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CRUEL HOUSE BUDGET CUTTING ASSAULTS 

CHILDREN 

Billions Slashed from Crucial Child Protections, 
Undennining Chil.d Health & Safety, Families' Ability 10 Work 

W ASHJNGTON, D.C. -- In a "revolution" that has so far spared nearly everyone else, 

the House of Representatives has t.argeted children for the earliest, broadest, and by far the 

deepest bud2et cuts. according to a new repcrt from the Children's Defense Fund (CDF). 

"We arc seeing n mn.ssive, multi facett�, $;10 billion assault on child protections that 

threatens to shred the entire federal safety net beneath them and their families while poscponing 

for a later day, if ever, any measure of sacrifice from the interests that can afford it," said CDF 

President Marian Wright Edelman. "No massively federally•subsidized defense contractor has 

seen a dime threatened and no rich farmer has seen crop subsidies cut. No military or civil 

service rctircc--or Member of Congress bas seen his pay or health insurance or retirement 

benefits trimmed. No wealthy inclividuaJ bas seen his capital gains benefit cut, and actually may 

profit from the sufferin& of children." 

"Yet House leaders arc determined to take food out of the mouths of hungry children, 

deny safe homes to abused and neglected children, sttip child care away from infants and 

toddlers whose parents are tryins to get off welfare or lcttp a job, an.d dPprive c1c�in1te children 

and children wltll disabilltles of cash assistance," she �id. "Children are being made co pay for 

a defense buildup we don't need and tax giveaways to the rich we can't afford," Edelman said. 

CDF's report, Un1hared Sacrifice: The House of Representatives' Shameful Assault 

on America's Children, provides details on the massive cuts moving through the House that 
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nearly exclusively target crucial protections for child health, care, and safety. The report 

conclude, that if actions tak.e.n by House c.nmmitteec; in recent days are not rejected by the full 

House and Senate or vetooo by tlll: Pu:�ideot, the basic. 5afety net that has existed since the 

Depression to protect children from hunger, illness, homelessness, abuse and neglect will be 

shredded. In only two weeks, committees indiscriminately and recklessly( ... imert chronology 

of block grant and resci�ion process): 

Child Proteetions Cut $ <:nt Over 5 Yrs. 
Child Care $ 2.5 billion 
School Lunches S 2.0 billion 
Child Care/Head Start Food (CACFP) $ 5.0 billion 
Foster Care/Adoption Assistance $ 5.5 billion 
Cash for Poor Childre-n (AFnr.) $12.8 hillion 
Cash for Disabled Children $12.1 billion 
� $39.9 billi.QQ 

Chjldren Cut by yr, 2,000 
378,000 
2.2 million 
365,000 
111,000 
1.7 million 
516.000 
4.9 million 

In addition to proposed ems to safety net entitlements and successful discretionary 

programs such as WIC and Head Start, the House proposes to cut funds approved by Congress 

last year that have rescinded desperately needed after-school, weekend, and summer activities 

that prevent youth viole-.oc.e Tn ;ictdition, the proposed rescissions would completely eliminate 

1.2 million summer jut,� fol' youths. 

"This relentless and multi-front assault is as morally wrong as it is practically toolish. 

House leaders say over and over again that they want to move families from dependency to work 

and to cut bureaucracy," Edelman said. "But how does cutting child care assistance that enables 

parents to go to work P.Vf':ry di!y help end dependency? How will children who are denied 

prutc;<.,Livu from abuse and neglect or help to cope with 11 serious disability £TOW up to become 

tomorrow's workforce of teachers, computer programmers, and business leaders? How does 

leaving children unable to pay attention in school because they have empty bellies improve the 

nation's future productivity? How does eliminating the entire summer jobs program for teens 

instill a work ethic? And how can they expect anyone to believe chat cuts totalling nearly $40 

billion will only cut bur�ucrt\Cy ond not h'lD1 children? The hypocriiy is appalling." 
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CDF President Marian Wright Edelman was joined by Delaware Governor Tom Carper 

in expressing concern about the impact ruch deep cuts wonlci have on children. 

