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Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995; does not include last-minute amendments (see footnotes) 

IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN THE NATION 

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bi111 to shred the safety net that protects 
America's neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill, 
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 
served. 

IMPACT ON THE NATION'S ECONOMY 

The following projections show some of the funds the United States could lose in fiscal year 2000 
under the House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health 
and Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children's Defense Fund: 

• $510 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.3 

• $612 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).4 

• $3.2 billion (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.5 

• $1.1 billion (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.6 

• $2.6 billion (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.7 

• $5.6 billion (18 %) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.8 

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates the bill will cut funding by $69.4 billion. 

IMPACT ON THE NATION'S CIDLDREN 

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and 
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially 
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through 
co-payments and fees . Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another 
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding 
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in the United States would be affected in FY 
2000 if states choose to cut costs solely by reducing current program enrollments by the same percentage that 
federal funding is cut for that program or block grant. 

♦ 2,218,950 children would lose federally-subsidized school lunches9 

♦ 377,680 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare 
(see notes). 10 

♦ 1,335,400 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005, 
6.1 million children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to 
certain types of children.)11 For the roughly 14.2 million children receiving food stamps, average 
benefits would decline by about 18 % - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs . 12 

♦ In 1996, 157,472 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS. 
(In FY 2000, based on the state's pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 
348,100 in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)13 

The bill's actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on the United States's 
future economic, demographic, and social trends. Under current law, federal funding levels respond flexibly 
to such changes in state needs. Under block grants , funding levels would not respond. 



• 
1 I I. R. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, I 995. Some numbers 
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bill. 

2 The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the 
nc:xt five years, compared with current law. The Administration's estimate is $69 billion. 

3 The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming 
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by 
$510 million nationwide. Because the United States received 100% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDF 
projected that the United States would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or$ million- in FY 2000. 

4 ·source: lillS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and Educational Opportunities 
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law, 

• according to lillS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over 
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.) 

~ Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according 
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify 
fo r additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food 
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO's estimate of the 
n11tionwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected 
in the figures for the United States shown here.) Because the United States received 100% of all U.S. SSI spending for 
children in December 1994, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $3,200 million­
in FY 2000. 

6 The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition 
hlock grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared 
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would 
b..:: cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined 
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because the United States received 100% of all U.S. CACFP 
spending in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $1,100 million. 

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job 
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
tu CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children's Defense Fund.) Because the 
United States received 100% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDP projected that it will absorb about the 
same share of that nationwide cut- or $2,(i()().0 million. 

8 Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996 
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated the United States's FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA 
d11ta to determine that the United States's share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 100% , and then applying 
that percentage to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. 

9 2,218,950 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school 
lunch in the United States in FY 1994 (25,215,204). 

10 HHS calculated 377,680 by dividing the United States's funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure 
figure of $1 ,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4). 

11 The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in the United States in 1993 
(9,538,576). The number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by lillS based on state-by-state AFDC quality control data. 

12 14,195,859 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 18% . 

13 Children made ineligible immediately: }Il{S analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000: 
CDF multiplied the 892,543 children who received SSI in the United States in December 1994 by 39%. 



Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995; does not include last-minute amendments (see footnotes) 

IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN ALABAMA 

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill1 to shred the safety net that protects 
America's neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill, 
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 
served. 

IMPACT ON ALABAMA'S ECONOMY 

The following projections show some of the funds Alabama could lose in fiscal year 2000 under the 
House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children's Defense Fund: 

• $12.1 million (8. 8 % ) would be lost in school lunch subsidies. 3 

• $11.3 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).4 

• $94.6 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.5 

• $20.2 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.6 

• $21.8 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.7 

• $78.6 million (12%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.8 

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Alabama will lose $828 million under the bill. 

IMPACT ON ALABAMA's CIDLDREN 

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and 
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially 
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through 
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another 
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding 
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Alabama would be affected in FY 2000 if 
states choose to cur costs solely by reducing cu"enr program enrollments by the same percentage that federal 
funding is cut for that program or block grant. 

♦ 48,500 children would lose federally-subsidized school lunches9 

♦ 6,970 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see 
notes). 10 

♦ 14,000 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005, 
58,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain 
types of children.)11 For the roughly 288,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 
decline by about 12 % - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs. 12 

♦ In 1996, 4,793 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS. 
(In FY 2000, based on the state's pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 10,500 
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)13 

The bill's actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on Alabama's future 
economic, demographic, and social trends. For example, the state's school enrollment and child population 
are projected to grow faster than the national average. Under current law, federal funding levels respond 



flexibly to such changes in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond. 



1 H.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. Some numbers 
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bill. 

2 The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the 
next five years, compared with cu.rrent law. The Administration's estimate is $69 billion. 

3 The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block: grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming 
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block: grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by 
$510 million nationwide. Because Alabama received 2.36% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDP projected that 
Alabama would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000. 

4 Source: HHS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and Educational Opportunities 
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law, 
according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over 
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.) 

5 Compared with current law, SSI spendi.ng would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according 
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify 
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food 
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO's estimate of the 
nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected 
in the figures for Alabama shown here.) Because Alabama received 2.97% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in December 
1994, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $94.6 million- in FY 2000. 

6 The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition 
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared 
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5 % of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would 
be cut by 8.8 % . Assuming states continue to fund CACFP af its present percentage share of both block: grants, the combined 
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because Alabama received 1.83% of all U.S. CACFP spending 
in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $20.2 million. 

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job 
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children's Defense Fund.) Because Alabama 
received 0.66% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDP projected that it will absorb about the same share 
of that nationwide cut- or $21 .8 million. 

8 Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996 
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDP estimated Alabama's FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data 
to determine that Alabama's share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is l . 39%, and then applying that percentage 
to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. 

9 48,500 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch 
in Alabama in FY 1994 (551,152). 

10 HHS calculated 6,970 by dividing Alabama's funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure figure of 
$1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4). 

11 The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Alabama in 1993 (100,115). 
The number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for Alabama. 

12 287,848 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about I 2 % . 

13 Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000: 
CDF multiplied the 26,890 children who received SSI in Alabama in December 1994 by 39%. 



Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995; does not include last-minute amendments (see footnotes) 

IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHlLDREN IN ALASKA 

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill1 to shred the safety net that protects 
America's neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill , 
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 
served. 

IMPACT ON ALASKA'S ECONOMY 

The following projections show some of the funds Alaska could lose in fiscal year 2000 under the 
House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children's Defense Fund: 

• $1.4 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.3 

• $1.5 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).4 

• $3.0 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.5 

• $4.3 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.6 

• $14.1 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.7 

• $8.1 million (12%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.8 

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Alaska will lose $142 million under the bill. 

IMPACT ON ALASKA's CIDLDREN 

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and 
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially 
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through 
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another 
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding 
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Alaska would be affected in FY 2000 if states 
choose to cut costs solely by reducing cu"enl program enrollmenrs by the same percentage that federal funding 
is cut for that program or block grant. 

♦ 4,000 children would lose federally-subsidized school lunches9 

♦ 930 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see 
notes). 10 

♦ 3,250 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005, 
13,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain 
types of children.)11 For the roughly 24,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 
decline by about 12 % - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs. 12 

♦ In 1996, 117 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS. 
(In FY 2000, based on the state's pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 300 
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)13 

The bill's actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on Alaska's future 
economic, demographic, and social trends. For example, the state's school enrollment and child population 
are projected to grow faster than the national average. Under current law, federal funding levels respond 



flexibly to such changes in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond. 



1 H.R. 4 , the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. Some numbers 
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bill. 

2 The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federaJ spending nationwide by $68 billion over the 
next five years, compared with current law. The Administration's estimate is $69 billion. 

3 The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8 % in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming 
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by 
$510 million nationwide. Because Alaska received 0.28% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDF projected that 
Alaska would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000. 

• Source: HHS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and F.ducational Opportunities 
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law, 
according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over 
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19% . The figures here do not reflect that change.) 

5 Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according 
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March I, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify 
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food 
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO's estimate of the 
nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected 
in the figures for Alaska shown here.) Because Alaska received 0.09% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in December 
1994, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $3.0 million- in FY 2000. 

6 The bill places the majority (87.5 % ) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition 
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared 
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would 
be cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined 
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1 . 1 billion nationwide. Because Alaska received 0.39% of all U.S. CACFP spending 
in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $4.3 million. 

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job 
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated Febroary 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children's Defense Fund.) Because Alaska 
received 0.43% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it will absorb about the same share 
of that nationwide cut- or $14.1 million. 

8 Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5 .64 billion, or 18% , in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996 
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated Alaska's FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data to 
determine that Alaska's share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 0.14%, and then applying that percentage to 
the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. 

9 4,000 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch 
in Alaska in FY 1994 (45,223). 

10 }-Il{S calculated 930 by dividing Alaska's funding cut by an average nationwide federaJ child care expenditure figure of 
$1 ,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4). 

11 The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Alaska in 1993 (23,049). The 
number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by }-Il{S based on AFDC quality control data for Alaska. 

12 23,974 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 12% . 

13 Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000: 
CDF multiplied the 821 children who received SSI in Alaska in December 1994 by 39%. 



Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995; does not include last-minute amendments (see footnotes) 

IMPACT OF HOUSE'BILL ON CHILDREN IN ARIZONA 

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill1 to shred the safety net that protects 
America's neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill, 
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 
served. 

IMPACT ON ARIZONA'S ECONOMY 

The following projections show some of the funds Arizona could lose in fiscal year 2000 under the 
House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children's Defense Fund: 

• $8.8 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.3 

• $10.3 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).4 

• $36.4 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.5 

• $19.8 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.6 

• $47.3 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.7 

• $95. 0 million (17 % ) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children. 8 

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Arizona will lose $922 million under the bill. 

IMPACT ON ARIZONA's CfflLDREN 

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and 
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially 
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through 
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another 
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding 
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Arizona would be affected in FY 2000 if 
states choose to cut costs solely by reducing current program enrollments by the same percentage that federal 
funding is cut for that program or block grant. 

♦ 33,150 children would lose federally-subsidized school lunches9 

♦ 6,350 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see 
notes). 10 

♦ 18,750 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005, 
73,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain 
types of children.)11 For the roughly 268,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 
decline by about 17 % - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs. 12 

♦ In 1996, 1,291 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS. 
(In FY 2000, based on the state's pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 4,100 
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)13 

The bill' s actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on Arizona's future 
economic, demographic, and social trends. For example, the state's school enrollment and child population 
are projected to grow faster than the national average. Under current law, federal funding levels respond 



flexibly to such changes in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond. 



1 H.R. 4 , the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. Some numbers 
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bill. 

2 The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the 
next five years, compared with current law. The Administration's estimate is $69 billion. 

3 The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming 
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by 
$510 million nationwide. Because Arizona received 1.73% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDF projected that 
Arizona would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000. 

4 Source: IrnS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and Educational Opportunities 
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law, 
according to IrnS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over 
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.) 

5 Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according 
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify 
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million . Counting the offsetting food 
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO's estimate of the 
nationwide cut to $2. 7 billion, or 33 % , after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected 
in the figures for Arizona shown here.) Because Arizona received 1.14% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in December 
1994, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $36.4 million- in FY 2000. 

6 The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition 
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared 
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would 
be cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined 
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50% , or $1 .1 billion nationwide. Because Arizona received 1.80% of all U .S. CACFP spending 
in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $19.8 million. 

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) , Emergency Assistance, and the Job 
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children's Defense Fund.) Because Arizona 
received 1.43% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it will absorb about the same share 
of that nationwide cut- or $47.3 million. 

8 Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996 
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated Arizona's FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data 
to determine that Arizona's share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 1. 68 % , and then applying that percentage 
to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. 

9 33, 150 represents the percentage cut in funding (8 .8 % ) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch 
in Arizona in FY 1994 (376,508). 

10 1-lli.S calculated 6,350 by dividing Arizona's funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure figure of 
$1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4). 

11 The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Arizona in 1993 (134,054). The 
number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by IrnS based on AFDC quality control data for Arizona. 

12 268,442 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 17%. 

13 Children made ineligible immediately: IrnS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000: 
CDF multiplied the 10,564 children who received SSI in Arizona in December 1994 by 39%. 



Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995; does not include last-minute amendments (see footnotes) 

IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN ARKANSAS 

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill' to shred the safety net that protects 
America's neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill, 
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 
served. 

IMPACT ON ARKANSAS'S ECONOMY 

The following projections show some of the funds Arkansas could lose in fiscal year 2000 under the 
House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children' s Defense Fund: 

• $6.3 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.3 

• $4.6 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).• 
• $63.5 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.5 

• $14.3 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.6 

• $11.4 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.7 

• $36.0 million (12%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.8 

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Arkansas will lose $575 million under the bill. 

IMPACT ON ARKANSAS's CHILDREN 

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and 
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially 
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through 
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another 
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding 
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Arkansas would be affected in FY 2000 if 
stares choose to cut costs solely by reducing current program enrollments by the same percentage that federal 
funding is cut for that program or block grant. 

♦ 27,500 children would lose federally-subsidiud school lunches9 

♦ 2,840 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see 
notes).10 

♦ 7,250 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005, 
31 ,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain 
types of children.)11 For the roughly 141,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 
decline by about 12 % - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs.12 

♦ In 1996, 5 ,479 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS. 
(In FY 2000, based on the state's pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 7,200 
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)13 

The bill's actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on Arkansas' s future 
economic, demographic, and social trends. Under current law, federal funding levels respond flexibly to such 
changes in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond. 



1 H.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. Some numbers 
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bill. 

2 The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the 
next fi ve years, compared with current law. The Administration's estimate is $69 billion. 

3 The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming 
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by 
$5 10 million nationwide. Because Arkansas received 1.24% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDF projected that 
Arkansas would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000. 

4 Source: HHS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and Educational Opportunities 
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law, 
according to lUIS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over 
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.) 

5 Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according 
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify 
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food 
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO's estimate of the 
nationwide cut to $2. 7 billion, or 33 % , after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected 
in the figures for Arkansas shown here.) Because Arkansas received 1.99% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in December 
1994, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $63.5 million- in FY 2000. 

6 The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition 
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WlC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared 
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5 % of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would 
l1e cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at·its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined 
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because Arkansas received 1.30% of all U.S. CACFP 
spending in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $14.3 million. 

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Famil.ies with Dependent Children (AFDC) , Emergency Assistance, and the Job 
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14% , in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children's Defense Fund.) Because 
Arkansas received 0 .35% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it will absorb about the same 
share of that nationwide cut- or $11 .4 million. 

8 Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996 
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated Arkansas's FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data 
to determine that Arkansas's share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 0.64%, and then applying that percentage 
to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. 

9 27,500 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch 
in Arkansas in FY 1994 (312,411). 

10 HHS calculated 2,840 by dividing Arkansas's funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure figure 
of $1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4). 

11 The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Arkansas in 1993 (51,815). The 
number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by lIB:S based on AFDC quality control data for Arkansas. 

12 141 ,257 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 12 % . 

13 Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000: 
CDF multiplied the 18,493 children who received SSI in Arkansas in December 1994 by 39%. 



Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995; does not include last-minute amendments (see footnotes) 

IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN CALIFORNIA 

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill1 to shred the safety net that protects 
America's neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill, 
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 
served. 

IMPACT ON CALIFORNIA'S ECONOMY 

The following projections show some of the funds California could lose in fiscal year 2000 under the 
House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children's Defense Fund: 

• $65.8 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.3 

• $53.7 million (24 %) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).4 

• $288.1 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.5 

• $132.5 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.6 

• $720.7 million (14 %) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.7 

• $719.4 million (24%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.8 

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates California will lose $15.2 billion under the bill. 

IMPACT ON CALIFORNIA's CHILDREN 

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and 
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially 
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through 
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another 
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding 
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in California would be affected in FY 2000 if 
states choose to cut costs solely by reducing current program enrollments by the same percentage that federal 
funding is cut for that program or block grant. 

♦ 200,000 children would lose federally-subsidized school lunches9 

♦ 33,130 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare 
(see notes). 10 

♦ 238,650 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005, 
1.26 million children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to 
certain types of children.)11 For the roughly 1.9 million children receiving food stamps, average 
benefits would decline by about 24% - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs.12 

♦ In 1996, 5,989 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS. 
(In FY 2000, based on the state's pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 26,350 
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)13 

The bill's actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on California's future 
economic, demographic, and social trends. For example, the state's school enrollment and child population 
are projected to grow faster than the national average. Under current law, federal funding levels respond 



1 JI.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. Some numbers 
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bill. 

2 The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the biJI will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the 
m:xt five years, compared with current law. The Administration's estimate is $69 billion. 

3 The biJI would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming 
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by 
$510 million nationwide. Because California received 12.89% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDP projected 
that California would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000. 

4 Source: HHS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and E.ducational Opportunities 
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law, 
according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over 
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.) 

5 Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according 
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify 
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food 
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO's estimate of the 
nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected 
in the figures for California shown here.) Because California received 9.03% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in 
December 1994, CDP assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut-or $288.1 million- in FY 2000. 

6 The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition 
hlock grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared 
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would 
~ cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined 
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because California received 12.05% of all U.S. CACFP 
spending in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $132.5 million. 

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job 
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children's Defense Fund.) Because 
California received 21.84% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDP projected that it will absorb about the 
same share of that nationwide cut- or $720. 7 million. 

8 Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996 
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated California's FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data 
to determine that California' s share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 12.76%, and then applying that 
r ~rcentage to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. 

9 200,000 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8 % ) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch 
in California in FY 1994 (2,272,785). 

10 HHS calculated 33,130 by dividing California's funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure figure 
of $1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4). 

11 The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in California in 1993 (1,704,516). 
Th~ number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for California. 

i: 1,931,912 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 24% . 

13 Children made ineligible immediately: lillS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000: 
CDF multiplied the 67,505 children who received SSI in California in December 1994 by 39% . 



Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995; does not include last-minute amendments (see footnotes) 

IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN COLORADO 

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill1 to shred the safety net that protects 
America's neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill, 
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion, 2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 
served. 

IMPACT ON COLORADO'S ECONOMY 

The following projections show some of the funds Colorado could lose in fiscal year 2000 under the 
House bill, compareq with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children's Defense Fund: 

• $5.0 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.3 

• $6.3 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).4 

• $30.0 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.5 

• $21.5 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.6 

• $24.4 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.' 
• $51.2 million (16%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.8 

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Colorado will lose $557 million under the bill. 

IMPACT ON COLORADO's CHILDREN 

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and 
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially 
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through 
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another 
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding 
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Colorado would be affe.cted in FY 2000 if 
states choose 10 cur costs solely by reducing cu"enl program enrollmenls by the same percentage that federal 
funding is cut for that program or block grant. 

♦ 25,800 children would lose federally-subsidized school lunches9 

♦ 3,890 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see 
notes). 10 

♦ 11 ,600 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005, 
45,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain 
types of children.)11 For the roughly 148,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 
decline by about 16% - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs .12 

♦ In 1996, 752 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS. 
(In FY 2000, based on the state's pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 3,500 
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)13 

The bill's actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on Colorado's future 
economic, demographic, and social trends. For example, the state's school enrollment and child population 
are projected to grow faster than the national average. Under current law, federal funding levels respond 



flexibly to such changes in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond. 



1 H.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. Some numbers 
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bill. 

2 The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the 
next five years, compared with current law. The Administration's estimate is $69 billion. 

3 The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming 
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by 
$510 million nationwide. Because Colorado received 0.98% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDF projected that 
Colorado would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000. 

4 Source: 1-IllS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the E.conomic and Educational Opportunities 
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law, 
according to 1-IllS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over 
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.) 

5 Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according 
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify 
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food 
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO's estimate of the 
nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected 
in the figures for Colorado shown here.) Because Colorado received 0.94% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in December 
1994, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $30.0 million- in FY 2000. 

6 The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition 
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared 
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5 % of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would 
be cut by 8.8 % . Assuming states continue to fund CACFP ar its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined 
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because Colorado received 1.95% of all U.S. CACFP 
spending in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $21 .5 million. 

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job 
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children's Defense Fund.) Because 
Colorado received 0.74% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDP projected that it will absorb about the same 
share of that nationwide cut- or $24.4 million. 

8 Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996 
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated Colorado's FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data 
to determine that Colorado's share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 0.91 % , and then applying that percentage 
to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. 

9 25,800 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch 
in Colorado in FY 1994 (293,349). 

10 HHS calculated 3,890 by dividing Colorado's funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure figure 
of $1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4). 

11 The year 2000 figure= 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Colorado in 1993 (82,700). The 
number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by 1-IllS based on AFDC quality control data for Colorado. 

12 147,542 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 16%. 

13 Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000: 
CDP multiplied the 8,970 children who received SSI in Colorado in December 1994 by 39%. 



Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995; does not include last-minute amendments (see footnotes) 

IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN CONNECTICUT 

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill1 to shred the safety net that protects 
America's neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill, 
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion, 2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 
served. 

IMPACT ON CONNECTICUT'S ECONOMY 

The following projections show some of the funds Connecticut could lose in fiscal year 2000 under 
the House bill , compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children' s Defense Fund: 

• $4.1 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.3 

• $7.0 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).• 
• $17.6 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.5 

• $9.4 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.6 

• $45.9 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.7 

• $44.4 million (22 % ) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children. 8 

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Connecticut will lose $502 million under the bill. 

IMPACT ON CONNECTICUT's CHILDREN 

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and 
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially 
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through 
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another 
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding 
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Connecticut would be affected in FY 2000 
if stales clwose to cut costs solely uy reducing cu"ent program enrollments by the same percentage that federal 
funding is cut for that program or block grant. 

♦ 19,850 children would lose federally-subsidiz.ed school lunches9 

♦ 4,320 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see 
notes). 10 

♦ 15,150 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005, 
64,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain 
types of children.)11 For the roughly 117,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 
decline by about 22 % - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs . 12 

♦ In 1996, 739 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS. 
(In FY 2000, based on the state's pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 1,950 
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)13 

The bill's actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on Connecticut's future 
economic, demographic, and social trends. Under current law, federal funding levels respond flexibly to such 
changes in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond. 



1 H.R. 4 , the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. Some numbers 
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bill. 

2 Toe Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the 
next five years, compared with current law. The Administration's estimate is $69 billion . 

3 The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming 
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8. 8 % , then funds for school lunches will decline by 
$510 million nationwide. Because Connecticut received 0 .81 % of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDF projected 
that Connecticut would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000. 

4 Source: lilIS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the F.conomic and Educational Opportunities 
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law, 
according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over 
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.) 

~ Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according 
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March l , 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify 
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food 
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO's estimate of the 
nationwide cut to $2. 7 billion, or 33 % , after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected 
in the figures for Connecticut shown here.) Because Connecticut received 0 .55% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in 
December 1994, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut-or $17.6 million- in FY 2000. 

6 The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition 
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared 
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would 
~ cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined 
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50% , or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because Connecticut received 0.86% of all U.S. CACFP 
spending in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $9.4 million. 

7 Toe biU would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) , Emergency Assistance, and the Job 
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children's Defense Fund.) Because 
Connecticut received 1.39% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it will absorb about the 
same share of that nationwide cut- or $45.9 million. 

8 Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996 
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated Connecticut's FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data 
to determine that Connecticut's share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 0 . 79%, and then applying that 
p.:!rcentage to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. 

9 19,850 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8 % ) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch 
in Connecticut in FY 1994 (225,598). 

10 HHS calculated 4 ,320 by dividing Connecticut's funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure figure 
of $1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4). 

11 The year 2000 figure= 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Connecticut in 1993 (108,248). 
The number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by lffiS based on AFDC quality control data for Connecticut. 

12 117,334 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 22% . 

13 Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000: 
CDF multiplied the 5,000 children who received SSI in Connecticut in December 1994 by 39%. 



Prel.iminary analysis, March 27, 1995; does not include last-minute amendments (see footnotes) 

IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN DELAWARE 

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bitl1 to shred the safety net that protects 
America's neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill, 
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 

served. 

IMPACT ON DELAWARE'S ECONOMY 

The following projections show some of the funds Delaware could lose in fiscal year 2000 under the 
House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children's Defense Fund: 

• $1.1 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.3 

• $1.9 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).4 

• $6.6 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.5 

• $5.9 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.6 

• $6.0 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and Hwelfare-to-work" programs.7 

• $9.9 million (15%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.8 

Over five years (FY 1996-2000) , HHS estimates Delaware will lose $109 million under the bill. 

IMPACT ON DELA W ARE's CHILDREN 

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and 
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially 
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through 
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another 
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding 
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Delaware would be affected in FY 2000 if 
states choose to cut costs solely /Jy reducing current program enrollments by the same percentage that federal 
funding is cut for that program or block grant. 

♦ 5,600 children would lose federally-subsidized school lunches9 

♦ 1,170 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see 
notes).10 

♦ 2,600 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005, 
13,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain 
types of children.)11 For the roughly 31,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 
decline by about 15 % - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs. 12 

♦ In 1996, 205 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS. 
(In FY 2000, based on the state's pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 750 
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)13 

The bill's actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on Delaware's future 
economic, demographic, and social trends. For example, the state's school enrollment and child population 
are projected to grow faster than the national average. Under current law, federal funding levels respond 



1 H.R. 4 , the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. Some numbers 
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bill. 

2 The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the 
next five years, compared with current law. The Administration's estimate is $69 billion. 

3 The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8. 8 % in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming 
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8. 8 % , then funds for school lunches will decline by 
$510 million nationwide. Because Delaware received 0.21 % of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDF projected that 
Delaware would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000. 

4 Source: HHS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and Educational Opportunities 
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current Jaw, 
according to IIllS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over 
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19% . The figures here do not reflect that change.) 

5 Compared with current Jaw, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according 
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify 
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food 
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO's estimate of the 
nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected 
in the figures for Delaware shown here.) Because Delaware received 0 .21 % of all U.S. SSI spending for children in December 
1994, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $6.6 million- in FY 2000. 

6 The bill places the majority (87 .5 % ) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition 
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared 
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would 
be cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at•its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined 
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because Delaware received 0 .53% of all U.S. CACFP 
spending in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $5.9 million. 

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job 
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with cu.rrent law, according 
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children's Defense Fund.) Because 
Delaware received 0 . 18 % of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it will absorb about the same 
share of that nationwide cut- or $6.0 million. 

8 Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18% , in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996 
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDP estimated Delaware's FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data 
to determine that Delaware's share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 0.18%, and then applying that percentage 
to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. 

9 5 ,(i()() represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch 
in Delaware in FY 1994 (63,515). 

10 HHS calculated 1,170 by dividing Delaware's funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure figure 
of $1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4). 

" The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Delaware in 1993 (18,662). The 
number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for Delaware. 

12 31,113 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 15 % . 

13 Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000: 
CDP multiplied the 1,953 children who received SSI in Delaware in December 1994 by 39%. 



Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995; does not include last-minute amendments (see footnotes) 

IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN WASHINGTON, D.C. 

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill1 to shred the safety net that protects 
America's neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill, 
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 
served. 

IMPACT ON WASIDNGTON, D.C.'S ECONOMY 

The following projections show some of the funds the District could lose in fiscal year 2000 under the 
House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children's Defense Fund: 

• $1.4 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.3 

• $1.8 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds) ." 
• $8.7 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.5 

• $2.3 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.6 

• $17.6 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.7 

• $18.0 million (16%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.8 

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates the District will lose $153 million under the bill. 

IMPACT ON WASIDNGTON, D.C.'s CillLDREN 

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and 
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially 
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through 
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another 
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding 
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in the District would be affected in FY 2000 
if states choose to cut costs solely by reducing cu"ent program enrollments by the same percentage that federal 
funding is cut for that program or block grant. 

♦ 4,150 children would lose federally-subsidired school lunches9 

♦ 1,110 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see 
notes). 10 

♦ 6,400 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005, 
33,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain 
types of children.)11 For the roughly 48,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 
decline by about 16% - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs. 12 

♦ In 1996, 307 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS. 
(In FY 2000, based on the state's pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 950 
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)13 

The bill's actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on the District's future 
economic, demographic, and social trends. Under current law, federal funding levels respond flexibly to such 
changes in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond. 



1 H.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. Some numbers 
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bill. 

2 The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the 
next five years, compared with current law. The Administration' s estimate is $69 billion. 

3 The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming 
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by 
$510 million nationwide. Because the District received 0.28% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDP projected 
that the District would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000. 

4 Source: lillS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and Educational Opportunities 
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law, 
according to llliS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over 
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.) 

5 Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according 
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify 
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food 
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO's estimate of the 
nationwide cut to $2. 7 billion, or 33 % , after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected 
in the figures for the District shown here.) Because the District received 0.27% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in 
December 1994, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $8. 7 million- in FY 2000. 

6 The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition 
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared 
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would 
be cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at' its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined 
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because the District received 0.20% of all U.S. CACFP 
spending in FY 1993, CDP assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $2.3 million. 

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job 
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children's Defense Fund.) Because the 
District received 0 .53% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it will absorb about the same 
share of that nationwide cut- or $17.6 million. 

8 Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18% , in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996 
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated the District's FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data 
to determine that the District's share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 0.32%, and then applying that 
percentage to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. 

9 4,150 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch 
in the District in FY 1994 (47,061). 

10 HHS calculated 1,110 by dividing the District's funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure figure 
of $1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4). 

11 The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in the District in 1993 (45,863). 
The number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by lillS based on AFDC quality control data for the District. 

12 48 ,102 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 16%. 

13 Children made ineligible immediately: llliS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000: 
CDF multiplied the 2,476 children who received SSI in the District in December 1994 by 39%. 



Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995; does not include last-minute amendments (see footnotes) 

IMPACT OF HOUSE 'BILL ON CHILDREN IN FLORIDA 

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill1 to shred the safety net that protects 
America's neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill, 
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 
served. 

IMPACT ON FWRIDA'S ECONOMY 

The following projections show some of the funds Florida could lose in fiscal year 2000 under the 
House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children's Defense Fund: 

• $30.4 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.3 

• $25.7 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).4 

• $182.9 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.5 

• $36.0 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.6 

• $122.5 million (14%) would be Jost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.7 

• $346.5 million (19%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.8 

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Florida will lose $3.9 billion under the bill. 

IMPACT ON FWRIDA's CHILDREN 

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and 
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially 
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through 
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another 
possible, but politicaJly difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding 
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Florida would be affected in FY 2000 if states 
choose to cut costs solely by reducing cu."ent program enrollments by the same percentage that federal funding 
is cut for that program or block grant. 

♦ 103,500 children would lose federally-subsidiz.ed school lunches9 

♦ 15,850 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare 
(see notes). 10 

♦ 66,800 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005, 
253,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain 
types of children.)11 For the roughly 789,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 
decline by about 19% - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs.12 

♦ In 1996, 5,545 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS. 
(In FY 2000, based on the state's pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 20,000 
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)13 

The bill's actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on Florida's future 
economic, demographic, and social trends. For example, the state's school enrollment and child population 
are projected to grow faster than the national average. Under current law, federal funding levels respond 



flexibly to such changes in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond. 



1 H.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. Some numbers 
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bill . 

2 The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the 
next five years, compared with current Jaw. The Administration's estimate is $69 billion . 

3 The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8 % in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming 
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by 
$510 million nationwide. Because Florida received 5 .95% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDF projected that 
Florida would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000. 

4 Source: llllS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and Educational Opportunities 
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law, 
according to llllS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over 
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19% . The figures here do not reflect that change.) 

5 Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39% , nationwide in FY 2000, according 
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify 
fo r additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food 
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO's estimate of the 
nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected 
in the figures for Florida shown here.) Because Florida received 5 .73% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in December 
1994, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $182.9 million- in FY 2000. 

6 The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition 
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared 
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5 % of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would 
be cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP arits present percentage share of both block grants, the combined 
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1. 1 billion nationwide. Because Florida received 3 .27% of all U.S. CACFP spending 
in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $36.0 million. 

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job 
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children's Defense Fund.) Because Florida 
received 3 .71 % of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it will absorb about the same share 
of that nationwide cut- or $122.5 million. 

8 Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996 
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated Florida's FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data to 
determine that Florida's share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 6.14%, and then applying that percentage to 
the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. 

9 103,500 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch 
in Florida in FY 1994 (1,176,410). 

10 HHS calculated 15,850 by dividing Florida's funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure figure of 
$ 1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4) . 

11 The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Florida in 1993 (477, 127). The 
number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by llllS based on AFDC quality control data for Florida. 

12 789,136 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 19%. 

13 Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000: 
CDF multiplied the 51 ,292 children who received SSI in Florida i.n December 1994 by 39%. 



Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995; does not include last-minute amendments (see footnotes) 

IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHJLDREN IN GEORGIA 

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill1 to shred the safety net that protects 
America's neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill, 
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 
served. 

IMPACT ON GEORGIA'S ECONOMY 

The following projections show some of the funds Georgia could lose in fiscal year 2000 under the 
House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children's Defense Fund: 

• $19.4 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.' 
• $21.2 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds)." 
• $89.2 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.5 

• $21.2 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.6 

• $74.3 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.7 

• $118.3 million (13%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.8 

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Georgia will lose $1.0 billion under the bill. 

IMPACT ON GEORGIA's CHILDREN 

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and 
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially 
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through 
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another 
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding 
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Georgia would be affected in FY 2000 if 
states choose to cut costs solely by reducing cu"enr program enrollmenrs by the same percentage that federal 
funding is cut for that program or block grant. 

♦ 84,500 children would lose federally-subsidized school lunches9 

♦ 13,080 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare 
(see notes) . 10 

♦ 38,700 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005, 
180,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain 
types of children.)11 For the roughly 417,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 
decline by about 13% - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs. 12 

♦ In 1996, 2,482 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS. 
(In FY 2000, based on the state's pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 10,100 
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)13 

The bill's actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on Georgia's future 
economic, demographic, and social trends. For example, the state's school enrollment and child population 
are projected to grow faster than the national average. Under current law, federal funding levels respond 



flexibly to such changes in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond. 



1 H.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. Some numbers 
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the biU. 

2 The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the 
next five years, compared with current law. The Administration's estimate is $69 billion. 

3 The biU would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming 
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by 
$510 million nationwide. Because Georgia received 3.81 % of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDF projected that 
Georgia would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000. 

4 Source: HHS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and Educational Opportunities 
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law, 
according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over 
the next five years, reduc":lg the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.) 

5 Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according 
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the famiUes would qualify 
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food 
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO's estimate of the 
nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected 
in the figures for Georgia shown here.) Because Georgia received 2.80% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in December 
1994, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $89.2 million- in FY 2000. 

6 The bill places the majority (87 .5 % ) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition 
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared 
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would 
be cut by 8.8%. ~ suming states continue to fund CACFP at'its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined 
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because Georgia received 1.93% of all U.S. CACFP spending 
in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $21 .2 million. 

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) , Emergency Assistance, and the Job 
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children's Defense Fund.) Because Georgia 
received 2.25% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it will absorb about the same share 
of that nationwide cut- or $74.3 million. 

8 Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18% , in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996 
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDP estimated Georgia's FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data 
to determine that Georgia's share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 2.10%, and then applying that percentage 
to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. 

9 84,500 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8 % ) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch 
in Georgia in FY 1994 (%0,501). 

10 HHS calculated 13,080 by dividing Georgia's funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure figure 
of $1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4). 

11 The year 2000 figure = 14 % multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Georgia in 1993 (276,356). The 
number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for Georgia. 

12 417,471 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 13% . 

13 Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000: 
CDF multiplied the 25,940 children who received SSI in Georgia in December 1994 by 39% . 



Prelimjnary analysis, March 27, 1995; doea not include last-minute amendments (see footnotes) 

IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHlLDREN IN HAWAIJ 

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill1 to shred the safety net that protects 
America's neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse , neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill, 
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 
served . 

IMPACT ON HAWAII'S ECONOMY 

The following projections show some of the funds Hawaii could lose in fiscal year 2000 under the 
House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children's Defense Fund: 

• $2.3 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.3 

• $2.0 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds)." 
• $2.7 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.5 

• $4.0 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.6 

• $17.8 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.7 

• $26.7 million (15%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.8 

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Hawaii will lose $328 million under the bill. 

IMPACT ON HAW All's CHILDREN 

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and 
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially 
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through 
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another 
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding 
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Hawaii would be affected in FY 2000 if states 
choose to cut costs solely by reducing cu"enr program enrollments by the same percentage that federal funding 
is cut for that program or block grant. 

♦ 12,250 children would lose federally-subsidized school lunches9 

♦ 1,230 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see 
notes). 10 

♦ 5,200 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005, 
23,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain 
types of children.)11 For the roughly 50,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 
decline by about 15 % - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs. 12 

♦ In 1996, 46 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS. (In 
FY 2000, based on the state's pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 300 in the 
number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)13 

The bill's actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on Hawaii's future 
economic, demographic, and social trends. For example, the state' s school enrollment and child population 
are projected to grow faster than the national average. Under current law, federal funding levels respond 



flexibly to such changes in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond. 



1 I I.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. Some numbers 
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bill . 

2 The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the 
next five years, compared with current law. The Administration's estimate is $69 billion. 

3 The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming 
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by 
$510 million nationwide. Because Hawaii received 0.45% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDF projected that 
J fawaii would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000. 

4 Source: HHS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and Educational Opportunities 
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law, 
according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over 
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.) 

5 Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according 
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify 
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food 
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO's estimate of the 
nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33% , after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected 
in the figures for Hawaii shown here.) Because Hawaii received 0 .09% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in December 
1994 , CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $2. 7 million- in FY 2000. 

