned. As the experience of the 
1980s illustrates, many states achieved administrative savings by reducing or abolishing 
standards governing the quality of services and the administrative apparatus for monitoring 
it. In child care, for example, some states set caregiver/child ratios and group size 
requirements so high that they did compromise children's safety and development.77 The 

challenge is to structure standards to set appropriate thresholds of quality without strangling 
states and localities in a tangle of overly detailed regulations.

Ensuring that federal funds made available through block grants have their desired 
impact also requires that these monies not be subverted to offset state and local budget and 
tax cuts. States and localities face growing fiscal pressures. Most operate under balanced 
budget requirements that prohibit deficit spending, even in economic downturns and 
emergencies. Over the past decade and a half, states have found a number of ways of 
balancing their budgets, including shifting growing fiscal responsibilities to local 
governments, moving some areas of expenditure off-budget, and deferring payments from 
one fiscal year to the next. They have also become far more savvy about how to draw down 
federal funding for social welfare supports and services, most of which require the states to 
match some proportion of federal dollars with their own resources. If federal matching 
requirements are eliminated, there will be less incentive for states to contribute their own 

resources to help fund programs. As the 1980s experience shows, while states spending 
above the matching limit are not likely to change their funding behavior dramatically, those 
spending at or below the limit are more likely to reduce or discontinue altogether their 
financial contributions to basic supports and services. Because states funding below the 
matching limit are also likely to be poor states, which already provide lower levels of services 
and benefits, the elimination of matching requirements could lead to further reductions and 
compromises in the quality of essential services. In addition to establishing clear 
accountability measures and performance standards, maintaining state matching 
requirements can be expected to help ensure that federal funds have their desired impact, 
and do not just supplant state and local funding.
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MOVING FORWARD TO IMPROVE THE EFFICIENCY AND EFFECTIVENESS OF FEDERAL 

INVESTMENTS IN CHILDREN AND FAMILIES

In her book, Reviving the American Dream, Alice Rivlin called for a major realignment of 

government responsibility for improving education and training, delivering social services, 
fostering economic development, and building infrastructure.7" These are public policy 

domains that depend on experimentation, adaptation, and community participation and 

support. Effectively delivering human services requires improving service quality, increasing 
responsiveness to customers and clients, and empowering workers at all levels to contribute 
to organizational success. Because quality is closely related to the interactions that take place 
between clients and staff, workers must have a clear sense of mission and discretion to get the 
job done.” Rivlin argued that many federal programs should be "devolved to the states or 

[should] gradually wither away," in order to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of 
public investments and to relieve pressure on the federal budget."11

Rivlin's proposals strike a remarkably similar note to those of prominent Republicans. 
At least in principle, there seems to be broad agreement that efforts to restructure the 

relationship between the federal and state governments are important and timely. However, 
the hard work of crafting specific proposals and turning them into legislation that can be 

passed remains to be done.
Block grants represent one avenue for accomplishing realignment. The concept of block 

grants, however, engenders strong support from some and equally strong opposition from 
others. Almost no one is neutral. For this reason, it is important to look back and learn from 
past experience about what block grants are and are not, what they can do and what they 
cannot do. At this point, block grants are a somewhat amorphous, but highly value-laden, 
label for diverse federal efforts to consolidate some or many of the plethora of federal 

categorical programs, to revive federalism reform, and to relieve the mounting pressures on 
the federal budget. What programs will be combined, how much control over program 
design and administration will be shifted to the states, and what magnitude of federal 

spending cuts will be achieved remains to be seen.
What is clear is that the block grants of the early 1980s did not create the catastrophic 

social welfare disaster that critics predicted. As the federal government relinquished its role 

in domestic pohcies, the states did not retreat, as many observers thought they would. 
Instead, they stepped forward to replace the federal presence, albeit according to their own 

priorities rather than those of politicians in Washington. There were no massive 
redistributions of federal resources from the poor to the middle-class. America's needy 