Governor Carper said, contrary to the House: 1.:uwmittees' claims, converting key child 

survival programs into block grants in the name of flexibility and then cutting funding will not 

help states like Delaware. �what this proposal does is cut the legs out from under working poor 

families and from states like Delaware chat want to help welfare recipients go to work. Instead 

of providing us flexibility, it shifts the cost burnr.n to states and put� us in a fiscal stra�tjacket. 

I'm concerned about the next �:;!)iuu, or Uu: ue11.t disaster, that will occur in my state, or 

others in the country, in which people will call for our assistance," said carper. 

Parents, child care providers, and others who care for children are wonicd about what 

the curs will mean for their children and the children they serve. Karen Higginbotham of 

Louisiana receives about $5,000 a year to help r.Me for six-year-<>ld Alison. who was born with 

a rare seizure disorder cbat left her wilh rrumlal 111.t<l pltysi\;i11 di�abillties, said th.at famili� like 

hers who are struggling now may not be able to make it. 

''Many times one parent has to stop working to care for a child with disabilities and SSI 

helps to pick up the slack," Higginbotham said. "This helps keep families together and it is 

more cost�ffective -- the $5,SOO my family re.c.eivP.�, fnr eu1mple. is tes.� of a burden on the 

taxpayers than the $60,000 it would cosl U1c stale cWJl federal govcrnmcnt5 to keep my uninsured 

daughter in an institution. While it appears that my family won't be cut this go around, parents 

of other children with disabilities won't be so lucky." 

Sheryl Brossett-Chapman. executive director of the Baptist Home for Children and 

Families in :&-the�:i, MD argues that (insert quote). 

-more-
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"Parents and others ,,ho care for children will tell you that these cuts are not focused on 

government waste or programs that don't worl,r. The target� of these cuts are children who have 

no PACs or powerful lobbit:s au,J CWlilVl vote or speak for themselves,� Edelman said. "Rather 

than pick on helpless children who have no voice, the House should pick on someone their own 

size." 

E.delman said that at the same time that the House is moving to slash nutrition programs 

for children, it is pledging to spMe programs that help non-needy constituents and promising a 

$1 billion taxpayt!r-fumlc<l gifl lo three infant formula manufacturers by taking competitive 

bidding ouc of the WlC program. 

Edelman said that she hopes the full House, the Senate, and the President will work to 

restore the servi�s unfairly cut in the House bills, and take consrructive steps to help families 

worlc and lift children ont of poverty. 

"Instead or contiuuiuM Lhe assault on children, there needs to be a discussion in the Senate 

about the real reforms that give parents the rools they need to work and lift their families out 

of poverty, such as jobs and job training, child care, and health coverage." 

(Jim, please insen language that conveys we support balancing the budget but not on the 

bacb of childre.n and de�rihe which program!; could be cut.) 

111� Chilun::u's Defense Fwld cxi�ts to provide a strong and effective voice for a:Jl the 

children of America who cannot vote, lobby, or speak for themselves. <..::01-· pays parucular 

attention to the needs of poor, minority, and disabled children, and works to educate the nation 

about the needs of children and encourage preventive investment in children before they get sick, 

drop out of school. suffer family breakdown, or �et into trouble. CDF is a private nonprofit 

organization supported by foundations, corporate grants, and individual donations. 

-30·



In a 11 revolution II that has so far spared j •.ist about everyone 
else, the House leadership and key committee majorities have 
caroP.�An America's children for the earliest, broadest and by far 
tte deepes� pain in budget cuts, progra□ restructuring, and 
re�cissions. In less than two weeks key committees and 
subcommittees have vo�ed to cut $40 billion from crucial child 
ourvival progr�ms, rlnn to end the :ederal safety net for children 
and their fam:.lies. This is a wholly unshared sacrifice: the 
1Iou3c oeeme to !>'ii postpon• ng for a late:::- day, if ever, any 
contemplation of major cuts for other conat:tuencies. Savings from 
savage cute in programs for nP.�oy and helpless children will be 
used to fund a new and unnecessary de=ense build-up; to 9ay for a 
capital gaino tax cut of which 7J pP.rr.ent goes to the ri�hest one 
percent of Americans; ar:d to reducing a tax on the r:..chest 13 
1-1ercent of the elderly by $Sf billior. '.ove:r 1 0 y�ars) wher: that tax 
goes to pay part of Medica�e's cost. 