6 The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition 
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared 
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% ofCACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would 
he cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at'its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined 
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50% , or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because Hawaii received 0 .36% of all U.S. CACFP spending 
in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $4.0 million. 

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job 
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children's Defense Fund.) Because Hawaii 
received 0 .54% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it will absorb about the same share 
of that nationwide cut- or $17 .8 million. 

8 Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996 
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated Hawaii's FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data to 
determine that Hawaii's share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 0 .47%, and then applying that percentage to 
th<! $5 .64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. 

9 12,250 represents the percentage cut in funding (8. 8 % ) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch 
in Hawaii in FY 1994 (139,326). 

10 HHS calculated 1,230 by dividing Hawaii's funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure figure of 
$1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4) . 

11 The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Hawaii in 1993 (37,197). The 
number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for Hawaii. 

12 49,655 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 15%. 

13 Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000: 
CDF multiplied the 821 children who received SSI in Hawaii in December 1994 by 39%. 



Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995; does not include last-minute amendments (see footnotes) 

IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN IDAHO 

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill1 to shred the safety net that protects 
America's neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill, 
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 
served. 

IMPACT ON IDAHO'S ECONOMY 

The following projections show some of the funds Idaho could lose in fiscal year 2000 under the 
House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children's Defense Fund: 

• $2.4 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.3 

• $2.4 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).• 
• $11.6 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.5 

• $3.3 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.6 

• $5.1 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.7 

• $13.4 million (17%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children. 8 

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Idaho will lose $1S0 million under the bill. 

IMPACT ON IDAHO's CHILDREN 

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and 
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially 
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through 
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another 
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding 
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Idaho would be affected in FY 2000 if states 
choose to cut costs solely by reducing cu"ent program enrollments by the same percentage that federal funding 
is cut for that program or block grant. 

♦ 12,500 children would lose federally-subsidired school lunches9 

♦ 1,480 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see 
notes).10 

♦ 2,000 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005, 
7,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain 
types of children.)11 For the roughly 42,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 
decline by about 17% -below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs. 12 

♦ 1n 1996, 966 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS. 
(ln FY 2000, based on the state's pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 1,350 
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)13 

The bill's actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on Idaho's future 
economic, demographic, and social trends. For example, the state' s school enrollment and child population 
are projected to grow faster than the national average. Under current law, federal funding levels respond 



1 ll.R. 4 , the Personal Responsibility Act , approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. Some numbers 
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bill. 

2 The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the 
next five years, compared with current law. The Administration's estimate is $69 billion. 

3 The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming 
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by 
$510 million nationwide. Because Idaho received 0.48% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDF projected that 
Idaho would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000. 

4 Source: 1:ll!S state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the :Economic and F.ducational Opportunities 
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law, 
according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over 
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.) 

5 Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according 
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify 
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food 
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO's estimate of the 
nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected 
in the figures for Idaho shown here.) Because Idaho received 0.36% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in December 1994, 
CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $11.6 million- in FY 2000. 

6 The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition 
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared 
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would 
Ix cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at'its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined 
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because Idaho received 0.30% of all U.S. CACFP spending 
in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $3.3 million. 

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job 
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children's Defense Fund.) Because Idaho 
received 0.15% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it will absorb about the same share 
of that nationwide cut- or $5.1 million. 

8 Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18% , i.n FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996 
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated Idaho's FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data to 

determine that Idaho's share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 0.24%, and then applying that percentage to 
the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. 

9 12,500 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8 % ) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch 
in Idaho in FY 1994 (142,029). 

10 HHS calculated 1,480 by dividing Idaho's funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure figure of 
$1 ,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4) . 

11 The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Idaho in 1993 (14,222). The 
number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for Idaho. 

12 42,125 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 17% . 

13 Children made ineligible immediately: I-Il-lS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000: 
CDF multiplied the 3,464 children who received SSI in Idaho in December 1994 by 39%. 



Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995; does not include last-minute amendments (see footnotes) 

IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN ILLINOIS 

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill1 to shred the safety net that protects 
America's neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill, 
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 
served. 

IMPACT ON ILLINOIS'S ECONOMY 

The following projections show some of the funds Illinois could lose in fiscal year 2000 under the 
House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children's Defense Fund: 

• $16.4 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.3 

• $22.1 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).4 

• $161.1 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.5 

• $39.2 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.6 

• $115.4 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs. 7 

• $259.6 million (18%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.8 

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Illinois will lose $2.9 billion under the bill. 

IMPACT ON ILLINOIS's CHILDREN 

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and 
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially 
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through 
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another 
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding 
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Illinois would be affected in FY 2000 if sra1es 
choose to cut costs solely by reducing currenr program enrollmenrs by the same percentage that federal funding 
is cut for that program or block grant. 

♦ 81,800 children would lose federally-subsidized school lunches9 

♦ 13,630 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare 
(see notes). 10 

♦ 66,150 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005, 
321 ,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain 
types of children.)11 For the roughly 612,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 
decline by about 18% - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs. 12 

♦ In 1996, 9,738 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS. 
(In FY 2000, based on the state' s pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 18,300 
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)13 

The bill's actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on Illinois's future 
economic, demographic, and social trends. Under current law, federal funding levels respond flexibly to such 
changes in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond. 



1 H.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. Some numbers 
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bill . 

2 The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the 
next five years, compared with current law. The Administration's estimate is $69 billion. 

3 The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming 
tbat states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by 
$510 million nationwide. Because Illinois received 3.21 % of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDF projected that 
lllinois would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000. 

4 Source: lil!S state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and Educational Opportunities 
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law, 
according to lil!S. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over 
the next five years , reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.) 

5 Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according 
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify 
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food 
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO's estimate of the 
nationwide cut to $2. 7 billion, or 33 % , after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected 
in the figures for Illinois shown here.) Because Illinois received 5.05% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in December 
1994, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $161.1 million- in FY 2000. 

6 The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition 
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared 
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% ofCACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would 
be cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at•its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined 
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because Illinois received 3.57% of all U.S. CACFP spendi.ng 
in FY 1993, CDP assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $39.2 million. 

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job 
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children's Defense Fund.) Because Illinois 
received 3.50% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it will absorb about the same share 
of that nationwide cut- or $115.4 million. 

8 Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996 
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated Illinois's FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data to 
determine that Illinois's share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 4.60%, and then applying that percentage to 
the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. 

9 81,800 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch 
in lllinois in FY 1994 (929,378). 

10 HHS calculated 13,630 by dividing Illinois's funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure figure of 
$1 ,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4). 

11 The year 2000 figure= 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Illinois in 1993 (472,425). The 
number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by lilIS based on AFDC quality control data for Illinois. 

12 612, 143 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 18%. 

13 Children made ineligible immediately: IDIS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000: 
CDF multiplied the 46,957 children who received SSI in Illinois in December 1994 by 39%. 



Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995; does not include last-minute amendments (see footnotes) 

IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN INDIANA 

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill' to shred the safety net that protects 
America's neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill, 
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 
served. 

IMPACT ON INDIANA'S ECONOMY 

The following projections show some of the funds Indiana could lose in fiscal year 2000 under the 
House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children's Defense Fund: 

• $8.2 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.3 

• $12.3 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds)." 
• $61.3 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.s 
• $17 .1 million (50 % ) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start. 6 

• $40.6 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.7 

• $79.2 million (14%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children. 8 

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Indiana will lose $821 million under the bill. 

IMPACT ON INDIANA's CHILDREN 

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and 
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially 
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through 
co-payments and fees . Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another 
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by rais ing state taxes or finding 
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Indiana would be affected in FY 2000 if 
states choose to cur costs solely by reducing current program enrollments by the same percentage that federal 
funding is cut for that program or block grant. 

♦ 52,450 children would lose federally-subsidized school lunches9 

♦ 7,590 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see 
notes). 10 

♦ 19,650 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (ln addition, by FY 2005, 
88,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain 
types of children.)" For the roughly 257,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 
decline by about 14% - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs .12 

♦ In 1996, 3,777 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS. 
(In FY 2000, based on the state's pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 7,200 
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)13 

The bill's actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on Indiana's future 
economic, demographic, and social trends. Under current law, federal funding levels respond flexibly to such 
changes in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond. 



1 H.R. 4 , the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. Some numbers 
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bill. 

2 The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the 
n<'xt five years, compared with current law. The Administration's estimate is $69 billion. 

~ The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming 
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by 
$5 10 million nationwide. Because Indiana received J.(i()% of all U .S . school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDF projected that 
Indiana would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000. 

4 Source: lflIS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and Educational Opportunities 
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law, 
according to lflIS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over 
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19% . The figures here do not reflect that change.) 

5 Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according 
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify 
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food 
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO's estimate of the 
nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected 
in the figures for Indiana shown here.) Because Indiana received 1.92% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in December 
I 994, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $61.3 million- in FY 2000. 

6 The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition 
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared 
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would 
he cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at'its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined 
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because Indiana received 1.55% of all U.S. CACFP spending 
in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $17 .1 million. 

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Chi.ldren (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job 
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children's Defense Fund.) Because Indiana 
r~ eived 1.23% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it will absorb about the same share 
o f that nationwide cut- or $40.6 million. 

8 Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 bi.Ilion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996 
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated Indiana's FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data to 
d~termine that Indiana's share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 1.40%, and then applying that percentage to 
th~ $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. 

Q 52 ,450 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch 
in Indiana in FY 1994 (596,264) . 

'° HHS calculated 7,590 by dividing Indiana's funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure figure of 
$1 ,621 per chi.Id. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4). 

11 The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Indiana in 1993 (140,252) . The 
number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by lflIS based on AFDC quality control data for Indiana. 

12 256,511 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 14%. 

13 Children made ineligible immediately: lflIS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000: 
CDF multiplied the 18,464 children who received SSI in Indiana in December 1994 by 39%. 



Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995; does not include last-minute amendments (see footnotes) 

IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN IOWA 

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill1 to shred the safety net that protects 
America's neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill, 
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 
served. 

IMPACT ON IOWA'S ECONOMY 

The following projections show some of the funds Iowa could lose in fiscal year 2000 under the House 
bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and Human 
Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children's Defense Fund: 

• $4.6 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.3 

• $4.8 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).4 

• $23.1 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.5 

• $12.0 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.6 

• $25.1 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs. 7 

• $30.1 million (15%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.8 

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Iowa will lose $360 million under the bill. 

IMPACT ON IOW A's CHILDREN 

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and 
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially 
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through 
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another 
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding 
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Iowa would be affected in FY 2000 if stares 
choose to cut costs solely by reducing cu"ent program enrollments by the same percentage that federal funding 
is cut for that program or block: grant. 

♦ 33,550 children would lose federally-subsidized school lunches9 

♦ 2,960 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see 
notes). 10 

♦ 9,250 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005, 
39,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain 
types of children.)11 For the roughly 97,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 
decline by about 15 % - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs.12 

♦ In 1996, 1,196 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS. 
(In FY 2000, based on the state's pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 2,850 
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)13 

The bill's actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on Iowa's future economic, 
demographic, and social trends. Under current law, federal funding levels respond flexibly to such changes 
in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond. 



1 H.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. Some numbers 
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bill. 

~ The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the 
nc>xt five years, compared with current law. The Administration' s estimate is $69 billion. 

3 The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming 
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8. 8 % , then funds for school lunches will decline by 
$510 million nationwide. Because Iowa received 0.90% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDF projected that Iowa 
would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000. 

4 Source: HHS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the F.conomic and Educational Opportunities 
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current Jaw, 
according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over 
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.) 

5 Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according 
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify 
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food 
st<1mp increases, resou~ for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO's estimate of the 
nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected 
in the figures for Iowa shown here.) Because Iowa received 0 .72% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in December 1994, 
CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $23.1 million- in FY 2000. 

6 The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition 
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared 
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would 
~ cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined 
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because Iowa received 1.09% of all U.S. CACFP spending 
in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $12.0 million. 

7 The bill would cut funds for A.id to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job 
Orportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children's Defense Fund.) Because Iowa 
received 0.76% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it will absorb about the same share 
of that nationwide cut- or $25.1 million. 

8 Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to eStimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996 
anJ FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated Iowa's FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data to 
dc:termine that Iowa's share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 0.53%, and then applying that percentage to the 
$5 .64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. 

9 33,550 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch 
in Iowa in FY 1994 (381,306). 

in HHS calculated 2,960 by dividing Iowa's funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure figure of 
$ 1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4). 

11 The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Iowa in 1993 (66,157). The 
number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for Iowa. 

12 96,760 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 15%. 

13 Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000: 
CDF multiplied the 7,289 children who received SSI in Iowa in December 1994 by 39%. 



Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995; does not include last-minute amendments (see footnotes) 

IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN KANSAS 

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill' to shred the safety net that protects 
America's neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill, 
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 
served. 

IMPACT ON KANSAS'S ECONOMY 

The following projections show some of the funds Kansas could lose in fiscal year 2000 under the 
House bill , compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children's Defense Fund: 

• $5.0 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.3 

• $6.4 million (24 %) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).4 

• $25.5 million (39 %) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.s 
• $28.1 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.6 

• $20.8 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.7 

• $37 .6 million (19%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children. 8 

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Kansas will lose $441 million under the bill . 

IMPACT ON KANSAS's CHILDREN 

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and 
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially 
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through 
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another 
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding 
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Kansas would be affected in FY 2000 if states 
choose to cut costs solely by reducing cu"ent program enrollments by the same percentage that federal funding 
is cut for that program or block grant. 

♦ 27,000 children would lose federal ly-subsidized school lunches9 

♦ 3,950 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see 
notes).10 

♦ 8,300 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005, 
36,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain 
types of children.)" For the roughly 93,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 
decline by about 19% - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs.12 

♦ In 1996, 1,625 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS. 
(In FY 2000, based on the state's pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 3,000 
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)13 

The bill's actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on Kansas's future 
economic, demographic, and social trends. Under current law, federal funding levels respond flexibly to such 
changes in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond. 



1 H.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. Some numbers 
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bill. 

2 The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the 
next five years, compared with current law. The Administration's estimate is $69 billion. 

3 The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming 
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by 
$510 million nationwide. Because Kansas received 0 .98% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDP projected that 
Kansas would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000. 

4 Source: HHS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the F.conomic and F.ducational Opportunities 
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law, 
according to lillS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over 
the next five years, reducinJ the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.) 

5 Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according 
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify 
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food 
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO's estimate of the 
nationwide cut to $2. 7 billion, or 33 % , after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected 
in the figures for Kansas shown here.) Because Kansas received 0.80% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in December 
I 994, CDP assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $25 .5 million- in FY 2000. 

6 The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Chlld and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition 
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared 
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would 
be cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP af its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined 
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because Kansas received 2.55% of all U.S. CACFP spending 
in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $28.1 million. 

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job 
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14% , in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children's Defense Fund.) Because Kansas 
received 0.63% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it wiJJ absorb about the same share 
of that nationwide cut- or $20.8 million. 

8 Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996 
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated Kansas's FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data to 
determine that Kansas's share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 0.67%, and then applying that percentage to 
the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. 

9 27,000 represents the percentage cut in funding (8. 8 % ) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch 
in Kansas in FY 1994 (306,595). 

10 HHS calculated 3,950 by dividing Kansas's funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure figure of 
$1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4). 

11 The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Kansas in 1993 (59,205). The 
number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for Kansas. 

12 92,965 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 19%. 

13 Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000: 
CDF multiplied the 7,670 children who received SSI in Kansas in December 1994 by 39%. 



Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995; does not include last-minute amendments (see footnotes) 

IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHJLDREN IN KENTUCKY 

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill1 to shred the safety net that protects 
America's neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill, 
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 
served. 

IMPACT ON KENTUCKY'S ECONOMY 

The following projections show some of the funds Kentucky could lose in fiscal year 2000 under the 
House bill , compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Deparnnent of Health and 
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children's Defense Fund: 

• $10.2 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.3 

• $10.6 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds). 4 

• $73.4 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.5 

• $13.2 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.6 

• $41.5 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.7 

• $79.5 million (14%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children. 8 

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Kentucky will lose $837 million under the bill. 

IMPACT ON KENTUCKY's CHILDREN 

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and 
putting them on waiting lists ; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially 
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making tow-income families pick up more costs through 
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another 
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding 
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Kentucky would be affected in FY 2000 if 
stares choose to CUI costs solely by reducing current program enrollments by the same percentage that federal 
funding is cut for that program or block grant. 

♦ 44,600 children would lose federally-subsidiz.ed school lunches9 

♦ 6,540 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see 
notes) . 10 

♦ 20,250 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005, 
89,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain 
types of children.)11 For the roughly 241 ,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 
decline by about 14% - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs.12 

♦ In 1996, 5 ,185 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS. 
(In FY 2000, based on the state's pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 7,950 
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)13 

The bill's actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on Kentucky's future 
economic, demographic, and social trends. Under current law, federal funding levels respond flexibly to such 
changes in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond. 



1 H.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. Some numbers 
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bill. 

2 The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the 
nc:xt five years, compared with current law. The Administration's estimate is $69 billion. 

3 The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming 
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by 
$5 10 million nationwide. Because Kentucky received 2.00% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDP projected that 
Kentucky would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000. 

~ Source: IDIS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the F.conomic and F.ducational Opportunities 
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law, 
according to IDIS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over 
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.) 

s Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according 
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify 
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food 
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO's estimate of the 
nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected 
in the figures for Kentucky shown here.) Because Kentucky received 2.30% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in December 
1994, CDP assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $73.4 million- in FY 2000. 

6 The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition 
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared 
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would 
be: cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP arits present percentage share of both block grants, the combined 
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50% , or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because Kentucky received 1.20% of all U.S. CACFP 
spGnding in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $13.2 million. 

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job 
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14% , in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children's Defense Fund.) Because 
Kc:ntucky received 1.26% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it will absorb about the same 
share of that nationwide cut- or $41 .5 million. 

8 Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18% , in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996 
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated Kentucky's FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data 
to determine that Kentucky's share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 1.41 % , and then applying that percentage 
to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. 

9 44,600 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch 
in Kentucky in FY 1994 (506,556). 

10 HHS calculated 6,540 by dividing Kentucky's funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure figure 
of $1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4). 

11 The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Kentucky in 1993 (144,653). 
The number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by IDIS based on AFDC quality control data for Kentucky. 

12 240,572 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 14% . 

1., Children made ineligible immediately: lilIS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000: 
CDF multiplied the 20,349 children who received SSI in Kentucky in December 1994 by 39%. 



Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995; does not include last-minute amendments (sec footnotes) 

IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN LOUISIANA 

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill1 to shred the safety net that protects 
America's neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill, 
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 
served. 

IMPACT ON LOUISIANA'S ECONOMY 

The following projections show some of the funds Louisiana could lose in fiscal year 2000 under the 
House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children' s Defense Fund: 

• $15.1 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.3 

• $11.3 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds)." 
• $140.0 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.5 

• $27.6 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.6 

• $35.4 million (14 %) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.7 

• $112.4 million (12 % ) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children. 8 

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Louisiana will lose $1.4 billion under the bill. 

IMPACT ON LOUISIANA's CHILDREN 

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and 
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially 
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through 
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another 
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding 
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Louisiana would be affected in FY 2000 if 
states choose to cut costs solely by reducing cu"ent program enrollments by the same percentage that federal 
funding is cut for that program or block grant. 

♦ 59,000 children would lose federally-subsidized school lunches9 

♦ 6,970 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see 
notes).10 

♦ 26,400 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005, 
125,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain 
types of children.)11 For the roughly 410,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 
decline by about 12 % - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs.12 

♦ In 1996, 10,997 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS. 
(In FY 2000, based on the state's pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 15,650 
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)13 

The bill's actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on Louisiana's future 
economic, demographic, and social trends. Under current law, federal funding levels respond flexibly to such 
changes in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond. 



1 H.R. 4 , the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. Some numbers 
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bill. 

1 The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the 
nat five years, compared with current law. The Administration's estimate is $69 billion. 

3 The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming 
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by 
$510 million nationwide. Because Louisiana received 2.95% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDF projected 
that Louisiana would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000. 

4 Source: IIllS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and Educational Opportunities 
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law, 
according to IIllS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over 
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.) 

5 Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according 
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify 
fur additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food 
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO's estimate of the 
nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected 
in the figures for Louisiana shown here.) Because Louisiana received 4.39% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in 
Dc:cember 1994, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $140.0 million- in FY 2000. 

6 The bill places the majority (87 .5 % ) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition 
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared 
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5 % of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would 
be cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at•its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined 
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because Louisiana received 2 .51 % of all U.S. CACFP 
srending in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $27.6 million. 

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job 
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children's Defense Fund.) Because 
Lo uisiana received 1.07% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it will absorb about the same 
share of that nationwide cut- or $35.4 million. 

8 Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data onJy for FY 1996 
anti FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated Louisiana's FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data 
to determine that Louisiana's share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 1.99%, and then applying that percentage 
to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. 

9 59,000 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch 
in Louisiana in FY 1994 (670,721). 

10 HHS calculated 6,970 by dividing Louisiana's funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure figure 
of $1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4). 

11 The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Louisiana in 1993 (188,492). 
The number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by IIllS based on AFDC quality control data for Louisiana. 

12 410,456 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds wilJ decrease by about 12%. 

1
·' Children made ineligible immediately: IIllS analysis dated March 17, l 995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000: 

CDP multiplied the 40,108 children who received SSI in Louisiana in December 1994 by 39%. 



Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995; does not include last-minute amendments (see footnotes) 

IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN MAINE 

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill1 to shred the safety net that protects 
America's neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill, 
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 
served. 

IMPACT ON MAINE'S ECONOMY 

The following projections show some of the funds Maine could lose in fiscal year 2000 under the 
House bill , compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children's Defense Fund: 

• $2.0 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.3 

• $2.0 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).4 

• $8.8 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.5 

• $7.6 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.6 

• $17.8 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.7 

• $23.9 million (15%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.8 

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Maine will lose $211 million under the bill . 

IMPACT ON MAINE's CHILDREN 

States could make these cuts in· several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and 
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially 
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch) ; or by making low-income families pick up more costs through 
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another 
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding 
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Maine would be affected in FY 2000 if states 
choose to cut costs solely by reducing current program enrollments by the same percentage that federal funding 
is cut for that program or block grant. 

♦ 9,250 children would lose federally-subsidized school lunches9 

♦ 1,230 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see 
notes).10 · 

♦ 5,850 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005, 
30,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain 
types of children.)11 For the roughly 61 ,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 
decline by about 15 % - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs. 12 

♦ In 1996, 170 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS. 
(In FY 2000, based on the state's pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 950 
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)13 

The bill ' s actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on Maine's future 
economic, demographic, and social trends. Under current law, federal funding levels respond flexibly to such 
changes in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond. 



1 H.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. Some numbers 
in thjs fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bill. 

2 The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the 
next five years, compared with current law. The Admirnstration's estimate is $69 billion. 

3 The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming 
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by 
$5IO million nationwide. Because Maine received 0.39% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDP projected that 
Maine would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000. 

4 Source: llliS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and Educational Opporturnties 
Committee. Nationwide, ·child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24 % , compared with current law, 
according to lilIS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over 
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.) 

5 Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3 .2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according 
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify 
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food 
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO's estimate of the 
nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected 
in the figures for Maine shown here.) Because Maine received 0.28% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in December 1994, 
CDP assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $8.8 million- in FY 2000. 

6 The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition 
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared 
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would 
be cut by 8.8 % . Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at'its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined 
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because Maine received 0.69% of all U.S. CACFP spending 
in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $7.6 million. 

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job 
Opporturnties and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children's Defense Fund.) Because Maine 
received 0.54% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDP projected that it will absorb about the same share 
of that nationwide cut- or $17.8 million. 

8 Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996 
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated Maine's FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data to 
determine that Maine's share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 0.42%, and then applying that percentage to 
the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. 

9 9,250 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch 
in Maine in FY 1994 (105,104). · 

10 HHS calculated 1,230 by dividing Maine's funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure figure of 
$1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4). 

11 The year 2000 figure= 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Maine in 1993 (41,941). The 
number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by lilIS based on AFDC quality control data for Maine. 

12 61,468 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 15%. 

13 Children made ineligible immediately: lilIS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000: 
CDF multiplied the 2,459 children who received SSI in Maine in December 1994 by 39%. 



Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995; docs not include last-minute amendments (see footnotes) 

IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN MARYLAND 

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill1 to shred the safety net that protects 
America's neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill, 
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 
served. 

IMPACT ON MARYLAND'S ECONOMY 

The following projections show some of the funds Maryland could lose in fiscal year 2000 under the 
House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children's Defense Fund: 

• $6.7 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.3 

• $11.1 million (24 % ) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds) . 4 

• $39.7 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children. 5 

• $20.9 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.6 

• $47.2 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work:" programs.7 

• $87.6 million (19%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children. 8 

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Maryland will lose $953 million under the bill. 

IMPACT ON MARYLAND's CJDLDREN 

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and 
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the qua.lity of services (for example, by substantially 
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick: up more costs through 
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another 
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding 
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Maryland would be affected in FY 2000 if 
stares choose to cut costs solely by reducing current program enrollments by the same percentage that federal 
funding is cut for that program or block: grant. 

♦ 31 ,700 children would lose federally-subsidized school lunches9 

♦ 6,850 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see 
notes). 10 

♦ 20,950 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005, 
92,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain 
types of children.)11 For the roughly 198,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 
decline by about 19% - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs.12 

♦ In 1996, 1,775 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS. 
(In FY 2000, based on the state's pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 4,350 
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)13 

The bill ' s actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on Maryland's future 
economic, demographic, and social trends. For example, the state' s school enrollment and child population 
are projected to grow faster than the national average. Under current law, federal funding levels respond 



flexibly to such changes in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond. 



1 H.R. 4 , the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. Some numbers 
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bill. 

2 The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill wilJ reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the 
next five years, compared with current law. The Administration's estimate is $69 billion. 

3 The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming 
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by 
$510 million nationwide. Because Maryland received 1.31 % of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDF projected 
that Maryland would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000. 

4 Source: HHS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the :Economic and Educational Opportunities 
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law, 
acco rding to IIlIS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over 
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.) 

.s Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according 
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify 
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food 
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO's estimate of the 
nationwide cut to $2. 7 billion, or 33 % , after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected 
in the figures for Maryland shown here.) Because Maryland received 1.24% of all U.S . SSI spending for children in December 
1994 , CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $39. 7 million- in FY 2000. 

6 The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition 
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared 
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5 % of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would 
be cut by 8.8 % . Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined 
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because Maryland received 1.90% of all U .S. CACFP 
spending in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $20.9 million. 

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job 
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children's Defense Fund.) Because 
Maryland received 1.43% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it will absorb about the same 

share of that nationwide cut- or $47 .2 million. 

8 Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996 
am.I FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated Maryland's FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data 
to determine that Maryland' s share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 1.55 % , and then applying that percentage 

to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. 

9 31,700 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8 % ) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch 

in Maryland in FY 1994 (359,947). 

10 HHS calculated 6,850 by dividing Maryland's funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure figure 
of $1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4). 

11 The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Maryland in 1993 (149,676). 
The number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by ID-IS based on AFDC quality control data for Maryland. 

12 197,531 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 19%. 

n Children made ineligible immediately: IIlIS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000: 
CDF multiplied the 11,180 children who received SSI in Maryland in December 1994 by 39%. 



Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995; docs not include last-minute amendments (see footnotes) 

IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN MASSACHUSETTS 

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bil11 to shred the safety net that protects 
America's neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill, 
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 
served. 

IMPACT ON MASSACHUSEITS'S ECONOMY 

The following projections show some of the funds Massachusetts could lose in fiscal year 2000 under 
the House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children's Defense Fund: 

• $7.8 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.3 

• $16.3 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds)." 
• $58.0 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.5 

• $28.5 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.6 

• $102.8 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.7 

• $96.9 million (21 %) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.8 

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Massachusetts will lose $1.49 billion under the bill. 

IMPACT ON MASSACHUSEITS's cmLDREN . 

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and 
putting them on waiting lists ; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially 
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through 
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another 
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding 
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Massachusetts would be affected in FY 2000 
if stales choose to cur costs solely by reducing cu"ent program enrollments by the same percentage that federal 
funding is cut for that program or block grant. 

♦ 39,300 children would lose federally-subsidized school lunches9 

♦ 10,060 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare 
(see notes) .10 

♦ 29,200 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005, 
131 ,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain 
types of children.)11 For the roughly 229,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 
decline by about 21 % - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs.12 

♦ In 1996, 2,231 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS. 
(In FY 2000, based on the state's pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 5,850 
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)13 

The bill's actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on Massachusetts's future 
economic, demographic, and social trends. Under current law, federal funding levels respond flexibly to such 
changes in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond. 



1 H.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. Some numbers 
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bill. 

2 The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the 
next five years, compared with current law. The Administration's estimate is $69 billion. 

3 The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8. 8 % in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming 
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by 
$510 million nationwide. Because Massachusetts received 1.52 % of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDF projected 
that Massachusetts would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000. 

4 Source: HHS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and Educational Opportunities 
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law, 
according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over 
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.) 

5 Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according 
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify 
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food 
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO's estimate of the 
nationwide cut to $2. 7 billion, or 33 % , after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected 
in the figures for Massachusetts shown here.) Because Massachusetts received 1.82% of all U.S. SSI spending for children 
in December 1994, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $58.0 million- in FY 
2000. 

6 The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition 
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared 
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would 
~ cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined 
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because Massachusetts received 2.59% of all U.S. CACFP 
spending in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $28.5 million. 

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job 
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14% , in FY 2000, compared with current Jaw, according 
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children's Defense Fund.) Because 
Massachusetts received 3.11 % of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it will absorb about 
the same share of that nationwide cut- or $102.8 million. 

8 Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996 
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated Massachusetts's FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA 
data to determine that Massachusetts's share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 1.72%, and then applying that 
pc:rcentage to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. 

9 39,300 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch 
in Massachusetts in FY 1994 (446,743). 

10 HHS calculated 10,()(i() by dividing Massachusetts's funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure 
figure of $1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4). 

11 The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Massachusetts in 1993 (208,651). 
The number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for Massachusetts. 

11 229,016 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 21 %. 

13 Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000: 
CDF multiplied the 15,061 children who received SSI in Massachusetts in December 1994 by 39%. 



Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995; does not include last-minute amendments (see footnotes) 

IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN MICHIGAN 

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill1 to shred the safety net that protects 
America's neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill, 
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 
served. 

IMPACT ON MICHIGAN'S ECONOMY 

The following projections show some of the funds Michigan could lose in fiscal year 2000 under the 
House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children's Defense Fund: 

• $12.5 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.3 

• $15.2 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds) .• 
• $134.9 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.5 

• $37.6 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.6 

• $169.6 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.7 

• $193.1 million (16%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.8 

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Michigan will lose $2.1 billion under the bill. 

IMPACT ON MICHIGAN's CHILDREN 

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and 
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially 
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through 
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another 
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding 
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Michigan would be affected in FY 2000 if 
states choose to cut costs solely by reducing current program enrollments by the same percentage that federal 
funding is cut for that program or block grant. 

♦ 65,300 children would lose federally-subsidized school lunches9 

♦ 9,380 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see 
notes) .10 

♦ 63,000 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005, 
329,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain 
types of children.)11 For the roughly 513,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 
decline by about 16% - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs.12 

♦ In 1996, 8,212 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS. 
(In FY 2000, based on the state's pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 14,400 
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)13 

The bill 's actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on Michigan's future 
economic, demographic, and social trends. Under current law, federal funding levels respond flexibly to such 
changes in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond. 



1 ll.R. 4 , the Personal Responsibility Act , approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. Some numbers 
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bill . 

2 The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the 
nat five years, compared with current law. The Administration's estimate is $69 billion. 

3 The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming 
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8 .8% , then funds for school lunches will decline by 
$5 IO million nationwide. Because Michigan received 2 .45% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDF projected that 
Michigan would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000. 

4 Source: HHS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and Educational Opportunities 
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law, 
according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson , R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over 
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19% . The figures here do not reflect that change.) 

5 Compared with current law, SSI ~pending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according 
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March l, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify 
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food 
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO's estimate of the 
nationwide cut to $2. 7 billion, or 33 % , after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected 
in the figures for Michigan shown here.) Because Michigan received 4 .23% of all U.S . SSI spending for children in December 
1994 , CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $134.9 million- in FY 2000. 

6 The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition 
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared 
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5 % of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would 
be cut by 8 .8 % . Assuming states continue to fund CACFP arits present percentage share of both block grants, the combined 
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1. 1 billion nationwide. Because Michigan received 3 .42% of all U.S. CACFP 
spending in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $37 .6 million. 

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job 
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2 .6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children's Defense Fund.) Because 
Michigan received 5 .14% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it will absorb about the same 

share of that nationwide cut- or $169.6 million. 

8 Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996 
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated Michigan's FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data 
to determine that Michigan's share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 3.42%, and then applying that percentage 

to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. 

9 65,300 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch 

in Michigan in FY 1994 (741,849). 

10 HHS calculated 9,380 by dividing Michigan's funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure figure 
of $1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4). 

11 The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Michigan in 1993 (449,909). 
The number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by IIllS based on AFDC quality control data for Michigan. 

12 513,005 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds wiJI decrease by about 16%. 

D Children made ineligible immediately: IIllS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000: 
CDF multiplied the 36,880 children who received SSI in Michigan in December 1994 by 39%. 



Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995; dOC8 not include last-minute amendments (see footnotes) 

IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN MINNESOTA 

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill1 to shred the safety net that protects 
America's neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill , 
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 
served. 

IMPACT ON MINNESOTA'S ECONOMY 

The following projections show some of the funds Minnesota could lose in fiscal year 2000 under the 
House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children's Defense Fund: 

• $4.9 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.3 

• $11.1 million (24 % ) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds) . 4 

• $33.3 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.5 

• $50.4 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.6 

• $59.2 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.7 

• $61.8 million (19%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.8 

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Minnesota will lose $852 million under the bill. 

IMPACT ON MINNESOTA's CHILDREN 

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and 
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially 
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through 
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another 
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding 
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Minnesota would be affected in FY 2000 if 
states choose to cut costs solely l:,y reducing current program enrollments by the same percentage that federal 
funding is cut for that program or block grant. 

♦ 45,350 children would lose federally-subsidized school lunches9 

♦ 6,850 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see 
notes).10 

♦ 17,600 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005, 
79,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain 
types of children.)11 For the roughly 172,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 
decline by about 19% - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs.12 

♦ In 1996, 1,851 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS. 
(In FY 2000, based on the state's pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 3,950 
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)13 

The bill's actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections , depending on Minnesota's future 
economic, demographic, and social trends. Under current law, federal funding levels respond flexibly to such 
changes in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond. 



1 H.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. Some numbers 
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bill. 

2 The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill wiU reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the 
nc:xt five years, compared with current law. The Administration's estimate is $69 billion. 

3 The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming 
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by 
$510 million nationwide. Because Minnesota received 0.96% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDF projected 
that Minnesota would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000. 

4 Source: HHS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and Educational Opportunities 
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law, 
according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over 
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.) 

5 Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according 
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify 
for additional food stamps, causing. food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food 
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO's estimate of the 
nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected 
io the figures for Minnesota shown here.) Because Minnesota received 1.05% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in 
December 1994, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $33.3 million- in FY 2000. 

6 The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition 
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared 
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5 % of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would 
be cut by 8. 8 % . Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined 
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because Minnesota received 4.58% of all U.S. CACFP 
spending in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $50.4 million. 

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job 
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children's Defense Fund.) Because 
Minnesota received 1.80% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it will absorb about the 
same share of that nationwide cut- or $59.2 million. 

8 Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996 
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated Minnesota's FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data 
to determine that Minnesota's share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 1.10%, and then applying that percentage 
to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. 

9 45,350 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch 
in Minnesota in FY 1994 (515,387). 

10 HHS calculated 6,850 by dividing Minnesota's funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure figure 
of $1 ,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4). 

11 The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Minnesota in 1993 (125,843). 
The number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for Minnesota. 

12 171 ,796 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 19%. 

13 Children made ineligible immediately: HHS anaJysis dated March I 7, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000: 
CDF multiplied the 10, l(J() children who received SSI in Minnesota in December 1994 by 39%. 



Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995; does not include last-minute amendments (see footnotes) 

IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHlLDREN IN MISSISSIPPI 

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill1 to shred the safety net that protects 
America's neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill , 
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 
served. 

IMPACT ON MISSISSIPPI'S ECONOMY 

The following projections show some of the funds Mississippi could lose in fiscal year 2000 under the 
House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children's Defense Fund: 

• $11.0 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.3 

• $6.6 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds). 4 

• $88.1 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.5 

• $19.3 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.6 

• $17.5 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.7 

• $70.5 million (12 % ) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children. 8 

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Mississippi will lose $789 million under the bill. 

IMPACT ON MISSISSIPPl's CIDLDREN 

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and 
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially 
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through 
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another 
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding 
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Mississippi would be affected in FY 2000 
if stares choose to cut costs solely by reducing cu"ent program enrollments by the same percentage that federal 
funding is cut for that program or block grant. 

♦ 35,900 children would lose federally-subsidiz.ed school lunches9 

♦ 4,070 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see 
notes). 10 

♦ 17,400 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005, 
82,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain 
types of children.)11 For the roughly 273,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 
decline by about 12 % - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs.12 

♦ In 1996, 5,673 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS. 
(In FY 2000, based on the state's pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 9,650 
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)13 

The bill' s actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on Mississippi's future 
economic, demographic, and social trends. Under current law, federal funding levels respond flexibly to such 
changes in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond. 