children and families were not worse off as a result of this administrative reform.
What is also clear is that the block grants of the early 1980s were not the unqualified 

administrative triumph that proponents forecast. They did not achieve the fundamental 
reforms in federalism that President Reagan had called for. There was no large-scale transfer 

of domestic responsibilities to the states. The federal grant-in-aid system was not 
undermined. In fact, as Peterson et al. suggested, the federal grant structure continues to give 
"practical definition" to federalism."1
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When all the ideological and political concerns about federal retrenchment and budget 
cutting are stripped away, the block grants of the early 1980s can be seen for what they really 
were: groundwork for effective administrative reform. It is on that foundation that current 
debates about a new wave of block grants should be based. In the past, block grants have 
been subverted by the perpetual desire on the part of Congress and constituencies to 
recategorize federal social spending. In the current context, they present a positive 
opportunity for crafting a renewed expression of broad federal priorities and for using 
federal funding as the core, or seed money, for stimulating new state program approaches for 
welfare reform, education reform, community building, and economic development. 
Properly structured, block grants could encourage states and localities to launch local 
improvement projects, to experiment with new ways of providing a safety net for vulnerable 
children and families, and to develop new, more efficient management systems, rather than 
merely using federal block grant funds to supplement or supplant their existing budgets. 
With attention to the lessons of the past and the special issues surrounding emerging 
proposals. Congress and the Clinton administration, in partnership with the nation's 
governors and mayors, could dramatically - and positively -- change the course of American 
governance for years to come.
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THE FINANCE PROJECT

The Finance Project is a national initiative to improve the effectiveness, efficiency, and equity 
of public financing for education and other children's services. With leadership and support 
from a consortium of private foundations. The Finance Project was established as an 
independent nonprofit organization, located in Washington, DC. Over a three-year period 
that began in January 1994, the project is undertaking an ambitious array of policy research 
and development activities, as well as policymaker forums and public education activities.

Specific activities are aimed at increasing knowledge and strengthening the nation's 

capability to implement promising strategies for generating public resources and improving 
public investments in children and their families, including:

examining the ways in which governments at all levels finance public education 
and other supports and services for children (age 0-18) and their families;
identifying and highlighting structural and regulatory barriers that impede the 
effectiveness of programs, institutions, and services, as well as other public 
investments, aimed at creating and sustaining the conditions and opportunities for 
children's successful growth and development;
outlining the nature and characteristics of financing strategies and related 
structural and administrative arrangements that are important to support 
improvements in education and other children's services;
identifying promising approaches for implementing these financing strategies at 
the federal, state and local levels and assessing their costs, benefits, and feasibility; 
highlighting the necessary steps and cost requirements of converting to new 
financing strategies; and
strengthening intellectual, technical, and political capability to initiate major long­
term reform and restructuring of public financing systems, as well as interim steps 

to overcome inefficiencies and inequities within current systems.

The Finance Project is expected to extend the work of many other organizations and 
blue-ribbon groups that have presented bold agendas for improving supports and services 
for children and families. It is creating the vision for a more rational approach to generating 

and investing public resources in education and other children's services. It is also 
developing policy options and tools to actively foster positive change through broad-based 

systemic reform, as well as more incremental steps to improve current financing systems.
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more than 40 experts. The discussions took 
place as Congress debated what could be the 
biggest overhaul of America’s welfare system 
in the past half-century. Many sessions focused 
on how journalists can sort out competing 
welfare reform and budget proposals at the 
federal and state level and inform the public 
about the potential impact on children and 
families of the deeply complicated changes. 
There were also hours of policy discussions 
about the causes and consequences of increas­
ing poverty, single-mother headed families and 
out-of-wedlock birth, and the impact of 
declining wages and structural economic 
change on families.