While the House majority's welfare p:an has gotten the most 
media at-cer.th.:u, Lha.-:. plan's unprecedented s-.v-.ging ?f childrPn i � 
merely symptomatic of a broad-gauged assault on hungry children's 
nutricion programs, tl.i.i!-iabl.ed children's dio.ibility -.�s:istanclii, pre­
school children's child care and child development centers, 
unemployed youths' sunm1�.L jobs, �ick children' a :nc:dieal car•, and 
abused children's foster care and hope for adoptive families. 
Block grants, rescissions auu consolidation:J have been uoed in a. 
multi-front &ttack on children's services. Not even proven money­
saving programs like Head Start hav� l.>�en spared. And in the 
midst of this series of savage reductions, the most severe have 
been reserved for the most vulnerable childr�n - - Lhose who arc 
disabled or in foster care. 

Based on data from the Congressional Budget Office, the 
Department of Health and Human Services and the Departmenc 01 
Agriculture, and analysis of Congression&l numbers by the 
Children's Defense Pund, there were $40 bi!lion in co=e safety net 
program cuts adopted in the last two weeks that would force out of 
these programs millions of the children eligible under current 
rules: 
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$12.8 billion $3.7 billluu 

$12 l billion $5 5 billion 

$5.S billion $1. 7 billion 

$2 bill::.on $510 mi:.lion 

$2.5 billion $612 million 

$5 billion �1..1 billion 

1 7 million 
(3-5 millicn 
in later 
year15) 18.l percent 

516,000 67 percent 

111,000 26 percent 

2.22 million 8.8 percent 
-

378,000 24 pei::cen: 

'�:;��� 

These numbers assume that states would reduce spending by the 
amount of federal reductions, and <.lv 1::10 by eliminating eligible 
children from the program, rather than reducing be:-iefits acroes­
the-board. In some programs like AFDC and SSI, Lho!lt 5trategy of 
dropping children is virtually dictated by the proposed 
legislation. In others, it is possible for states to �P���d out 
the cuts and reduce benefits for more children, but completely deny 
benefits to fewer. In that case, many more children would be hurt, 
but the damage to each would be a bit less. In either instance, 
the pain will be massive. 

The numbers in this report actually understate the real depth 
of the cuts, since t�ey assume there is no recession driving up the 
number of children needing help; assume there are no trans!ers from 
the new block qrants to other programs (as is allowed with some of 
the funds); assume that there are not larger cuts in state funds by 
states that would be freed from any matching requirements; and 
don't account for how cuts in one area (e.g., AFDC) will drive up 
t.he need in other areas (e.g., foster care). Moreover, the AFDC 
losses in 2000 disguise the full impact of the House welfare p!an: 
rhr�� to five million children will lose AFDC when it ie fully 
phased in. 



This assault on America's chi:dren is also an assault on 
America's future. ?he millions of infants and toddlers who will be 
den,Ao food necessary for their physical and intellectual 
development in the years ahead are the ones America will wanc·co be 
computP.r programmers in 2017. The millions of five year olds who 
will be denied any cash aid for housing, food or clothing are che 
or.es we wi 1 l want to be learning in college or apprenticing in 
i�dustry in 2012. The thousands of battered ten year olds denied 
coun�ellin� ann foster care and acoptive homes are the ones we will 
wane not to be violent 16 year oles in 2001. By ravaging the 
ohilclhoodc of million� of American children, the House will 
simul tar.eously be pillaging America's economic and democratic 
future. 