1 H.R. 4 , the Persona] Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. Some numbers 
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bill. 

2 The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the 
next five years, compared with current law. The Administration's estimate is $69 billion. 

3 The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming 
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by 
$510 million nationwide. Because Mississippi received 2.15% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDF projected 
that Mississippi would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000. 

4 Source: IIllS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and F.ducatiooal Opportunities 
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law, 
according to IIllS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over 
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19% . The figures here do not reflect that change.) 

5 Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according 
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify 
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food 
stamp increases, resources for SSI famiJies would be cut $2.5 bi11ion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO's estimate of the 
nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected 
in the figures for Mississippi shown here.) Because Mississippi received 2.76% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in 
December 1994, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $88.1 million- in FY 2000. 

6 The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition 
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared 
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% ofCACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would 
be cut by 8 . 8 % . Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined 
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because Mississippi received 1.76% of all U.S. CACFP 
spending in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $19.3 million. 

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job 
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children's Defense Fund.) Because 
Mississippi received 0 .53% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDP projected that it will absorb about the 
same share of that nationwide cut- or $17.5 million. 

8 Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data onJy for FY 1996 
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 20QO. Therefore, CDF estimated Mississippi's FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data 
to determine that Mississippi's share of the nationwide cut in fiscaJ years 1997-2000 is 1.25% , and then applying that 
percentage to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. 

9 35,900 represents the percentage cut in funding (8 .8%) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch 
in Mississippi in FY 1994 (407,983). 

10 HHS caJculated 4,070 by dividing Mississippi's funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure figure 
of $1 ,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4). 

11 The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Mississippi in 1993 (124,148). 
The number made ineligible by 2005 was caJculated by llliS based on AFDC quality control data for Mississippi. 

12 273,355 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 12%. 

ll Children made ineligible immediately: IIllS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000: 
CDF multiplied the 24,687 children who received SSI in Mississippi in December 1994 by 39%. 



Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995; does not include last-minute amendments (see footnotes) 

IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN MISSOURI 

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill1 to shred the safety net that protects 
America's neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill, 
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 

served. 

IMPACT ON MISSOURI'S ECONOMY 

The following projections show some of the funds Missouri could lose in fiscal year 2000 under the 
House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children's Defense Fund: 

• $11.1 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.3 

• $12.0 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).4 

• $66.3 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.5 

• $21.9 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.6 

• $44.3 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.
7 

• $100.9 million (15%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.8 

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Missouri will lose $909 million under the bill. 

IMPACT ON MISSOURl's CHILDREN 

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and 
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially 
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through 
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another 
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding 
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Missouri would be affected in FY 2000 if 
states choose to cut costs solely by reducing cu"ent program enrollments by the same percentage that federal 
funding is cut for that program or block grant. 

♦ 48,850 children would lose federally-subsi~ized school lunches9 

♦ 7,400 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see 
notes).10 

♦ 24,000 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005, 
114,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain 
types of children.)11 For the roughly 291,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 
decline by about 15 % - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs.12 

♦ In 1996, 3,803 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS. 
(In FY 2000, based on the state's pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 7,500 
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)13 

The bill's actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on Missouri's future 
economic, demographic, and social trends. Under current law, federal funding levels respond flexibly to such 
changes in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond. 



1 H.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. Some numbers 
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bill. 

2 The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the 
nl!xt five years, compared with current law. The Administration's estimate is $69 billion. 

3 The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming 
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by 
$510 million nationwide. Because Missouri received 2.18% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDP projected that 
Missouri would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000. 

4 Source: HHS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and Educational Opportunities 
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24% , compared with current law, 
according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over 
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.) 

~ Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39% , nationwide in FY 2000, according 
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify 
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food 
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO's estimate of the 
nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected 
in the figures for Missouri shown here.) Because Missouri received 2.08% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in December 
1994 , CDP assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $66.3 million- in FY 2000. 

6 The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition 
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared 
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would 
be cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at'its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined 
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1. 1 billion nationwide. Because Missouri received 1.99% of all U .S. CACFP spending 
in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $21.9 million. 

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job 
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children's Defense Fund.) Because Missouri 
received 1.34% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it will absorb about the same share 
of that nationwide cut- or $44.3 million. 

8 Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996 
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated Missouri's FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data 
to determine that Missouri's share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 1.79%, and then applying that percentage 
to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. 

9 48,850 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch 

in Missouri in FY 1994 (555,113). 

10 HHS calculated 7,400 by dividing Missouri's funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure figure of 
$1 ,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4) . 

11 The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Missouri in 1993 (171,302). 
The number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for Missouri. 

12 291 , 197 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 15 % . 

13 Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000: 
CDF multiplied the 19,264 children who received SSI in Missouri in December 1994 by 39%. 



Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995; does not include last-minute amendments (see footnotes) 

IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN MONTANA 

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill1 to shred the safety net that protects 
America' s neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill, 
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 
served. 

IMPACT ON MONTANA'S ECONOMY 

The following projections show some of the funds Montana could lose in fiscal year 2000 under the 
House bill , compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children' s Defense Fund: 

• $1.7 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.3 

• $1.9 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds)." 
• $7.5 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.5 

• $6.0 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.6 

• $9.1 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.7 

• $10.9 million (14%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.8 

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Montana will lose $124 million under the bill. 

IMPACT ON MONTANA's CIDLDREN 

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and 
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially 
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through 
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another 
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding 
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Montana would be affected in FY 2000 if 
states choose 10 cut costs solely by reducing cu"ent program enrollments by the same percentage that federal 
funding is cut for that program or block grant. 

♦ 7,650 children would lose federally-subsidized school lunches9 

♦ 1,170 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see 
notes). 10 

♦ 3,150 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005, 
11,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain 
types of children.)11 For the roughly 34,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 
decline by about 14% - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs.12 

♦ In 1996, 241 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS. 
(In FY 2000, based on the state' s pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 850 
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)13 

The bill' s actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on Montana's future 
economic, demographic, and social trends. For example, the Census Bureau projects the state' s population 
will grow faster than the national average. Under current law, federal funding levels respond flexibly to such 



changes in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond. 



1 H.R. 4 , the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. Some numbers 
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bill. 

2 The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the 
nt!xt five years, compared with current law. The Administration's estimate is $69 billion. 

3 The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming 
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8 .8 % , then funds for school lunches will decline by 
$510 million nationwide. Because Montana received 0.34% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDF projected that 
Montana would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000. 

4 Source: llllS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the F.conomic and F.ducational Opportunities 
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law, 
according to llllS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over 
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.) 

s Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according 
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify 
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food 
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO's estimate of the 
nationwide cut to $2. 7 billion, or 33 % , after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected 
in the figures for Montana shown here.) Because Montana received 0.24% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in December 
1994, CDP assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $7.5 million- in FY 2000. 

6 The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition 
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55 % in FY 2000 compared 
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would 
be cut by 8.8% . Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at' its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined 
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1 .1 billion nationwide. Because Montana received 0.55% of all U.S. CACFP spending 
in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $6.0 million. 

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job 
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children's Defense Fund.) Because Montana 
received 0.27% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it will absorb about the same share 
of that nationwide cut- or $9 .1 million. 

8 Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 biJlion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996 
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated Montana's FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data 
to determine that Montana's share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 0 .19 % , and then applying that percentage 
to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. 

9 7,650 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8 % ) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch 
in Montana in FY 1994 (86,741). 

10 HHS calculated 1,170 by dividing Montana's funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure figure of 
$ 1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4). 

11 The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Montana in 1993 (22,463). The 
number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by llllS based on AFDC quality control data for Montana. 

12 33,f,()() children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 14%. 

13 Children made ineligible immediately: llllS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000: 
CDF multiplied the 2 ,208 children who received SSI in Montana in December 1994 by 39%. 



Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995; does not include last-minute amendments (see footnotes) 

IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN NEBRASKA 

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill1 to shred the safety net that protects 
America's neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill, 
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 
served. 

IMPACT ON NEBRASKA'S ECONOMY 

The following projections show some of the funds Nebraska could lose in fiscal year 2000 under the 
House bill , compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children' s Defense Fund: 

• $3.1 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.3 

• $5.0 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds)." 
• $12.7 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.5 

• $17.6 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.6 

• $15.0 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.7 

• $14.6 million (13%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.8 

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Nebraska will lose $205 million under the bill. 

IMPACT ON NEBRASKA's CHILDREN 

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and 
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially 
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through 
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another 
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding 
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Nebraska would be affected in FY 2000 if 
stares choose 10 cur costs solely by reducing cu"enr program enrollments by the same percentage that federal 
funding is cut for that program or block grant. 

♦ 17,950 children would lose federally-subsidized school luoches9 

♦ 3,080 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see 
notes).10 

♦ 4 ,600 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005, 
20,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain 
types of children.)11 For the roughly 61 ,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 
decline by about 13 % - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs. 12 

♦ In 1996, 562 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS. 
(In FY 2000, based on the state's pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 1,500 
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)13 

The bill's actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on Nebraska' s future 
economic, demographic, and social trends. Under current law, federal funding levels respond flexibly to such 
changes in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond. 



1 H.R. 4 , the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. Some numbers 
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bill. 

2 The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the 
next five years, compared with current law. The Administration's estimate is $69 billion. 

3 The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming 
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by 
$510 million nationwide. Because Nebraska received 0 .60% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDP projected that 
Nebraska would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000. 

4 Source: lllIS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and F.ducational Opportunities 
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law, 
according to IDIS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over 
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.) 

5 Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3 .2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according 
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify 
for additional food stamps , causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food 
stamp increases , resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO's estimate of the 
nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected 
in the figures for Nebraska shown here.) Because Nebraska received 0 .40% of all U .S. SSI spending for children in December 
1994, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $12.7 million- in FY 2000. 

6 The bill places the majority (87 .5 % ) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition 
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared 
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5 % of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would 
be cut by 8.8 % . Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at i ts present percentage share of both block grants, the combined 
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50% , or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because Nebraska received 1.60% of all U.S. CACFP 
spending in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $17.6 million. 

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) , Emergency Assistance, and the Job 
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children's Defense Fund.) Because 
Nebraska received 0.45% of all U .S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDP projected that it will absorb about the same 
share of that nationwide cut- or $15.0 million. 

8 Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with cu.rrent law, according 
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U .S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996 
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated Nebraska's FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data 
to determine that Nebraska's share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 0 .26%, and then applying that percentage 
to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. 

9 17,950 represents the percentage cut in funding (8 . 8 % ) multiplied by the number of children actually receivi.ng school lunch 
in Nebraska in FY 1994 (203,762) . 

10 HHS calculated 3,080 by dividing Nebraska's funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure figure 
of $1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4). 

11 The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Nebraska in 1993 (32,700). The 
number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by lllIS based on AFDC quality control data for Nebraska. 

12 61,100 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 13%. 

13 Children made ineligible immediately: lllIS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000: 
CDF multiplied the 3 ,892 children who received SSI in Nebraska in December 1994 by 39%. 



Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995; dOC8 not include last-minute amendments (sec footnotes) 

IMPACT OF HOUSE"BILL ON CHILDREN IN NEVADA 

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill1 to shred the safety net that protects 
America's neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill, 
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion, 2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 
served. 

IMPACT ON NEVADA'S ECONOMY 

The following projections show some of the funds Nevada could lose in fiscal year 2000 under the 
House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children's Defense Fund: 

• $2.0 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.3 

• $1. 9 million (24 % ) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds). 4 

• $8.5 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.5 

• $2.5 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.6 

• $6.9 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.7 

• $21.1 million (18%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.8 

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Nevada will lose $187 million under the bill. 

IMPACT ON NEVADA'S cmLDREN 

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and 
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially 
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through 
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another 
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding 
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Nevada would be affected in FY 2000 if 
stares choose to cut costs solely by reducing cu"ent program enrollments by the same percentage that federal 
funding is cut for that program or block grant. 

♦ 8,200 children would lose federally-subsidired school lunches9 

♦ 1,170 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see 
notes).10 

♦ 3,450 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005, 
14,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain 
types of children.)11 For the roughly 55,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 
decline by about 18 % - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs. 12 

♦ In 1996, 187 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS. 
(In FY 2000, based on the state's pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 950 
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)13 

The bill's actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on Nevada's future 
economic, demographic, and social trends. For example, the state's school enrollment and child population 
are projected to grow faster than the national average. Under current law, federal funding levels respond 



flexibly to such changes in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond. 



1 H.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. Some numbers 
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bill. 

2 The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the 
next five years, compared with current law. The Administration's estimate is $69 billion. 

3 The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming 
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8. 8 % , then funds for school lunches will decline by 
$510 million nationwide. Because Nevada received 0.40% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDP projected that 
Nevada would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000. 

4 Source: lillS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and Educational Opportunities 
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current Jaw, 
according to lillS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over 
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.) 

5 Compared with current Jaw, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according 
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify 
fo r additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food 
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO's estimate of the 
nationwide cut to $2. 7 billion, or 33 % , after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected 
in the figures for Nevada shown here.) Becau.se Nevada received 0.27% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in December 
1994, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $8.5 million- in FY 2000. 

6 The bill places the majority (87 .5 % ) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition 
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared 
with current Jaw, CBO projects. The other 12.5 % of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would 
he cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at 'its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined 
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because Nevada received 0.22% of all U.S. CACFP spending 
in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $2.5 million. 

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job 
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children's Defense Fund.) Because Nevada 
received 0.21 % of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it will absorb about the same share 
of that nationwide cut- or $6.9 million. 

8 Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5. 64 billion, or 18 % , in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) . USDA shows state data only for FY 1996 
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated Nevada's FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data to 
determine that Nevada's share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 0.37%, and then applying that percentage to 
the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. 

9 8 ,200 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch 
in Nevada in FY 1994 (93,192). 

10 1-illS calculated 1,170 by dividing Nevada's funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure figure of 
$1 ,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4). 

11 The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Nevada in 1993 (24,501). The 
number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for Nevada. 

12 54,651 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 18%. 

13 Children made ineligible immediately: lillS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000: 
CDF multiplied the 2,491 children who received SSI in Nevada in December 1994 by 39%. 



Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995; does not include last-minute amendments (see footnotes) 

IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN NEW HAMPSHIRE 

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill' to shred the safety net that protects 
America's neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill, 
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 
served. · 

lMPACT ON NEW HAMPSHIRE'S ECONOMY 

The following projections show some of the funds New Hampshire could lose in fiscal year 2000 under 
the House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children's Defense Fund: 

• $1.3 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.3 

• $2.1 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).4 

• $5.1 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.5 

• $2.2 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.6 

• $7.7 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.7 

• $11.8 million (18%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.8 

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates New Hampshire will lose $103 million under the bill. 

IMPACT ON NEW HAMPSlllRE's CHILDREN · 

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and 
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially 
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through 
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another 
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding 
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in New Hampshire would be affected in FY 
2000 if states choose to cut costs solely by reducing current program enrollments by the same percentage that 
federal funding is cut for that program or block grant. 

♦ 7 ,750 children would lose federally-subsidized school lunches9 

♦ 1,300 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see 
notes).10 

♦ 2,650 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005, 
11 ,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain 
types of children.)11 For the roughly 29,000 children receiving food st.amps, average benefits would 
decline by about 18% - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs.12 

♦ In 1996, 79 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS. (In 
FY 2000, based on the state's pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 600 in the 
number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)13 

The bill' s actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on New Hampshire' s 
future economic, demographic, and social trends. Under current law, federal funding levels respond flexibly 
to such changes in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond. 



1 H.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. Some numbers 
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bill. 

2 The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the 
next five years, compared with current law. The Administration's estimate is $69 billion. 

3 The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming 
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by 
$510 million nationwide. Because New Hampshire received 0.25% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDP 
projected that New Hampshire would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000. 

4 Source: HHS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the F.conomic and Educational Opportunities 
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law, 
according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over 
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.) 

5 Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according 
to CBO prelim.inary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify 
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food 
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO's estimate of the 
nationwide cut to $2. 7 billion, or 33 % , after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected 
in the figures for New Hampshire shown here.) Because New Hampshire received 0. 16% of all U.S. SSI spending for children 
in December 1994, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $5 .1 million- in FY 2000. 

6 The bill places the majority (87 .5 % ) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition 
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared 
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would 
be cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP arits present percentage share of both block grants, the combined 
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50% , or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because New Hampshire received 0.20% of all U.S. CACFP 
spending in FY 1993, CDP assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $2.2 million. 

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job 
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14% , in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children's Defense Fund.) Because New 
Hampshire received 0.23% of all U .S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDP projected that it will absorb about the 

same share of that nationwide cut- or $7.7 million. 

8 Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996 
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated New Hampshire's FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA 
data to determine that New Hampshire's share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 0 .21 % , and then applying 
that percentage to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. 

9 7,750 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch 
in New Hampshire in FY 1994 (87,971). 

10 HHS calculated 1,300 by dividing New Hampshire's funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure 
figure of $1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4) . 

11 The year 2000 figure = 14 % multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in New Hampshire in 1993 
(18,755). The number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for New 
Hampshire. 

12 29,209 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 18%. 

13 Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000: 
CDF multiplied the 1,566 children who received SSI in New Hampshire in December 1994 by 39%. 



Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995; docs not include last-minute amendments (see footnotes) 

IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN NEW JERSEY 

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill1 to shred the safety net that protects 
America's neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill, 
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 
served. 

IMPACT ON NEW JERSEY'S ECONOMY 

The following projections show some of the funds New Jersey could lose in fiscal year 2000 under 
the House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children's Defense Fund: 

• $10.6 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.3 

• $10.5 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds)." 
• $72.4 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.5 

• $18.5 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head St.art.6 

• $88.8 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.7 

• $124.8 million (18%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.8 

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates New Jersey will lose $1.53 billion under the bill. 

IMPACT ON NEW JERSEY's CIDLDREN 

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and 
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially 
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through 
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another 
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding 
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in New Jersey would be affected in FY 2000 
if states choose to cur costs solely by reducing current program enrollments by the same percentage that federal 
funding is cut for that program or block grant. 

♦ 44,600 children would lose federally-subsidii.ed school lunches9 

♦ 6,480 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see 
notes).10 

♦ 33,350 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005, 
155,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain 
types of children.)11 For the roughly 268,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 
decline by about 18 % - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs. 12 

♦ In 1996, 3,173 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS. 
(In FY 2000, based on the state's pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 7,900 
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)13 

The bill' s actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on New Jersey' s future 
economic, demographic, and social trends. For example, the state' s school enrollment and child population 
are projected to grow faster than the national average. Under current law, federal funding levels respond 



1 H.R. 4 , the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U .S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. Some numbers 
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bill . 

2 The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the 
nt!xt five years, compared with current law. The Administration's estimate is $69 billion. 

3 The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming 
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by 
$510 million nationwide. Because New Jersey received 2 .07% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDP projected 
that New Jersey would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000. 

~ Source: HHS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the E.conomic and Educational Opportunities 
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law, 
according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over 
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19% . The figures here do not reflect that change.) 

5 Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3 .2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according 
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify 
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food 
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO's estimate of the 
nationwide cut to $2. 7 billion, or 33 % , after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected 
in the figures for New Jersey shown here.) Because New Jersey received 2 .27% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in 
December 1994, CDP assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $72.4 million- in FY 2000. 

6 The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition 
hlock grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared 
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5 % of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would 
be cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at Its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined 
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50% , or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because New Jersey received 1.68% of all U .S. CACFP 
spending in FY 1993, CDP assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $18.5 million. 

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job 
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children's Defense Fund.) Because New 
Jersey received 2.69% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDP projected that it will absorb about the same 
share of that nationwide cut- or $88.8 million. 

8 Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
In estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U .S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996 
anu FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDP estimated New Jersey's FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data 
lo determine that New Jersey's share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 2.21 %, and then applying that 
pc:: rcentage to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. 

0 44,600 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8 % ) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch 
in New Jersey in FY 1994 (506,656). 

'
0 HHS calculated 6 ,480 by dividing New Jersey's funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure figure 

of $1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child ca.re funds (see note 4). 

11 The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in New Jersey in 1993 (238,277). 
The number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for New Jersey. 

12 267,689 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 18%. 

13 Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000: 
CDF multiplied the 20,222 children who received SSI in New Jersey in December 1994 by 39%. 



Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995; does not include last-minute amendments (see footnotes) 

IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN NEW MEXICO 

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill' to shred the safety net that protects 
America's neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill, 
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 
served. 

IMPACT ON NEW MEXICO'S ECONOMY 

The following projections show some of the funds New Mexico could lose in fiscal year 2000 under 
the House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children's Defense Fund: 

• $4.7 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.3 

• $5.3 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).4 

• $21.0 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.5 

• $20.6 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.6 

• $20.9 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.7 

• $45.3 million (17%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.8 

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates New Mexico will lose $508 million under the bill. 

IMPACT ON NEW MEXICO's CHILDREN 

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and 
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially 
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through 
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another 
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding 
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in New Mexico would be affected in FY 2000 
if states choose to cur costs solely by reducing current program enrollments by the same percentage that federal 
funding is cut for that program or block grant. 

♦ 15,300 children would lose federally-subsidired school lunches9 

♦ 3,270 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see 
notes). 10 

♦ 8,650 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005, 
30,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain 
types of children.)11 For the roughly 132,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 
decline by about 17 % - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs. 12 

♦ In 1996, 845 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS. 
(In FY 2000, based on the state's pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 2,400 
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)13 

The bill 's actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on New Mexico's future 
economic, demographic, and social trends. For example, the state's school enrollment and child population 
are projected to grow faster than the national average. Under current law, federal funding levels respond 



flexibly to such changes in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond. 



1 H.R. 4 , the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. Some numbers 
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bill. 

2 The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the 
next five years, compared with current law. The Administration's estimate is $69 billion. 

3 The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming 
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by 
$510 million nationwide. Because New Mexico received 0 .92% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDF projected 
that New Mexico would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000. 

4 Source: HHS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the F.conomic and Educational Opportunities 
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law, 
according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over 
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.) 

5 Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according 
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify 
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food 
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO's estimate of the 
nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected 
in the figures for New Mexico shown here.) Because New Mexico received 0 .66% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in 
December 1994, CDP assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $21 .0 million- in FY 2000. 

6 The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition 
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared 
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5 % of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would 
be cut by 8.8 % . Assuming states continue to fund CACFP af its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined 
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because New Mexico received 1.87% of all U.S. CACFP 
spending in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $20.6 million. 

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job 
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children's Defense Fund.) Because New 
Mexico received 0 .63% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it will absorb about the same 
share of that nationwide cut- or $20.9 million. 

8 Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18 %, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data onJy for FY 1996 
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated New Mexico's FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA 
data to determine that New Mexico' s share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 0.80%, and then applying that 
percentage to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. 

9 15,300 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch 
in New Mexico in FY 1994 (173,965). 

10 HHS calculated 3,270 by dividing New Mexico's funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure figure 
of $1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4). 

11 The year 2000 figure= 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in New Mexico in 1993 (61,785). 
The number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by lfl-lS based on AFDC quality control data for New Mexico. 

12 131 , 698 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 17 % . 

13 Children made ineligible immediately: lfl-lS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000: 
CDF multiplied the 6 ,125 children who received SSI in New Mexico in December 1994 by 39%. 



Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995; does not include last-minute amendments (see footnotes) 

IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN NEW YORK 

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill1 to shred the safety net that protects 
America's neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill, 
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 
served. 

IMPACT ON NEW YORK'S ECONOMY 

The following projections show some of the funds New York could lose in fiscal year 2000 under the 
House bill , compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children's Defense Fund: 

• $37.8 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.' 
• $37.0 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).4 

• $271.7 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.5 

• $62.1 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.6 

• $412.3 million (14%) would be lost in AFOC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.7 

• $698.9 million (28%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.• 

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates New York will lose $8.52 billion under the bill . 

IMPACT ON NEW YORK's CWLDREN 

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and 
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially 
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through 
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another 
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding 
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in New York would be affected in FY 2000 if 
states choose to cuJ costs solely /Jy reducing cu"ent program enrollments by the same percentage that federal 
funding is cut for that program or block grant. 

♦ 143,050 children would lose federally-subsidized school lunches9 

♦ 22,830 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare 
(see notes). 10 

♦ 109,500 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005, 
477,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain 
types of children.)11 For the roughly 965,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 
decline by about 28% - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs. 12 

♦ In 1996, 16,592 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS. 
(In FY 2000, based on the state' s pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 29,450 
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)13 

The bill's actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on New York' s future 
economic, demographic, and social trends. Under current law, federal funding levels respond flexibly to such 
changes in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond. 



1 H.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. Some numbers 
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bill. 

2 The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the 
next five years, compared with current law. The Administration's estimate is $69 billion. 

3 The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming 
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by 
$510 million nationwide. Because New York received 7.41 % of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDP projected 
that New York would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000. 

J Source: llllS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the F.conomic and Educational Opportunities 
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law, 
according to ID-IS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over 
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.) 

5 Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39% , nationwide in FY 2000, according 
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify 
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food 
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO's estimate of the 
nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected 
in the figures for New York shown here.) Because New York received 8.52% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in 
December 1994, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut-or $271 .7 million- in FY 2000. 

6 The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition 
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared 
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would 
be cut by 8.8 % . Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined 
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because New York received 5.65% of all U.S. CACFP 
spending in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $62. l million. 

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job 
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14% , in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children's Defense Fund.) Because New 
York received 12.49% of all U.S . funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it will absorb about the same 
share of that nationwide cut- or $412.3 million. 

8 Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18% , in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996 
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated New York's FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data 
to determine that New York's share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 12.39% , and then applying that 
percentage to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. 

9 143,050 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch 
in New York in FY 1994 (1,625,538). 

10 HHS calculated 22,830 by dividing New York's funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure figure 
of $1 ,621 per child. lbese figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4). 

11 The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in New York in 1993 (782,094). 
The number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by llllS based on AFDC quality control data for New York. 

12 964,858 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 28%. 

13 Children made ineligible immediately: llllS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000: 
CDF multiplied the 75,481 children who received SSI in New York in December 1994 by 39%. 



Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995; does not include last-minute amendments (see footnotes) 

IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN NORTH CAROLINA 

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill1 to shred the safety net that protects 
America' s neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness . The bill, 
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 
served. 

IMPACT ON NORTH CAROLINA'S ECONOMY 

The following projections show some of the funds North Carolina could lose in fiscal year 2000 under 
the House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children' s Defense Fund: 

• $14.9 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.3 

• $27.7 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds) .4 

• $88.0 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.5 

• $27. 7 million (50 % ) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start. 6 

• $67.8 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.
7 

• $84.5 million (13%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.8 

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates North Carolina will lose $1.2 billion under the bill. 

IMPACT ON NORTH CAROLINA's CHILDREN 

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and 
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially 
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through 
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another 
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding 
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in North Carolina would be affected in FY 2000 
if states choose to cut costs solely '/Jy reducing current program enrollments by the same percentage that federal 
funding is cut for that program or block grant. 

♦ 66,050 children would lose federally-subsidized school luoches9 

♦ 17,090 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare 
(see notes). 10 

♦ 31 ,300 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005, 
138,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain 
types of children.)11 For the roughly 324,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 
decline by about 13 % - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs. 12 

♦ In 1996, 6,548 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS. 
(In FY 2000, based on the state's pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduct.ion of 10,250 
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)13 

The bill' s actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on North Carolina' s future 
economic, demographic, and social trends. For example, the state's school enrollment. and child population 
are projected to grow faster than the national average. Under current law, federal funding levels respond 



' J-1.R. 4 , the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. Some numbers 
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bill . 

2 The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spendi.ng nationwide by $68 billion over the 
nc>xt five years, compared with current law. The Administration's estimate is $69 billion. 

3 The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming 
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by 
$510 million nationwide. Because North Carolina received 2.92% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDF projected 
that North Carolina would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000. 

4 Source: HHS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the &onomic and Educational Opportunities 
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law, 
according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over 
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.) 

5 Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according 
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify 
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food 
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO's estimate of the 
nc1tionwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected 
in the figures for North Carolina shown here.) -Because North Carolina received 2. 76% of all U.S. SSI spending for children 
in December 1994, CDF ~sumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $88.0 million- in FY 
2000. 

6 The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition 
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared 
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5 % of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would 
he cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined 
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because North Carolina received 2.52% of all U.S. CACFP 
spending in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $27. 7 million. 

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job 
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children's Defense Fund.) Because North 
Carolina received 2.05% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it will absorb about the same 
share of that nationwide cut- or $67.8 million. 

8 Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996 
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated North Carolina's FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA 
lfata to determine that North Carolina's share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 1.50%, and then applying that 
percentage to the $5.64 billion nat.ionwide figure for FY 2000. 

C) 66,050 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch 
in North Carolina in FY 1994 (750,500). 

10 HHS calculated 17,090 by dividing North Carolina's funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure 
figure of $1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4). 

11 The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in North Carolina in 1993 
(223,434). The number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on state AFDC quality control data. 

12 323 ,552 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 13%. 

13 Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000: 
CDF multiplied the 26,259 children who received SSl in North Carolina in December 1994 by 39%. 



Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995; does not include last-minute amendments (see footnotes) 

IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN NORTH DAKOTA 

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill1 to shred the safety net that protects 
America's neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill, 
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 
served. 

IMPACT ON NORTH DAKOTA'S ECONOMY 

The following projections show some of the funds North Dakota could lose in fiscal year 2000 under 
the House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children's Defense Fund: 

• $1.4 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.3 

• $1.5 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).4 

• $3.5 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.5 

• $9.0 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.6 

• $5.5 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.7 

• $6.5 million (13%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.8 

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates North Dakota will lose $85 million under the bill. 

IMPACT ON NORTH DAKOTA's CHILDREN · 

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and 
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially 
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through 
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another 
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding 
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in North Dakota would be affected in FY 2000 
if states choose to cut costs solely lJy reducing cu"ent program enrollments by the same percentage that federal 
funding is cut for that program or block grant. 

♦ 7,850 children would lose federally-subsidized school lunches9 

♦ 930 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see 
notes). 10 

♦ 1,700 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005, 
7,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain 
types of children.)11 For the roughly 24,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 
decline by about 13% - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs.12 

♦ In 1996, 109 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS. 
(In FY 2000, based on the state's pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 450 
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)13 

The bill's actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on North Dakota's future 
economic, demographic, and social trends. Under current law, federal funding levels respond flexibly to such 
changes in state needs. Under block grants , funding levels would not respond. 



1 H .R. 4 , the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. Some numbers 
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bill. 

2 The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the 
nc:xt five years, compared with current law. The Administration's estimate is $69 billion. 

3 The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming 
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by 
$510 million nationwide. Because North Dakota received 0 .27% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDF projected 
that North Dakota would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000. 

4 Source: HHS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and .Educational Opportunities 
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law, 
according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over 
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.) 

5 Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according 
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify 
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food 
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO's estimate of the 
nationwide cut to $2. 7 billion, or 33 % , after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected 
in the figures for North Dakota shown here.) Because North Dakota received 0 .11 % of all U.S. SSI spending for children 
in December 1994, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut-or $3.5 million- in FY 2000. 

6 The bill places the majority (87 .5 % ) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition 
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared 
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would 
be cut by 8. 8 % . Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined 
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50% , or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because North Dakota received 0 .82% of all U.S. CACFP 
spending in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $9.0 million. 

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job 
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children's Defense Fund.) Because North 
Dakota received 0.17% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it will absorb about the same 
share of that nationwide cut- or $5.5 million. 

8 Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5 .64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996 
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated North Dakota's FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA 
Jata to determine that North Dakota's share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 0 .12%, and then applying that 
percentage to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. 

9 7,850 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch 

in North Dakota in FY 1994 (88,975). 

10 HHS calculated 930 by dividing North Dakota's funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure figure 
of $1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4). 

11 The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in North Dakota in 1993 (11,970). 
The number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for North Dakota. 

12 23 ,694 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 13%. 

13 Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000: 
CDF multiplied the 1,214 children who received SSI in North Dakota in December 1994 by 39%. 



Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995; does not include last-minute amendments (see footnotes) 

IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN OHIO 

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill' to shred the safety net that protects 
America' s neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill, 
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 
served. 

IMPACT ON OHIO'S ECONOMY 

The following projections show some of the funds Ohio could lose in fiscal year 2000 under the House 
bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and Human 
Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children's Defense Fund: 

• $17.6 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.3 

• $28.9 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds) .4 

• $169.3 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.5 

• $37.0 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.6 

• $157.4 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.7 

• $256.2 million (17%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.8 

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Ohio will lose $2.3 billion under the bill. 

IMPACT ON OHIO's CHILDREN 

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and 
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially 
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through 
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another 
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding 
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Ohio would be affected in FY 2000 if states 
choose to cut costs solely by reducing current program enrollments by the same percentage that federal funding 
is cut for that program or block grant. 

♦ 85 ,600 children would lose federally-subsidized school lunches9 

♦ 17,830 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare 
(see notes). 10 

♦ 66,250 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005, 
276,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain 
types of children.)11 For the roughly 611 ,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 
decline by about 17% - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs.12 

♦ In 1996, 6,842 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS. 
(In FY 2000, based on the state's pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 18,550 
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)13 

The bill' s actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on Ohio's future economic, 
demographic, and social trends. Under current Jaw, federal funding levels respond flexibly to such changes 
in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond. 



1 I I.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. Some numbers 
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bill. 

2 The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the 
na t five years, compared with current law. The Administration's estimate is $69 billion. 

3 The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming 
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by 
$510 million nationwide. Because Ohio received 3.46% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDF projected that Ohio 
would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000. 

• Source: HHS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the :Economic and Educational Opportunities 
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law, 
according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over 
th<! next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.) 

s Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3 .2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according 
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify 
fo r additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food 
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO's estimate of the 
nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected 
in the figures for Ohio shown here.) Because Ohio received 5 .31 % of all U.S. SSI spending for children in December 1994, 
CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $169.3 million- in FY 2000. 

6 The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition 
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared 
with current law, CBO projects . The other 12.5% ofCACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would 
be cut by 8.8% . Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined 
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1. 1 billion nationwide. Because Ohio received 3.36% of all U.S. CACFP spending 
in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $37.0 million. 

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job 
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14% , in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children's Defense Fund.) Because Ohio 
rt:edved 4.77% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it will absorb about the same share 
of that nationwide cut- or $157.4 million. 

8 Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996 
anJ FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated Ohio's FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data to 
u<!lermine that Ohio's share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 4.54%, and then applying that percentage to the 
$5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. 

9 85,600 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch 
in Ohio in FY 1994 (972,666). 

10 HHS calculated 17,830 by dividing Ohio's funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure figure of 
$1 ,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4). 

11 The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Ohio in 1993 (473,064). The 
number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for Ohio. 

12 611, 1 l 2 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 17 % . 

n Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000: 
CDF multiplied the 47,(,()5 children who received SSI in Ohio in December 1994 by 39%. 



Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995; does not include last-minute amendments (see footnotes) 

IMPACT OF HOUSE B1LL ON CHILDREN IN OKLAHOMA 

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill1 to shred the safety net that protects 
America's neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill, 
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 
served. 

IMPACT ON OKLAHOMA'S ECONOMY 

The following projections show some of the funds Oklahoma could lose in fiscal year 2000 under the 
House bill , compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children's Defense Fund: 

• $7.4 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.3 

• $11. 3 million (24 % ) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds) .• 
• $37.4 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.5 

• $16.9 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.6 

• $38.3 million (14%) would be lost in AFOC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.7 

• $58.1 million (14%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.8 

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Oklahoma will lose $533 million under the bill. 

IMPACT ON OKLAHOMA's CIDLDREN 

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and 
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially 
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through 
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another 
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding 
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Oklahoma would be affected in FY 2000 if 
stares choose to cut costs solely by reducing current program enrollments by the same percentage that federal 
funding is cut for that program or block grant. 

♦ 32,200 children would lose federally-subsidized school lunches9 

♦ 6,970 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see 
notes). 10 

♦ 13,200 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005, 
57,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain 
types of children.)11 For the roughly 180,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 
decline by about 14% - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs.12 

♦ In 1996, 1,056 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS. 
(In FY 2000, based on the state's pro-rated share of funding cuts , CDF projects a reduction of 4,250 
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)13 

The bill's actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on Oklahoma's future 
economic, demographic, and social trends. Under current law, federal funding levels respond flexibly to such 
changes in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond. 



1 I l.R. 4 , the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, I 995. Some numbers 

in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bill. 

2 The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the 
nc:xt five years, compared with current law. The Administration's estimate is $69 billion. 

3 The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming 
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by 
$510 million nationwide. Because Oklahoma received 1.45% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDF projected 
that Oklahoma would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000. 

4 Source: IIlIS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the F.conomic and Educational Opportunities 
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law, 
according to IIlIS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over 
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.) 

~ Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according 
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify 
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food 
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO's estimate of the 
nationwide cut to $2. 7 billion, or 33 % , after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected 
in the figures for Oklahoma shown here.) Because Oklahoma received 1.17% of all U .S. SSI spending for children in 
December 1994, CDP assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $37.4 million- in FY 2000. 

6 The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition 
hlock grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared 
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% ofCACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would 
ht: cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined 
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because Oklahoma received 1.54% of all U.S. CACFP 
spending in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $16.9 million. 

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job 
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14% , in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children's Defense Fund.) Because 
Oklahoma received 1.16% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it will absorb about the 

same share of that nationwide cut- or $38.3 million. 

8 Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996 
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated Oklahoma' s FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data 
to determine that Oklahoma's share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years l 997-2000 is 1.03 % , and then applying that percentage 
to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. 