The journalists also had earnest dialogues 
continued on page 4

Q and A with 
Hillary
Clinton

First Lady Hillary Rodham Clinton speaks 
to the journalists

Xk
*

First Lady Urges Journalists to Get Beyond 
“False Debates” at the Third Annual Casey 
Center Conference

N M

Journalists play a critical role in inform­

ing the public about the debate over welfare 
reform which is now shaping policy for 
children and families for decades to come. At 
the same time, beat coverage of the lives of 
children and the agencies that serve them is 
“make-a-difference journalism” every day, 
speakers told journalists attending the Casey 
Journalism Center conference on “Protecting 
the Welfare of Children.”

But there is far too much superficial 
scorecard journalism which focuses on dueling 
explanations of economic change versus moral 
decline for the failure of families — and 
individual versus collective responsibility as 
the solution — without examining how all play 
a part.

First Lady Hillary Rodham Clinton urged 
journalists to “get beyond the either/or and 
frankly, to get beyond what in journalism too 
often is the way, because of pressures of space 
and time, you have to present issues by posing 
these false choices, by setting up these 
confrontations...so that all of us can kind of 
move beyond these false debates and really, 
seriously examine what we are doing in our 
own lives and in our own neighborhoods and 
communities, in our workplaces and as public 
citizens that is either benefiting or undermin­
ing the capacity for our children to have 
healthy and productive lives.”

She also expressed concern that “a lot of 
stories about the condition of children either do 
not get covered or get covered in an episodic 
way or do not get the kind of sustained 
attention many of us believe they deserve.”

Thirty print and broadcast journalists who 
competed for fellowships to attend the confer­
ence engaged in intensive discussions with
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The Prenatal/Early Infancy Project

32

THE ROOTS OF MANY PREVENTABLE EARLY CHILDHOOD PROBLEMS — ABUSE AND 
NEGLECT, LOW BIRTHWEIGHT, IMPAIRED DEVELOPMENT — MAY OFTEN BE TRACED 
TO A LACK OF CARE DURING AND IMMEDIATELY FOLLOWING PREGNANCY. CAN AN 
IMPROVED DELIVERY SYSTEM FOR PRENATAL AND EARLY INFANCY CARE MAKE A 

DIFFERENCE?

PHOTOCOPY
PRESERVATION

for pregnancy, birth, and early childrearing 
including:
• providing parents with a home-based 

education program to promote positive 
health and caregiving behaviors;

• involving friends and relatives whom the 
families wanted at the home-visits to create 
a more supportive atmosphere for the 
bearing and rearing of children; and

• linking the families with other community 
services so that the families' basic needs 
could be met.
The design of the program had participating 

families randomly assigned to one of four 
treatment groups. Each group received a 
different increment of services so the efficacy of 
a service could be measured. As part of the 
research design:
• Group 1 families served as a control. When 

the children were one year and two years of 
age, they were screened for health and 
development problems. No services, 
however, had been offered during 
pregnancy.

• Group 2 families received the above 
screenings and were offered free 
transportation to regular prenatal services.

• Group 3 families were provided a nurse 
home-visitor during pregnancy in addition 
to the transportation services and post­
birth screening.

The Program

A research project at the University of 
Rochester testecTtheeffectiveness of a rnulti- 
TaceFecTpreventiori program for high-risk 
families featuring homevisitatfon by nurses^ 

' Known as the Prenatal/Early Infancy Project, it 
was tested in a semi-rural area in the 
Appalachian region of New York. Services were 
made available to anyone in the community 
bearing a first infant, but the program focused 
specifically on families possessing certain risk 
characteristics, such as those in which the 
mother was unmarried, poor, or a teenager. Of 
the families involved in the project over a ten- 
year period, 85 percent had these 
characteristics. The children in these families 
were considered at high risk because of the 
obstacles their parents faced in seeking and 
taking advantage of the information and services 
needed to prevent childhood disorders such as 
premature birth, low birthweight, growth and 
nutritional problems, accidents, illnesses, 
developmental delays, behavior problems, and 
child maltreatment. The overriding concern of 
the program was to promote the health and 
development of children through the family and 
the community.