The assault on children i� uri�1� in its size and severity. 
No other group, except for legal aliens, has been touched by more 
than a 1Small fraction of the cuts aimed -1t" r:hildren. No massively 
subs�dized corporatior. has yet to see a 1ime threatened. (:n fact, 
a hctn.df-..il of big bu3incccee got a $1 billion gift from hig:ier 
prices on infant formula -- and less formula purchased -- when :he 
House Corr.ml L L�e on Economic and Edu.cat ion al Opport u:1i ti es vor-.ed 
down competitive bidding in the WIC progra�, a step USDA says will 
cause I I  increased 11\dluutrition, grcwth etuntins, a::"ld iron deficiency 
anemia.") No farmer has had his crop subsidies cut. No military 
or civil service retiree -- uL m¢ml:>er of Congrees h::20 aeen his;;; 
pay o:- he a.1th insurance or retirement benefits cut. Defense 
cor.tractors have been given � �1£L of new and higher 3pcnding. 
Prog�ams for poor families have faced extra cuts in order to spare 
traditional "pork" like visitors' ceuL�Li:; or �RA-:,poneored efforto 
to teach school children to shoot guns. The House majority has put 
almost all its cost-cutcing ef!ort inco slct::.hlu� and bui:ning their 
w�y through programs for children and the parencs, grandparents, 
foster parents and others who are struggling to care ru.i: LlJem. 

This is not what America voted for. ·£his 1s not wh�L 
Americans want. This is not what America needs. Nevertheless, in 
just 10 days in February, House committees voted to slash these 
basic supports: 

Food for chi-ldren. The House Economic and Educational 
Opportunities Committee voted to take away the guarantee that low­
income children can qet free or reduced price school lunches and 
breakfasts. The plan ind�scriminately lumps these programs 
togA�.hP.r and cuts them $2 billion over five years. In a separate 
block grant, the Commit�ee ended the guarantee of food for chiLctren 
in Head St-1rt and child care centers through the Child and Adult 
Ca=e Food Program and lumped this with the WIC program of food for 
poor pregnAnt womP.n and infancs. the summer food program, and food 
for the homeless, and cut the package by $5 billion over five 
ye.rG. Cuttino fM�? Hardly. Experts estimate that hundreds of 
millions fewer meals will be served to needy children in the year 
:woo, thank� to the c11r.. Sharing the pain? Hardly. No other food 
program has yet been cut, whether the cafeteria for members of the 
Houce of R•pre��ntatives or the programs that feed the elderly,. 



H011i:.P �peaker Gingrich has promised, as well he should, not to cut 
food programs for the elderly. But it is perverse to treat food 
:or s�niorR �� deservinQ of protection but food for children as a 
waste of national resources. We can afford to feed both. 

Income i:mnnort for children. The House Ways and Means 
Committee's Human Resources Subcommittee voted to take away the 
g\l•r-neee that poor �hildren can get AFDC; voted to order staces to 
deny throughout childhood any aid to children born out of wedlock 
to you=-ig mother� (even ,-hough the mother may eventually requalify 
for aid); and voted to limit to five years the receipt of welfare 
for tho3c children who might still �1alify despite the other rule 
changes. In the year 2000, $3.7 billion will-be taker- away from 
poo1: children. Ic this aimQd at p�rP.nts and personal 
responsibility? Not really. The plan cuts off children even when 
pc1.L·1:mL� can get bencfito, cuts off families P.VPn when :.hey have 
been working and complying with all rules, and tells a child who 
has ::>een living with hie low income, Qlderly grandparAnt-� since 
birth that he'll get no help after the age of five. cutting fat? 
NOi In the y�ar 2000, 1.7 million children who by d�finition nn

not have e�ough for food or shelter are projected to lose AF:X. 
Even more will lose h�li-' .i.f states c�t back further or dive:?:"t .Gtate 
and federal AFDC funds to other purposes. Sharing the pain? 
Hardly. No ot:.her governmeul. .i.rn::ome program for the rioh, or 
middle class -- or the adult poor -- has been cut so deeply as this 
most basic satety net program :for ch.llu.L1::u1, al though t.he other 
programs cost many times more than AFDC. 

Foster care and adoption assistance. some of th� mllllon:, of 
children being cut off AFDC may well end up at the door of the 
already overburdened child protection syscem for help, bul. Lhey 
will likely find the door slammed in their faces. The House 
Republicans have amended their initial Contract to cake away the 
guarantee, which they had originally preserved, that an eligib�e 
abused or neglected child who cannot live sately at home will be 
assured a foster home, group home, or adoptive family. Even as 
caseloads continµe to rise, the new Child Protection Block Grant 
f11rt-.hP.r endangers children by cutting more than $5 billion over 
five years from foscer care, adoption assistance, and a range ot 
r.hi lei 1ibuse prevention and treatmer.t services, and ending any 
federal oversight of the protection for these children. Beginning 
in FY 1qGA, states will have less available to them for the entire 
block grant than they are now projected to be spending that year 
for fostP.r r.MrP. And adoption assistance alone. The cuts in FY 2000 
could force states to deny foster care to more than 100,000 abused 
and neglectP.d chi1nren. 