9 32,200 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch 
in Oklahoma in FY 1994 (365,797). 

10 HHS calculated 6,970 by dividing Oklahoma's funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure figure 
of $ 1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4) . 

11 The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in OlcJahoma in 1993 (94,346). 
The number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for Oklahoma. 

12 179,726 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 14%. 

13 Children made ineligible immediately: IIlIS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000: 
CDF multiplied the 10,845 children who received SSI in Oklahoma in December 1994 by 39%. 



Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995; does not include last-minute amendments (see footnotes) 

IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN OREGON 

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill1 to shred the safety net that protects 
America's neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill, 
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 
served. 

IMPACT ON OREGON'S ECONOMY 

The following projections show some of the funds Oregon could lose in fiscal year 2000 under the 
House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services {HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children's Defense Fund: 

• $5.2 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.3 

• $8.8 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).• 
• $21.1 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.5 

• $16.1 million (50 % ) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start. 6 

• $35.3 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work:" programs.7 

• $81.7 million (25%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.8 

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Oregon will lose $661 million under the bill. 

IMPACT ON OREGON's CIBLDREN 

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and 
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially 
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick: up more costs through 
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another 
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding 
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Oregon would be affected in FY 2000 if 
states choose to cut costs solely by reducing current program enrollments by the same percentage that federal 
funding is cut for that program or block: grant. 

♦ 21 ,650 children would lose federally-subsidized school lunches9 

♦ 5,430 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see 
notes). 10 

♦ 10,900 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005, 
48,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain 
types of children.)11 For the roughly 137,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 
decline by about 25 % - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs. 12 

♦ In 1996, 601 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS. 
(In FY 2000, based on the state's pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 2 ,500 
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)13 

The bill's actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on Oregon's future 
economic, demographic, and social trends. For example, the state's school enrollment and child population 
are projected to grow faster than the national average. Under current law, federal funding levels respond 



flexibly to such changes in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond. 



1 11.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. Some numbers 
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bill. 

2 The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the 
next five years, compared with current law. The Administration's estimate is $69 billion. 

3 The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming 
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8 % , then funds for school lunches will decline by 
$510 million nationwide. Because Oregon received 1.02% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDP projected that 
Oregon would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000. 

4 Source: HHS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and Educational Opportunities 
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24% , compared with current law, 
according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over 
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.) 

~ Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according 
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify 
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food 
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO's estimate of the 
nationwide cut to $2. 7 billion, or 33 % , after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected 
in the figures for Oregon shown here.) Because Oregon received 0.66% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in December 
1994, CDP assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $21 .1 million- in FY 2000. 

6 The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition 
hlock grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared 
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5 % of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would 
be cut by 8.8% . Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at lts present percentage share of both block grants, the combined 
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because Oregon received 1.47% of all U.S. CACFP spending 
in FY 1993, CDP assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $16.1 million. 

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job 
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children's Defense Fund.) Because Oregon 
received 1.07% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDP projected that it will absorb about the same share 
of that nationwide cut- or $35.3 million. 

8 Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996 
anti FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDP estimated Oregon's FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data to 
tlc:termine that Oregon's share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 1.45%, and then applying that percentage to 
the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. 

Q 21,650 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8 % ) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch 
in Oregon in FY 1994 (246,201). 

10 HHS calculated 5,430 by dividing Oregon's funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure figure of 
$ I , 621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4). 

11 The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of ch.ildren who received AFDC in Oregon in 1993 (77,749). The 
number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for Oregon. 

12 137,388 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 25% . 

u Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000: 
CDF multiplied the 6,436 children who received SSI in Oregon in December 1994 by 39% . 



Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995; does not include last-minute amendments (see footnotes) 

IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN PENNSYLVANIA 

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill1 to shred the safety net that protects 
America's neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill, 
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 
served. 

IMPACT ON PENNSYLVANIA'S ECONOMY 

The following projections show some of the funds Pennsylvania could lose in fiscal year 2000 under 
the House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children's Defense Fund: 

• $17.1 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.3 

• $24.2 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).4 

• $149.0 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.5 

• $28.5 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.6 

• $131.9 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.' 
• $239.4 million (17%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for fammes with children.8 

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Pennsylvania will lose $2.07 billion under the bill . 

IMPACT ON PENNSYLVANIA's CHILDREN 

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and 
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially 
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through 
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another 
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding 
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Pennsylvania would be affected in FY 2000 
if states choose to cur costs solely by reducing cu"ent program enrollments by the same percentage that federal 
funding is cut for that program or block grant. 

♦ 85,850 children would lose federally-subsidized school lunches9 

♦ 14,930 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare 
(see notes). 10 

♦ 57,100 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005, 
293,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain 
types of children.)11 For the roughly 556,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 
decline by about 17% - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs. 12 

♦ In 1996, 7,849 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS. 
(In FY 2000, based on the state's pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 15,600 
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)13 

The bill's actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on Pennsylvania's future 
economic, demographic, and social trends. Under current law, federal funding levels respond flexibly to such 
changes in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond. 



1 11.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. Some numbers 
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bill. 

2 The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the 
next five years, compared with current law. The Administration's estimate is $69 billion. 

3 The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8 % in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming 
that states will choose to cut aU programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by 
$510 milUon nationwide. Because Pennsylvania received 3.36% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDF projected 
that Pennsylvania would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000. 

4 Source: HHS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and E.ducational Opportunities 
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24% , compared with current law, 
according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over 
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.) 

5 Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according 
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the famiUes would qualify 
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food 
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO's estimate of the 
nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected 
in the figures for Pennsylvania shown here.) Because Pennsylvania received 4.67% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in 
December 1994, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut-or $149.0 million- in FY 2000. 

6 The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition 
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WlC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared 
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would 
be cut by 8.8 % . Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined 
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because Pennsylvania received 2.59% of all U.S. CACFP 
spending in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $28.5 million. 

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job 
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children's Defense Fund.) Because 
Pennsylvania received 4.00% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it will absorb about the 
same share of that nationwide cut- or $131.9 million. 

8 Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996 
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated Pennsylvania's FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA 
data to determine that Pennsylvania's share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 4.24%, and then applying that 
percentage to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. 

9 85,850 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch 
in Pennsylvania in FY 1994 (975,334). 

10 HHS calculated 14,930 by dividing Pennsylvania's funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure figure 
of $1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4). 

11 The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Pennsylvania in 1993 (407,979). 
The number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for Pennsylvania. 

12 556,377 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 17%. 

13 Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000: 
CDP multiplied the 39,955 children who received SSI in Pennsylvania in December 1994 by 39%. 



Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995; does not include last-minute amendments (see footnotes) 

IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN RHODE ISLAND 

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill1 to shred the safety net that protects 
America's neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill, 
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 
served. 

IMPACT ON RHODE ISLAND'S ECONOMY 

The following projections show some of the funds Rhode Island could lose in fiscal year 2000 under 
the House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children's Defense Fund: 

• $1.3 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.3 

• $2.7 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).4 

• $10.4 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.5 

• $2.5 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.6 

• $17.6 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.7 

• $27.9 million (27%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.8 

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Rhode Island will lose $294 million under the bill. 

IMPACT ON RHODE ISLAND's CHILDREN 

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and 
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially 
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through 
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another 
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding 
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Rhode Island would be affected in FY 2000 
if states choose to cut costs solely by reducing current program enrollments by the same percentage that federal 
funding is cut for that program or block grant. 

♦ 5,100 children would lose federally-subsidized school lunches9 

♦ 1,670 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see 
notes).10 

♦ 5,650 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005, 
27,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain 
types of children.)" For the roughly 49,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 
decline by about 27% - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs. 12 

♦ In 1996, 366 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS. 
(In FY 2000, based on the state's pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 950 
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)13 

The bill's actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on Rhode Island's future 
economic, demographic, and social trends. Under current law, federal funding levels respond flexibly to such 
changes in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond. 



1 11.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. Some numbers 
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bill. 

2 The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the biU will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the 
next five years, compared with current law. The Administration's estimate is $69 billion. 

3 The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8 % in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming 
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8 .8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by 
$5 IO million nationwide. Because Rhode Island received 0.26% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDF projected 
that Rhode Island would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000. 

4 Source: HHS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the F.conomic and Educational Opportunities 
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law, 
according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over 
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.) 

5 Compared with current Jaw, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according 
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify 
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food 
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO's estimate of the 
nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected 
in the figures for Rhode Island shown here.) Because Rhode Island received 0.32% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in 
December 1994, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $10.4 million- in FY 2000. 

6 The bill places the majority (87 .5 % ) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition 
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared 
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% ofCACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would 
be cut by 8. 8 % . Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined 
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because Rhode Island received 0.23% of all U.S. CACFP 
spending in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $2.5 million. 

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job 
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children's Defe.nse Fund.) Because Rhode 
Island received 0.53% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it will absorb about the same 
share of that nationwide cut- or $17.6 million. 

8 Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996 
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated Rhode Island's FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA 
data to determine that Rhode Island's share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 0.50%, and then applying that 

percentage to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. 

9 5,100 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch 

in Rhode Island in FY 1994 (57,773). 

10 HHS calculated 1,670 by dividing Rhode Island' s funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure figure 
of $1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4). 

11 The year 2000 figure= 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Rhode Island in 1993 (40,458). 
The number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for Rhode Island. 

12 49,045 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 27%. 

13 Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000: 
CDF multiplied the 2,474 children who received SSI in Rhode Island in December 1994 by 39%. 



Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995; does not include last-minute amendments (see footnotes) 

IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN SOUTH CAROLINA 

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill1 to shred the safety net that protects 
America's neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill, 
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 
served. 

IMPACT ON SOUTH CAROLINA'S ECONOMY 

The following projections show some of the funds South Carolina could lose in fiscal year 2000 under 
the House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children's Defense Fund: 

• $10.0 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.3 

• $7.9 million (24%) would be lost in child c.are subsidies (not counting restored funds)." 
• $55.5 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.5 

• $11.8 million (50%) would be lost in rood subsidies ror children in child c.are and Head Start.6 

• $21.8 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.7 

• $49 .1 million (12 % ) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children. 8 

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates South Carolina will lose $522 million under the bill . 

IMPACT ON SOUTH CAROLINA's CIDLDREN 

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and 
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially 
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making loweincome families pick up more costs through 
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another 
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding 
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in South Carolina would be affected in FY 2000 
if states clwose to cur costs solely by reducing current program enrollments by the same percentage that federal 
funding is cut for that program or block grant. 

♦ 39,650 children would lose federally-subsidiz.ed school lunches9 

♦ 4,870 children would lose federal child c.are subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see 
notes).10 

♦ 14,800 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005, 
60,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain 
types of children.)11 For the roughly 214,000 children receiving rood stamps, average benefits would 
decline by about 12 % - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs. 12 

♦ In 1996, 2,295 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS. 
(In FY 2000, based on the state's pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 6,400 
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)13 

The bill's actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on South Carolina' s future 
economic, demographic, and social trends. Under current law, federal funding levels respond flexibly to such 
changes in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond. 



1 H.R. 4 , the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. Some numbers 
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bill. 

2 The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the 
nl.!xt five years, compared with current law. The Administration's estimate is $69 billion. 

3 The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming 
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by 
$510 million nationwide. Because South Carolina received 1.97% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDF projected 
that South Carolina would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000. 

4 Source: HHS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and Educational Opportunities 
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law, 
according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over 
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000. to about 19% . The figures here do not reflect that change.) 

5 Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3 .2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according 
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify 
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food 
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO's estimate of the 
nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected 
in the figures for South Carolina shown here.) Because South Carolina received 1.74% of all U.S. SSI spending for children 
in December 1994, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $55.5 million- in FY 
2000. 

6 The bill places the majority (87 .5 % ) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition 
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared 
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would 
be cut by 8. 8 % . Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined 
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because South Carolina received 1.07% of all U.S. CACFP 
spending in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $11.8 million. 

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) , Emergency Assistance, and the Job 
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children' s Defense Fund.) Because South 
Carolina received 0 .66% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it will absorb about the same 
share of that nationwide cut- or $21.8 million. 

8 Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996 
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated South Carolina's FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA 
data to determine that South Carolina's share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 0 .87%, and then applying that 
r ~rcentage to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. 

9 39,650 = the cut in funding (8.8%) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch in South Carolina 
in FY 1994 (450,845). 

10 HHS calculated 4,870 by dividing South Carolina's funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure 
figure of $1 ,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4) . 

11 The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in South Carolina in 1993 
(105 ,722). The number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on state AFDC quality control data. 

12 2 13,828 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 12%. 

13 Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000: 
CDF multiplied the 16,369 children who received SSI in South Carolina in December 1994 by 39%. 



Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995; does not include last-minute amendments (see footnotes) 

IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN SOUTH DAKOTA 

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill1 to shred the safety net that protects 
America's neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill, 
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 

served. 

IMPACT ON SOUTH DAKOTA'S ECONOMY 

The following projections show some of the funds South Dakota could lose in fiscal year 2000 under 
the House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children's Defense Fund: 

• $1.8 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.3 

• $1.5 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).• 
• $8.0 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.

5 

• $4.9 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.6 

• $4.5 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.7 

• $7.1 million (12%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.8 

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates South Dakota will lose $92 million under the bill. 

IMPACT ON SOUfH DAKOTA's CHILDREN · 

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and 
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially 
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through 
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another 
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding 
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in South Dakota would be affected in FY 2000 
if states choose to cut costs solely 'fJy reducing cu"ent program enrollments by the same percentage that federal 
funding is cut for that program or block grant. 

♦ 9,350 children would lose federally-subsidized school lunches9 

♦ 930 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see 
notes). 10 

♦ 2,000 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005, 
9,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain 
types of children.)11 For the roughly 32,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 
decline by about 12 % - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs.12 

♦ In 1996, 396 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS. 
(In FY 2000, based on the state's pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 950 
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)13 

The bill 's actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on South Dakota's future 
economic, demographic, and social trends. Under current law, federal funding levels respond flexibly to such 
changes in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond. 



1 H.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. Some numbers 
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bill. 

2 The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the 
next five years, compared with current law. The Administration's estimate is $69 bilJion. 

3 The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming 
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by 
$510 million nationwide. Because.South Dakota received 0.36% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDF projected 
that South Dakota would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000. 

4 Source: HHS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the :Economic and Educational Opportunities 
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24% , compared with current law, 
according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over 
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.) 

5 Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according 
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify 
for additionaJ food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food 
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO's estimate of the 
nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected 
in the figures for South Dakota shown here.) Because South Dakota received 0.25% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in 
December 1994, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $8.0 million- in FY 2000. 

6 The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition 
block grant; apart from a speciaJ set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared 
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would 
be cut by 8.8 % . Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at tts present percentage share of both block grants, the combined 
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because South Dakota received 0 .44% of all U.S. CACFP 
spending in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $4.9 million. 

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job 
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (CaJculations by the Children' s Defense Fund.) Because South 
Dakota received 0.14% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it will absorb about the same 
share of that nationwide cut- or $4.5 million. 

8 Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996 
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated South Dakota's FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA 
data to determine that South Dakota's share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 0.13%, and then applying that 
percentage to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. 

9 9,350 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch 
in South Dakota in FY 1994 (106,393). 

10 J-Il-lS calculated 930 by dividing South Dakota's funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure figure 
of $1 ,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4). 

11 The year 2000 figure= 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in South Dakota in 1993 (14,214). 
The number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for South Dakota. 

12 31,562 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 12%. 

13 Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000: 
CDF multiplied the 2,497 children who received SSI in South Dakota in December 1994 by 39%. 



Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995; does not include last-minute amendments (see footnotes) 

IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN TENNESSEE 

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill1 to shred the safety net that protects 
America's neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill, 
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 
served. 

IMPACT ON TENNESSEE'S ECONOMY 

The following projections show some of the funds Tennessee could lose in fiscal year 2000 under the 
House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children's Defense Fund: 

• $11.6 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.3 

• $16.8 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds)." 
• $77.0 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.5 

• $16.2 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care ahd Head St.art.6 

• $44.1 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.7 

• $127. 6 million (15 % ) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children. 8 

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Tennessee will lose $927 million under the bill. 

IMPACT ON TENNESSEE's CIDLDREN 

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and 
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially 
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through 
co-payments and fees . Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another 
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding 
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Tennessee would be affected in FY 2000 if 
stales choose to cUJ costs solely by reducing current program enrollments by the same percentage that federal 
funding is cut for that program or block grant. 

♦ 52,200 children would lose federally-subsidized school lunches9 

♦ 10,360 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare 
(see notes). 10 

♦ 30,350 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005, 
115,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain 
types of children.)11 For the roughly 364,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 
decline by about 15 % - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs. 12 

♦ In 1996, 2,736 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS. 
(In FY 2000, based on the state's pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 8,600 
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)13 

The bill's actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on Tennessee's future 
economic, demographic, and social trends. Under current law, federal funding levels respond flexibly to such 
changes in state needs. Under block grants , funding levels would not respond. 



1 H.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. Some numbers 
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bill. 

2 The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the 
next five years, compared with current law. The Administration's estimate is $69 billion. 

3 The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming 
that stat.es will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by 
$510 million nationwide. Because Tennessee received 2.27% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDF projected 
that Tennessee would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000. 

4 Source: llliS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and Educational Opportunities 
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law, 
according to llliS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over 
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19% . The figures here do not reflect that change.) 

5 Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39% , nationwide in FY 2000, according 
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify 
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food 
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO's estimate of the 
nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected 
in the figures for Tennessee shown here.) Because Tennessee received 2.41 % of all U.S. SSI spending for children in 
December 1994, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut-or $TI.0 million- in FY 2000. 

6 The bill places the majority (87 .5 % ) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition 
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared 
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would 
be cut by 8.8 % . Assuming stat.es continue to fund CACFP afits present percentage share of both block grants, the combined 
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because Tennessee received 1.47% of all U.S. CACFP 
spending in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $16.2 million. 

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job 
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children's Defense Fund.) Because 
Tennessee received 1.34% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it will absorb about the 
same share of that nationwide cut- or $44.1 million. 

8 Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996 
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated Tennessee's FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data 
to determine that Tennessee's share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 2 .26% , and then applying that percentage 
to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. 

9 52,200 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch 
in Tennessee in FY 1994 (593 ,090). 

10 HHS calculated 10,360 by dividing Tennessee's funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure figure 
of $1 ,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4). 

11 The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Tennessee in 1993 (216,844) . 
The number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by IDIS based on AFDC quality control data for Tennessee. 

12 364,193 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 15%. 

13 Children made ineligible immediately: IDIS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000: 
CDF multiplied the 21,988 children who received SSI in Tennessee in December 1994 by 39%. 



Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995; does not include last-minute amendments (see foot.notes) 

IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN TEXAS 

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill' to shred the safety net that protects 
America's neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill, 
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion, 2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 
served . 

IMPACT ON TEXAS'S ECONOMY 

The following projections show some of the funds Texas could lose in fiscal year 2000 under the 
House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children's Defense Fund: 

• $49.6 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies .3 

• $44.4 million (24 %) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).4 

• $179.3 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.5 

• $85.5 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.6 

• $101.5 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.7 

• $612.3 million (20%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.8 

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Texas will lose $5.2 billion under the bill. 

IMPACT ON TEXAS's CHILDREN 

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and 
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially 
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through 
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another 
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding 
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Texas would be affected in FY 2000 if sraJes 
choose ro cur costs solely by reducing cu"ent program enrollments by the same percentage that federal funding 
is cut for that program or block grant. 

♦ 188,000 children would lose federally-subsidized school lunches9 

♦ 27,390 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare 
(see notes).10 

♦ 76,350 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005, 
297,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain 
types of children.) 11 For the roughly 1.4 million children receiving food stamps, average benefits 
would decline by about 20% - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs.12 

♦ In 1996, 8,374 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS. 
(In FY 2000, based on the state's pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 20,650 
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)13 

The bill's actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on Texas' s future 
economic, demographic, and social trends. For example, the state's school enrollment and child population 
are projected to grow faster than the national average. Under current law, federal funding levels respond 



flexibly to such changes in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond. 



1 I I.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. Some numbers 
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bill. 

2 The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the 
next five years, compared with current law. The Administration's estimate is $69 billion. 

3 The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming 
that states wiJI choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by 
$510 million nationwide. Because Texas received 9.73% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDF projected that 
T cxas would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000. 

4 Source: lllIS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and Educational Opportunities 
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law, 
according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over 
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.) 

5 Compared with current Jaw, SSI spending would decline by about $3 .2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according 
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify 
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food 
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO's estimate of the 
nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected 
in the figures for Texas shown here.) Because Texas received 5.62% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in December 1994, 
CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $179.3 million- in FY 2000. 

6 The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition 
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared 
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would 
he cut by 8.8 % . Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at 'its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined 
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, o r $1.1 billion nationwide. Because Texas received 7.77% of all U.S. CACFP spending 
in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $85.5 million. 

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job 
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28 , 1995. (Calculations by the Children's Defense Fund.) Because Texas 
received 3.08% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it will absorb about the same share 
of that nationwide cut- or $101.5 million. 

8 Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996 
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated Texas's FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data to 
udermine that Texas's share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 10.86%, and then applying that percentage to 
the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. 

9 188,000 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8 % ) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch 
in Texas in FY 1994 (2,136,447) . 

10 HHS calculated 27,390 by dividing Texas's funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure figure of 
$1 ,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4). 

11 The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Texas in 1993 (545,516). The 
number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for Texas. 

12 1,421,597 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 20%. 

13 Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March I 7, I 995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000: 
CDF multiplied the 52,966 children who received SSI in Texas in December 1994 by 39%. 



Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995; does not include last-minute amendments (see footnotes) 

IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN UTAH 

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill1 to shred the safety net that protects 
America's neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill, 
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 

served . 

IMPACT ON UTAH'S ECONOMY 

The following projections show some of the funds Utah could lose in fiscal year 2000 under the House 
bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and Human 
Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children's Defense Fund: 

• $4.5 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.3 

• $6.8 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).4 
• $14.0 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children. 5 

• $20.3 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.6 

• $15.4 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.7 

• $22.7 million (16%) would be lost in food stam~, mostly for families with children.8 

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Utah will lose $276 million under the bill. 

IMPACT ON UTAH's CHILDREN 

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and 
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially 
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through 
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another 
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding 
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Utah would be affected in FY 2000 if states 
choose to cut costs solely by reducing cu"ent program enrollments by the same percentage that federal funding 
is cut for that program or block grant. 

♦ 21,700 children would lose federally-subsidized school lunches9 

♦ 4,190 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see 

notes).10 

♦ 4 ,850 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005, 
19,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain 
types of children.)u For the roughly 74,000 children receiving food stam~, average benefits would 
decline by about 16% - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs.12 

♦ In 1996, 672 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS. 
(In FY 2000, based on the state's pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 1,650 
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)n 

The bill's actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on Utah's future economic, 
demographic, and social trends. For example, the Census Bureau projects the state's population will grow 
faster than the national average. Under current law, federal funding levels respond flexibly to such changes 



in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond. 



1 H.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. Some numbers 
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the biJI. 

2 The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the 
next five years, compared·with current law. The Administration's estimate is $69 billion. 

3 The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8 % in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming 
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by 
$510 million nationwide. Because Utah received 0.88% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDF projected that Utah 
would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000. 

4 Source: HHS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and Educational Opportunities 
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law, 
according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over 
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.) 

5 Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according 
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify 
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food 
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO's estimate of the 
nationwide cut to $2. 7 billion, or 33 % , after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected 
in the figures for Utah shown here.) Because Utah received 0 .44% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in December 1994, 
CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $14.0 million- in FY 2000. 

6 The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition 
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared 
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would 
be cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP allts present percentage share of both block grants, the combined 
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50% , or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because Utah received 1.84% of all U.S. CACFP spending 
in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $20.3 million. 

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job 
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children's Defense Fund.) Because Utah 
received 0.47% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it will absorb about the same share 
of that nationwide cut- or $15.4 million. 

8 Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996 
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated Utah's FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data to 
determine that Utah's share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 0.40%, and then applying that percentage to the 
$5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. 

9 21,700 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8 % ) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch 
in Utah in FY 1994 (246,321). 

10 HHS calculated 4,190 by dividing Utah's funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure figure of 
$1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4). 

11 The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Utah in 1993 (34,804) . The 
number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for Utah. 

12 74,253 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 16%. 

13 Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000: 
CDF multiplied the 4,292 children who received SSI in Utah in December 1994 by 39%. 



Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995; does not include last-minute amendments (see footnotes) 

IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN VERMONT 

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill1 to shred the safety net that protects 
America's neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill, 
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 
served. 

IMPACT ON VERMONT'S ECONOMY 

The following projections show some of the funds Vermont could lose in fiscal year 2000 under the 
House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children's Defense Fund: 

• $0.8 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.3 

• $1.6 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds)." 
• $5.1 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.5 

• $3.5 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.6 

• $10.0 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.7 

• $8.7 million (16%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.8 

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Vermont will lose $91 million under the bill. 

IMPACT ON VERMONT's CHILDREN 

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and 
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially 
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through 
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another 
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding 
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Vermont would be affected in FY 2000 if 
states choose to cur costs solely l,y reducing current program enrollments by the same percentage that federal 
funding is cut for that program or block grant. 

♦ 4,100 children would lose federally-subsidized school lunches9 

♦ 990 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see 
notes). 10 

♦ 2,450 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. {In addition, by FY 2005, 
11 ,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain 
types of children.)11 For the roughly 25,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 
decline by about 16% - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs.12 

♦ In 1996, 55 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS. (In 
FY 2000, based on the state's pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 500 in the 
number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)13 

The bill's actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on Vermont's future 
economic, demographic, and social trends. Under current law, federal funding levels respond flexibly to such 
changes in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond. 



1 !LR. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. Some numbers 
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earli_er versions of the bill. 

2 The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the 
next five years, compared with current law. The Administration's estimate is $69 billion. 

3 The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming 
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by 
$510 million nationwide. Because Vermont received 0.16% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDF projected that 
Vermont would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000. 

4 Source: HHS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and E.ducational Opportunities 
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law, 
according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over 
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.) 

5 Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according 
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify 
fo r additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food 
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO's estimate of the 
nationwide cut to $2. 7 billion, or 33 % , after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected 
in the figures for Vermont shown here.) Because Vermont received O .16 % of all U.S. SSI spending for children in December 
1994, CDP assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $5 .1 million- in FY 2000. 

6 The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition 
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared 
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5 % of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would 
be cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined 
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because Vermont received 0 .32% of all U.S. CACFP spending 
in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $3.5 million. 

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job 
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children's Defense Fund.) Because Vermont 
received 0 .30% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it will absorb about the same share 
of that nationwide cut- or $10.0 million. 

8 Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) . USDA shows state data only for FY 1996 
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated Vermont's FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data 
to determine that Vermont's share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 0. 15%, and then applying that percentage 
to the $5. 64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. 

9 4,100 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch 
in Vermont in FY 1994 (46,343) . 

10 HHS calculated 990 by dividing Vermont's funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure figure of 
$1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4). 

11 The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Vermont in 1993 (17,529). The 
number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for Vermont. 

12 25,386 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 16%. 

•~ Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000: 
CDF multiplied the 1,344 children who received SSI in Vermont in December 1994 by 39% . 



Preuminary analysis, March 27, 1995; does not include last-minute amendments (see footnotes) 

IMPACT OF HOUSE 'BILL ON CHILDREN IN VIRGINlA 

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill1 to shred the safety net that protects 
America's neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill, 
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 
served. 

IMPACT ON VIRGINIA'S ECONOMY 

The following projections show some of the funds Virginia could lose in fiscal year 2000 under the 
House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children's Defense Fund: 

• $10.0 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.3 

• $11.3 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds)." 
• $66.5 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.5 

• $16.5 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start. 6 

• $32.3 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.7 

• $100.0 million (16%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.8 

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Virginia will lose $920 million under the bill. 

IMPACT ON VIRGINIA's CHILDREN 

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and 
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially 
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through 
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another 
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding 
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Virginia would be affected in FY 2000 if 
states choose to cut costs solely by reducing current program enrollments by the same percentage that federal 
funding is cut for that program or block grant. 

♦ 51,350 children would lose federally-subsidized school lunches9 

♦ 6,970 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see 
notes).10 

♦ 18,700 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005, 
78,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain 
types of children.)n For the roughly 261,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 
decline by about 16% - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs.12 

♦ In 1996, 4,753 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS. 
(In FY 2000, based on the state's pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 7,750 
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)13 

The bill's actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on Virginia's future 
economic, demographic, and social trends. For example, the state's school enrollment and child population 
are projected to grow faster than the national average. Under current law, federal funding levels respond 



1 11.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. Some numbers 
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bill. 

1 The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the 
next five years, compared with current Jaw. The Administration's estimate is $69 billion. 

3 The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming 
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by 
$510 million nationwide. Because Virginia received 1.96% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDP projected that 
Virginia would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000. 

~ Source: lilIS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and Educational Opportunities 
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current Jaw, 
according to lilIS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over 
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.) 

5 Compared with current Jaw, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according 
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify 
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food 
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO's estimate of the 
nationwide cut to $2. 7 billion, or 33 % , after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected 
in the figures for Virginia shown here.) Because Virginia received 2.08% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in December 
1994, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $66.5 million- in FY 2000. 

6 The bill places the majority (87 .5 % ) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition 
hlock grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared 
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would 
be cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP af its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined 
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because Virginia received 1.50% of all U.S. CACFP spending 
in FY 1993, CDP assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $16.5 million. 

7 The bill would cut funds. for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job 
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children's Defense Fund.) Because Virginia 
ret:eived 0.98% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it will absorb about the same share 
of that nationwide cut- or $32.3 million. 

8 Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
10 estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996 
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDP estimated Virginia's FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data 
to determine that Virginia's share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 1.77%, and then applying that percentage 
to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. 

9 51,350 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8 % ) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch 
in Virginia in FY 1994 (583,697). 

10 HHS calculated 6,970 by dividing Virginia's funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure figure of 
$1 ,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4). 

11 The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Virginia in 1993 (133,435). The 
number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by lilIS based on AFDC quality control data for Virginia. 

12 261,125 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 16% . 

13 Children made ineligible immediately: lilIS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000: 
CDF multiplied the 19,899 children who received SSI in Virginia in December 1994 by 39%. 



Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995; docs not include last-minute amendments (see footnotes) 

IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHlLDREN IN WASHINGTON 

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill' to shred the safety net that protects 
America's neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill, 
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 
served. 

IMPACT ON WASHINGTON'S ECONOMY 

The following projections show some of the funds Washington could lose in fiscal year 2000 under 
the House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children's Defense Fund: 

• $8.0 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.3 

• $16.4 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds)." 
• $40.6 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.5 

• $27.3 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.6 

• $88.6 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.7 

• $134.8 million (26%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children. 8 

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Washington will lose $1.3 billion under the bill. 

IMPACT ON WASHINGTON's CHILDREN 

States· could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and 
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially 
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through 
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another 
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding 
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Washington would be affected in FY 2000 
if states clwose to cur costs solely by reducing cu"enr program enrollments by the same percentage that federal 
funding is cut for that program or block grant. 

♦ 36,800 children would lose federally-subsidized school lunches9 

♦ 10,120 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare 
(see notes). 10 

♦ 25,900 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005, 
117,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain 
types of children.)11 For the roughly 230,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 
decline by about 26% - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs.12 

♦ In 1996, 1,859 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS. 
(In FY 2000, based on the state's pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 4,400 
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)13 

The bill's actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on Washington's future 
economic, demographic, and social trends. For example, the state's school enrollment and child population 
are projected to grow faster than the national average. Under current law, federal funding levels respond 



flexibly to such changes in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond. 



1 1-1 .R. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act , approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. Some numbers 
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bill. 

2 The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the 
next five years, compared with current law. The Administration's estimate is $69 billion. 

3 The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8 % in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming 
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by 
$510 million nationwide. Because Washington received 1.58% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDP proje.cted 
that Washington would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000 . 

.i Source: HHS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and Educational Opportunities 
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law, 
according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over 
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not refle.ct that change.) 

~ Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according 
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify 
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food 
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO's estimate of the 
nationwide cut to $2. 7 billion, or 33 % , after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected 
in the figures for Washington shown here.) Because Washington received 1.27% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in 
December 1994, CDP assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $40. 6 million- in FY 2000. 

6 The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition 
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55 % in FY 2000 compared 
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5 % of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would 
be cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at 1ts present percentage share of both block grants, the combined 
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because Washington received 2.48% of all U.S. CACFP 
spending in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $27.3 million. 

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job 
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current Jaw, according 
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children's Defense Fund.) Because 
Washington received 2.68% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it will absorb about the 
same share of that nationwide cut- or $88.6 million. 

8 Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996 
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated Washington's FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data 
to determine that Washington's share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 2.39%, and the.a applying that 
percentage to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. 

9 36,800 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch 
in Washington in FY 1994 (418,243) . 

10 HHS calculated 10,120 by dividing Washington's funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure figure 
of $1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4). 

11 The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Washington in 1993 (184,918). 
The number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for Washington. 

12 229,855 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 26% . 

13 Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affe.cted by funding cuts in FY 2000: 
CDF multiplied the 11,254 children who received SSI in Washington in December 1994 by 39%. 



Preliminary analysis, M.an:h 27, 1995; does not include last-minute amendments (see footnotes) 

IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHJLDREN IN WEST VIRGINIA 

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill1 to shred the safety net that protects 
America's neediest children from hunger. malnutrition. abuse. neglect, disease. and homelessness. The bill, 
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion.2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards. and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 
served. 

IMPACT ON WEST VIRGINIA'S ECONOMY 

The following projections show some of the funds West Virginia could lose in fiscal year 2000 under 
the House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children's Defense Fund: 

• $4.1 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.3 

• $4.5 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).4 

• $28.8 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled cbildren.5 

• $6.0 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.6 

• $23.9 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.7 

• $38.2 million (11 %) would be lost in food stamps. mostly for families with children. 8 

Over five years (FY 1996-2000). HHS estimates West Virginia will lose $373 million under the bill. 

IMPACT ON WEST VIRGINIA's CHILDREN · 

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and 
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially 
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through 
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another 
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding 
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in West Virginia would be affected in FY 2000 
if states choose to cut costs solely by reducing cu"ent program enrollments by the same percentage that federal 
funding is cut for that program or block grant. 

♦ 17 ,550 children would lose federally-subsidized school lunches9 

♦ 2,780 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see 
notes).10 

♦ 10,350 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition. by FY 2005, 
49,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain 
types of children.)11 For the roughly 208,000 children receiving food stamps. average benefits would 
decline by about 11 % - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs.12 

♦ In 1996, 1,439 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS. 
(In FY 2000. based on the state's pro-rated share of funding cuts. CDF projects a reduction of 3,200 
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)13 

The bill's actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on West Virginia's future 
economic, demographic, and social trends. Under current law, federal funding levels respond flexibly to such 
changes in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond. 



1 H.R. 4 , the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. Some numbers 
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bill. 

2 The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the 
next five years, compared with current law. The Administration's estimate is $69 billion. 

3 The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming 
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8. 8 % , then funds for school lunches will decline by 
$5 10 million nationwide. Because West Virginia received 0.80% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDF projected 
that West Virginia would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000. 

4 Source: HHS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and Educational Opportunities 
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24% , compared with current law, 
according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over 
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.) 

5 Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according 
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify 
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food 
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO's estimate of the 
nationwide cut to $2. 7 billion, or 33 % , after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected 
in the figures for West Virginia shown here.) Because West Virginia received 0 .90% of all U.S. SSI spending for children 
in December 1994, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $28.8 million- in FY 
2000. 

6 The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition 
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared 
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would 
be cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined 
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because West Virginia received 0 .54% of all U.S. CACFP 
spending in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $6.0 million. 

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job 
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28 , 1995. (Calculations by the Children's Defense Fund.) Because West 
Virginia received 0.73% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDP projected that it will absorb about the same 
share of that nationwide cut- or $23.9 million. 

8 Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5 .64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996 
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated West Virginia's FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA 
data to determine that West Virginia' s share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 0 .68 % , and then applying that 
percentage to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. 

9 17,550 represents the percentage cut in funding (8. 8 % ) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch 
in West Virginia in FY 1994 (199,502). 

10 1-ffiS calculated 2,780 by dividing West Virginia's funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure figure 
of $ 1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4). 

11 The ye.at 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in West Virginia in 1993 (73,964). 
The number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for West Virginia. 

12 207,751 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 11 % . 

13 Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000: 
CDF multiplied the 8,169 children who received SSI in West Virginia in December 1994 by 39%. 



Preliminary analysis, March 27, I 995; does not include last-minute amendments (see footnotes) 

IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN WISCONSIN 

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill1 to shred the safety net that protects 
America's neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill, 
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 
served. 

IMPACT ON WISCONSIN'S ECONOMY 

The following projections show some of the funds Wisconsin could lose in fiscal year 2000 under the 
House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children' s Defense Fund: 

• $6. 7 million (8. 8 % ) would be lost in school lunch subsidies. 3 

• $10.1 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).• 
• $85.7 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.5 

• $17.7 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.6 

• $72.1 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.7 

• $50.9 million (16%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children. 8 

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Wisconsin will lose $830 million under the bill. 

IMPACT ON WISCONSIN's CffiLDREN 

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and 
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially 
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through 
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another 
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding 
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Wisconsin would be affected in FY 2000 if 
states choose to cur costs solely by reducing cu"enr program enrollmenrs by the same percentage that federal 
funding is cut for that program or block grant. 