Parents were considered the most 
important influence for the good health and 
development of children. The project addressed 
specific parental behaviors that affect fetal and 
infant health and development. The nurses 
involved with the families engaged in three 
basic activities designed to improve conditions 

I
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PHOTOCOPY
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In 1987, the American Psychological 
Association selected the Prenatal/Early Infancy 
Project as a model prevention program. Only 
fourteen programs received this honor out of 
hundreds surveyed over a four-year period.

Contact
David L. Olds
Department of Pediatrics
P.O. Box 777
University of Rochester Medical Center
601 Elmwood Avenue
Rochester, New York 14642
(716)275-3738
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• Group 4 families received all the Group 3 
services, and the nurses continued to make 
home-visits until the babies were two-years- 
old.

V'c

/

The four treatment groups can be pared 
down to just two, those who received nurse 
home-visits and those who did not, because free 
transportation made little difference in the 
families' use of prenatal services. Group 3 and 
Group 4 families showed a significant 
improvement in several areas related to child 
health and development. Nurse-visited mothers:
• smoked fewer cigarettes during pregnancy;
• improved the quality of their diets;
• delivered fewer children prematurely; and
• made better use of community support 

services.
Nurse visited children were:

• delivered with higher birthweights;
• punished less;
• seen less frequently in the hospital 

emergency room; and
• reported abused and neglected fewer 

times.
The Prenatal/Early Infancy Project has 

shown that the social and health environments 
for childbearing among the socially 
disadvantaged can be improved. The results 
suggest that the nurse home-visitors system can 
improve a family's use of community services 
reliance on informal social support, and 
adherence to positive health habits.
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NACC Publications

PURPOSE

Legislative Activity

PROGRAMS

as Amicus Curiae Briefs

I Name,

NACC State and Local Affiliates
State _ Zip.

Conferences

<5/

The National Association of Counsel for Children is a 
non-profit organization which was founded in 1977 to 
improve legal protection and representation of maltreated 
children. We currently have over 1500 members who are 
making great strides in developing the field of pediatric 
law and advancing the legal status of children.

Conference manuals from three recent seminars are cur­
rently available from the NACC: 1) Using the Law for 
Children: New Horizons for Attorneys and Expert Witnesses, 
(1992); 2) Children's Law Update, (1991); and 3) Using the 
Law to Protect Children, (1989). Our hardcover handbook. 
Foundations of Child Advocacy (1987) is also for sale. 
Detailed information on these books may be obtained by 
indicating your request at the end of this brochure.

Each year, the NACC holds a major national conference 
devoted to children's legal issues. Our seminars attract 
participants from across the U.S. and Canada who are 
tackling the important issues confronting child advocates. 
Since 1977, the NACC has held 15 conferences in different 
cities. Our next conference will be held October 3-5, 1993 
in Denver. Reduced conference rates are available for 
NACC members.

The NACC Federal Legislative Network works to educate 
our members on Congressional activity on children's 
issues and also to help educate legislators and their staff 
members about measures that would most assist children 
in need of protection. The NACC Federal Legislative 
Agenda is available from our office.

The NACC issues a quarterly newsletter of cases, brief
articles, news of conferences and other information relat­
ed to the practice of children's law. Recent decisions are
summarized and case copies may be requested by mem­
bers. The Guardian is a forum through which members
share case law, referrals, strategic approaches, and other
resources to promote effective representation of children
in need of protection. A complimentary copy of The 
Guardian is available upon request.
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The NACC members work cooperatively in cases of par­
ticular importance to children. In recent years, the NACC 
has filed briefs in several state appellate courts, supreme 
courts, and the U.S. Supreme Court.

Please make checks payable to:
National Association of Counsel for Children. 