Children with Disabilities. The House is not even let�ing 
indigent children w�th severe disabilities escape the omnilJu1:1 
.eii=.�.:mlt. It is virtually elimir.ating the program of cash 
assistance to children with disabilities •N'.t:.ose parent:s cannot
s,.,ppnrt. them. Just cuttir.s:1 the fat? 1'he plan will cut 250,000 ou� 
of 900,000 children with disabilities off the program now, and stop 
.all c��h nssiatance to alnost all children entering the p�ogram i� 
the future .. No matter how bad a child's condition and no matter how 
poor th� f;imily, the ch�ld won't get cash assistance unless it is 
necessary to keep him from being institutionalized. Blin� 
children, deaf r.hildren, children with cerebral palsy or �uscular 
dystrophy all have been found to be unworthy of help in meeting
their needg for food, �,o�hing or shelter. Sharing the pain? �he 
subcommittee made only small cuts in the program for disabled 
adults. No ooor, di�.blad AmP.ri�an should see assistance withdrawn 
-- our society is wealthy encugh to help all low-income people with 
di5abilitico. The Hou�e s�em� ro ��ree -- if you are an adalt on 
Social Security, veterans benefits, civil service or military 
i.-etirement, or SSI. But they havP. nP.r-:i rl�ci to single out children 
with disabilities, people who do not vote, as unworthy of help. 

Ch_ lu.g;n in Child Care. 1'I. c::hi:d o-re block ar�.,r t-.ha.� ends 
child care entitlements �argeted at getting and keeping families 
ort. wel!are �wt:t::!)8 the�e programs in with other chl.ld care f11nC'l!I: 
and then cuts the total $2.5 billion over five years -- 24 percent 
in the fi!t:h year. ThJ.� c:1.n.c othe1: cute ehow t!l;::i.t the House 
leadership is not truly interested in putting welfare recipients to 
work or supporting lower-incom� Ict1n.i.lie� in their work cf forte:. A

far higher priority is simply slashing programs for children. 

This report focuses on the massive damage to children' 
entitlements -- the destruccion by t:he Hou�� u! the decade3-old 
promise that children and families in need can count on modest help 
in obtaining che most basic necessit:ies. The cargetl1� ur theee 
safety net programs, if it prevails in the House and Senate, will 
be the most damaging action Congress can take with r�gaz:u Lu

children. But as the House turns to other authorization, budget 
and appropriations issues, it is demonstrating that it will single 
out children for the harshest pain there as well. As just one 
example, during the week of February 20ch House appropriations 
subcommittees ainqled out low-income Americans, but particularly 
low-income children, for the brunt of the $17.1 billion 1n 
rescissions they propose. Employment training and jobs programs
capture the essence of this anti-chilJi.__f�enzy. TAe &Mt,(largest: 
P.mployment program rescissions caffie in�adult programs and fo�r 
youth programs. The adult programs were cut an average ot 3.i

pPr;-P.nt. The youth programs were cut 87.8 percent. 
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Overall, the Department of Labor says 90 percent of the.,j.4r� 
rescission were directed at youths. The summer youLh jt.;Li:1 cut 
alone means 1,200,000 fewer jobs for America's needy teenagers -­
another clear message to America's children and tamil1es that at 
lease the House of Representatives is interested neither in their 
economic well-being nor their development into good workers who 
will contribute the mogt they can in their adult years.

In 1948 Senator Robert Taft, the pre-eminent conservative
Republican of his generation, said that the American econcmy was
rich enough "to p:-event extreme hare.ship and maintain a minimum 
standard floor under subsistence, education, medical care and
housing, to give to all a minimum standard of decent living and to 
all children a fair opportunity to get a start in life." This 
nation ii. far w1?�1t.hi1P.r than when Senator Taft spoke. But the
House of Representatives' leadership is far less generous than
Senator Taft and se•ms tn h�vP. decided that the wealthiest nation
on earth cannot commit to give a school lunch or a public 
asr.istance grant to evP.ry r.hild who needs the food or a roof over 
his head, cannot give a foster home :o every child who r.eeds refuge 
from abuGive parantc, Mnrl r.Annot afford to give disability 
assistance to every poor child with disabilities. 