♦ 42,750 children would lose federally-subsidized school lunches9 

♦ 6,230 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see 
notes).10 

♦ 19,200 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005, 
96,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain 
types of children.)11 For the roughly 181,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 
decline by about 16% - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs.12 

♦ In 1996, 4,629 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS. 
(In FY 2000, based on the state's pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 8,250 
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)13 

The bill's actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on Wisconsin' s future 
economic, demographic, and social trends. Under current law, federal funding levels respond flexibly to such 
changes in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond. 



1 H.R. 4 , the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. Some numbers 

in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bill. 

2 The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the 
next five years, compared with current law. The Administration's estimate is $69 billion. 

3 The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming 
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by 
$510 million nationwide. Because Wisconsin received 1.31 % of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDF projected 
that Wisconsin would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000. 

4 Source: HHS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and Educational Opportunities 
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law, 
according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over 
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.) 

5 Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according 
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify 
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food 
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO's estimate of the 
nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected 
in the figures for Wisconsin shown here.) Because Wisconsin received 2.69% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in 
December 1994, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $85. 7 million- in FY 2000. 

6 The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition 
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared 
with current Jaw, CBO projects. The other 12.5 % of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would 
be cut by 8.8 % . Assuming states conti.nue to fund CACFP at its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined 
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because Wisconsin received 1.61 % of all U.S. CACFP 
spending in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $17. 7 million . 

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependen.t Children {AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job 
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14% , in FY 2000, compared with current Jaw, according 
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children's Defense Fund.) Because 
Wisconsin received 2.19% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it will absorb about the 

same share of that nationwide cut- or $72.1 million. 

8 Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY I 996 
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDP estimated Wisconsin's FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data 
to determine that Wisconsin's share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 0.90%, and then applying that percentage 

to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. 

9 42,750 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) multiplied by the number of c~ildren actually receiving school lunch 

in Wisconsin in FY 1994 (486,013). 

10 HHS calculated 6,230 by dividing Wisconsin's funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure figure 
of $1 ,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4). 

11 The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Wisconsin in 1993 (137,079). 
The number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for Wisconsin. 

12 181 ,409 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 16%. 

13 Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000: 
CDF multiplied the 21,103 children who received SSI in Wisconsin in December 1994 by 39%. 



Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995; does not include last-minute amendments (see footnotes) 

IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN WYOMING 

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill1 to shred the safety net that protects 
America's neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill, 
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 
served. 

IMPACT ON WYOMING'S ECONOMY 

The following projections show some of the funds Wyoming could lose in fiscal year 2000 under the 
House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children's Defense Fund: 

• $0.9 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.3 

• $1.4 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds)." 
• $3.5 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.5 

• $3.3 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.6 

• $5.2 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.7 

• $5.0 million (13%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.8 

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Wyoming will lose $67 million under the bill. 

IMPACT ON WYOMING's CHILDREN 

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and 
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially 
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through 
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another 
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding 
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Wyoming would be affected in FY 2000 if 
staJes choose to cut costs solely l,y reducing current program enrollments by the same percentage that federal 
funding is cut for that program or block grant. 

♦ 5,050 children would lose federally-subsidized school lunches9 

♦ 860 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see 
notes).10 

♦ 1,700 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005, 
6,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain 
types of children.)11 For the roughly 19,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 
decline by about 13% - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs.12 

♦ In 1996, 271 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS. 
(In FY 2000, based on the state's pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 400 
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)13 

The bill's actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on Wyoming's future 
economic, demographic, and social trends. For example, the Census Bureau projects the state's population 
wil1 grow faster than the national average. Under current law, federal funding levels respond flexibly to such 



, 
changes in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond. 



1 J I.R. 4 , the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. 'Some numbers 
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bill. 

2 The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the 
na t five years, compared with current law. The Administration's estimate is $69 billion. 

3 The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming 
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by 
$510 million nationwide. Because Wyoming received 0.18% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDF projected 
that Wyoming would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000. 

4 Source: lillS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and F.ducational Opportunities 
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law, 
according to llliS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over 
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.) 

5 Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according 
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify 
fo r additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food 
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO's estimate of the 
nationwide cut to $2. 7 billion, or 33 % , after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected 
in the figures for Wyoming shown here.) Because Wyoming received 0.11 % of all U.S. SSI spending for children in 
Dc:cember 1994, CDP assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $3.5 million- in FY 2000. 

6 The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition 
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2CXlO compared 
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% ofCACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would 
be cut by 8. 8 % . Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at ' its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined 
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because Wyoming received 0.30% of all U.S. CACFP 
spending in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $3.3 million. 

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job 
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children's Defense Fund.) Because 
Wyoming received 0 . 16% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it will absorb about the same 
share of that nationwide cut- or $5.2 million. 

8 Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996 
anJ FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated Wyoming's FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data 
to determine that Wyoming's share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 0.09%, and then applying that percentage 
to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. 

9 5,050 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch 
in Wyoming in FY 1994 (57,247). 

10 J-Il-IS calculated 860 by dividing Wyoming's funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure figure of 
$1 ,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4). 

11 The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Wyoming in 1993 (12,249). 
The number made in~ligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for Wyoming. 

11 18,512 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 13 % . 

D Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17 , 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2CXlO: 
CDF multiplied the 1,086 children who received SSI in Wyoming in December 1994 by 39%. 
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REPORT SAYS ONE-TIIlRD OF AMERICA'S CIIlLDREN 
IN DANGER 

CDF Calls Pennanent Destruction of Federal Safety Net For Children 
Nation Defining Moral, & Political. Choice 

Children's Defense Fund 

WASHINGTON, D.C. -- One in three children growing up today will fall into poverty, drop out of 

school, or be abused or neglected before reaching adulthood, according to a new report from the Children's 

Defense Fund. 

11 At a time when nearly 16 million children are poor, almost three million are abused and neglected, 

and 400,000 drop out of school, Congress should be strengthening rather than permanently shredding federal 

child protections and recklessly slashing child investments, 11 CDF President Marian Wright Edelman said. 

"There appears to be no moral line House leaders will not cross in their reckless rush to reinvent American 

social policy and values." 

According to CDF, the unfair, massive, $46 billion assault on child nutrition, child care, foster care 

and adoption services, and income assistance to poor and disabled children passed by the House of 

Representatives goes beyond just budget cuts. The group called the House's action a permanent dismantling 

of the guaranteed safety net for needy and disabled children regardless of the state in which they live. 

CDF's annual report, The Staie of America's Children Yearbook 1995, chronicles the conditions facing 

children on a range of indicators of child health and well-being. Among its startling conclusions: 

♦ Child poverty peaked last year at the highest level since 1964. Nearly 16 million children in 
America are poor -- one in every four. 

♦ The number of children reported abused or neglected in 1993 was almost three million -- triple 
the number in 1980. 

♦ In 1994, one in four homeless people was a child under the age of 18. 

-more-
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♦ 5,379 children and teens were killed by gunfire in 1992 -- one child every 98 minutes. 

♦ While 60% of mothers with children under age six are currently working, 35% of homes 
providing family child care were found in 1994 to be of such poor quality that they were likely 
to harm children's development. 

♦ A record level of 14.2 million children relied on food stamps to eat in 1993 -- up 51 % since 
1989. 

♦ More than 9.4 million children had no health insurance in 1993, an increase of more than 
800,000 from 1992. 

"These shameful numbers have small, individual faces and feelings and suffering," Edelman said. "It 
is unAmerican that millions more children will be left behind if the House leaders succeed in ripping apart 
federally guaranteed child protections. When the elderly were the most endangered group of Americans, we 
guaranteed that they would not go hungry or lack basic medical care. Now our children -- the poorest group 
of Americans -- are in danger and they need the same health, safety, and social security we provide to seniors." 

Edelman urged the Senate to resist "policymaking by slogan" and to reject proposals that make children 
poorer and cripple families ability to work. "When a disabled child is born into a poor or middle class family 
who want to keep him at home rather than place him in an institution, they should not be told their nation has 
taken away and will not ensure cash assistance to help them do that. When a recession or natural disaster hits 
and you find you have lost everything, you do not want your chance to get immediate relief to depend on the 
wealth and willingness of your local and state government to provide it. When a child is sick and poor and 
has no health insurance, immediate access to health care is crucial and ought to be available for every child 
wherever they live." 

CDF said that not a single proposal has come out of the House that gives families the tools to work -­
not a single new job for a parent, no additional child care for working families, and no new health coverage 
for children has been offered. 

Children Likely to Slip Through Holes in 50 Safety Nets 

According to CDF, the House leaders' efforts to replace child entitlements with block grants that give 
states lump sum payments will cause countless children across the country to be left behind. The end of 
children's entitlement status and move to block granting money for states means that if there are more children 
in need at times of recession or natural disaster, states will be forced to reduce benefits or reduce the number 
of children served by health care, feeding, or child care services. Under the House bill, states and localities 
would not even be required to continue their own inadequate levels of spending on children. 

"This shift from entitlement to block grants represents a fundamental, radical shift of America's 
commitment to children, " Edelman said. "Children in many places may be faced with a triple-whammy threat 
of simultaneous cuts in federal, state, and local budgets and will result in millions of children being denied 
crucial services." 

CDF said destroying guaranteed federal investments in children could have devastating 
consequences: 

-more-
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♦ When a child is being abused or neglected, she needs to be helped now -- not placed on a city 
or state waiting list. 

♦ When a child is hungry, he needs to be fed -- in Mississippi or in Massachusetts. He doesn't 
need to be told there is no money left for school lunches or summer meals because the federal 
government decided he was no longer entitled to food. 

♦ When a parent loses a job and has to go on welfare to keep the family from being put out on 
the street, the last thing they need to hear is we can't help you because there is no money left. 

"We have a promise to keep to all children that whether or not they will eat or go to bed hungry won't 
depend on whether they live in New York, or California, or Mississippi," said Edelman. "These are American 
children and their well-being and futures should not be determined by where they are born." 

Children Picked On While Powe,ful, Wealthy Interests Are Left Untouched 

Children in many states would feel the effect of the sweeping entitlement cuts quickly, as states would 
begin receiving fewer dollars in FY 1995 and 1996. Fewer dollars for child care assistance would mean that 
by the year 2000, the parents of at least 378,000 children could face not getting a job or losing one because 
they don ' t have safe day care for their children. More than two million children would lose school lunches 
and one million would lose child care lunches and snacks -- often the only nutritious meals children eat in a 
day. Among the most vulnerable, 1.3 million poor children would lose the cash assistance their families need 
to pay the rent and utilities. 

"We cannot allow these millions of children to get lost in the shuffle of politicians in Washington who 
talk only about block grants and state flexibility without talking about the harmful effect their decisions will 
have on millions of children and families," Edelman said. "While we do not oppose thoughtful change, 
indiscriminate and reckless change which undermines the bedrock of American values and justice is 
unacceptable. We oppose so-called welfare reform that puts children out on the streets and into the cold." 

CDF favors welfare reform that decreases child and family poverty, prevents dependency, and 
encourages work. In addition, the organization says block grants can be crafted that maintain child entitlements 
while increasing state flexibility, improving effective service delivery, and maintaining at least current levels 
of child investments. CDF opposes block grants that simply destroy child protections, slash child services, and 
give states carte blanche to reduce services to children. 

"We welcome a careful examination of what works and what doesn' t work, and believe such a review 
of social programs should include aid to rich farmers, wealthy individuals and corporations, and defense 
contractors," Edelman said. 

The Children's Defense Fund exists to be a strong and effective voice for the children of America who 
cannot vote, lobby, or speak for themselves. CDF pays particular attention to the needs of poor, minority, and 
disabled children. The organization 's goal is to educate the nation about the needs of children, and encourage 
preventive investment in children before they get sick, drop out of school , suffer family breakdown, or get into 
trouble. A private non-profit organization supported by foundations, corporate grants, and individual donations, 
CDF has never accepted government funds. 

-30-

Note: Final publication copies of The State of America's Children 1995 will be available late April and can 
be purchased for $14.95. Check should be sent to CDF, Attn: Publications, 25 E Street, NW, Washington, 
DC 20001. 
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There appe ars to be no moral line House leaders will not cross 
in their reckless rush to reinvent American social policy and 
values. 

Under t he guise of welfare reform, House Republican l e a d ers 
wou l d permanentl y tear up the 60-year old federal safety net f o r 
p oor, disabled, abused, and hungry children and replace i t with a 
p o licy o f national child neglect . If they succeed, millions more 
children will be l eft behind and be denied a Healthy Start, a Head 
Start, a Fair Start, and a Safe Start in order to pay for t ax 
breaks for rich corporations and individuals. 

Whether our nation will affirm caring and fairness or 
callousness and neglect for all American children is a nation 
defining political and moral choice. While we abhor the fact that 
67% of the $17 billion in budget rescissions House leaders have 
passed fall on children and that a massive $46 billion in budget 
cuts to finance tax breaks for the rich fall on children, these 
unfair assaults pale in comparison to the proposed permanent 
dismantlement of children's entitlement to AFDC if they are poor, 
school lunches and other nutritional programs if they are hungry; 
child care if their parents need to work and get off welfare; and 
assured foster care and adoption subsidies if they are abused or 
neglected. 

H. R.4, the Personal Responsibility Act passed by the House of 
Representatives , would destroy the national foundation o f 
guaranteed support for children and leave millions more children 
poo r , hungry, and unsafe. 

When a child is being abused or neglected, she needs to be helped 
now -- not placed on a city or state waiting list. 

When a child is hungry, he needs to be fed -- in Mississ ippi as 
well as Massachusetts -- now. He doesn't need to be told there is no 
money left for school lunches or summer meals because the Congress 
decided he was no longer entitled to food. 

When a parent loses a job and has to go on welfare to keep the 
family from being put out on the street, the last thing they want to 
hear is we can't help you because there is no money left . 

When a disabled child is born into a poor or middle class family 
who want to keep him at home rather than place him in an institution, 
they should not be told their nation has taken away and will not ensure 
cash assistance to help them do that. 

When a recession or natural disaster hits and you find you have 
lost everything, you do not want your chance to get immediate relief to 
depend on the wealth and willingness of your local and state government 
to provide it. You want it assured, regardless o f where you live. 
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When a child is sick and poor and has no health insurance, 
immediate access to health care is crucial and ought to be available for 
every child wherever they live. 

What is an entitlement? 

An entitlement is assured help an unbreakable promise the 
federal government makes to i ts poor and disabled children, its elderly, 
and its citizens wherever they live in times of need if they meet 
certain eligibility requirements. Entitlement programs ensure that 
eligible children in need can be served and that help is available when 
recessions and natural disasters hit. Proposed block grants to states 
would take away this assurance, and either tie the hands of states 
during recession or disasters or leave state and local taxpayers to pick 
up the tab. 

Programs Losing 
Entitlement Status 

Cash Assistance to Poor 
Families (AFDC) 

Assistance for Disabled 
Children (SSI) 

Foster Care and Adoption 
Assistance 

Child Care Assistance to 
Families Who Work or 
Receive Training 

School Lunch 

Food for Children in Head 
Start and Child Care 
(CACFP) 

Food Stamps for Fami lies 
with Children 

What is a Block Grant? 

Dollars Lost 
Over 5 Years 

$ 7 . 2 billion 

$10.9 billion 

$ 2.8 billion 

$ 2 . 5 billion 

$ 1. 6 billion 

$ 4.5 billion 

$16.0 billion 

Children Losing 
Benefits in 
the Year 200 0 

1.3 million 
(3 -5 million in 
later years ) 

348,000 

59,155 

378,000 

2.2 million 

1.0 millio n 

State option to 
eliminate en­
titlement status 

A block grant is a fixed amount of money that may or may not 
be sufficient in times of need. When states run out of money, help 
will simply not be available to eligible needy children as it is 
now. In fact, children face a potential triple whammy of budget 
cut s: block grants with $46 billion less in federal funding may be 
exac erbated by state and local budget cuts since there is no 
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requirement that states and localities maintain their current 
funding levels for children's services . When recessions and 
emergency arise, states will have to choose whether to deny tens of 
thousands of needy children help, drastically reduce their 
benefits, pay for increased needs out of their own declining 
revenue o r increase state and local taxes. Wait ing lists may 
replace immediate assistance. As Richard Nathan, a welfare expert 
and staff member in the Nixon White House, said recently in a New 
York Times interview: "If you have a recession, if you have rapid 
inflation, if you have the courts suddenly requiring more money be 
spent for foster care and groups home, then you're going to run out 
of money. And come April or May, someone's going to apply for 
welfare or child assistance, and what are you going to say, 'So rry, 
we're all out'?" 

Will These Block Grants Keep Pace with Future Needs? 

It is unlikely. History shows that block grants tend to 
shrink over time since Congressional interest in them wanes. From 
1982 to 1995, for e xample, the Community Services, Title XX Social 
Services, Preventive Health, and Chapter II Education block grants 
shrank 49%, 28% 7%, and 53%, respectively in inflation-adjusted 
dollars. 

Are the House Repu.Qlicans Really Cutting Benefits to Children or 
Just Future Rates of Growth in Entitlement Programs as They Claim? 

Millions of children will be denied needed benefits under the 
House Republicans' proposals. Even under the most optimistic 
assumptions, administrative savings achieved through block grants 
will be small . For example, the total administrative cost of 
providing cash assistance to poor families represents only about 10 
percent of all AFDC costs. Yet states would have received 32 
percent l ess AFDC money in 1995 than they received under current 
law if the proposed welfare block grant had been put in place in 
1990 according to the U. S. Department of health and Human Services. 
In this and every other area where the House Republicans propose t o 
eliminate entitlement s, states would be l eft with too little money 
to meet children's needs and eligibility o r benefit levels for 
children would have to be slashed. 

Can You Have Block Grants and More State Flexibility Without 
Destroying Bntitlements? 

Absolutely. One has little to do with the other . Through the 
waiver process, many states are a lready being given additiona l 
flexibility . We should monito r carefully whether these waivers 
result in more effective state services. Entitlements are not 
inherently inflex ible just as block grant s are not necessarily 
flexible. Entitlements can be structured to give states more 
flexibility in appropriate areas, and block grant funding can be 
burdened with many restrictions (as seen in the House Republican 
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plan's restrictions on benefits to teens and legal immigrants ) . 
Entitlements are simply a funding commitment to ensure that 
children get help when they need it . 

Is CDF Opposed to All Block Grants? 

No. Not if they are designed to help and not hurt children, 
to strengthen rather than destroy child protections, and to 
increase rather than decrease investments for children and the 
poor. The House Repub lican block grants would shred the federal 
safety net and put nothing in its place: no new jobs, no additional 
child care, no comparable or better food programs, and no 
guaranteed help for abused or neglected children . No attempt has 
been made to distinguish between programs that work and not work or 
to determine -- based on evidence - - whether states have shown they 
can do a better job than the federal government in specific areas. 
While many states will act responsibly, not all will at all times. 
In the past, some states have denied aid on the basis o f race or 
national origin. Others have denied aid in recent times to working 
poor families or two-parent families o r have erected huge barriers 
to child support enforcement services for children born out-of­
wedlock. 

Can All States Handle These Additional Responsibilities? 

There are grave concerns about some states' ability to handle 
the massive additional responsibility under the proposed new block 
grants. At a time when 20 states have been brought to court for 
severe shortcomings in their efforts to help abused and neglected 
children and when state child support enforcement agencies are able 
to collect payments for only one i n five of their current cases, 
block grants may be a recipe for disaster for countless children. 

Congress Should Pick on Someone Their OWn Size and Stop Picking on 
Children 

Shamefully, children have been singled out for a massive 
budget assault and unfair sacrifice. Not a single wealthy 
corporation or farmer or defense contractor has been threatened. 
Not a single entitlement for military or non-needy Americans has 
been dismantled or cut. Congress is picking on children who do not 
vote or lobby because they think they can a lthough federal 
entitlements for children and the poor constitute a very small 
portion of the federal budget. Worst, they are cutting children 
and the poor to fund tax breaks for the rich and to increase 
defense spending. It is a fundamental perversion o f American 
values of fairness and common sense. 

The Children's Defense Fund favors thoughtful change but will 
oppose thoughtless, indiscriminate, precipitous change that 
undermines the bedrock foundation of American values o f fairness. 
We favor welfare reform that prevents dependency and encourages 
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work. We reject welfare · reform that simply puts childr en and 
parents out in the street with no positive alternatives. We favor 
thoughtfully crafted block grants which maintain child 
entitlements, increase effective service delivery, and maintain at 
least current levels of child inves tments. We reject block grants 
that simply destroy child protections, slash child services, and 
give states c arte blanche to cut services for children. We welcome 
examination of what works and doesn't work in social programs. We 
oppose destruction of programs that do work. That is what the 
House "Contract with America" will do. 
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INTRODUCTION 

PROGRESS OR PERIL? COMMUNITY OR CHAOS? 
AMERICA'S UNFINISHED SYMPHONY 

FOR FREEDOM AND JUSTICE 

If we arc to teach real peace in this world and if we arc to arry on a real war against war, we 
shall have to begin with children; and if they will grow up in their natural innocence, we 
won't have to struggle; we won't have to pass fruitless, idle resolutions, but we shall go from 
love to love and peace to peace, until at last all the comers of the world arc covered with that 
peace and love for which, consciously or unconsciously, the whole world is hungering. 

MJJJ.t,u Mt,1-"""1 G,,,ulhi 
Nt1Pffllhw 19, 1931 

America, you mwt be born again! We have a task. and let us go out with a divine dis.satisfaction. 
Let us be dissatisfied until America will no longer have a high blood pressure of creeds and 
an anemia of deeds. Let us be dissatisfied until the tragic walls that separate the outer city of 
wealth and comfort and the inner city of poverty and despair shall be crushed by the battering 
rams of the forces of justice. Let us be dis.satisfied until those that live on the outskirts of hope 
arc brought into the metropolis of daily security. Let us be dis.satisfied until slums arc cast 

into the junk heaps of history, and every family is living in a decent sanitary home. Let us be 
dis.satisfied until the dark yesterdays of segregated schools will be transformed into bright 
tomorrows of equal, integrated education. Let us be dissatisfied until integration is not seen 
as a problem but as an opporrunity to participate in the beauty of diversity. Let us be 
dis.satisfied until men and women, however black they may be, will be judged on the basis of 
the content of their character and not on the basis of the color of their skin. Let us be 
dissatisfied. Let us be dis.satisfied until every state capitol houses a governor who will do justly, 
who will love mercy and who will walk humbly with his God. Let us be dissatisfied until from 
every city hall, justice will roll down lilcc waters and righteousness lilcc a mighty stream. Let 
us be dissatisfied until that day when the lion and the lamb shall lie down together, and every 
man will sit under his own vine and fig tree and none shall be afraid. Let us be dissatisfied. 
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And men will recognize that out of one blood God made all men to dwell upon the face of 
the earth. Let us be dissatisfied until that day when nobody will shout 'White Power!' -
when nobody will shout 'Black Power!' - but everybody will talk about God's power and 
human power. 

Mllmn JMtJ,n, JGne, Jr., 1968 
Where Do We Go Prom Here: Chaos or Community? 

W c hold these truths to be self-evident, that all Men are crcaa:d equal. that they are endowed 
by their Creator with certain Inalienable Rights, that among these are Life., Liberty and the 
Pursuit of Happiness. 

n, Jklll,wrion oflnMJlmlUnU 

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

sonance between promise and performance, between 
good politics and good policy, between America's 
racial creed and America's racial deed, between pre> 
fessed and practiced family values, between calls for 
community and rampant individualism and greed, 
and between our capacity to prevent and alleviate 
child deprivation and disease and our political will to 
do so in a world in which one in five people lives on 
less than a dollar a day and one in five children lives 
in poverty in the richest nation on earth, his question 
demands our answer with more urgency than ever. 

The overture of our nationhood was the Decla­
ration of Indcpcndcncc. Abraham Lincoln's Emanci­
pation Proclamation and the 13th, 14th, and 15th 
amendments completed the first movement of Amer­
ica's symphony of freedom and justice. Oiarlcs How­
ton, Thurgood Marshall, Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr., 
Rosa P'.lrks, Fannie Lou Hamer, and thowands of 
unsung White, Brown, and Black heroes and hen> 
incs, who rorc down the walls of legally sanctioned 
American apartheid, composed the second move­
ment. 

I believe our national symphony is awaiting its 
next movement - a movement that is mighty and 
positwe and trarufonning. A movement which returns 
us to our founding truths that "All men are created 
cqua.l," and "are endowed by their Crcaror with 
certain inalienable rights," and among them are "life, 
liberty and the pursuit of happiness.• Our ensuing 
ccnrurics of struggle to extend these truths to women, 
racial and other minority groups, and to children 
must continue even, indeed especially, in this time of 

national moral confusion, family and community 
breakdown, economic fear, and political volatility. If 
we are going to prevent America's dream and fu~ 
from bca>ming a nightmare and from destructing in 
a collision at the dangerous national interscctio~ of 
race, poverty, violence, -and greed, we must not sign 
any new political "contraets" before we review our 
Old and New Testaments and our American 
covenant. 

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

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

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

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

"In my neighborhood there is a lot of 
shCX>ting and three people got shot. On the next 
day when I was going to schCX>l I saw a little 
stream of blood on the ground. One day after 
schCX>l me and my mother had to dodge bullets. 
I was not scared. 

"There is a church and a schCX>l that I go to 
in my neighborhood. There arc robbers that live 
in my building, they broke into our house twice. 
There arc rowhouscs in my neighborhood and 
a man got shot, and he was dead. On another 
day I saw a boy named Zak get shot. By King 
High SchCX>l Susan Harris got shot and she 
died. It was in the newspaper. When me and my 
mother was going to church we could sec the 
fire from the guns being shot in 4414 building. 
I was not scared. In my neighborhood there arc 
too many fights. I have never been in a fight 
before. There arc many trec.s in my neighbor­
hood. 

"God is going to come back one day and 
judge the world. Not just my neighborhood. 

"I know these arc really really bad things, 
but I have some good things in my neighbor­
hood. Like sometimes my neighborhood is 
peaceful and quiet and there is no shCX>ting. 
When me and my mother and some friends go 
to the lake we have a lot of fun. Sometimes the 
chil~n in my building go to Sunday SchCX>l 
with me and my mother. Also the building I live 
in is so till I can sec downtown and the lake. It 
lCX>ks so pretty. 

"I believe in God and I know one day we 
will be in a gooder place than we arc now." 

All across our nation, chil~n like Gail arc srrug­
gling to survive in a living hell, clinging to their faith 
and their families, and praying that one day they will 
be in a "gooder" place. 

In a dcccnt, sensible, dcmocrati~ and moral 
nation, chil~n shouldn't have to pray and wait in 
fear. I believe that we arc called, as people of faith, to 
be active participants in working to manifest that 
"gooder place" right here and right now for all of our 
chil~n and to become a nation worthy of the chil­
~n God has granted us. 

With a new century only five years away and a 
new millennium only six years away, the overarching 

challenge America faces is rebuilding a sense of com• 
munity and hope and future and civility and caring 
and safety for all our chil~n. 

No child is physically, economically, and morally 
safe in l 995's America. The rulrural glorification of 
violence, sex, and materialism; the pervasive break­
down of family, community, and moral values among 
all race and economic groups; growing economic 
inequality between rich and poor; and an increasing 
criminalization of the economy and scapegoating of 
minority male youths as the new enemies of society 
pose grave dangers to our social equilibrium. While 
15.7 million chil~n live in poverty, 9 million lack 
health c::arc, prcschCX>l vaccinations lag behind some 
1bird-World countries, and millions of chil~n begin 
life and schCX>l not ready to succeed, the top 20 
percent of American households increased their share 
of our national income by over S 116 billion between 
1967 and 1992 - about equal to the total gross 
national product of Saudi Arabia. 

Can we compose and perform together another 
great movement of America's unfinished symphony 
of justice and opportunity? Can you and I act to move 
our nation back from the brinlc of violent chaos, racial 
regression, and class warfare Dr. King wame.d about? 
Can we find a critical mass of citizens who arc willing 
to stand up and say no to the killing of chil~n by 
guns and poverty? Can we find a critical mass of 
political leaders who will care more about the next 
generation than the next election? 

Before the new millennium, you and I must and 
can compose this third movement by putting the 
social and economic underpinnings beneath the mil­
lions of African American, Asian American, Latin~ 

· White, and Native American chil~n left behind 
when the promise of the civil rights laws and the 
significant progress of the 1960s and l 970s in allevi­
ating poverty was eclipsed by the Vicmam war, eco­
nomic recession, and changing national leadership 
priorities. 

.A,ul rhm INS real JWOarus. Some things did and 
do work. despite today's political mythology and 
simplistic, indiscriminate atnck on all social pro­
grams. While it is healthy to sort out what works and 
docs not work, to engage in a thoughtful debate 
about the roles offcdcral, state, and local government, 
the private sector, and families in caring for chil~n, 
and to take steps to make government more effective 
and accountable, it is essential to be specific, careful, 
and to resist policy by slogan. Human lives and the 
nation's furure arc at stake. Programs that began in 
the 1960s and 1970s, like Medicaid and WIC, have 
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improved babies' chances of being born healthy and 
surviving: During those two decades, low-birt:h­
weight births were reduced by more than 10 percent 
and infant deaths (Black and White) were reduced by 
more than 50 percent. Comprehensive health care for 
mothers and children, including cost-dfcctive vacci­
nations and prenatal care, makes a difference. We need 
to ensure it for everyone beginning first and immedi­
ately with universal coverage for children rather than 
seeking to deny millions of children health coverage 
and to repeal initiatives to vaccinate children. Oilld 
poverty dcacascd from 26.9 percent in 1959 to 13.8 
percent in 1969, reducing the number of children in 
poverty by 9 million. Today alleviating child poverty 
rather than eliminating child supports should be the 
goal. Millions of children have begun school ready to 

learn thanks to Head Start and tens of thousands of 
youths got a chance to go to college thanks to targeted 
government support. Invcsanena in quality early 
education and opportunities for all our children to 

learn and sulned must be expanded rather than 
eroded. Child and family nutrition programs, which 
vinually eliminated hunger during the Nixon years, 
must remain a high national priority. Let's cut child­
hocxi hunger and homclc:s.sness rather than school 
lunches and essential child welfm services. 

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

Let's pray that God's spirit will be born anew 
within and among us and help us mount a crusade 
across our land to stop the killing and neglect of 
children and to heal our racial, class, age, and gender 
divisions. Every American leader, pmnt, and citizen 
personally and collectively must commit to reclaim 
our nation's soul and give our children back their 
hope, their sense of security, their belief in America's 
fairness, and their ability to dream about, envisage, 
and work toward a future that is attainable and real. 

What you can do 

The tint thing all adults and parents can do 
is be accountable - to conduct a pcnonal 
audit to determine whether we arc conaibut­

ing to the crisis our children face or to the solutions 
they urgcndy need. Our children don't need or expect 
us to be perfect. lbcy do need and expect us to be 
honest, to admit and correct our mistakes, and to 
share our stniggies about the meanings and respon• 
sibilitics of parcnthocxi, citizenship, faith, and life. 
Before we can pull up the moral weeds of violence, 
racism, materialism, and grcc:d in our society that arc 
strangling our children, we must pull up the moral 
weeds in our own personal backyards. So many chil­
dren arc confused about what is right and wrong 
because so many adults talk right and do wrong in 
our personal, professional, political, and public lives. 

♦ If we arc not supporting a child we brought into 
the world as a father or as a mother with attcn• 
tion, time, love, discipline, money, and the tcaeh­
ing of values, then we arc a part of the problem 
rather than the solution. 

♦ If we arc using and abusing tobacco, alooho~ 
cocaine, or other drugs while telling our children 
not to, then we arc a part of the problan rather 
than the solution. 

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

♦ If we arc spending more time worrying about our 
children's domes than about their character, 
about the kinds of can they arc driving than 
about where and with whom they arc driving, 
then we arc a part of the problem rather than the 
solution. 

♦ If we arc spending more time on our children's 
recreation than reading, on their dance sa:ps than 
their discipline, then we ma part of the problem 
rather than the solution. 

♦ If we arc more worried about our children's 
earnings than their honesty, about their accep­
tance than about their achievement, and about 
their status than their service, then we m a part 
of the problem rather than the solution. 

♦ If we think it's somebody else's responsibility to 

teach """ children values, rcspcct, good manners, 
and work and health habits, then we arc a part of 
the problem rather than the solution. 

♦ If we send rather than take our child to Sunday 
school and worship services, and believe that the 
Sermon on the Mount, Ten Commandments, 
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and the Koran pertain only to one day worship 
but not to Monday through Sunday home, pro­
fessional, and political life, then we arc a part of 
the problem rather than the solution. 

♦ If we. or our organizations arc spending more 
money on alcohol and entertainment than on 
scholarships, books, rutoring, rites of passage, 
and mentoring programs for youths, then we arc 
a part of the problem rather than the solution. 

♦ If we'd rather talk the talk than wallc. the walk to 
the voting booth, school board meetings, politi­
cal forums, and congregation and community 
meetings to organize community and political 
support for our children, then we arc a part of 
the problem and not the solution. 

♦ If our children of any race know more about Dr. 
Dre than about Dr. WE.B. DuBois and arc more 
exposed to the obscene music that disrespects 
women than they arc to the inspirational lives of 
Mary McLeod Bethune and Dorothy Day, then 
we arc a part of the problem and not the solution. 

♦ If Blade, Brown, or White children think that 
being smart and srudying hard is acting White 
rather than Blade or Brown and don't know 
about the many great minority as well as White 
achievers who overcame every obstacle to suc­
ceed, then we arc a part of the problem rather 
than part of the solution. 

♦ If our children learn racial slurs from us and think 
that race rather than God's grace determines our 
sanctity and worth, then we arc a part of the 
problem rather than the solution. 

♦ If we arc not voting and not holding political 
leaders accountable for voting relative pennies 
for Head St2rt and pounds for the defense 
budget, and for opposing welfare for poor moth­
ers and children while protecting welfare for rich 
farmers and corporate executives, then we arc a 
part of the problem rather than the solution. 

♦ If we think corrupt and unaca>unrablc Blade and 
Brown leaders who neglect our children and 
communities arc better than corrupt and unac• 
countable White leaders who neglect our chil­
dren and communities, then we arc a part of the 
problem rather than the solution. 

♦ If we think we have ours and don't owe any time 
or money or effort to help those left behind, then 
we arc a part of the problem rather than the 
solution. 

♦ If we think being American is about how much 
we can get rather than how much we can give, 
and that things and not thought, cash and not 
character make the person, then we arc a part of 
the problem rather than the solution. 

The ICCOlld step is to bold our public leaders 
accountable for fair, just, and effective policies for 
children. With every major federal, state, and local 
rcfonn and budget change, cit:iz.cns should ask our 

. leaders whether it helps or hurts children, and which 
children. Will it make more or fewer children poor, 
hungry, and homeless? Will it make parents and 
families more or less self.sufficient? Will it help fami­
lies stay together or break them up? Docs it reward 
work. or wealth or benefit the few who have much or 
the many who have little? Is it as fair to women as to 

men? To children as to adults? To domestic needs as 
to the military? Docs it save or cost money in the short 
and long tcnn? Increa.sc or dccrcasc fair opportunity 
and personal responsibility? Will it increase or de­
crease the tcnsion and gaps between racial, gender, 
age, and income groups? 

W: must challenge those who claim that front• 
end investments in Head Start and child care and 
immunizations and prenatal care and summer jobs 
don't work, and demand they prove that higher 
back-end prison costs, out-of.home care, unemploy­
ment, and ignorance do. W: arc now the world's 
leading jailer. Yet fear permeates our psyches, and 
guns and violence proliferate in our homes and on 
our streets. 1bc child neglect tax of prisons, police, 
unemployment, and school failure costs tens of bil­
lions of dollars a year. 

A nation that would rather send someone else's 
child to prison for $15,496 a year or to an orphanage 
for over $36,000 a year than invest in $300 worth of 
immunization and Sl,000 worth of prenatal care to 
give that same child a healthy start, $4,343 to give 
that child a year of quality Head Start experience, or 
S 1,800 to give that child a swnmcr job to learn a work 
ethic, lades both family values and common and 
economic sense. 

The third •tep is for w to pny that our nation 
may regain its moral and common sense and act to 
put our children first. 

5 
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INTIIODUC:TION 

A Prayer for Children• 

0 God, wc pray for children who woke up this 
morning in dens of dope rather than in homes of 
hope, with hunger in their bellies and hunger in 
their spirits, without parents or friends to care, 
pay attention ro, listen ro, morally guide, affinn, 
and lovingly discipline them. 

Hdp "' iv wlmw fbmJ m ow ,_,.,, MUl 
"""""'1Situ:J """ ,..,-. 

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

H,lp "' iv w/mw fbmJ ,,. °"'" ,_,.,, MtJ 

"''"'"'"''ria ·"" ,..,-. 
We pray for children who arc sick from diseases 
we could have prevented, who arc dying from 
guns we could have control.led, and who arc 
killing from rage we could have averted by loving 
attention and positive alternatives. 

H,lp"' iv wJam,, tbmJ ,,. """ ,_,.,, MtJ 
a)IJWUWJitulJ MtJ MtiM. 

We pray for children sauggling to live to adult· 
hood in the war wncs of our cities, who plan 
their own funerals and fear each day will be their 
last. We mourn for the thousands of children 
whosc life journeys already have ended too vio­
lently and too soon. 

H,lp "' iv wlmw dim, m o,w "-rts MtJ 

'°"""""'ria """ ,..,_, 
W: pray for children who arc born with two, 
three, or more strikes already against them - too 
tiny to live, too sick with AIDS, mo addicted to 
alcohol or coc:ainc or heroin to thrive. 

Help m to welcome them in our hearts 
and communities and natioa 

V¼: pray for girl children having children without 

husband or steady friend o r lifeline of support, 
who don't know how to parent and who need 
parenting themselves. And we pray for ~n and 
adult fathers to take full responsibility for their 
children. 