MAIL TO:
National Association of Counsel for Children
1205 Oneida Street/Denver, Colorado 80220

(303) 322-2260

3"
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NATIONAL
ASSOCIATION
OF COUNSEL FOR CHILDREN

The Guardian
Newsletter of the NACC

Au

Benefits: Members receive a subscription to The 
Guardian newsletter, a certificate of membership, and 
reduced rates for conferences sponsored by the NACC 
and materials published by the NACC. In addition, 
members have ready access to trial aids, legal research 
and writing in the area of children's law, and referrals, as 
available from the NACC office. Dues are $50 annually. 
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The members of the NACC help each other and the chil­
dren and families they represent by sharing recent cases, 
model forms and briefs, and innovative approaches to 
legal and administrative representation of children. One 
means by which this is accomplished is through the for­
mation of active affiliate organizations. The NACC 
returns $15 of an individual's dues to his or her recog­
nized affiliate. Information about affiliation can be 
obtained by checking the indicated box on the information 
form.

MEMBERSHIP INFORMATION^

NACC Members: The more than 1500 current members 
of the NACC practice in all 50 states and 9 countries, fol­
lowing many different approaches of improving the 
legal status of children. The NACC membership 
includes lawyers, judges, nurses, pediatricians, psychia­
trists, psychologists, teachers, social workers, law 
enforcement officers, private citizens, and various types 
of guardians ad litem and special advocates.

] I wish to be sent a complimentary copy of The 
Guardian newsletter.

| | I wish information on NACC publications and
conferences.

| I wish additional information on establishing an 
affiliate in my area.

] I wish to become a student member. Enclosed is 
proof of my student status and a check in the 
amount of $25.00

I
I
I City 
I
| Phone

Occupation 

^igrft

] 1 wish to become a member. Enclosed please 
find my check in the amount of $50.00.

I
| Address 
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SHARING VALUABLE RESEARCH AND RESOURCES

NACC BOARD NOMINATIONS

(continued on page 15)

1205 ONEIDA / DENVER, COLORADO 80220 / (303) 322-2260

A TIME FOR GROWTH 
AND CONNECTING

In the spring of 1993, we will be electing new board members 
for seven of our board positions. Under revised NACC By-Laws, 
board members are elected for a term of six years with one-third 
of the board members' terms expiring every two years.

The NACC Board of Directors has been a dynamic and 
committed group and we will truly miss the members who leave

NEW CONFERENCE MANUAL ADDRESSES
NEW HORIZONS

Working in children's law presents many fascinating and 
challenging issues. Research and writing briefs for cases is a 
necessary, but time-consuming part of the practice. Many 
members have indicated to us that it would be extremely 
helpful to them to have access to briefs written by other 
members for use in similar cases. Now there is a way to share 
this work in a way that is both practical and charitable.

As a fund-raiser for the NACC, we are starting to prepare a 
catalog of briefs available from our office. We are asking 
members to send us briefs written on any topics related to 
children's law that may be helpful to other members. We will 
then make them available for a reasonable fee. This benefits 
our membership as well as the organization. We appreciate 
your generous response to this request.

The 15th national conference 
held by the National Association 
of Counsel for Children was once 
again a tribute to the dedication 
of lawyers and other 
professionals working on behalf 
of children. The excellence of the 
presentations coupled with 
informal professional networking 
left participants rejuvenated to 
return to their practices.

Combining the inspiration of 
the speakers with the enthusiasm 
of the participants resulted in a 
upbeat mood during a time when 
agency cut-backs and scarce 
resources have lowered the spirits 
of many in the field. We 
encourage all members to plan in 
their schedules and budgets the 
time for professional 
development and growth. It's 
healthy for the mind and soul. 
Next year, our conference will be 
held October 3-5,1993 at the 
Hyatt Regency in Denver. It is 
not too early to start making 
plans to attend!