Fortunately in the weeks anc. months ahead there will be 
opportunities to Gtop thi� as!l-at1Jt- nn r.hildren -- in the House as 
a whole, and in the Senate, and through Presidential vetoes. There 
are far better ways to balancQ the budgP.t t-.h.:m dismantling the 
safety net for children. There� consolidations of discretionary 
progr�m� that can be deoigned to improv� gervice� fnr r.hildren (see 
description in Appendix), but the House of Representatives' block-



granting of the safety net entitlement programs goes in precisely 
the wrong direction. Only it the House o! RepresenLctLlves' course 
of action so far is drastically changed will America's children be 
safe and healthy and able to learn in the years ahead, d.Lld 
America's future secure in the 21st century. 



Aid To Families With Dependent Children 

On February 13, the majority members of the Human Resources subcommittee of the 
House Committee on Ways and Means passed a bill that•· if it were to oocomc l�w -- �s5,eutially 
would destroy the nation's basic safety net program for very poor children and their families, Aid 
to Families with Dependent ChiJdren (AFDC). 

·1 be bill, the Personal Responsiblllry Act (the "PRA"), wuu.hl b� a 60-year promi:sc to
America's children that subsistence benefits will be made available for families poor enough to 
qualify. The program has provided since its inception that needy families (with need defined by 
coch state) could not be turned a�-ay or put on waitina lists, and that the growth of need during 
recessions would not be met by arbitrary denials of aid by cash-strapped states. This AFDC 
"entitlement" represented no more -- and no less -- than a promise lo dukuc11 aJ1d families in 
need that they can count on help with necessities. The PRA would break that promise. It would 
convert the program into a "block grant" and leave the states free to tum impoverished families 
nway nt any time. 

The PRA would then assure that hundreds of thousands or millions of children in fact will 
be turned away, by freezing funding at FY 1994 levels for the next five years. Funds would be 
out $12.8 billion below projected costs in the five years through FY 2000. The projected 
addition.al costs being cut are for caseload growth, not for keeping benefits up with inflation. 
even though the typical AFOC family receives only $366 per monlh, wl swtc:> h'1\¢ l¢t illflation 
further erode benefits. (In fact, typical benefits have plwnmeted 47 percent since 1970.) The 
Sl2.8 billion cut means that states would have to reduce benefits even further, and wouJd have 
to terminate them alt.ogether for millions of children and familks. In the fifth Yf>Jlr of the cut�. 
-- millions, or -- percent of AFDC children and caretaker relatives, are projected to lose benefits. 

The PRA also specifies S\\--eeping changes in eligibility, new federal mandates that restrict 
the children who C3Jl. qualify for assistance. Here are some of the ways childre-.n wonltf he hurt: 

• Families could not nici::ive �sj:,�m;c: for more than five yCM"S cumulatively, even
if their stays on welfare are only a few months at a time, followed by periods of
work. Families would have to be cut off after five years, whether or not jobs
weTe available. States would hllvc the option to cut familie5 off much sooner,
even after only a number of months. Millions of children would lose help when
their parents can't find work. If all states manage consistently to run welfare-w­
work proi.rrams as well as the best that have been run to date, there still would be
more than 3 million children (about one-third of the caseload) cut off AFDC
bcct1wc of the fivo year time limit, even though their parents had not found johs.



• 

• 

• 

• 

The PRA wuulu liwil states, ability to exempt diSAblcd ndults or children 

from the five-year time limit. While all the details of the bill have not yet 
been released, states apparently would be able to exempt only up to 10 
percent of their ca.3Cloods from the five ·year limit. But over 19 percent of 
mothers on AFDC are disabled, end another 8.4 percent care for children 
with disabilities. Many other AFDC children live with elderly 
grandparents. The PRA' s rigid mandate would prevent states from meeting 
the needs of families for which work is virtually impossible . 