Eul/ "' - wJa,,w ,__ '" tlW ...,.,, """ 
~•tia ·"" ,..,-. 

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

Eulp "' - wJa,,w dim, ffl ow,_,.,,""" 
..:::a:s.11itiG •"" ,,.,-. 

V¼: pray for children and youths in every com• 
munity nruggling to make sense of life, confused 
by adults who tell them o ne thing and do an• 
other; who tell them noc to fight but who fight 
and tell them not to take drugs while taking 
drugs. 

Eulp "' - wlmw ,__ .,. tlW ... ,.,, """ 

um,,,nmitiG ·"" ,,.,-. 

W: pray for children from whom we expect too 
little and for those from whom we expect too 
much; for those who have too little to live on and 
for those with so much they appreciate little; for 
children afflicted by want and children afflicted 
by affluence in a society that defines them by 
what they have rather than who they arc - Thy 
loving gift. 

Hdp "' iv wlmw dim, ,,. ,,,,,. •rts IINl 
&OIMS:unJ,ia •"" Uno,J. 

V¼: pray for ourselves as parents, teachers, preach· 
crs, and leaders, that wc will help solve rather 

• From G1'iM M, Fut, a mediation guide by Marian \\tight Edelman. to be pubwhcd by Beacon Pres. 
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than cause the problems our children face, by We covenant to work together, mobilize, and 
struggling to be worthy of emulation, remember- vote to make it un-American for children to be 
ing we teach each minute by example. the poorest group of citizens among w or to be 

Strengthen us. 
lcillcd by guns, poverty, abuse, or neglect we have 

- the power to prevent. 
We covenant to work to protect our children's Gtwuti11. 
dreams. 

. Strffi6thm ti11 • 
We covenant to collaborate and work with each 
other and to seek common ground with any 

We covenant to work to rekindle our children's friend of children and to reach out to, try to 

hopes. transform - and oppose when necessary - any 

Stml/Jfbm ti11. 
foe whose proposals and actions will make more 
children destitute, hungry, homeless, uncdu-

We covenant to work to rebuild our children's cated, una.n:d for, unsafe, ot orphaned. 

families. Gt,iM till. 

Strffi6tbm MS. We covenant to build and work for an America 

We covenant to a:ach our children family and that judges all children by the content of their 

moral values by prccc:pt and ex.ample. character rather than by the color of their skin, 

Strffi6tbm ti11. 
economic or family status, gender, or disability 
and to raise our voices against those who seek to 

We covenant to work to ensure our children's divide w . 

futures. Gt,ukti11. 

StrfflBtbm ti11. We covenant to work together and mobilize to 

We covenant to work to rein.still in our children create a nation that welcomes and values every 

a knowledge and appreciation of their traditions child, whose leaders and citizens place children 

and heritage. first in word w deed, and where the "strectS of 

StnnJJtbm ti11. 
the city shall be full of boys and girls playing in 
its Streets.,, 

We covenant to work together, organize, and Gtwle till, 
vote to ensure every child a Healthy Start, a Head 

We covenant to work to Leave No Child Behind. Start, a Fair Start, a Safe Start, and a Moral Sta.rt 
in life. 

Gt,ilu till. 
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1995: 
THE NEW 

FEDERAL CLIMATE 

rospccts for improving the lives of Ameri­
ca's children worsened dramatically last 
November with the election of new ideo-
logical majorities in both the Senate and 

House of Representatives. The newly elected House 
leadership proposed a radical legislative agenda that 
would rip away basic public support for America's 
children and families and tear up long-sw,ding social 
compacts between generations of Americans. 

The "Contract with America" and related legis­
lation endorsed by the House leadership would 
destroy commitments the federal government has 
made with bipartisan support for decades regarding 
the treaanent of children: commitments, for exam­
ple, not to allow children to become hungry and 
dcstirute, not to allow children to remain in abusive 
or neglectful homes, and not to permit our poorest 
children to suffer from untreated illnesses and dis· 
abilities. Such commitments to protect the health 
and welfare of children uc the hallmarks of wealthy, 
civilized societies. 

These federal compacts to protect children re­
gardless of the community or state in which they 
live also acknowledge that healthy, educated chil­
dren arc vital to a strong, productive national future. 

Only a nation bent on weakening itself and subvert• 
ing its furore would make assistance for ill, hungry, 
destitute, or endangered children the first and pri· 
,,.,.,, items to be cut in .a quest to provide tu 

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

These proposals pose a far greater threat to 
children and to the nation than the budget cuts of 
the early 1980s. Simple budget cuts can be reversed. 
The Contract with America, on the other hand, 
would alter the very strUCtUrC of the federal govern· 
menrs response to children's needs, severely restrict• 
ing the nation's ability to produce healthy, well-edu­
cated, well~arcd-for children far into the future. 
Through three strategics - a constitutional amend­
ment requiring a balanced federal budget, repeal of 
the entitlement status of key child survival programs 
and their committnent to help all those in need, and 
program consolidation and block granting - the 
Contract would change fundamentally the relation­
ship between the federal government and the states, 
shifting back to the states many costs and unfunded 
liabilities for maintaining the nation's safety net. 
Such a shift would leave low-income children and 

9 
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families vulnerable as they have not been since the 
Great Depression to the vagaries of the st:atcs• eco­
nomic fortunes and budget battles. 

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

In contrast, by the end of February 1995, com­
mittees and subcommitttcs in the House already 
had voted to shred the federal safety net for families 
with children by eliminating the federal guarantee 
of basic lifeline benefits under Aid to Families with 
Dependent Children (AFDC) and throwing an es­
timated 1. 7 million children off the program by the 
year 2000. Ending the guarantee of federal funding 
for children who mwt be placed in foster care also 
had been approved, along with a one-quarter cut in 
the amount of funding. Howe comminccs also had 
voted to end guarann:ed federal funding for meals 
for children in child care and for school meals for 
low-income children. More than 500,000 children 
with disabilities were facing possible denial of help 
under the Supplemental Security Income (SSI) pro­
gram. And the portion of Medicaid mat pays for 
acun: medical care for children also was on the 
chopping blcx:k. At press time it was impossible to 
know the final outcome of these and other pieces of 
legislation inspired by or outlined in me Contract 
with America. But if even a portion of the anti-child 
provisions in the Contract and relan:d legislation 
were to be enacted, the rich in America would get 
richer as the budget was being balanced, while low­
and middle-income children and their families 
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would pay the price. And - most certain of all -
the poorest children in America would be vulnerable 
to destitution, hunger, homelessness, and untreated 
illness on a scale unknown in half a century. 

Balanced budget amendment 

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

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

In the current political climan:, such an amend• 
ment would have a particularly harsh effect on poor 
children and families because the leadership in Con­
gress has pledged to balance the budget '11ithowt cut­
ting Social Security or defense spending, -,,jthout 
raising taxes, and tkspite enactment of certain very 
large cax ci,t.1 proposed by me Contraa with America. 
Revenue losses from the proposed tu cuts alone -
most of which would benefit taxpayers with incomes 
of more than $100,000 - would amount to $205 
billion over the next five years and $726 billion over 
the ncn 10 years, according to preliminary estimates 
of the U.S. Department of Treasury Office of Tax 
Analysis. 

Such an approach would dictate very deep cuts 
in the rest of the budget, including programs for poor 
and low-income families with children. To balance the 
budget under such conditions by 2002 would require 
slashing all other federal programs by an average of 
30 percent. Yet it is almost certain that a handful of 
expensive, politically powerful programs would be 
cut las than 30 pertent. If Medi~, unemployment 
compensation, federal law enforcement, and benefits 
for veterans and military and civil service rctirccs were 
rut by only 10 percent, for example, the rest of the 
government would have to be cut 46 percent to 

achieve a balanced budget. These huge across-the­
board cuts would lay much of the costs of balancing 
the budget on poor and middle-income families and 
children. If enrollments in programs primarily serving 
this population were reduced 46 percent: 
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♦ 3,055,250 babies, preschoolers, and pregnant 
women would lose infant formula and other 
WIC nutrition supplements. 

♦ 6,530,100 children would lose food stamps. 
♦ 11,599,000 children would lose free or subsi­

dw:d School Lunch Program lunches. 
♦ 10,126,800 children would lose Medicaid health 

coverage. 
♦ 7,870,800 cases now served by state child sup­

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

♦ 4,387,750 children would lose AFDC benefits. 
♦ 354,400 blind and disabled children would lose 

Supplemental Security Income (SSI). 
♦ 320,600 or more children would lose the &dc:ral 

child care subsidies that enable pucnts to work 
or get education and training. 

♦ 340,600 children would lose Head Start early 
childhood services. 

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

♦ 2,945,400 children would lose remedial educa­
tion through Title I . 

Children's and families' needs will not shrink or 
disappear simply because the budget is balanced, 
however. In fact, the need for assistance is almost 
ccn:ain to incrca.sc as reduced federal spending leads 
to job loss and greater unemployment. At the same 
time, federal spending cuts of this magnitude would 
have a devastating impact on state budgets. 1nc U.S. 
Department of the Treasury estimates that balancing 
the budget by 2002 under the conditions outlined 
above would require federal grants to states to be cut 
by $97.8 billion in 2002. Other federal spending that 
dircctly benefits state residents would be rut by 
$242.2 billion in 2002. As states receive fewer dollars 
from Washington to help them meet the needs of their 
citizens, the p~ on swe budgets arc bound to 
intensify. 

And it isn't just state budgets and poor children 
that would feel the economic pinch. Reduced federal 
spending would create layoffs in the public and non­
profit sectors and would mean less income flowing 
into communities, dampening economic growth in 
~ncral and hurting everyone. Most economists warn 
that a perfectly balanc.cd budget is not the right goal 
in all economic circumstances. Short-term deficit 
spending during business recessions and national 
emergencies is sometimes necessary, but once in 
place, a constitutional amendment would restrict the 

government's ability to respond quiclcly and flexibly 
to unforcsccn situations. 

Fiscal responsibility is important, and the federal 
deficit can and should be reduc.cd. But the balanced 
budget amendment would accomplish these goals in 
a way that will damage the C.Onstitution and the 
economy. Other avenues exist to control the deficit, 
as our experience since the 1992 election has shown. 
Locking the balanced budget into the C.Onsritution 
fom--cr is an abdication of legislative responsibility 
that would tic the nation's hands for decades to come. 

Eliminating the entitlement status 
of child survival programs 

The assault on the "entitlement" status of the 
nation's child survival programs - A.id to 
Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) 

and child care for children in AFDC families, food 
stamps, foster care and adoption assistance, child 
nutrition, Medicaid, Supplcmeota.l Security Income 
(SSI), and child support enforcement - represents 
another major threat to children's well-being. For 
decades the f edcral government has assured funding 
sufficient for these "lifeline• programs to help all 
children or families who meet the criteria of need 
established in the legislation authorizing these prc>­
grams. This is basically what an "cntidcrncnt" is - a 
promise that all those meeting the aittria will be 
served rather than be put on waiting lists or turned 
away arbitrarily. These basic survival services arc 
guaranteed because the cruel consequences of not 
doing so - widespread childhood destitution, hun­
~r, homc.lcssncss, illness, neglect, and children un­
able to leave abusive homes - arc unthinkable in a 
wealthy nation that aims to be a model for the rest of 
the civilized world Just as we do not put 75-ycar-old 
retired workers on waiting lists for Social Security, 
we should not put hungry children on waiting lists 
for food or sick children on waiting lists for health 
care. Y ct we now seem to be on the vcr~ of forgetting 
why child survival programs uc funded on this "cn­
tidemcnt" basis. 

A variety of proposals before Congress would 
strip these programs of their automatic funding, 
either placing spending caps on the individual pro­
grams or folding them into large capped "block 
grants" to be distributed to the states. Both ap­
proaches would leave states with dramatically less 
money to meet the same or growing needs and hann 
millions of poor children. 

The struetu.rc of need-based cntidcmcnt pro­
grams allows the funding to grow when need grows 

1 1 
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- during economic recessions, for example - and 
shrink when need declines. This elasticity not only 
pennits our human services to respond humanely in 
hatd rimes, but it also acts as an economic sabi.liz.c:r, 
automatically channeling federal spending into areas 
that most need the economic boost tha.t such spend­
ing provides. For ex.ample, AFDC and food stamp 
cxpendirurc.s in the typical (median) sate increased 
by 42 percent between FY 1988 and FY 1993, largely 
because of the rcccssion. If a capped block grant had 
been substituted for these entidcmcnts in FY 1988, 
the typical sate would have received $181 million less 
in federal funds in FY 1993. A rigid block grant 
fonnula also would misdirect the federal allocations 
that were made available: sarcs hit hard by recession 
would get no additional funding, while states with 
vibrant economics would get no less. 

Moreover, without the cntidemcnt mc:chanism it 
would be cmancJy difficult if not impossible for Con­
~ to devise funding fonnulas for block grants that 
would treat all stao:s fairly. Some statts have been far 
more ~ ivc than othcn in ta.king advant:ag-e of the 
federal funding available to them in the foster care and 
adoption assi.1Cl.OCC areas, for example. Should those 
active states get larger "grandfathered" blc:xk grant 
allocations and mo:s that have been less active be 
penaliz.cd? Or should all funds be distributed based on 
the number of children, or poor children, in the nan; 
so inequities across stao:s won't be locked in? If the 
latter option is chosen, statt:s that have tried harder 
immcdia.tcly would have to cut back their efforts. 

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

tum away tens and hundreds of thousands of needy 
applicants, sharply reduce lifeline benefits for every­
one, or employ a combwtion of t:hcsc strategies. 

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

Most states act responsibly, but we know from 
experience that not all states do so at all times. The 
early history of the food stamp program is a case in 
point. In the late 1960s doctors found that low-
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income children in some areas of the South were 
suffering from malnutrition comparable to that found 
in children in underdeveloped countries. AI that rime, 
sao:s set their own income and bend.it limits for food 
stamps, even though the program was completely 
federally funded. Many states set very low benefit 
limits and some of the poorest counties dcdincd to 

run the program at all. 
1bc doctors' finding, shocked the: nation and led 

President Nixon to institute nariooal food stamp 
st:lndards. When doctors returned 10 years 1ar.cr to 

the areas they had studied, they found hunger and 
malnutrition had been reduced dramatically and cred­
ited the food stamp program for the progress. 

If some sates failed to meet the: needs of their 
children when the federal government was willing to 

foot the entire bill, states arc even more li.kdy to skimp 
on meeting children's needs under a limited block 
grant that leaves them to pick up the: slack. And we 
know tha.t even ..,;ti, the moderating influence of the 
cntidcment programs, Ameria's poorest and least 
powerful citizens still arc treated very differently from 
sate to state. Sate-set benefit levels for Aid to Fami­
lies with Dependent Otlldrcn, for aamplc, vary far 
more among the mtcs than objective economic dif. 
fercnccs can explain. Converting key child survival 
programs into discretionary block grams or otherwise 
capping their funding would undo decades of pro­
gress toward ensuring American children in every 
state a basic level of prottctioo and subsistence. 

W: arc all one nation, and all citizms, regardless of 
where they live and when they need help, must be 
muted certain minimal guarantees. Making sure that 
children arc healthy and adequately oourishcd and 
cared for must be as much a natiooal priority in 
Mississippi as in Minnesota, in New Maico as in New 
~rk. Ensuring these basic guarantees is the: heart d the 
federal government's responsibility, and the entitle­
ment programs arc the mc:chanism through which the 
government disdwgcs that responsibility. No otha 
jurisdiction can assume the federal govcmrncnt's 
unique role in smoothing out the worst inequities 
among citiz.cm natiooally by directing special help to 
those who need it most, wherever they bappc:n to live. 

Block ,rants and consolidation of 
selected discretionary prc,srams 

The new Congress has an opportunity to im­
prove the delivery of essential 9Ct'Viccs to chif. 
drcn and families in a number of program areas 

by consolidating sclca:ed fcdcral programs that arc 
not entitlements. Thoughtful consolidation of pro-
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Contract with America 

While the "Contract with America," un- chase of a first home, college expenses, and 
veiled by Republican members of and medical costs. 
candidates for the U.S. House of Rep- ♦ The National Security llatoration Act: 

rcscntativcs in Scp~mber 1994, contains some Defense spending would be boosted sharply, 
policy proposals that may have positive results, the Rc:agan-<ra effort to build a costly new 
many would have disastrow and unfair effects on missile defense system would be revived, and 
millions of America's children and families. U.S. troops would be barred from serving 
♦ The Fiscal R.espomibility Act: An amend• under United Nations command. 

ment would be added to the U.S. C.Onstitu- ♦ The Senior Cmum Faimeaa Act: The 
tion requiring a balanced federal budget, and earnings limit on Social Security would be 
the president would be given new "'line-item nearly aiplcd, 1993 tax increases on more 
veto" authority to eliminate specific appro- affluent Social Security recipients would be 
priations or targeted tax provisions without rolled back., new tax breaks would be created 
vetoing the entire bill in which they're con• for individuals who purchase long-~rm care 
taincd. insurance, and new loopholes allowing how-

♦ The Taking Ba.ck Our Street1 Act: Crimi• ing discrimination against families with chil-
oal penalties would be stiffened and the drcn would be created by allowing more 
crime prevention initiatives in the recently housing communities to qualify as senior 
enacted 1994 crime bill would be rcpcalcd, citiun retirement communities under cur• 
with resulting savings wed to build more rent fair housing laws. 
costly prisons and hire more police. ♦ The Job Creation and Wage Bnb.anc;e. 

♦ The Pcnonal llaponsibility Act: The cur- mcnt Act: The capital gains tax that primar-
rcnt Aid to Families with Dependent Chil- ily helps the wealthy would be cut in half and 
dren (AFDC) program would be revised and numerous other sttps would be taken to 
cut dramatically through a combination of reduce taXCS on business and restrict the 
new time limits on welfare benefits, wort ability of the federal government to impose 
requirements, and other eligibility rcsaic- new mandates or regulations on states, com-
tions that would end assistance to an esti- munities, or privan: companies. 
mated 5 million to 6 million poor children ♦ The Common Scmc Legal ll.d'orm Act: A 
- up to rwo-thirds of all children currently series of 1cgal reforms would be enacted to 
receiving help through AFDC. limit product liability claims and attempt to 

♦ The Family lwnfon:cmcnt Act: A broad discourage "frivolous" lawsuits. 
range of largely unrelated policies affecting 
families - including tougher child support ♦ The Citizen Legislature Act: Term limits 

for ado • would be imposed on members of Congress 
cnforc:cment, tax incentives pnon, so that U.S. senators could serve no more 
new pa.rental consent requirements for many 
fi ra1I funded · olving children than 12 ycan consecutively and rcpre-
cdc Y surveys mv ' scnt:atives could serve no more than six or 12 

stronger child pornography laws, and cxpan· 
sion of the elderly dependent care tax acdit ycan (rwo different proposals for term limits 
_ would be put into fcdcra1 law. on representatives will be considered). 

♦ The American Dream llaton.tioo As:t: A In the days before federal standards were 
S500 per child tax credit would help middle• applied, sta~ and local governments ofttn denied 
and upper-income families with children, the aid to poor families on the basis of race and 
sercallcd "marriage penalty" in the federal national origin. This kind of discrimination is fu 
income taX code would be repealed, and new less likely today but not impossible to imagine, as 
tax-exempt savings accounts similar to Indi- the 1994 California ballot initiative seeking to 
vidual Retirement Accounts (IRAs) would deny health arc and education to children of 
be established for retirement savings, pur• illegal immigrants reminds us. 
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grams with similar goals and purposes in such areas 
as child care, job training, and child abuse prevention 
and treacnent can improve the quality of services and 
increase program accountability while reducing ad­
mirustrativc complexity and duplication of effort. 
When these consolidated programs arc funded 
through a block grant, the result may be greater state 
flexibility to design initiatives that respond effectively 
to children's unique needs. 

On the other hand, as the nation's early experi­
ence with the food stamp program illustrates, block 
grants and entitlements without federal leadership 
and state accountability arc recipes for incffcaivc 
government. It would be tragic for the nation to 
ignore that lesson in a headlong rush for change. The 
nation can increase the likdihood that consolidation 
accomplishes positive purposes by adhering to a few 
basic principles when considering establishing new 
bloclc grants: 

♦ Consolidation should not be a Trojan hone 
for funding redw:tiom. The goal should be to 

help government invest most efficiently and ef­
fectively in future generations. At the least. con­
solidations should maintain federal funding at 
current levels. 

In the past, however, maintaining funding 
for block grants has been difficult. Whether be­
e.a.use their purposes become diluted, or because 
it is hard to sustain federal funding for a program 
in which states make all the decisions, block 
grants tend to shrink. The block grants estab­
lished in 1981 initially were funded at levels 25 
percent below the combined appropriations of 
the individual programs, and over the following 
13 years their funding typically plummeted to 
between one-quarter and one-half of the original 
appropriations. 

♦ Consolidation should build on, not disrnan• 
tie, our put SUCCCIICI. The unique mission of 
entitlement programs should not be ended by 
including them in block grants. In addition, na­
tional programs of proven effectiveness such as 
Head Start and the Job C,orps must not be 
dismantled or absorbed in ways that dilute their 
focus and high standards. 

♦ Consolidation should promote clarity of pur· 
pose. Only programs that already share common 
goals and arc targeted to similar populations 
should be combined. Block grants should specify 
clearly the purposes for which they arc to be used 
and the intended beneficiaries. 
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♦ Consolidation should ensure help for those 
most in need. A commicnent to caring for those 
least able to care for themselves must be main­
tained in any block grant. Sta.tcs must be required 
to specify how they plan to reach low-income 
children and families or other .children with spe• 
cial needs and mwt be able to docwnent their 
practice. 

♦ Consolidation should require accountability 
ba,ed on outcomes. Sta.tcs must be required to 
set forth the outcomes they wish to achieve in 
each program area, specify how they intend to 
achieve their goals, and report periodic.ally on the 
wc of funds to achieve those goals. Regular 
federal audits also arc essential. 

♦ Conaolidation should safeguard children's 
health and aafety and protect them apimt 
unfair treatment. States must be required to 
meet basic standards for the quality of services 
delivered under each block grant and should 
describe the procedures they will wc to monitor 
and maintain service quality. Laws governing 
block grants should prohibit discrimination and 
provide for fair and timely review of complaints. 

♦ Consolidation should require public partici• 
patioo in planning and ddiffrf of acrviccs. 
Community and client involvement will help 
ensure that children's and families' needs arc 
respected and addressed effectively. 

♦ CoOIOlidation should require states to main• 
tain at least their current lnd of contribu• 
tiom to c:omolida~ sc:rvicca. Sta.tes must be 
held accounta.ble for continuing to invest their 
own resources in services for children and fami­
lies. 1bcy must not be allowed to replace sta.tc 
money with federal money and use the resulting 
savings for purposes unrelated to the block grant. 

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

Then: was talk of assuring states that, after the 
initial cuts, they would receive a constant level of 
block grant funding for a specified number of years. 
But level funding translates into a cut when inflation 
and growing need arc taken into account. Moreover, 



despite its promises, Congress would be free to reduce 
block grant appropriations further if the entitlement 
starus of the major programs were eliminated. In­
deed, as pressures to reduce the federal deficit mount 
in 1996 and beyond, block grant funding for states 
could well be slashed repeatedly to meet annual fed­
eral budget targets. At the state and local levels, these 
cutbacks would pit children against far more powerful 
special interests in the competition for state funding, 
with potentially disasaous results for our most vul­
nerable citizens. 

Although the promise of greater flexibility at­
ttactS governors' support for block grants, the block 
grants envisioned by the congressional leadership 
actually may contain new federal mandates, especially 
regarding welfare benefits. States may have little or 
no flexibility to decide how to deal with such conrro­
versial issues as time-limited benefits, teenage child­
bearing, or paternity establishment. Forced by the 
terms of the block grants to deny federally funded aid 
or emergency services to whole categories of needy 

children and families, states, counties, or local com­
munities may find themselves solely responsible for 
helping these citizens. Under these circumstances, 
any flexibility states theoretically may gain with the 
block grants is likely to be mo re than offset by new 
burdens imposed by unfunded liabilities. 

There is no question that a thoughtful debate 
about the respective roles of federal, state, and local 
governments is long overdue. Government can and 
should operate more effectively, and the federal deficit 
can and should be brought under conaol. But all of 
this change must be achieved responsibly, not 
through reckless tinkering with our Constitution, and 
not on the backs of the poor and the young. Shifting 
costs and unfunded liabilities to the statCS through the 
balanced budget amendment and ending federal as­
surances that children and families will receive the 
most basic survival assistance when they arc in need 
or jeopardy will worsen dramatically the nation's 
most pressing problems, not solve them. 
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!though 1994 marked the third year 
of recovery from the 1990-1991 
recession, the general economic up­
swing was hardly noticeable to mil· 

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

Despite this bleak economic outlook for many 
workers, the f-cdcral Reserve Board sought to rein in 
economic growth by raising interest rates six times in 
1994. This tightening of the nation's money supply 
drove up the cost of borrowing, slowed job creation, 
and thrcattned to exacerbate the economic struggles 
of many young and lower-income families. Even at 
its lowest point in Dec.ember 1994, the uncmploy• 
ment rate was 5.4 percent and nearly 7.2 million 
people were looking for but unable to find work. 

The struggle of so many Americans to support 
themselves and their families through work pro­
vided a bitterly ironic backdrop for an increasingly 
harsh welfare rcfonn debate. Proposals premised on 
the belief that families receiving welfare lack only 
the motivation to work and a sense of personal 
rcsponsibility dominated welfare discussions at the 
national and sa.te levels in 1994. Although Con· 
grcss failed to act on pending welfare reform bills, 
punitive state initiatives and tough election-year 
rhetoric set the stage for a 1995 battle over welfare 
plans that may end assistance to a.s many as 5 million 
to 6 million poor children. 

One positive development in 1994 was the first 
in a series of Ea.med Income Credit expansions for 
low-income workers, approved in 1993, giving 
families a much needed boost in meeting their basic 
needs. On the other hand, without action to raise 
the federal minimum wage in 1994, families with 
one full-time minimum-wage worker continued to 
cam just $8,840 a year, significantly below the 
federal poverty line. 
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Growing hardship among children 
and young families 

The U.S. child poverty rate rose from 22.3 
percent in 1992 to 22.7 percent in 1993 (the 
most recent year for which figures arc avail­

able), leaving 15.7 million children in poverty. The 
federal poverty line for 1993 was $14,763 fora family 
of four. 

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

Most poor children - 61 percent - lived in 
families in which someone worked during 1993. And 
nearly one in four poor children - 23 percent- lived 
in families in which parents worked full time through­
out the year. Poverty wa.s far more pn:va.lcnt in 
mother-only families: 54 percent of children living 
only with their mother were poor, compared with 12 
percent of those living with married parents, in part 
because of absent parents' failure to pay child suppon. 

The sharply declining economic fortunes of 
America's young families with children - those 
headed by someone younger than 30 - fueled much 
of the continuing growth in child poverty. Analyses 
of data from the C.Cnsus Bureau's Current Population 

Survey by CDF and Northeastern University's C.Cnter 
for Labor Market Studies in 1994 revealed that the 
median income of young families with children 
plunged 34 percent between 1973 and 1992 after 
adjusting for inflation. By 1992, 42 percent of chil­
dren in young families were poor, more than double 
the percentage 20 yea.rs earlier. Half of the nation's 6 
million young families lived on less than S18,420 in 
1992. 

The loss of well-paying manufacturing jobs and 
the growth of low-wage retail and service employ­
ment, the erosion of the minimum wage, and the 
growing number of young single-parent families all 
have helped drive median incomes lower and poverty 
higher among young families with children. And even 
though the economy grew faster in 1994 than it had 
in 10 years, families with children continued to feel 
the effects of these trends. The unemployment rate 
declined from 6.7 perccnttoS.4 percent during 1994, 
but average hourly w~ were lower, after adjusting 
for inflation, than before the recession. Moreover, 
men finding work after a period of unemployment 
arc earning on average 20 percent less than in their 
previous jobs, according to C.Cnsus data. 

Help for working poor families 

The Earned Income Credit for low-income 
working families was expanded in 1994 in the 
first stage of a three-year expansion approved 

J(ey 
Facts 

♦ 15.7 million U.S. children were poor in 1993 - the 
highest number in 30 years. 
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♦ The inflation-adjusted median income of young families 
with children plunged 34 percent between 1973 and 1992. 

♦ Poor children arc three times more likdy than nonpoor 
children to die from all causes. 

♦ Between 1983 and 1992 the percentage of child support 
cases in which states collected any payments inched from 
14.7 percent to 18.7 percent. At. that rate of progn:ss, it 
would take more than 180 years for even partial child 
support to be collected in all cases. 
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by Congress in 1993. The total expansion represents 
the largest single step talcen in 20 years to bolster the 
incomes of low-income families and children. In 
1994 a family with two or more children supported 
by a full-time minimum wage earner was eligible for 
a tax credit of $2,528. The a-edit will continue to rise 
for such a family to S3,370 in 1996. Six states aug­
mented the federal EIC with a state counterpart in 
1994. 

Once again, the year passed without a proposal 
to increase the minimum wage, stuck at $4.25 an 

hour since 1991. At the start of 1995, however, 
President Clinton proposed a 90-cent increase over 
two years, which would bring full-time, minimum­
wage earnings to $10,712, or 85 percent of the 
projected poverty line for a three-person family in 
1996. Although the role of minimum wage hikes in 
triggering job losses has evoked heated debates 
among economists for decades, backers of the pl'CSi­
denr's proposal cited several new studies supporting 
the proposed increase. One showed, for example, 
that fast food restaurants in New Jersey hired ""1f'e 

workers in 1992, when the state increased its mini­
mum wage to $5.05 an hour, than did similar 
restaurants in nearby Pennsylvania, where there was 

no minimum wage hike. 

Costs of child poverty 

I n 1994 a groW1dbrcwng book by CDF revealed 
the extraordinarily high costs of child poverty to 
the nation. Prepared with guidance from a dis­

tinguished advisory panel chaired by Nobel Prize­
winning economist Robert M . Solow, Wamng 
~ 's Funm: the Cbilllrm's Deftnse FUIUl &port 
tm the Qst1 of Chi/J Pwmy estimates that every year 
of child poverty at current levels will cost the econ­
omy between $36 billion and $177 billion in lower 
future productivity and employment among those 
who grow up poor. 1bcse costs, moreover, do not 
include the billions of additional dollars that will be 
spent on special education, crime, foster care, and 
teenage childbearing resulting from child poverty. 

By summarizing wsting rcscarch in several aca­
demic disciplines on the far-reaching effects of pov­
erty, the book also confirms that the human eosts of 
child poverty arc devastating. Low-income children 
arc, for example: 

♦ Two times more likely than other children to die 
from birth defects; 

♦ Thl'ClC times more likely to die from all causes 
combined; 

♦ Four times more likely to die from fires; 
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♦ Five times more likely to die from infecriow dis­
eases and parasites; and 

♦ Six times more likely to die from other~. 

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

These outcomes arc not the result of poor fami. 
lies' attributes, such as race, low levels of parents' 
education, or character "flaws," but result from pov­
erty itself, according to Risrine Ameri&a's Futtm. For 
example, even among families that arc Whia: • 
have two parents w have a mother who finished 
high school, poor children arc more than twice as 
likely as non poor children never to finish high school. 

Poverty itself hum children by leading to parcnw 
stress and less effective parenting, poor nutrition, 
howing problems and homelessness, and residence in 
deteriorating and dangcrow neighborhoods, and by 
reducing children's access to good quality child care, 
schools, positive extracurricular activities, and col­
lege. These and other problems, large and small, 
accumulate and interact to leave poor children less 
resilient and more vulnerable to elevated risks of every 
kind. 

Yet the report makes clear that child poverty is 
not inevitable. Many other countries of comparable 
wealth have far lower raa:s of child poverty. The 
United States can choose to reduce child poverty 
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through direct job creation, tax credits for low-wage 
workers, increasing access to affordable child care, 
increasing the minimum wage, and creating a na­
tional system of child support enforcement and assur­
ance. 

Welfare reform debate heats up 

The nation seemed united in 1994 in the belief 
that the current system for providing cash 
assistance to children and families without ade­

quate means of support needed overhauling. Almost 
everyone, including welfare recipients thenuclvcs, 
acknowledged that the Aid to Families with Depend· 
ent Ouldrcn (AFDC) program often undermines 
family stability and docs far too little to help families 
move from welfare to employment at farnily-sustain­
ing wages. Yet the search for practical solutions to 
these problems was stymied by partisan jockeying for 
election-year political gains and ideological prescrip­
tions that frcquendy related very little to the everyday 
struggles of poor families. · 

Aro:r more than a year of drafting and internal 
debate, the Clinton administration unveiled its com· 
prehensivc welfare reform plan in June. The plan 
included a proposal to phase in a two-year time limit 
on AFDC benefits that would be followed by a public 
sector job for those unable to find work in the private 
scct0r. It also emphasiz.cd tougher child support en­
forcement, new teenage pregnancy prevention cf. 
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fortS, and additional federal invcsanents in child care 
and job training, while giving states options to ex­
pand AFDC eligibility for two-parent families, 
change the trcaanent of earnings and assets to encour­
age work, and deny benefits to children born to 
mothers all'C2dy receiving AFDC. 

A number of other welfare reform proposals were 
advanced by both liberals and conservatives in Con­
gress, with increasingly harsh and punitive ap­
proaches gaining the spotlight as the year progrc:sscd. 
Several bills, including one advanced by Rep. Robert 
Matsui (D-CA), stressed steps that would expand 
opportunity and reduce barriers to employment, in­
cluding new invcsanents in job creation, child care, 
education and training, and child support enforce­
ment. Yet many others would have ~ed far more 
heavily upon expanded worlc requirements and rigid 
time limits on aid (without regard to the availability 
of public or private scaor jobs) to move parents 
~iving AFDC into the labor force. 

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

ing changes and budget cuts in other child survival 
programs (sec 1995:TheNewFedcralOunate). The 
most prominent threats to children in the Personal 
Responsibility Aa (PRA) forged by the House lead­
ership included: repeal of entitlement funding that 
guarantees stafCS will have enough money to help all 
children or families eligible for assistance; federal 
mandates requiring stafCS to deny AFDC benefits to 
children born to unmanied teens younger than 18 
and those born to parents already ~iving AFDC 
benefits; and the imposition of time limits on AFDC 
eligibility in an effort to forcc parents off of welfare 
and into the worlc force. 

Rq,eal of eotidemcnt funding for AFDC. The 
Personal Responsibility Aa would eliminate AFDC's 
entitlement Status, substituting a capped block grant 
that would transfer a specific amount of money to the 
states each year. If a recession or natural disaster 
caused stafCS to run out of federal block grant funds 
before the end of the year, states would have to change 
welfare eligibility so that fewer people would qualify, 
reduce everyone's benefits to strca:h the money fur­
ther, or find additional State dollars to fill the gap. 
Since the last choice is the least likely when recessions 
cut into state revenues, it seems inevitable that many 
needy families would be left without wclfarc assis­
tance or with reduced assistance if the welfare entitle­
ment were ended. 
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The ducat of losing the nation's basic safety net 
for poor children and their families drove up the 
stakes dramatically in the welfare rcfonn debate. If 
the federal government ab:tndons its long-established 
promise that sufficient funds will be available to help 
children in times of need, the toll on children -
mC:lSUrcd in terms of increased dcstirurion, hunger, 
homelessness, abuse, and neglect - will be enor• 
mous. 

New federal mandates on states. Even as~­
publican governors sought almost unlimited flexibil­
ity and little accountability in welfare matttn, the 
PRA proposed sweeping new mandates in conaovcr­
sial ucas affecting children. For example, based on 
the belief that welfare benefits arc responsible for 
decisions by many unmarried teenagers to have chiJ. 
drcn, this bill originally would have barred assistance 
pcnnancndy to children born to minor mothen. A 
later version would deny benefits to unmarried teen 
mothers and their children while the moc:hers arc 
younger than 18. States also would be required to 
deny welfare benefits to children born to women 
already receiving AFDC in an effort to discoungc 
welfare mothers from having additional children. 

Rcsc:llCh evidence suggests that these new man• 
d:ttes, if approved, would have little or no effect on 
childbearing among teens or mothers receiving 
AFDC but would pwh poor children even deeper 
inro poverty. These propows also have drawn saong 
opposition on the grounds that they may encoungc 
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pregnant tccnS and mothers receiving AFDC to seek 
abortions in greater numbers. A more sensible alter· 
native to rigid mand:ttes in such untested areas would 
be to await the results of "child CJclusion" experi­
ments in several states that already have received 
waivers to test the effects of denying additional bene­
fits to a mother receiving AFDC if she has anochcr 
child. 

Tune limit1 and work requirements. The PRA 
would allow states to set their own time limits on 
AFDC eligibility, terminating all benefits even wr a 
few wcckJ or months if they so choose. However, 
states would be required to rut off aid to families after 
a lifetime total of five yean of AFDC bcncfiu. In 
addition, wr a maximum of two ycan, all parents 
rccciving welfare would be required to wort, partici­
pate in on-the-job training. or conduct a job search 
each week, with the requircmcnts growing from 20 
houn per week in 1996 to 35 houn in 2002. (Given 
the low level of AFDC benefits, at 35 hours a week, 
welfare mochcrs typically would work off their grants 
at the rate of S2.•U per hour.) 

States would be required to have half of the entire 
AFDC caseload participate in one of these aaivitic:a 
by 2003, when the program is fully phased in- an 
enormous incrcuc over cum:nt participation rateS. 

Yet the PRA docs nor guan.ntcc child care to children 
whose parents arc forced to work, and it ruts federal 
funding for child ca.re by $2.5 billion over five years. 
Mo~er, existing federal rcquimnents that sutcs 
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provide education and training opportunities for par­
ents receiving welfare would be eliminated. And those 
required to work could not take a training course to 
fulfill their 20- to 35-hours-per-weck obligation. 