Using the Law for Children: New Horizons for Attorneys and 
Expert Witnesses was published last month in connection with 
our annual conference held in Philadelphia. The manual contains 
articles submitted by our interdisciplinary group of guest 
speakers. For a complete listing of the Table of Contents and 
information on ordering the manual, please see page 14.
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ABOUT THE EDITORSSUMMARY

Donald C. Gross has served as legal counsel to the C. Henry Kempe 
national Center for the Prevention and Treatment of Child Abuse and 
neglect for the last 10 years. Since 1977 he has been Executive Direc­
tor of the national Association of Counsel for Children. His articles on 
children's law have appeared in numerous Journals.

Laura Freeman Michaels is a guardian ad litem and Associate Director 
of the national Association of Counsel for Children. She edits The 
Guardian newsletter, published by the HACC

Resigned for the lawyer or caseworker entering the field, this book lays 
the groundwork for a comprehensive study of the legal issues facing 

the guardian ad litem for abused and neglected children.

PART I (Knowledge About Childhood) offers a working knowledge of the 
basic business of health and pathology in children. Dr. Goldson illum­

inates the basic parameters of child development as they relate to 
abuse and neglect while Dr. Kems discusses the pediatrician's role in 

treating the range of harms. Ms. White explains the social worker's 
relationship with the abused child and the dysfunctional family. Mr. 

Gross defines "abuse and neglect' from a legal perspective.

PART III (Standard Procedures) provides practical advocacy aids, 
standardized guidelines and the array of legal forms the guardian may 

encounter or wish to use.

PART II (Issues for the Child Representative) covers the basic legal 
issues facing the child's representative, including the importance of 

child advocacy in court Ms. Michaels discusses the evidentiary issues 
likely to be encountered, while Mr. Gross examines the various ways 

cases are handled when children are used as witnesses. Ms. 
Haralambie gives practical hints on working with expert witnesses and 

Ms. Lane discusses the role of the guardian ad litem in divorce and 
custody cases. In addition, Mr. Gross offers timely information about 

liability protection for professionals who advocate for children.

CONTRIBUTING AUTHORS INCLUDE:
Edward Qoldson, staff pediatrician at Denver Children's Hospital; 
David L Kerns, Chariman of the Pediatrics Department at Santa Clara

Valley Medical Center-
Judith C. White, a Colorado child protection caseworker; 
Ann M. Haralambie, founder of the Arizona Council of Attorneys for

Children;
Carol Higley Lane, judge for the City of Huston and Associate Referee 

for Juvenile Court;
and Jon L Lawritson, a Denver lawyer in private practice.

CHILD
Advocacy

foundations
-CHILD__



ENDORSEMENTS

■■
Price: $30.00, case

CONTENTS

PART I — Knowledge About Childhood

PART II — Issues for the Child Representative

PART III — Standard Procedures for the Child Advocate

Advocacy
"The essays in this volume provide the kind of guidance, insight and 
extralegal knowledge that is highly valuable for anyone involved in child 
protection, lawyer and nonlawyer alike."

— Sanford J. Fox
Professor of Law, Boston College

— Alan Wolfish
Director of Child Representation
Office of the Official Guardian

Child Development and the Response to Maltreatment by Edward Qoldson 
The Pediatric Perspective by David L. Kerns
The Role of the Social Worker by Judith C. White
Defining Child Abuse and neglect from a Legal Perspective by Donald C. Bross

"Foundations is a landmark publication in the developing field of child 
protection. The innovative and insightful multidisciplinary approaches 
will benefit a wide range of medical and mental health professionals, 
lawyers, teachers, judges, law enforcement personnel and others 
involved in child protection across North America.. .1 strongly recommend 
this book."

An Introduction to Child Representation by Donald C Bross
Evidentiary Issues in Cases Involving Children by Laura Freeman Michaels 
Protecting Child Witnesses by Donald C. Bross
Experts in Custody Cases by Ann M. Haralmable
The Guardian ad Litem in Divorce Cases by Carol Higley Lane
Professional and Agency Liability for Negligence in Child Protection by

Donald C. Bross

The chapters are well-written and cover most of the important topics 
in the field.. .Several of the chapters contain excellent practical sug­
gestions for effective legal representation.