Children of mothers younger than J 8 would be baned from receiving l\in 

for their entire childhood; their mothers would not qualify, either. This 
provision does not simply require a minor mother to live at home, or in a 
supervised setting. Even if she lives with hAT p11rent�. her child is 
disqualified from r�iving aid. The mother apparently can qualify for 
AFDC if she has another child as an �ult, bul Lhc; du.Id �t bore as a t�n 
can11ot get help . 

Children born to fami)ie.s ;3)re.wy on welfare would not receive any cash 

assistance 

As is true in many other welfare reform proposals, parents would be 

required to participate in a ''work activity" after no more than two years on 
AFDC, and states could choose to require work a1\er 11 �hurt.c;;r i,edod. But 
unlike many other reform proposals, there is no provision that child care 
help must be provided to the parent and child while the parent is in 
training or at work. 

Except for these punitive provisions, the federal funding has few strings attached •· states 
do not even have to put up any of their o\\>n money to run the program. States could in fact add 
to the $12.8 billion in federal reductions with cuts of their own. Further, states would be allowed 
to transfer as much as 30 percent of the federal block ifant funds to other block grants for 
nutrition, child welfare, child care, or social :savi��:;. States would be encouraged to cut even 
more, by taking an unspecified amount of their annual federal allotment and placing it in a "rainy 
day" fund, to cover jncreased expenses in the future (theoretically to meet caseload growth durin& 
a recession). But states would not he ohliged to use these funds to assure that victims of 
recession receive a basic minimum of assistance, and tho fund is structured to allow we of AFDC 
funds as a form of gcnerw re\fenue shMi.ng: anything over 120 percent of the annual federal 
block grant portion that accumulates in the rainy day fund can be used by the state for any 
unrelated purpose (for example, building roads). 



The PRA includes a range of other objectionable provisions. But at its heart, it has little 
to do with persorutl rc!)pou�bility and o lot to do j�t with cutting supports to children. Among 
the ways in which it punishes families with children no matter how much the mother tries to 
"play by the rules" and take responsibility are: 

•

• 

No matter how quickly and fully the mother cooperates in identifying the father,

the tamily loses $50 a month or 1, percent of the grant for a.s loug � :>iit months
if the state does not establish paternity. In many states, it takes longer than six
months for the child support bureaucracy to complete paternity establishment, so
this bccome3 simply a back-door way of reducing assistance .

Ko matter bow much the mother is '\.\illing to work. Lln: family would be cut off 

all cash assist�n�P. if it cxcced!i the state•s time limit. 



Supplemental Security Income For Children 

As part of the Personal Responsibility Act, the majority members of the Human Resources 
Subcommittee of the House Committee on Ways and Means also dismantled the children's 
portion of the cash assistMce program serving poor people vvith severe disabilities, Supplemental 
Security Income (SSI). 

The bill would eliminate all SSI eligibility and benefits for more than 250,000 children 
with severe disabilitit>�" (out of the current children's SSI population of almost 900,000) who now 
receive help. Many of these children would lose Medicaid coverage as well. These 250,000 
children w�rt:: tk:t.c:rmiued eligible �ause their level of functioning was judged to be sisnificantly 
below age or grade level. Instead, the only children who would qualify must have a condition 
appearing on an official list, which, according to pediatric experts, often does not caprure serious 
disability. 

Most disabled children meeting the narrow new chi ld disability standards of the PRA and 
entering the program in the future would receive no SSl cash assistance (the maximum federal 
monthly gTMt. i� now $446; some states offer a small supplement in addition). Instead, states 
would receive a federal b]ock grant funding medical and non-medical services for the children, 
such as ili�nspy Of the purchAse of wheelchair romps or other 11ccessibility equipment. Stateg 
would be free to design their own list of services offered, with no assurance that all services a 
disabled child might need would be made available. The block grant would grow with increases 
in the number nf eligihle children. but it would be set at a base much lower than current 
expenditures. Cash SSI would only go to new applkants whose disabilities are so severe that the 
children are ju<lgc:u likely to be wtitutionali.z.cd if the fom.ily does not receive this aid. 