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

States experiment with welfare 

I n the absence of federal action to change the 
welfare system, statts continued to seek fcdcra1 
approval for experimentation on their own in 

1994. Current law allows the U.S. Department of 
Health and Human Services (HHS) to approve dc­
pamircs from federal requirements as long as the 
demonstration projects promote the purposes of the 
AFDC program and arc "cost-neutral." 1bc latter 
requirement makes it more difficult for statts to 
design efforts to increase eligibility or assistance than 
to restrict benefits, an inherent bias in the waiver 
process that has encouraged the development of 

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

The Clinton administration has been extremely 
receptive to state waiver requests of all kinds, and 
HHS approved 23 requests between f-ebruary 1993 
and the end of 1994. Many waivers grantcd by HHS 
had the effect of restricting benefits or punishing 
&milies for ccn:ain behaviors or lapses: 

♦ Seven states received permission to reduce family 
benefits if parents fail to participate in a work 
program after a specified time period, and three 
other states have similar requests pending. 

♦ W1SC0nsin and Indiana were granted permission 
to end assistance altogether after two years 
wbcthcr or not work is available in the private 
sector. 

♦ Three states were given permission to reduce fam­
ily assistance if children arc not immunized. 

♦ Six states were allowed to require school atten­
dance or certain school performance levels as con­
ditions for continuing assistance for a c:hild. 

♦ Three statts were allowed to deny aid for children 
conceived while the family was receiving AFDC 
benefits. 

Considering the difficulties posed by the cost 
neutrality requirement in the waiver process, how­
ever, a surprising number of current state waivers seek 
to increase family income for families with earnings. 
For example, five states received approval to allow 
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families to keep more of the child support collected 
on their behalf, and two stares - Virginia and Con· 
nccticut - were given permission to launch cxperi• 
ments on child support a.ssuru1cc. Eleven states were 
given permission to allow families moving from wel­
fare to work to keep more of their earnings, and the 
same number received approvals to allow AFDC 
recipients to have more savings or assets, such as a 
car, before being deemed ineligible for benefits: 

Child support enforcement 
continues to la1 

Congress took no action in 1994 to improve 
child support enforcement, although most 
welfare reform proposals included measures to 

improve child support collections to help reduce 
reliance on welfare. 

1bc need for a vasdy improved system of child 
support enforcement was underscored by CDF re· 
search published in En.frm:i"6 Chi/ii S"P[l(lrt: An SIIIIU 
Doi"B the Job? The 1994 study is based on data 
reported by state child support enforcement agencies 
to the federal government. While stan::s have im• 
proved some aspects of enforcement in recent years, 
the bottom line - the percentage of children who 
ultimately get child support'- has improved little. In 
1983 states collected at least some child support in 
14.7 percent of cases; by 1992 that figure had edged 
up to jwt 18.7 percent. At that rao: of progress, said 
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the report, it would take more than 180 years before 
even partial child support could be guaranteed in each 
case. 

One reason for stan::s' generally poor rcaxd on 
child support is a staggering increase in demand for 
services, according to the report. 1bc number of 
non-welfare families seeking enforcement help ~ 
fourfold between 1983 and 1992. Stao: rcsowccs 
barely kept pace with the increase, and in some parts 
of the counay, caseload, cJCCCdcd 1,000 cases per 
worker. 

Between 1983 and 1992, sutcs improved their 
performance in establishing pao:mity a.mi Joaring 
noncustodial parents, two crucial steps in obtaining 
support. But stao:s did not significandy improve their 
record in establishing support orders: the median 
stao: obtained a support order in just one-third of 
cases requiring one. Nationwide, just 58 pcrccnt of 
cwtodial mochcrs had child support orders in 1990, 
according to the c.cnsw Bureau. 

Based on four performance indic:ators - percent­
age of c::ascs in which some support was collcc:o:d, 
average amounts collected in cases with collcaions, 
paternities established, and support orders csub­
lishcd- the 10 stao:s doing the best job, ac.cocding 
to the report, arc Delaware, Massachusetts, Michigan, 
Minnesota, Montana, Pennsylvania, South Dakota, 
Utah, Wuhington State, and W15COnsin. Pcrfonning 
the wom arc Ariz.ona, the District of Columbia, 
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Illinois, Indiana, Louisiana, Mississippi, New Mex­
ico, Tennessee, and Texas. 

Enforcing Child Support urged that any welfare 
reform plan include steps toward a system of child 
support assurance so children would n:ceive a mini­
mum level of support from their noncustodial par­
ents. If a noncustodial parent could not or would not 
provide that support voluntarily, the government 
would provide the assured benefit and pursue the 
noncustodial parent for reimbursement. 1bc report • 
also recommends that all child support enforcement 
be centralized in a federal agency such as the Internal 
Revenue Service, freeing up state resources to estab­
lish paternity and child support obligations. 

If federalizing enforcement is not possible imme­
diately, the report recommends saong interim meas­
ures to improve the current state-federal system. 
Although the PRA jeopardizes children's welfare gen­
erally, it docs contain saong positive child support 
measures that would improve state systems. 

551 for children with disabilities 

S upplemcntal Security Income (SSI), which pro­
vides cash benefits for 847,000 needy children 
with severe disabilities or chronic illnesses, came 

under attack in 1994. The program's critics ch.atgcd 
that children without serious disabilities were being 
awarded benefits and argued that, instead of cash 
benefits, eligible children should n:ccive some services 
and medically necessary equipment. However, elimi­
nating the cash benefit would place a severe hardship 
on the farniljcs of children with scriow disabilities. 
Parents' responsibilities for caring for these children 
restrict their opportunities to cam a living, yet they 
incur many extra expenses related to their children's 
conditions. 

The contention that significant numbers of chil­
dren without disabilities were receiving SSI was not 
supported by srudies rclcascd in 1994. After m'iew­
ing 617 disability decisions, the Social Security Ad­
ministration found only 13 cases in which children 
might have been coached to appear mentally disabled. 
Among these cases, jwt three had been approved, and 
even those had evidence in the case record substanti­
ating disability. 

A General Accounting Office (GAO) study de­
termined that most of the growth in the children's 
SSI program since 1991 occurred because of pent-up 
need for the program, which did not pm'iowly reach 
many children with seriow disabilities. Some in­
creased participation resulted from a 1990 Supreme 
C.Oun ruling requi.ring the Social .Security Ad.mini-

stration (SSA) to consider a child's level of function­
ing as well as medical condition in determining eligi­
bility, said the GAO, yet 70 percent of the new awards 
"went to children whose impainnents were severe 
enough to qualify on the basis of SS/is old stand­
ards." 

Provisions to set up a commission to study SSI 
were part of the 1994 law establishing the SSA as an 
independent government agency. Yet by the end of 
the year it was unclear whether C.Ongress would await 
the findings of this commission before considering 
SSI reforms. Foor example, the House Republicans' 
PRA proposed to eliminate SSI cash benefits for all 
but a handful of children with disabilities so severe 
that they would have to be institutionalized if cash 
assistance were not provided. At least 150,000 poor 
children with disabilities would lose all SSI assistance. 
Most of the remaining caseload, ins=d of receiving 
cash assi$tance, would receive some medical and re­
lated goods and services. 

An innovative response: 
Project Match 

S ince 1985 Project Match in Oucago has pro­
vided long-term job counseling and related serv­
ices to welfatc recipients as they move toward 

Stable employment and economic independence. Pro­
ject Match's 800 clients live in Oucago's Cabrini­
Greco public bowing project, one of the most 
economically disadvantaged communities in the 
country. 

The project employs an experimental approach 
to helping families move off of welfare, tracking and 
m.idying its panicipants' work experience month by 
month and wing this information to develop and 
refine strategies that seem promising. Foor most 
women, leaving welfare is not a simple single event, 
but an uneven, nonlinear p~ charactl:riud by 
false swts, setbacks, and incremental gains, says Di­
rector Toby Herr. And especially for women with low 
basic skills, participating in traditional adult basic 
education or GED programs as a first step does not 
always lead to progress, Herr says. A more succcssful 
route often begins with employment, for it is only 
after holding low-paying jobs with few opportunities 
to advance that many welfare recipients understand 
the I.ink between school and work and make a com­
mianent to school. 

Foor others, both school and paid work represent 
too big a first step. These individuals, says Herr, need 
to begin with smaller steps, such as volunteer work 
at Head Stitt or participation on tenants' councils -
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activities that develop habits and self-perceptions re­
quired in the world of work. 

This "ladder" approach is the basis of a special 
employment program at a Cabrini-Green Head Start 
program that Project Match developed with a grant 
from HHS. Many participating parents begin with 
"lo~•rung" a~vitics such as following through on 
medical appomanents for their children and doing 
some unscheduled volunteering at Head Start. & 
they "climb" the ladder, parents commit in advance 
to regular, scheduled volunteer activities. Gradually 
these parents progress along a continuwn of in~ 
ingly work-like community and Head Swt activities 
with specified time commianents, until they have 
accumulated a portfolio of skills and habits that quali­
fies them for successful participation in the regular 
work force. 

Many welfare reform experts would like to sec 
the Head Start/Project Match program become a 
m~I for similar efforts in public hawing projects, 
family support programs, and schools, believing it has 
a ":1~ greater chance of success in moving welfare 
rcctp1ents permanently into the work force than do 
arbitrary time limits on welfare benefits. Herr ac­
knowledges the challenges of implementing the ap­
proach on a larger scale, but she hopes the final 
welf ~ reform legislation will be flexible enough to 
allow interested states to experiment with the model. 

All clients of Project Match may receive services 
~o~ ~v~ Y~-~use as many as 70 percent lose their 
1J110al Job within the first year, the project emphasizes 
post-employment scrvic.cs. Follow-up assistance gets 
people quickly into second or third jobs, training 
programs, or education programs, and staff members 
co~ti?ue to ~ck participants month by month, rc­
ma.irung available to help clients advance to better 
jobs or ~ove into or out of education programs, as 
appropnate. 
. A _study of ~59 Project Match participants (not 
including those m the Head Swt project), showed 
that 38 percent had jobs in the third month after 
enrollment, whcrca.s 56 percent were working at the 
end of three years - a 47 percent inaca.sc in employ­
ment. In addition, participants' average wages in­
crca.scd by 23 pcrc:cnt between the 6m and third years 
of employir.ent, confirming that Project Match's 
long-term, individualiz.cd approach docs pay off. 

Recommendations 

The ycu ahead poses cmcmely scriow threats 
to_ the well~being of poor children. Contract 
with Amenca proposals, if enacted, would 
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break the promise that all eligible children and fami­
lies that need assistance may receive help and would 
further impoverish millions of children and their 
families. While much of advocates' work in 1995 
mwt be devoted to opposing this unprcccdcntcd 
assault on children, other important initiatives to help 
lift families and children out of poverty deserve sup­
port. Advocates can make a difference by: 

♦ Opp<>ling attempts to unravel the already mea­
ger safety net for poor children and their &mi­
lia. Let federal and state lawmakers know that it 
is unacceptable to reduce or eliminaa: basic sur­
vival assistance for children such a.s AFDC, food 
stamps, school lunch and breakfast programs and 
SSI. · ' 

♦ Pushing for real wcl&re reform plan.a that re­
duce child poverty. Make sure lawmakers at fed. 
eral and state levels focus on strategics that crcaa: 
jobs, expand access to child care and health cover­
age, increase opportunities for eduation and 
training, and supplement earnings from low-wage 
work so that working parents can bring their 
children out of poverty. 

♦ Promoting measures to emurc that all children 
have the support of two parents. Work on behalf 
of federal measures to strengthen child support 
enforcement efforts. Support initiatives to stream· 
line ~atttnity csa.blishment, but oppose attempts 
to withhold welfare payments to children whose 
mothers arc cooperating fully in identifying the 
father. Encourage states to adopt model child 
support enforcement practices and mount demon­
stration projects to test child support assurance so 
that no child suffers as a result of spotty collections. 

♦ Advocating for a major inc:rea,e in the federal 
~~ wage. Urge lawmakers to approve a 
scncs of incremental hikes in the minimwn wage 
to halt the erosion of its inflation-adjwtcd value, 
therc_by making it more likely that earnings from 
full-nmc, year-round work will lift families out of 
poverty. 

♦ Launching aggrcui.ve state and community 
outreach efforts to publicize the newly a­
panded Barned Income Credit. Many families 
whose earnings arc too low to require filing a tax 
form do not realize that they can rc:ccive hundreds 
of dollan or more from the EIC. Help mount 
?utrcach campaigns that engage employers, serv­
ice providers, congregations, and state and local 
agcn~ics. ~ getting out the word. (Eligible families 
and mdiv1duals must file a federal income tax 
rctum to receive the credit.) 
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ealth reform cff on:s took center stage in 
1994. Y ct badly needed changes in the 
U.S. health arc system were not 
achieved. Lack of consensus on the type 

of reform that was needed, combined with special 
interest politics and the intensely partisan climate 
created by the 1994 election, contributed to the 
failure. C.Ongrcss may revisit at least limittd aspcas 
of the health reform debate in 1995. In the meantime, 
the health care nc:cds of mill.ions of vulnerable chil· 
dren and families go unaamded. 

Data released in 1994 on key maternal and child 
health indicators such as low-birthwcight births, im­
munization raa:s, and prenatal care showed little 
improvement, again confirming the glaring inade­
quacies of our current health care system. Even more 
alarming was news that the number of children with• 
out health insurance incrca.scd dramatic.ally in 1993 
{the most recent year for which there arc figures), a 
warning signal that children's health will be in even 
greater jeopardy in the future unless the nation takes 
bold action. 

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

including the new '¼ccincs for Children program, 
was launched in an effort to taisc the country's shock­
ingly low rates of childhood immunization. And 
throughout the year, states engaged in their own 
health reform dfort:s - some more promising than 
others - searching for workable solutions to rising 
health care costs and increasing numbers of children 
and families with unmet health care needs. 

lncreasln1 numbers of uninsured 
children 

F igurcs released in 1994 showed that a growing 
number of children and families lack even the 
most basic health insurance coverage. The 

number of children without health insurance rose by 
a staggering 806,000 in 1993, the largest increase 
since 1987. In 1993 almost one in every seven chil· 
dren- more than 9.4 million children nationally­
as well as an estimated 500,000 or more pregnant 
women were uninsured. Children accounted for 79 
percent of the rise in the total number of uninsw-cd 
persons in 1993. Between 1990 and 1992, nearly 
one-third of all children went for at least one month 
(and often far longer) without health insurance. 
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The rapid disintegration of employer-based 
health insurance coverage for children has been the 
driving force behind their rising uninsurcdness. If 
current trends continue, less than half of the na­
tion's children will be covered by employer-based 
health insurance in the year 2000, according to new 
CDF research. This research shows that the per­
centage of children covered by health insurance 
through a family member's job fell from 64.l per• 
cent in 1987 to 57.3 percent in 1993. Had the 
percentage of children covered stayed at the 1987 
level, 4.7 million additional children would have 
employer-based insurance today. The decline in 
employer-provided coverage among children is not 
due to a drop in employment, but rather to fewer 
employees being able to afford coverage and fewer 
employers offering or subsidizing health insurance 
plans that include coverage for dependents. The 
percentage of children who lived in families with at 
least one worker was virtually the same in 1992 as 
in 1987. 

If public health insurance coverage for children 
and pregnant women had not been expanded substan• 
tially through the federal Medicaid program, the 
recent rise in uninsun:dncss would have been far 
greater. Yet the growth in Medicaid simply has not 
lcept pace with the unravelling of the private health 
insurance system. 

The health of America's children 

The nation's failure to ensure access to essential 
health care for all children takes a scriow toll 
on children's health. Despite the fact that the 

United States has one of the most innovative and 
advanced health care systems in the world, many 
American children arc growing up without the health 
care n~ary for a healthy start in life. The most 
recent data show that in 1992: 

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

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

♦ A baby born in 1992 was more likely to be born 
at low birthwcight than a baby born in 1980. 

Health out.comes arc even wor1e for Black chil­
dren. In 1992, 17 out of every 1,000 babies born to 
Black mothers did not live to sec their first birthday. 
Not only is this rate more than twice that of White 
infants, but it also ranks behind the overall rates of 
almost 40 other nations, including Cuba, Malaysia, 
and Sri Lanka. More than 13 in every 100 Black 
babies were born at low birthweight. This alarming 

Key 
Facts 

♦ More than 9.4 million children were without health 
insurance in 1993, an increase of more than 800,000 
from 1992. 
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♦ The overall infant mortality rate in 1992 was 8.5 
infant deaths per 1,000 live births; Blaclc infants 
died at twice that rate: 17 deaths per 1,000 live 
births. 

♦ About 7 percent of all babies were born at low 
birthweight (less than S.S pounds) in 1992. 

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

America's poor record in promoting and protect· 
ing children's health in recent years means that only 
two of the Surgeon General's Goals for the year 2000 
- those for overall infant mortality and neonatal 
mortality - arc 1..ikcly to be reached on schedule. 
Other goals, including those for low birthweight and 
prenatal care, will remain elusive in the absence of 
decisive new child health initiatives. 

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

¼ccination levels arc lowest among low-income, 
urban, and non-White children. Black two-year-olds, 
for example, were less 1..ikcly to be immunized than 
White infants. Lack of a regular medical home for 
children and missed vaccination opportunities in pri• 

vatc physicians' offices and public clinics both con­
tribute to these low immunization rates. 

The demise of national health 
reform 

The effort to enaa comprehensive national 
health reform in 1994 uncovered some deep 
political divisions regarding the goals of rc­

fonn and the best means of achieving them. On one 
end of the rcfonn spectrum, proponents of a Cana­
dian-style "single-payer' system wanted to achieve 
health care coverage for c:vcryone by having the 
federal government pay all Americans' health care 
bills through increased tu revenues. On the other end 
were those who believed that nothing was fundamen• 
tally wrong with the nation's current bcalth care 
system and that only the most minimal changes in 
rules governing the health insuranc:e industry were 
nccdcd. 

Between those extremes, the ainton administra· 
tion and many members ofC.Ongrcss sought to ensure 
affordable health benefits for all Americans by ex• 
paneling and strengthening the nation's employer• 
based health insuranc:e system. The administration's 
Health Security lv::t would have required all but the 
smallest employers to provide health care insurance 
for employees and their families and to cover at least 
80 percent of the cost. To restrain escalating health 
care costs while preserving families' choice of health 
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care providers, the plan al.so would have established 
a new system of managed competition, with regional 
consumer alliances bargaining with area health plans 
co ensure that consumers had access to the most 
comprehensive coverage at the lowest possible cost. 

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

Opposition to comprehensive health rcfonn in 
any fonn proved overwhelming, however, as power­
ful lobbies and interest groups mounted well-financed 
and highly publicized campaigns to defeat the major 
plans. The National Federation of Independent Busi• 
ncsscs, for example, spent almost $40 million (ap-
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proximately two-thirds of its budget) to wage war 
against provisions in the administration's plan that 
would have required employers to pay the majority 
of health insurance costs for their employees. And the 
Health Insurance Association of America., which op­
posed the administration's proposed mandatory con­
sumer alliances, spent $14 million on "Harry and 
Louise" TV advertisements suggesting that the 
Health Security Aa would mean fewer choices and 
diminished quality of health care. 

By the fall it had become clear that a plan ensur· 
ing universal, comprehensive, and affordable health 
insurance would not pass C.Ongn:ss in 1994. In the 
closing wccb of the congn:ssional session, some 
members responded by pumiing the less ambitious 
but still crucial goal of securing health insurance 
coverage for all children and pregnant women. 1bis 
"children first" proposal sought to achieve universal 
coverage for childtal by leaving Medicaid intact and 
helping low- and moderate-income families pay their 
health insurance premiums. Full subsidies would have 
been offered to families with incomes of less than 200 
percent of the poverty line and partial subsidies to 

th05C with incomes between 200 and 400 pcn:cnt of 
poverty. 1nc "children first" plan also would have 
required that all private health plans pay 100 percent 
of the costs of preventive services for all pregnant 
women and children. Unfommatcly, the approaching 
election dimmed prospects for bipartisan accord on 
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the "children first" proposal, and Congress adjourned 
without taking action on the measure. 

State managed care plans under 
Medicaid 

While federal reform was being debated, 
many states continued with their own re­
form experiments in 1994. Among the 

most significant was the move to put Medicaid bene­
ficiaries into managed care programs. Under a typical 
managed care system, a defined package of services is 
furnished to enrollees for a pre-set monthly fee. Man­
aged care programs hold the promise of yielding 
savings that can be used to expand access to compre­
hensive medical services to a greater number of poor 
and minority persons - especially children and their 
parcncs, the main beneficiary group enrolled in Medi­
caid managed care. However, they also carry the 
threat of becoming a vehicle for inappropriately re­
stricting children's access to essential services, patticu • 
larly those to which they currently arc entitled 
through Medicaid's Early and Periodic Screening, 
Diagnosis, and Treatment (EPSDT) program. 

The push toward Medicaid mmaged care is 
reshaping the face of Medicaid's health coverage for 
poor children and their families: one-quarter of all 
Medicaid recipients and more than half of all AFDC 
recipients now arc enrolled in managed care plans. All 
but eight states had Medicaid managed care programs 

in place in at least some communities as of]une 1994, 
a reflection of the growing belief among state officials 
that managed care is the best way to conwn rising 
Medicaid costs. 

By the end of 1994, seven sta~ - Oregon, 
Hawaii, Rhode Island, Kentucky, TeMcsscc, Flor­
ida, and South Carolina - had been granted permis­
sion by the U.S. Department of Health and Human 
Services (HHS) to conduct statewide demonstrations 
that include mandatory managed ca.re enrollment for 
all Medicaid families. It remains unclear whether 
these experiments, which deny families the ability to 
choose which doctor or provider they sec, will in­
crease or diminish children's access to good quality 
health care. Properly implementcd managed care can 
avoid problems associatcd with fragmcntcd health 
care interventions by multiple providers and generate 
cost savings that can be used to finance expansions of 
Medicaid coverage to currently uninsured children or 
adulcs. At the same time, however, poorly run or 
profit-driven managed care plans that fail or rdusc to 
provide services to enrollees can rcstria dramatically 
poor children's and families' access to essential health 
care. 

The controversy surrounding TeMcsscc's foray 
into the world of Medicaid managed arc offers a 
case in point. Tennessee launched its TennCare 
program at the beginning of the year to cover an 
addition~ 301,000 uninsured individuals through 
managed care. TennCarc supporters point to the 
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expansion of Medicaid coverage to hundreds of 
thowands previowly without health insurance, a 
step that the st.ate would not have taken without 
the savings generated through managed care. At the 
same rime, critics warn that the state's failure to 
plan adequately for the shift to managed care has 
compromised the quality of and access to services. 
They note, for example, that managed care organi• 
zarions were unable to give consumers the required 
lists of providers, services, and procedures for ob­
taining services when TennCare began. 

Additional states arc likdy to seek federal waivers 
as pan of their efforts to expand or preserve health 
insurance coverage. In 1994 Minnesota applied for a 
federal waiver that would allow the state to expand 
its state-subsidized health plan, Mi.nncsotaC-arc, to 
reach its ultimate goal of universal- coverage. Min­
ncsotaC-arc currently coven 75,000 people (who do 
not qualify for Medicaid or AFDC) on a sliding fee 
basis, including more than 30,000 children up to age 
18 and their parents with incomes up to 275 percent 
of poverty, as well as single people and families 
without children with incomes up to 125 percent of 
poverty. The waiver would allow the state to fold 
Mi.nncsotaC-arc and all federally subsidized health 
programs into a single managed care program that 
would strive to cover as many as 225,000 additional 
uninsured individuals. 

Some Medicaid experts believe that greater fed­
eral supervision of statewide managed care programs 
may become the norm as more and more stalCS receive 
wa.ivers for such programs. South C-arolina received 
a federal wa.iver in 1994 allowing it to implement a 
statewide Medicaid managed care plan and we result· 
ing savings to cover an additional 230,000 low-in­
come residents under its Medicaid program. Yet the 
waiver approval by liliS included provisions for 
closer scrutiny by federal officials than is typical for 
other states now operating Medicaid managed care 
programs under similar wa.ivcn. 

The potential pitfall.s of Medicaid managed care 
programs Wert highlighted in a CDF review, com• 
plcted in 1994, of statts' managed care contracts in 
23 states and the Distria ofC.Olumbia. Cl>Fs study 
examined the extent to which these contracts adc· 
quatcly specify the obligations of managed care plans 
to provide crucial services to which children arc legally 
entitled under Medicaid's EPSDT program. To the 
extent that states fail to detail service obligations in 
these conttacts, children arc less lik.cly m ~ive 
EPSDT's comprehensive care, with its emphasis on 
prevention and early intervention services. CDF 
found that: 
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♦ While a large majority of the contracts (82 per• 
cent) refer generally to EPSDT, the language 
seldom reflects the importance of EPSDT scrv• 
ices for children's health or the services as among 
those that mwt be provided. 

♦ Of the contracts that refer to EPSDT, only 59 
percent require plans to furnish periodic screen• 
ings, the most basic EPSDT scrvic:c. Only a small 
minority identify all of the screening com~ 
nents. 

♦ Dcspitt the fact that childhood immunizations 
arc among the most important preventive pcdi· 
attic services and thw should be explicitly re• 
quired, only 12 contra.as do so; eight others give 
providers the option of providing immunization 
services, with three directing providers that chose 
not to offer immunizations to refer children to 

public health depa.rtmcnts. 
♦ Seventy percent of contracts require the medical 

case manager to have some type of medical ere· 
dential, yet no contract contains bnguagc rcquir• 
ing that primary care providers be pcdiattida.ns. 

These findings raise doubts that current Medicaid 
managed care contra.as will cnsurc that low-income 
children receive the full range of scrvic.cs to which they 
arc entitled by law. The srudy highlights the need for 
state Medicaid agencies to improve their contracting 
procedures and for the federal Health Care FUW1cing 
Administration (HCFA) to provide the assistance and 
oversight ncccssary to ensure that states meet their 
EPSDT obligations under Medicaid 

The administration's Childhood 
Immunization Initiative 

The Ointon administration launched its Child· 
hood Immunization Initiative in 1994 - a 
multi-pronged effort to incrcasc immunization 

raa:s against preventable childhood diseases to 90 
percent by 1996. The initiative focwcs on improving 
immunization services, increasing community par· 
ticipation and education, improving monitoring of 
di.scasc and vaccination coverage, and reducing vac• 
cine eosts to families. 

The cost barrier is a.ddrcsscd by the ~c.cincs for 
Children (VFC) program, enacted in 1993 and 
launched in the fall of 1994. Under the VFC, the 
federal government provides free vaccines for all un­
insured, Medicaid-eligible, and Native American 
children under 18 ycan of age through their regular 
physicians. Children with insurance that docs not 
cover immunizations - "underinsurcd" children -
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also can receive free vaccines under the VFC program 
by going to community, migrant, or homeless health 
centers. Public health clinics continue to receive and 
provide free vaccines to any child regardless of insur­
ance starus. 

Before the VFC program began, families without 
insurance coverage that sought to have their children 
immuniud in private physicians' offices fac.cd bills of 
more than S270 per child for the cost of vaccines 
alone. This cost, prohibitive for many working fami­
lies, often prompted physicians to refer families to 
public clinics and resulted in delayed or missed im­
munizations. 

While the launch of the VFC program in October 
1994 produced immediate benefits for children and 
statcs (states enjoy offsetting Medicaid savings as a 
result of the distribution of free vaccines), its early 
implcmcnt:ltion was marred by technical problems 
and continuing rcsisunce· to the program by drug 
manufacturers. Ambiguity in VFC's authorizing leg­
islation and the manufacturers' refusal tD cooperatt 
fully in negotiations with HHS on federal purchase 
and distribution of free vaccines both hampered 
timely implcment:ltion of the program in all states. 
Although by early 1995 every st:ltt was receiving free 
vaccines for use in public clinics, only 26 St:ltts had 
distribution systems in place for delivery of free vac­
cines to privatt physicians' offices. Until these re­
maining barriers arc overcome, the full potential of 
the VFC program will not be rcalizcd. 

Community response: Increasing 
Medicaid enrollment in New York 
City 

A s many as 250,000 low-income children in 
New York City arc eligible for but not en­
rolled in the Medicaid program. CDFs New 

York City office (CDF-NYC) has been working to 
change thu statistic by collaborating with two com­
munity health ccnttrs and the pediatric ward of a local 
hospital to simplify the Medicaid enrollment proce­
dure. In the process, CDF-NYC also has demon­
strated effective ways of reaching out to families to 
encourage them to enroll in Medicaid and thus gain 
comprehensive health care services for their children. 

CD F-NYC launched its initial pilot project to test 
a simplified application form in 1993, after discus­
sions with the city's Human Rcsoun::cs Administra­
tion (HRA) and an agreement with the Deputy 
C.Ommissioner for Medic.al Assistance. The result was 
a two-page form that gathered the nccc.ssary informa-

tion but was less complicated and significantly less 
time-consuming to complete than the traditional six­
page application. 

CDF-NYC then worked with schools and com­
munity-based organizations to test the new forms. 
Schools with large numbers of medically uninsured 
children were asked to be pilot sites at which Mccticaid 
enrollment would be encouraged at special health 
fa.irs or regular school-spo~red events such as 
grand~nts' or Ii~ days. Schools sent flyers 
home tD ~nts notifying them of the opportunity 
tD apply for Medicaid at these school events. The 
flyers explained in simple language Medicaid's eligi­
bility rcquimnents and listed the documents neces­
sary to apply. 

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

In response, CDF-NYC launched a second pilot 
project in January 1994 to improve the form even 
further. Working with statewide advocacy groups, 
CDF-NYC and the Nutrition C.Onsortium convinced 
the st:ltc Department of Social Services that the new 
application form should be designed tD enroll preg­
nant women and young children not only in Medicaid 
but also in the Special Supplemental Food Program 
for Women, Infants, and Children (WIC); the Prena­
tal Care Assistance Program (PCAP); and Oilld 
Health Plus, the state insurance program for children. 
Then the simplified Medicaid form was whittled 
down to a onc-p:tgc "'Growing Up Healthy" form in 
both English and Spanish. This application generally 
takes only about five minutes to complete in contrut 
to the 45 minutes the traditional Medicaid form 
required. The documentttion tD prove eligibility also 
was rcducui grca.dy, further simplifying enrollment. 
CDI; Medicaid, and WIC staff then trained workers 
from community organizations to prcscrccn Medi­
caid applicants and help eligible families complete the 
simplified form. 

While the form was being tested with the Medi­
caid population, CDF-NYC began working with 
HRA tD remove a number of informal rules that 
impeded the Medicaid enrollment process. HRA 
agreed tD lift its limit on the number of Medicaid 
applications a community program could submit tD 

HRA each week. And since the simplified form made 
the enrollment process less complicated., HRA no 
longer required community-based organization staffs 
to n:view completed applications with Medicaid offi­
cials. The applications now arc sent directly to a 
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central Medicaid office, leaving the staffs of commu­
nity-based organizations more time to enroll other 
children and pregnant women in the Medicaid 
program. 

In July, CDF-NYC helped draft a "Growing Up 
Healthy" brochure and pressed the state Department 
of Social Services to print and distribute it to families 
and community groups to publiciz.c the four pro­
grams and proccdu~ for enrolling in them. By the 
end of 1994, 26,541 new one-page forms had been 
completed in New York City and submitttd to Medi· 
c.aid - a good start on inc~ing the number of 
Medic.aid-eligible children who arc getting the health 
care they need. 

Lookin1 ahead to 1995 

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

hensive reform, 1995 will be a year in which advo­
cates will need to defend aggressively the basic 
structure of and funding for existing federal child 
health programs. It is possible that both the guarantee 
of Medic.aid coverage for those who meet federally 
defined eligibility criteria and federally defined bene­
fits will be eliminated. In early 1995 House leaders 
were discussing proposals to give sates a appcd 
amount of federal funds for Medic.aid along with the 
flexibility to set their own eligibility and benefits 
standards. It also is possible that sates will have to 
assume full responsibility for funding and design of 
an acute care program (primarily for children and 
women), while the federal government assumes re­
sponsibility for the funding of services for the disabled 
and those requiring long-term care services. Deci­
sions about eligibility and benefits for children under 
the acute care services program also would be left to 
sates. 

In either case, this abdication of federal rcspon· 
sibility for children's health insurance coverage would 
negate recent hard-won expansion., in eligibility for 
children and pregnant women, as well as mandated 
health care services for children contained in the 
EPSDT program. Medicaid spending caps almost 
certainly would prevent states from ~panding eligi­
bility in order to cover more children through the 
Medic.aid program. 

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

Although these threats loomed large at the be­
ginning of 1995, opportunities to expand children's 
access to comprdlcnsive health care may remain. 
Incrcmenal reforms that would increase the propor•. 
tion of children coveted by either public or private 
health insurance still may be possible through bipar­
tisan action, particularly bcausc universal health 
insurance coverage for children could be achieved at 
surprisingly modest cost. In the event that the new 
congressional leadership allows legislation conaining 
private market insurance reforms to inove forv.rard in 
1995 or 1996, children's advocates mwt be ready to 
mount aggressive efforts to secure approval of com­
panion mcasurc.s that would expand children's health 
insurance coverage. 

Recommendations 

With potentially devasating threats to pro­
grams essential to children's health emerg­
ing in 1995, child advocates must work 

together to p~ dlC basic health safety net for 
children. At the same time, federal action on even the 
most modest health reform measures may create new 
openings to promote children's healthy growth and 
development. Advocates should pursue boch goals 
by: 

♦ Demanding that Coogrcu p~ recent 
gaim in health imunnce coverage for chil­
d.rm through Medicaid Educate lawmakers 
about the key role that the Medicaid program 
plays as the primary insurer of poor and low-in­
come children and urge them to reject major cuts 
in Medicaid eligibility or cxpcnditurcS. 

♦ Working to attain a health reform plan that 
at least imura all c:hildrcn and pregnant 
women. The cover2ge should include a compre­
hensive benefit pack.age for children and preg­
nant women, as well as a full array of services for 
children with special ncc:ch. Stress the impor· 
tance and cost-effectiveness of preventive 
services. • 

♦ Working to ensure that Medicaid managed 
care programs at the state lcvd are imple• 
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mentcd effectively. Monitor carefully the man­
aged care plans in your state to ensure that they 
provide the broad range of needed health services 
to which children arc entitled under Medicaid's 
EPSD.T program, including preventive services 
and services for children with special needs. 

♦ Encouraging states to take full advantage of 
the federal V ac.cincs for Children program. 
Push state and local health officials to broaden the 
scope of VFC programs as quickly as possible, 
encouraging the participation of doctors and clin­
ics and getting the word out to parents that free 
vaccines arc available for eligible children. Urge 

your governor, state health officers, and members 
of Congress to retain this vital initiative to elimi­
nate cost as a barrier to immwuz.ing all children. 

♦ Orgaoiziog local efforts to ensure that all 
children arc fully imamoi:ud. Mount vigorous 
outreach and mobilization campaigns to raise 
immunization rates in your state or community. 
Encourage local organizations that have daily 
contact with young children - whether they be 
day care centers, schools, or local WIC sites -
to use ~cry contact with a child and parents as 
an opporrunity to educate parents about the 
import:anee of immunization. 
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CHILD CARE AND 
EARLY CHILDHOOD 

DEVELOPMENT 

s a group, America's youngest chil­
dren remained in serious jeopardy in 
1994. A distinguished taslc force ap­
pointed by the Carnegie C.Orporation 

warned that poor quality child care, inadequate health 
care, and increasing poverty were creating a "quiet 
crisis" among children younger than three. The task 
force's conclwion was confirmed in part by several 
new reports in 1994 showing that many children arc 
cared for in unsafe and unstimulating child care siru­
ations, while only a small fraction receive high quality 
care. 

Quite apart from parents' concerns about the 
quality of their children's child care, larger numbers 
of low-income working families found themselves 
waiting longer and longer for child care assistana: in 
1994, as states wed an increasing portion of their 
child care funds to assist welh.rc families. Potential 
legislative developments in 1995 could make it even 
harder for low-income working families to find child 
care assistance in the future. The threats include the 
elimination of guaranteed child care assistance for 
families receiving welfare and the consolidation of 
federal child care programs into block grants with 
reduced funding. 

Against this grim baclcdrop, however, 1994 
brought some tangible gains for young children. The 
federal government expanded and strengthened Head 
Start, the nation's flagship early childhood education 
program, and took modest steps to improve the 
quality of federally assisted child care. Several states 
also moved ahead to expand their own preschool 
programs to give more children a better chance of 
cnn:ring school prepared to succeed. 

Strengthenln1 Head Start 

In May, on Head Sr.art's twenty-ninth birthday, 
President ainton signed a four-year reauthori­
zation that will further strengthen the program. 

Based on many of the recommendations made by a 
national Head Start advisory panel in 1993, the new 
law re.quires Head Sr.art's performance standards to 
be updated to reflect current best practices in early 
childhood development and in meeting the complex 
needs of today's families. Head Start programs not 
meeting pcrformana: standards after special help 
from the Head Start Bureau in the Dcparonent of 
Health and Human Services (HHS) will be dropped 
from the program and new grann:cs will be sought 
to replace them. New grantees will receive intensive 
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monicoring and assistance co make sure they have che 
necessary support to mount effective programs. 

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

Recognizing the critical importance of a child's 
first three years and the paucity of services to families 
with infants and toddlers, the Head Start legislation 
creates a new Early Head Start Program for children 
younger than three. A special advisory committee will 
help guide planning for the new program, which will 
incorporate Head Start's trademarks of pa.rent in­
volvement and comprehensive services that include 
health, education, and social services. Current Head 
Start grantees and other local providers will be able 
to apply for Early Head Start funds to begin serving 
infants and toddlers in 1995. 