— Mark Soler
Executive Director, Youth Law Center

"At a time when children are increasingly involved in a variety of court 
proceedings, this book is an especially valuable contribution."

— Michael S. Wald
Professor of Law, Stanford Law School

272 pp„ index 
ISBN: 0-917665-10-4

Published February 1987 
by Bookmakers Ouild, Ina

Suggested Guidelines for the Guardian ad Litem by the national Association of 
Counsel for Children

Guidelines for Custody and Dispositional Hearings in Abuse and Neglect Cases 
by Jon L. Lawritson.

Index

Published by 

Bookmakers Ouild, Inc.

1430 Florida Ave., Suite 202 

Longmont, Colorado 80501

B. -

foundations
CHILD
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$25.00
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$30.00
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$30.00 
$20.00

I wish to be sent additional information 
about the National Association of 
Counsel for Children.

) Using The Law for Children:
New Horizons

) Children's Law Update
) Using the Law to Protect Children $25.00 
) Foundations of Child Advocacy
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National Association of Counsel for Children 
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OF COUNSEL Vj

FOR CHILDREN CHILDREN'S LAW UPDATE USING THE LAW TO PROTECT CHILDREN

357 pages / $25.00 NACC Members / $30.00 Non-Members

346 pages / $25.00 NACC Members / $30.00 Non-Members

303 pages / $25.00 NACC Members / $30.00 Non-Members

264 pages (hardback) / $15.00 NACC Members / $20.00 Non-Members PLEASE SEE ORDER FORM ON BACK PANEL

7

USING THE LAW FOR CHILDREN: NEW HORIZONS 
FOR ATTORNEYS AND EXPERT WITNESSES

Produced for the 1991 NACC annual conference, this publica­
tion contains chapters addressing the development of pedi­
atric legal practice and its crucial role in the protection of 
maltreated children.

We are very pleased to present our most recent conference 
manual published in October, 1992 for our annual meeting.

This manual, compiled for our 1989 annual meeting, pro­
vides valuable information and techniques for professionals 
from different disciplines working together to better the 
lives of their child clients.

Contents:
Before Trial: Discovery Techniques and Motions Practice, 
Katherine Hunt Federle and Steven Scheckman; Putting 
Children on the Stand, Katherine Hunt Federle; Backlash: 
Claims and Counterclaims Regarding the Adjudication of 
Child Sexual Abuse, Sol Gothard; Clinical Evaluation of 
Child Sexual Abuse, Clare Haynes-Seman; Guidelines for the 
Clinical Evaluation of Child and Adolescent Sexual Abuse, 
American Academy of Child and Adolescent Psychiatry; 
Sexualized Attention: Normal Interaction or Precursor to 
Sexual Abuse?, Clare Haynes-Seman; Attempting to Define 
"Child Neglect", David R. Katner and Vicky Barnes; The 
Enhanced Ethical Obligations of Representing Juveniles, 
David R. Katner; Criminalizing Substance Abuse by Pregnant 
Mothers-A Bibliography, David R. Katner; Children, 
Adolescents, and Aids, Harold P. Katner; A Child Advocate's 
Map to the Varied Interpretations of the Indian Child Welfare 
Act of 1978, Philip (Jay) McCarthy, Jr.; Critically Examining 
Psychological Assessments and Treatment Plans, Leon A. 
Rosenberg; Psychological Considerations in Permanency 
Planning for Children, Leon A. Rosenberg; The Nuts and 
Bolts of Changing Child Welfare Systems: The Preparation of 
Class Action Lawsuits, Steven Scheckman; and Inkblots and 
Tea Leaves: A Look at Personality Tests, L. Mulry Tetlow.