Only C'.hilciren in families with low•income qualify for the current SSI program. While 
children with disabilities need medical care and related services, they also need food, clothing, 
and sbcll�r. TI1c SSI children's program w been n lifeline to parents faced with the im-uggle of 
caring for a disabled child. Moreover, these low-income disabled children who will be "eligible" 
but can only receive medical services still are deemed to be receiving SSI ( an important point, 
be.c-.an� this qualifies the child for Medicaid). But the bill states in another section that no one 
could receive both SSI and Aid to Families With Dependent Children. Therefore, even poor 
d.uldi-en with di5Abilities living in wholly destitute families would be barred by the PersonAl 
Responsibility Act from receiving cash assistance from a.ny sow«. 

Over the five years ending in FY 2000, the PRA cuts $12.1 billion below what the 
children's disnbility component of SSI currently is project�d to spemi. 



Services for Abused and Neglected Children 

In Title II of the Personal Responsibility Act, called the Child Protection Block Grant, the 
majority on the Human Ways cU1J M¢all.S subcommittee moved to slnsh federal services and 
protections for abused and neglected children. 

Tne Child Protection Block Grant would take away the entitlement nature of the federal 
foster Care Program, which h� �:i.U1ed for more than 30 year:, a sofc hoven in fo:;ter family 
homes and other settings for eligible abused and neglected children who cannot be protected by 
their parents. It also would end the entitlement nature of th� federal Adoption Assistance 
Program, which helps en�1,-e permanent families for children whose disabilities, race, age, or 
membership in a sibling i,t'Oup prevent them from being adopted without help. These programs, 
together with a number vf other program$ aimed at addressing nbuse and neglect, would be 
repealed and replaced by the block grant. Eligible children who cannot live safely at home or 
are waiting for adoptive families no longer would be assured of tederal assistance. 

The funding 1,;ul:> .in the block grant would mAkc it impossible to serve even the children 
currently receiving care, much less the increasing numbers of children in need of protection. 
States would receive at least S5.5 billion less over five years through the Child Protection Block 
Grant th,m they would have received thrOUih the proifWllS replaced by the block grant. In FY 
2000, $1. 7 billion less than CWTent law estimates would be available, a reduction of 26.3 percent. 
If all of the rcuu1,;lio11 that year were to come from foster core, there \vould be room for 111,000 
f cwcr foster children. 

Fwids for child protection activities also could be reduced further because states have the 
option in lhe new block grant to transfer up to 30 percent of this alre.\dy limited pot to other 
block grants. There also would no longer be any federal requirement that states match federal 
dollars with state dollars or maintain state and local expenditures for these purposes. 

If cha.ngcs Are not made in the Child Proteotion Block Grant, it will endanger tens of 
thousands of children and deny many others the care and support they need: 

• Abused and severely neglected children may have to be put on waiting lists for

foster care and left at home because funds are not sufficient to accommodate all
the children in nt:t:u uf care and 110 (ihild will hove o right to obtain such C31'e.



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Children with spocinl neocb who are ready for adoption may be left in foc:ter care, 

often at greater cost, because potential adoptive parents �ill be deterred from 
making permanent commitments to waiting children due to the uncertainty a.bout 
continued assistance for adoptfon 

Children in foster �e will � more likely to be in innppropriCLte �d unsafe 

pl.:lr.ements, to stay in care longer. not to have their individual cases reviewed 
regularly, and to be denied access to trained staff . 

Children likely �ill be denied the benefits of family support, family preservation, 

and other child abuse prevention services because the pressures to use the limited 
block grant funds for foster care will give stMP.s no flexihility to expand other 
services and may require them to cut back dollars for services to prevent abuse 
and neglect when foster care caseloads grow 11ml �uiliooal resources are nccdcd . 

Children who will be put at risk by other provisions in the Personal Responsibility 

Act, such Zl5 the denial of oid to children bom to unmarried teens and the 
elimination of cash assistance for children with disabilities, will not be able to turn 
to the child welfare system for the services and supports they need . 

There will be no federal accountability or responsibility for the care children 

receive. All the enfor�able federal protectiorui lo �ru� Uiat children enter care 
appropriately and receive quality care while in placement will be eliminated. The 
Secretary of Health and Human Services is specifically prohibited from reyiewing 
the adequacy of state child protection procedure.� or from enf orci.ni any provision 

of the Child Protection Block Grant. 
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