T
I

Contents:
Child Development and the Response to Maltreatment, Edward Goldson; The Pediatric Perspective, David L. Kerns; The Role of 
the Social Worker, Judith C. White; Defining Child Abuse and Neglect from a Legal Perspective, Donald C. Brass; An Introduction 
to Child Representation, Donald C. Bross; Evidentiary Issues in Cases Involving Children, Laura Freeman Michaels; Protecting 
Child Witnesses, Donald C. Bross; Experts in Custody Cases, Ann M. Haralambie; The Guardian ad Litem in Divorce Cases, Carol 
Higley Lane; Professional and Agency Liability for Negligence in Child Protection, Donald C. Bross; Suggested Guidelines for the 
Guardian ad Litem, National Association of Counsel for Children; Guidelines for Custody and Dispositional Hearings in Abuse 
and Neglect Cases, Jon L. Lawritson; Selected Legal Forms.

FOUNDATIONS OF CHILD ADVOCACY
Donald C. Bross and Laura Freeman Michaels (Eds.)

Designed for the practitioner entering the field of child advocacy, this book lays the groundwork for a comprehensive study of the 
issues confronting professionals working with children in need of protection.

Contents:
The Child Advocate and the New Reproductive 
Technologies, James B. Boskey; Medical Diagnosis as a 
Gateway to the Child Welfare System, Donald C. Bross; The 
Quill is Not Mightier than the PC (Computerizing Your 
Child Abuse Practice), Ann M. Haralambie; Handling 
Abuse Allegations in Divorce Custody and Visitation Cases, 
Ann M. Haralambie; Liability of Child Protective Services in 
the Aftermath of DeShaney, James E. Heiser; Search and 
Seizure Law, Robert B. Kean; Identification and Treatment 
of Emotional Abuse, James W. Lauer; What Lawyers for 
Children Should Know About Psychiatry and Using Mental 
Health Experts in Court, James W. Lauer; Uncharged 
Misconduct Evidence in Child Abuse Litigation, John E.B. 
Myers; and Common and Avoidable Mistakes in the 
Litigation of Child Maltreatment Cases, Babette Norton. 
Other resources and outlines are also included.

Contents:
Neurosurgical Aspects of Child Abuse, Derek A. Bruce; 
Assessing Child Abuse: The TRIADS Checklist, Ann W. 
Burgess, Carol R. Hartman, and Susan Kelley; Educational 
Rights of Children with Disabilities, the Center for Law and 
Education; References on Religiously Based Medical Neglect, 
CHILD, Inc.; Child Abuse Fatalities, Katherine Kaufer 
Christoffel; Settlement and Negotiation of Dependency, 
Neglect, and Abuse Cases, Wanda P. Coats; Transcracial 
Adoption Considerations, Wanda P. Coats; New 
Opportunities for Services Through Medical Assistance for 
Children, the Education Law Center; The Children's Budget: 
A California Model, Robert C. Fellmeth, Randy Reiter, and 
Kathryn A. Cannon; Judicial and Child Advocate Pilot 
Project, Robert C. Fellmeth; Handling Difficult Custody 
Disputes, Ann M. Haralambie; Visitation Schedules, Ann M. 
Haralambie; Transcracial Adoption: Same-Race Placement 
Policies are Tested in the Courts, Mark A. Hardin and Jane 
Nusbaum Feller; Abused Children, Official Silence, David 
Hechler; Danger Ahead: Sex Abuse Cases, David Hechler; 
The Source You Shouldn't Talk To, David Hechler; Early 
Intervention Advocacy Network Notebook, the Mental 
Health Law Project; Effective Strategies for Termination of 
Parental Rights Litigation (Outline Only), Henry J. Plum; 
Munchausen Syndrome by Proxy Cases: Methods of Proof 
(Outline Only), Henry J. Plum; The Link Between Prevention 
and Treatment (Abstract Only), Mingo Stroeber; Child 
Disability: Qualifying for SSI Benefits, Richard Weishaupt.

PUBLICATIONS
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