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

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

Putncrships bctwccn Head Start and child care 
programs in numerous communities arc improving 
the child care options of many low-income families, 
according to a study CDF conducted in 1994. By 
working together, Head Start and child care pro­
grams (both family child care providers and centers) . 
can offer children in both programs full-day high­
quality comprehensive services year round. (Head 

· Start programs typically arc part-day, while many 
full-day child care programs do not offer comprehen­
sive services comparable to Head Start's.) In addition, 
these combined programs make it possible for chil­
dren of employed parents to participate in Head Start, 
allow Head Start to avoid incurring Start-up costs and 
making new invesanents in expensive facilities, allow 
Head Start students and their younger siblings to be 
cared for in the same location, and create new training 
and support opportunities for child care staff. 

Key 
Facts 

♦ More than 60 percent of married women with 
children younger than six arc in the labor force. 
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♦ Nearly 650,000 children participated in Head 
Start in FY 1994. 

♦ Thirty-five percent of the family child care homes 
sampled in one survey were found likdy to harm 
children's development because of poor quality 
care. 

♦ By 1992, 32 states supported prekindergarten 
initiatives. 



Other improvements in federal 
early childhood policy and 
programs 

Congress acknowledged Head Sa.rt's high qual­
ity comprehensive services as the benchmark 
for other early childhood progruns by requir­

ing states using Title I funds for preschool programs 
to malce sure those programs comply with Head Start 
pcrfonnancc standards by October 1996. This 
change was made as part of the reauthorization of the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Aa, which 
includes the Tide I prognm (fonnerly Chapter 1) 
that provides federal funding for compensatory edu­
cation for poor children. The new requirement points 
to a growing recognition that all early childhood 
programs, regardless of their funding source, should 
offer low-income children and families a similar 
paclc.agc of high quality, comprehensive services. 

Measures to strengthen federally assi.sttd child~ 
programs also were included in the 1994 bill 
reauthorizing ~cral child nutrition progruns, includ­
ing the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP), 
which reimburses participating child care providers for 
food costs. In the past, child~ agencies, resource and 
rtlcrra.1 agencies, and other nonprofits that channel 
CACFP reimbursements ro f.unily child care providers 
have offered these providers training about nunition. 
The new law will allow sponsors to play an even 

stronger role in program improvement by offering 
training in health and child development, as well. The 
new law also makes children in Head Stan automat• 
ically eligible for CACFP if their family income is below 
the poverty line. However, as 1995 began, it appeared 
that CACFP would be folded into a bkxlc grant and 
lose its entitlement funding. 

The Clinton ad.ministration proposed changes 
to federal child care regulations in 1994 that would 
improve child care services by allowing states to use 
federal funds to pay higher ratcS for higher quality 
child care. Other changes would make it easier for 
families leaving welfare as a result of incrcascd earn­
ings to receive one year of child care assistance under 
the Transitional Child Care (TCC) program, as the 
law guaranttcs. AJ the year ended, however, it 
appeared that these regulations might never take 
effect if Congress moves ahead in 1995 on proposals 
to combine the major federal child care programs 
inro one block grant that significantly reduces the 
federal role in assuring program quality and ac­
countability. 

State preschool initiatives 

The number of states supporting prekinder­
garten initiatives nearly tripled between 1979 
and 1992, according to a CDF study, Fim 

Steps, Promisine Futwts: St11tt PruinJergllt'tffl Ini#. 
ti-Pes ;,, the Early 1990s. Most of the 32 stat.cs that 
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invest in prekindergartens target four-year-olds con• 
sidercd at risk of school failure. Although these chil· 
dren often come from low-income families, states' 
income guidelines for prekindergarten programs usu• 
ally arc broader than Head Stan's general require• 
ment that family income fall below the f cderal poverty 
line. In 1992, however, the vast majority of States 
were not able to provide prekindergarten services to 
most of the children deemed eligible. Kentucky, 
Texas, and South c.arolina were among the handful 
of states serving more than half of the eligible 
children. 

While few state initiatives offered comprehensive 
services comparable to Head Stan's, a significant 
minority dcmonstra~ a commitment to assuring 
~cs a variety of health and social scirviccs as well 
as education. Oregon, ~hington State, California, 
Iowa, New York, and New Jersey (specifically its 
Urban Prekindergarten Program) were among these 
statcs. In some states, notably Kentucky, C.Olorado, 
Oregon, and New Jcrsc:y, the state prekindergarten 
programs were coordinating their efforts with child 
care, Head Start, or other family service providers in 
the community. 

Most statcs, however, offered only part-day, part· 
year programs, and many did relatively little to meet 
the needs of parents who work or go to school full 
time and who cannot take advantage of ~rand-alone, 
part-day programs. 
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Child care quality comes under 
scrutiny 

The piecemeal gains achieved during the past 
year do not balance new evidence of the na• 
tion's inadequate investment in prottcti.ng and 

nurturing young children. One sobering 1994 report 
by the HHS Inspector General's office, for example, 
was based on a four-state review of child carc centers' 
compliance with state health and safety standards. 
The review found that significant numbers of centers 
were not meeting state standards and thus were 
placing children at risk of harm. The study also 
revealed inadequate cnforccmcnt efforts by state Ii• 
oensing agencies, often due to insufficient resources, 
staffing levels, and training. For example, at the time 
of the survey each licensing inspector in North Caro­
lina had responsibility for 160 child care centers and 
Head Start facilities, making it difficult for inspectors 
to visit each site regularly and follow up dfcctivcly. 

The New York-based Families and \\brk lnsti· 
rute's three-city survey of family child care found that 
35 percent of a sample of 226 providers who care for 
children in their homes offered such poor quality care 
they were lihly to harm children's development. Only 
9 percent offered care considered to be good enough 
to promoo: development. The remaining 56 percent 
of homes were ra~ as custodial, neither enhancing 
nor harming development. 
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The survey found that 65 percent of parents who 
looked for alternatives when choosing child care felt 
they had few good options. Twenty-eight percent of 
the mothers said they would use other care were it 
available. In general, low-income children were found 
to be in lower quality care than their higher income 
peers, and minority children were in somewhat lower 
quality care than others. 

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

One of the first in-depth reports on how the child 
care system has responded to cultural and linguistic 
diversity found that in California, where such diversity 
is the norm, child care providers and centers are ill-pre­
pared 10 meet the challenges or taJc.c advantage of the 
opportunities that diversity presents. While 96 percent 
of the 450 Calif omia centers surveyed serve children 
from two or more racial groups, and 81 percent serve 
children from two or more language groups, child care 
workers themselves do not rctlcct this diversity, ac­
cording to Affirming Childm,'s Roots: C.JhmJ .,,J 
Linguin:ic Di'Pmir:y in Ewly Dan w ~ , pub-

lffi-iti119 Lists 

lishcd at the end of 1993 by California Tomorrow. 
What's more, said the report, the fragmented child care 
system has no mechanism for ensuring that child care 
workers receive education and training about how to 

respond to diversity, and existing training materials do 
not provide enough infonnation about specific actions 
child care workers can Jake 10 make their programs 
more culturally and linguistically appropriate. 

Competition for child care 
assistance 

Child advocates and child care experts grew in­
creasingly conccmcd in 1994 about the grow­
ing competition for scarce child care assistance 

between working poor families and families receiving 
welfare. The U.S. General Acoounting Office (GAO) 
found that more and more federal and state child care 
fun~ are targeted 10 families receiving wclfarc or 
moving off welfare into the work force, at the c:xpc:nsc 
of working poor families. Many states arc using sta~ 
fun~ previously used 10 assist the working poor to 
draw down AFDC child care cntidancnt funding, 
which requires matching funds from the state. Other 
states arc taking advantage of the &a that the Child 
Care and Development Block Grant (CCDBG) docs 
not require a state match and arc using these funds -
in~nd.cd 10 serve low-income working families - to 
provide child care assistance to AFDC families. 

States with more than 10,000 children on child care assistance waJtln1 lists 

Georgia 
Texas 

Ilinois 

Florida 

Alabama 

New Jersey 

North Carolina 

Kentucky 

Sounx: Olildrm's DmNt Fund IUNC')' of saa: child care adminimalon., 1994. 

41,000 

35,692 

20,000 

19,757 

19,699 

14,000 

13,000 

10,000 
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The GAO report said, "the well-intentioned em­
phasis on providing services to assist welfare recipi­
ents in leaving welfare has overshadowed the impor­
WlCC of the provision of child care to prevent welfare 
dependency. The current sysn:ms may also inadver­
n:ntly create an incentive to go onto welfare for those 
needing child care to become employed." 

CDF research in 1994 uncovered more evidence 
that child care dollars increasingly arc drained away 
from the working poor and tugctcd to AFDC fami­
lies. For example: 

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

♦ In Colorado child care administrators placed a 
temporary frcczc on all new low-income appli­
cants for child care assistance, starting in Decem­
ber 1994. Administrators estimated that within 
two to four years the state would have enough 
child care funding only to provide assistance to 
former AFDC families. 

♦ In Connecticut the only new families receiving 
child care assistance since August 1994 were 
those headed by tcc:n parents in school and fami­
lies leaving the TCC program. 
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"I fed that because of the high cost of my day care 
I will be forced in the next few weeks to quit my job 
and go on welfare," said one mochcr responding to a 
1994 survey by the Rhode Island Department of 
Human Services of mothers on the stan: waiting list for 
child care assistance. "It's unfortunate that the govern­
ment makes it easier to live on welfare than to try to 
work and support [ourj families." Another mother 
said, "When I asked several agencies what ocher option., 
I had to hdp pay mesc child care apcnscs, I was told 
to quit my job and go on w~" 

State response: North Carolina's 
Smart Start 

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

children start school healthy and ready to lcam. En­
actt:d by the stan: legislature in 1993, Smart Start 
gives stan: grants to counties to create local nonprofit 
partnerships for children made up of community 
organizations and agencies. Each county partnership 
ovcrsccs delivery of a broad range of coordinated 
services to county preschoolers and their families. 1bc 
initiative was passed with the understanding that the 
state gradually would cncnd the initiative to all l 00 
counties. Gov. Jim Hunt's state budget propasal for 
1995-1997 includes funding to raise the number of 
participating counties to 56 by 1997. 



CHILDl'IIEN ' S CllP'IENSIE P'UNC 

Each county decides what specific steps it will 
take to accomplish Smart Sr.art's overall goo of giving 
young children the best possible start in life. The 
parmcrship in Orange County, where Chapel Hill is 
located, used its first allocation of $388,000 in 1994 
to eliminate waiting lists for child care assistance and 
raise the cut-off for family eligibility to $25,000 of 
annual income. Those actions assured that virtually 
every child in the county who nccdcd a child care 
subsidy received one. 

After consulting with the child care community, 
the partnership decided to use pan of its second 
1994-1995 allocation of $2.3 million for several 
new initiatives, including a competitive grant pro­
gram to help quality-consciow child care providers 
expand the kinds of child care in short supply. The 
parmership hopes to increase the supply of infant 
care and evening and weekend care, especially for 
low-income children and those with special needs, 
by about 250 slots. The new money also will be 
wed to make vision and dental screenings available 
to children at all of the county's child care programs 
and to pay for a nurse/health educator to visit each 
child care program monthly. 

To support and guide the county partnerships, the 
Smart Start initiative crcatai the statcWidc North Caro­
lina Pumcrship for Children, a private OOf!profit body 
appointed partly by the governor and partly by the 
General Assembly. The state partnership cducan::s the 
public about Smart Start's mission, encourages partici­
pation by the private scaor, raises private funds to 
supplement state funding, and hdps select the order in 
which counties~ brought into the initiative. 

Smart Start also seeks to strengthen the quality 
of existing child care services in all 100 counties. The 
initiative was passed with companion legislation that 
improved staff-child ratios in licensed child care pro­
grams, added funding for 10 more inspectors to 

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

In 1994 the legislature approved an additional $4 
million for the state child care subsidy program to 
help low-income families pay for child care. Another 
$4.6 million in grants went to help counties, towns, 
and neighborhoods develop innovative school-age 
child care programs. 

Looking ahead to 199S 

A t the beginning of 1995, Congress was con­
sidering proposals to combine many key 
federal child care programs and some related 

programs, including the Child and Adult Care Food 
Program, into two block grants and reducing the total 
amount of funding available for the combined pro­
grams. Congress also was entertaining proposals to 
eliminate the guarantee of child care assistance for 
AFDC recipients participating in work or training, 
and for families leaving AFDC (sec pages 17-26). 

Losing CACFP would mean the end of a.ssuranccs 
that children will ~ivc nutritious meals and snacks 
while they arc in child care and Head Start. Many 
children spend 10 to 12 hours a day in child care and 
thus receive the majority of their nutrition from the 
meals available through the CACFP. Othct' fcaDJrCS of 
the child care block grant Congress was considering in 
January 1995 would result in more children being ca.red 
for in unsafe and poor quality settings. These features 
included: ending the guarantee of child care assist:lncc 
for AFDC families and families leaving welfare, elimi­
nating a.ssuranccs (now contained in the a:DBG) that 
federal funds would be reserved for improving the 
quality and increasing the supply of child care, elimi­
nating a.ssuranccs that patents would be reimbursed at 
rattS high cnoogh to allow them a genuine choice 
among child care providers, and ending ~cnts 
that st2o:s enforce minimal health and safety standards 
for all publicly funded child care. 

Thoughtful consolidation and adequate funding 
of selected federal child care programs could be a 
positive step, but wrapping up CA~ the child c~ 
entidements, and all other child care programs into 
block grants with reduced funding would undo the 
progress the nation has ma.de in recent years toward 
making decent, affordable child care available to 
America's most vulnerable families. 

Recommendations 

A dvocates can help prevent severe damage 
to the programs that enable parents to 

. work knowing their children arc well cared 
for by: 

♦ Hdping Congress understand that responsi• 
blc block granting of child care programs 
mwt: increase funds for child care assistance for 
low-income working families, ensure that federal 
funds arc used in safe child care settings, ensure 
that funds arc set aside to help stares strengthen 
the quality and build the supply of child care, and 
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ensure that families receive adequate reimburse­
ments so they have a genuine choice of providers. 

♦ Urging C.Ongress to make sure that all eligible 
children in child care and Head Start con­
tinue to get nutritious meals and snacb 
th.tough the Child and Adults Care Food 
Program. 

♦ Promoting guarantees of quality child care 
help for families receiving AFDC that are 
afFcc:tcd by federal or state welfare reform 
plans. Make sure lawmakers include explicit as­
surances of child care assistance to protect chil­
dren while their parents arc participating in 
work, education, or training activities under new 
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welfare reform schemes. T alee steps to ensure that 
reimbursements arc adequate to pay for safe, 
good quality care. 

♦ Encouraging states to maintain and build 
upon their investments in child care and pre­
kinderguten programs to help families WOl'k 
and child.rm rucceed. 

♦ Encouraging local leaden in child care, Head 
Start, prekin~ and other early child­
hood programs to work cooperatively to im­
prove early childhood scnica for childrm. 
Also encourage your community to improve 
child care quality by offering providers incentives 
to improve and expand services. 



HUNGER 
AND 

NUTRITION 

he nation made modest progress in 1994 
toward ensuring that no child in America 
goes hungry. As part of the reauthoriza­
tion of the nation's childhood nutrition 

programs - the WIC supplemental nutrition pro­
gram, the school meals and summer food programs, 
and child care-related food programs - Congress 
made some improvements that will increase the 
number of needy children being served. In addition, 
1993 changes in outdated food stamp eligibility 
rules began taking effect in 1994, m~ that 
more poor f amilics arc able to feed their children 
adequately. 

On the ocher hand, Congress did not keep the 
WIC program on track toward full funding by 1996, 
as child and nutrition advocates had urged, and the 
year ended with indications that much of the ground 
gained in child nutrition in recent years may be 
threatened in 1995. As the Americans who depend 
the most on food stamps and other nutrition assis­
tance, children would be the hardest hit if Con~ 
enacted proposals raised at the end of 1994 to shrink 
overall funding for food assistance programs and 
eliminate the assurance of benefits to eligible 
children. 

Childhood hun1er 

Poverty is the root cause of inadequate nu~~on 
in the United States .. In 1993, 15.7 million 
children wen: poor, meaning that a huge 

number of American c:hildrcn were at risk of inade­
quate nutrition. 

'The federal food stamp program is the nation's 
most widely used public food auistancc program, and 
its enrollment patterns arc a good rcflcction of~ ~k 
of hunger in the United States. 'The num~r of chil­
dren receiving food stamp benefits has incrca5Cd 
sica.dily during the 1990s, reaching a record level of 
14.2 million childml in the summer d 1993 (the 
latest available data). That ~ represents a 51 
percent inacasc in enrollment since 1989. More than 
half of all food scamp ra:ipicnts arc children, although 
children make up only slightly more than one-quarter 
of the U.S. population. 

Contrary to popular belief, most children receiv­
ing food stamp benefits in mid-1993 ~Whitt-:-
42 percent, compared with 35 percent African Amcn­
can, 17 percent Latino, 3 pertent Asian, and l pcrccnt 
Native American. The average size of a household 
receiving food stamps, according to the U ._S. ~ part· 
mcnt of Agriculture (USDA), was 2.6 individuals 
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(counting childn:n and adults), which belies the com­
mon notion that families receiving food stamps gen­
erally have large numbers of children. 

R.cscarch shows that childn:n who experience 
even temporary spells of malnutrition during infancy 
or childhood may suffer health and learning setbacks 
that limit their potential growth and development. 
Poor nutrition can retard physical growth, brain de­
velopment, and cognitive functioning pcrmanendy. 

Thc U.S. Conference of Mayors' StlltMs &port"" 
Hunger_,. HOf!IUlesnua m ~•r Cities: 1994 
shed light on the demand for emergency food assis­
tance this past year. Officials in the 30 surveyed cities 
estimated that requests from families with childn:n 
had inc~ by an average of 14 percent since the 
1993 survey, with 79 percent of the citi.cs registering 
an incrcasc. More than half of the cities reported that 
emergency food assistance facilities didn't have 
enough food to meet the need, and the overall level 
of public resources available for emergency food as­
sistance dccrca.scd by 4 pen%0t during the year. On 
average, 15 percent of the requests for emergency 
assistance went unmet, but in four cities, between 30 
and 50 percent of requests could not be met. 

Second Harvest, the nation's largest network of 
private hunger relief agencies, reported that its 
70,000 food pantries, soup kitchens, homeless shel­
ters, and other programs served 26 million individu­
als in 1993, with childn:n accounting for a dispropor• 
tionatc 43 percent of the total. 1bc Second Harvest 

srudy revealed that many children experience hunger 
despite their parents' best efforts to provide for them 
through work. Nearly one-third of all households 
wing Second Harvest's food programs had at least 
one employed member, and half of all those served 
worked full time. As the value of earnings among 
low-income U.S. workers has eroded, many families 
find it impossible to strct.ch the &mily budget to cover 
all of their food needs in addition to rent, clothing, 
transportation, and other ba.sia. And even thosc who 
receive assistance often live on the edge of hunger. 
When Second Harvest asked client households about 
their meal patttms, more than 10 percent said their 
children had missed meals in the put month because 
of the family's lack of food and money. 

The Second Harvest nctWOrk reports turning 
away about 61,000 people each year for lack of food, 
illwtrating the limitations of private charities' ability 
to feed the nation's hungry childn:n. 

Food stamp reforms 

During 1994 five states rcccived approval t0 

issue food stamp benefits electronic.ally in 
some counties instead of using coupons, 

bringing to 11 the number of smes experimenting 
with the electronic system. Under Electronic Benefits 
Transfer (EBT), recipients receive a plastic card simi­
lar to a money machine card, which is used to debit 
individuals' personal food stamp accounts as pur• 

Key 
Facts 

♦ A U.S. C.Onfcrcno: of Mayors survey of 30 cities 
found that emergency food requests from funilics 
with children incrca.scd by an average of 14 percent 
between 1993 and 1994. 
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♦ A record level ofl4.2 million children received food 
stamp benefits in 1993-up 51 pcro:ntsincc 1989. 

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

♦ Ar. least 2.1 million children were served by the 
Summer Food Service Program in 1994, less than 9 
percent of those who participated in the school lunch 
program. 
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chases arc ma.de. EBT decreases costs to retailers and 
banks and reduces fraud, ac.cording to a 1993 USDA 
study of EBT in two counties. Proponents say EBT 
is popular among recipients bccawc the card is safer 
to we and helps remove the stigma associated with 
food stamps. 

As EBT took hold in some states, others showed 
interest in converting food stamp benefits into cash 
grants, arguing that giving recipients a check rather 
than coupons is less demeaning to recipients and cuts 
administrative costs. However, "cash-outs" may both 
weaken the food stamp program and result in poorer 
nutrition for children. With rare accptions, the cur­
rent system assures that food stamp benefits arc used 
for food, while turning the benefits into cash invites 
landlords, acditors, check-cashing bwincsscs, and 
others to demand pan of families' food stamp grants. 
An early USDA study of cash-out demonstrations 
showed that they resulted in a 5 percent dccrca.sc in 
families' food expenditures, which is not surprising 
given the many legitimate but competing cxpcnscs 
low-income families must juggle every month with­
out any cash cushion for emergencies. Advocates fear, 
however, that public support for the program would 
weaken, as would political support from agricultural 
interests, if the benefit could be used for nonfood 
purchases, leaving the program increasingly vulner­
able to cutbacks. 

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

jccts and appeared ready to approve other wa.iver 
requests without waiting for assessments of the exist­
ing demonstrations. Arguing that more demonstra­
tions were unwise and unnecessary, child and anti­
hunger advocates persuaded Congress to include in 
the legislation reauthorizing the child nutrition prcr 
grams a one-year moratorium on cash-out demon­
strations, pending a fuller review of the ongoing 
experiments. 

Implementation of important improvements in 
the food stamp program also began in 1994. Sched­
uled to be phased in gradually over several years, these 
changes were enacted as the Mickey Leland Hunger 
Relief Act in 1993. They amend a number ofoutdated 
eligibility rules that had ignored the economic reali­
ties confronting today's low-income families, open• 
ing the way for more poor families and children to 
~ive food stamps. The changes include, for exam­
ple, raising the amount of housing a,sts that low-in­
come families with very high rents can deduct in 
dctcrmi.ning eligibility and benefit levels, raising the 
value of vehicles that food stamp recipients may own 
and remain eligible for benefits, and allowing families 
that must share housing but do not purchase and 
prepare food together to be considered separate 
households in applying for food stamps. Starting in 
the fall of 1995, parents paying child support for 
children living in other households arc to be allowed 
to deduct these payments in dctcrmi.ning their eligi­
bility for food stamps. 
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Improved child nutrition programs 

Congress made improvements in several of the 
child nutrition programs in 1994. The modi­
fications were part of the Healthy Meals for 

Healthy Americans A.a, which reauthorized the 
school breakfast and lunch programs, the Summer 
Food Service Program (SFSP), the Child and Adult 
Care Food Program (CACFP), and the Special Sup­
plemental Food Program for Women, Infants, and 
Children (WIC). 

Under the new law, families that apply for 
WICs supplemental nutrition benefits now can re­
ceive benefits for 60 days while their nutritional risk 
assessment is being processed. Prcviowly, families 
had to wait until this procedure was completed 
before they could st2rt receiving benefits. In addi­
tion, some families' nutrition will be improved 
through greater access to fresh fruits and vegetables 
as a result of a modest boost in authorized funding 
for the WIC Farmers' Market Nutrition Progrun, 
which gives WIC enrollees vouchers to we at local 
farmers' markets in participating stao:s. 

U nl.ikc the other child nutrition programs, WIC 
is not an entitlement program. WIC served 6.5 
million women, infants, and children in 1994, about 
65 percent of those eligible. On the basis of research 
showing that every dollar spent on WIC saves $3.13 
in Medicaid costs for low-birthweight babies, advo­
cates recently have pressed for full funding by 1996, 
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a goal the Clinton administration also has cm• 
braced. Aftr.r appropriating a substantial downpay­
ment on full funding in 1993, Congress backed off 
in 1994, appropriating an increase of jwt $260 
million for FY 1995, bringing its budget to $3.5 
billion. 

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

'The reauthorization law also authoriz.cd USDA 
to create demonstration programs to deliver CACFP 
benefits to 13- to 18-ycar-olds. Expanding the age 
eligibility beyond the current limit of 12 years will 
encourage after-school mentoring, twering, and cul­
tural enrichment programs to serve both young and 
older children. 

As a result of important changes in SFS~ private 
nonprofit organizations wishing to operate feeding 
sites during the summer now will find it easier to 
qualify as sponsors and receive full federal reim­
bursement for meals served to eligible children. 1bc 
new law ends the preferential statW previously CD· 
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joyed by public sponsors such as schools and parks 
and recreation departments by eliminating the one­
year waiting period for nonprofits applying to serve 
summer meals and giving preference to nonprofits 
that already have participated successfully in the 
program over public institutions applying for the 
first time. These changes will help address the short­
age of summer food sponsors in hard-to-serve areas, 
a significant cause of low participation ratcS by 
children in the great majority of states. 

To encourage SFSP sponsors to engage children 
in positive summer activities in addition to feeding 
them, the 1994 law requires USDA to notify spon­
sors of sources of federal funds that may be used to 
operate all-day education and recreation activities at 
SFSP feeding sites. The SFSP historically has re­
quired sponsors to provide four hours of recreation 
activities each day, and while some sponsors have 
gone beyond the requirement, building full-day aca­
demic and cultural enrichment programs around 
summer food, other sponsors have made only mini­
mal efforts to comply. 

As a result of stepped-up outreach by commu­
nity leaders and advocates, participation in the sum­
mer food program has grown each year since the 
early 1990s. Preliminary figures for 1994 showed 
that at least 2.14 million children were served by 
SFSP in 1994. Yet that number represents less than 
9 percent of the 24. 7 million children who partici­
pated in the free and reduced-price school lunch 

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

Participation in the school breakfast program 
also increased in the 1993-1994 school year. The 
number of participating schools was up 10 percent 
and the number of children receiving free or re­
duced-price breakfasts increased 8 percent from the 
previous school year, to 5.8 million. 

Healthier school meals 

I mproving the nutritional quality of meals served 
in the nation's schools was another focus of 
activity among child nutrition advocates and the 

USDA in 1994. Their efforts culminated in a USDA 
proposal, approved as part of the Healthy Meals for 
Healthy Americans At:t., to rcdwx the fat, sodium, 
and cholesterol content of school lunches and break· 
fasts to conform to the USDA's general dietary guide­
lines. lnc law requires schools to meet the guidelines 
by the 1996-1997 school year and requires the USDA 
to help them do so. This action followed a 1993 
USDA survey of 545 public schools that found vir­
tually none of the schools meeting the agency's die­
tary guidelines. 
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Community response: La 
Pintoresca Summer Food Program 

Federal child nutrition programs enable com• 
munitics to fulfill one of their most basic moral 
obligations: making sure their children have 

enough food to cat. And when food assistanee is 
combined with recreation or academic activities, the 
result can take communities beyond feeding children 
to boosting their self-esteem and dco:rring violence 
and delinquency. 

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

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

1bc first-year success led Pasadena to expand the 
program in the summer of l 99-4. 1bc disttict starttd 
delivering both breakfast and lunch to the La Pin­
torcsca site, and the city hired two full-time staff 
members to organize children's activities there. The 
public library adjacent to the park also got involved, 
hosting puppet shows, story houn, and arts and crafts 
workshops throughout the day. Taking advantage of 
the interest in the World Cup Soccer tournament 
taking place at the time, the library also launched a 
"Kick Back and Read" campaign to int.crest children 
in reading. 

Anne Broussard, child care coordinator for 
Pasadena's Human Services and Neighborhoods De­
partment and a driving force behind the creation and 
expansion of the La Pintorcsca summer program, says 
it is successful because it provides two things children 
and teens in the area badly need: food and positive 
summer activities. There's nothing mysterious about 
why the crime rate dropped either, says Browsard. 
"When the good guys come to the park, the bad guys 
leave." She continues, 'Tm not saying there's no more 
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crime in the area, but there's a lot less crime at the 
park." 

Pulling together the resources and people nccdcd 
to run a program that provides meals and enrichment 
activities can be difficult for any one agency to handle, 
but in the ca.sc of La Pintoraca, cooperation between 
the Puadcna Unified School Disaict and the City of 
Pasadena makes it possible. The school district, which 
is the SFSP grantee, docs the federal paperwork, 
prepares the meals, and provides the van, while the 
city supplies the personnel to help save the meals and 
lead the children's activities. 

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

Looking ahead to 1995 

A s part of a scheduled reauthorization of the 
food stamp program and the new congres­
sional leadership's announced agenda to re­

form welfare and cut back fcdcral nuttition programs, 
Congress is cxpcctx:d 10 try to alt=' federal food 
assistance programs fundamentally in 1995. In early 
January variow proposals were afoot to shrink the 
overall funding for food assistance; to eliminat.c the 
guarantee of food stamps, school meals, child c.arc 
food, and summer food to all eligible children; and 
to consolidate food stamps with we.lfarc funding into 
one capped block grant with few federal requirements 
attached. If enacted, any of these changes likely would 
result in a fierce competition for funding at the state 
level that could pit children's nuaition against other 
worthy causes. 1bc oua:omc is certain to be reduced 
help for poor families and a level of need for food 
assistance that private charities won't be able to fill. 
Ultimatx:ly, more American children will go hungry 
and malnourished. 

In 1995 anti-hunger and children's advocates 
must help C.Ongress understand how vital good child 
nutrition is to the broad.er national intctcst and how 
necessary strong food stamp and child nuttition enti­
tlement programs arc to furthering that interest. To 
prosper in the future, the United SWJ:s needs all of 
its children to receive enough nourishment to reach 
their full physical and intx:llcctual potential. 
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Recommendations 

A number of proposals being considered by 
Congress would dismantle critical food as­
sist:lnce programs that help provide ade­

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

♦ Urging your member of Congress to protect 
key tt.dcral child nutrition programs. Educate 
your lawmakers about the importance of a fed­
eral nutrition safety net for children and encour­
age them to maintain funding levels for crucial 
programs, including the School Lunch Program, 
School Breakfast Program, Child and Adult Care 
Food Program, Summer Food Service Program, 
Special Mille Program, and WIC. 

♦ Demanding that the federal government 
maintain its commitment to the food stamp 
program. Encourage Congress t0 continue the 
iron-cl~_a.ssurance offood stamp aid to all eligi­
ble families and preserve expansions of the pro­
gram enacted in the 1993 Mickey Leland 

Childhood Hunger Relief Act. Urge lawmakers 
concerned about possible fraud and abuse to 
tackle those problems directly, through measures 
such as those already proposed by the administra­
tion, rather than launching an indiscriminate 
assault on nutritional aid to the needy. 

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

♦ Work with local achoob to c:ncouragc them 
to aerve achoo! brcakwt:a and participate in 
the Summer Food Scrvkc Program. Help 
school administrators understand the impor­
tance of these vital nutrition programs for chil­
dren. Help schools develop creative summer 
programs that combine summer food scrvia:s 
with recreation and academic and cultural enrich­
ment. 
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VIOLENCE 

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

fear and rage about seemingly random violence, ado­
lescents - even very young ones - were viewed 
more as perpetrators than victims by many Ameri­
cans. This view tilted policy debates heavily toward 
tougher punishments for young offenders as opposed 
to protection and prevention for children li.kcly to 
find themselves in hann's way. 

The perception that young people arc largely 
responsible for violent aime was reinforced in 1994 
by extensive media coverage of youth violence, a few 
horrific and highly publicized aca by children, and 
harsh election-year rhetoric. Fears of increasing youth 
violence arc understandable: juvenile arrcm for both 
murder and weapons violations more than doubled 
over the past decade. But violent crime is not the 
CJC!usive - or even the primary - domain of the 
young. According to federal statistics, less than one­
fifth of the increase in violent crime since the early 
l 980s is attributable to juveniles. 

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

punitive measures dircctcd at young Americans. Both 
state and federal governments took steps to try 
younger and younger children as adults and to require 
schools to expel children caught carrying weapons in 
school - most often with no provision for alternative 
education. Such measures not only arc unlikely to 

prevent crime but also may distract public attention 
from the need to address the risk factors associated 
with youth violence and crime. These risk fact0rs 
include poverty, family breakdown, child abuse and 
neglect, weakening moral guidance, repeated cxp<>­
surc to violcncc - and, of course, ready access to 

guns. 
On the positive side, the comprehensive crime 

bill passed by C.O~ in 1994 did contain provi­
sions to help communities address some of those risk 
factors. Mtl!r a bitter congressional debate, significant 
new funding was approved for aftcr-schoo~ week.end, 
and summer programs to give children and adoles­
cents positive alternatives to the streets, and a historic 
ban was imposed on certain types of semi-automatic 
assault weapons. The year ended, however, with a 
newly elected and more conservative C.Ongrc.ss threat­
ening to repeal these crucial prevention measures. 
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V I OLINCI 

Firearms: the death toll on children 

A total of 5,379 children and teenagers were 
killed by firearms in 1992, the most recent 
year for which data arc available. Nearly 

tw~thirds ( 63 pc:rccnt) of the children died as a result 
of gun homicides, about 26 percent from gun sui• 
cides, and 9 percent from gun accidents. All told, 
nearly 15 children died of gunshot injuries every day 
in 1992 - one child every 98 minutes. 

While adults' risk of being murdered has in­
creased since 1985 (when murder rates rachcd a 
13-ycar low), the risk for ~agers has increased far 
more dramatically. According to a study released in 
1 m by the C:Cnttn for Ducasc C.Ontrol and Pm-en­
tion (CDC), the murder rate for teenage boys ages 
15 to 19 more than doubled between 1985 and 1992, 
rising from approximaa:ly 13 homicides per 100,000 
boys to nearly 33 per 100,000. For Bladt males in this 
age group, the homicide rate nearly aiplcd, rising 
from47 to 129 homicides per 100,000 between 198S 
and 1992. Virrually all of this increase (97 percent) 
was ataibutable to the use of guns, according to CDC 
data. 

The victims of gun violence arc not limited to 
those children who die, however. They also include 
many thowands of children who arc physically in­
jured and hundreds of thowands of children scarred 
emotionally by cxposu.rc to violence in their homes, 
ncighborh~, and schools. 

The mounting toll of violence by and against 
chil~n reflects the fact that young people arc w ing 
firearms to commit crimes and to settle interpersonal 
grievances as never before. The number of juveniles 
arrested for murder increased 168 percent between 
198-4 and 1993, acoording to newly released data 
from the Federal Bureau of Investigation. Similarly, 
arrcsa of juveniles for weapons violations such as 
possession increased by almost 126 percent during 
that period. 

Nevertheless, adults still commit the large major• 
ity of crimes: 8-4 percent of all arrcsa for murder and 
77 percent of all arrcsa for weapons violations in 
1993 involved adults. Statistics from the Office of 
Juvenile Jwtice and Delinquency Prevention show 
that only 19 percent of the increase in violent crimes 
between 1983 and 1992 was attributable to juveniles. 

There is no question that youth violcncc has 
become deadlier in recent years as the impulsiveness 
of adolescence and deteriorating social and economic 
conditions for youths have intcneetcd with easy ac­
cess to guns. 'The Bureau of Alcohol, Tobaa:o, and 
Firearms estimates that 200 million fuanns were in 
civilian circulation in the United States in 1989; 
millions more have been produced since then. More 
than 40 percent of American households now have at 
least one gun, and the proportion of households 
owning handguns has risen from 13 percent in 1959 
to about 24 percent at present. 

Key 
Facts 

♦ Guns killed 5,379 children and teens in 1992 - one 
every 98 minutes. 

54 

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

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

♦ Unlike other dangerous consumer products, firearms 
arc not required to meet tmy health or safety standards. 
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In several polls released late in 1993, teenagers 
confirmed that guns are extraordinarily easy to get. 
In one poll, nearly half of the inner-city boys surveyed 
said they could "bonow" a gun from friends or family 
if they wanted one. (The claim seems believable in 
light of a survey by the National Institute of Jwtice 
(NIJ) relca.scd in January 1995 in which 40 percent 
of students from 10 inner-city high schools in Cali· 
fomia, Louisiana, New Jersey, and Illinois said that 
male relatives carried guns outside their homes.) In a 
1994 poll conducted for the Black Community Cru· 
sade for Children (BCCC), 70 percent of Black teens 
interviewed said that youths having acc.css to guns is 
a scriow problem. And pollster Louis Harris has 
found that a majority of young people., including 
many who themselves carry guns, say they would like 
to sc-e an end to the gun culrurc. 

Prevention measures in the 1994 
crime bill 

A midst heated public debate o~ how best to 
ensure public safety, the federal government 
enaaed a comprehensive anti-crime law in 

1994 that contained an assault weapons ban and 
included total federal funding over six ycan of about 
SlO billion for prisons, SS.8 billion to put more police 
on the srreets, and nearly $6 billion for a broad range 
of violence prevention initiatives. These federal funds 
are intended to come out of a special trust fund 

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

The violence prevention provisions that focus on 
children and youths reflect our best current under­
standing of the roots of delinquency and the feelings 
of isolation, alienation, anger, and hopelessness that 
can lead young people to commit acts of violence. 
Olild development experts and a growing nwnber of 
law enforcement authorities agree that punishment 
alone cannot effectively deter anti-social behavior. On 
the other hand, saong and consistent relationships 
with caring adults and involvement in positive group 
activities such as sports do help children develop the 
life skills and moral armor that make it easier for them 
to reject risky behavior and the lure of the streets. 
Although after-school and swnmcr programs cost 
money, they can save taxpayers' dollars in the long 
run by averting the far greater costs of juvenile crime, 
detention, and rehabilitation. 

Hu,l;"IJ ~ 's Cities, a report published in 
1994 by the Trust for Public Land, detailed what 
many child advocates and law enforcement officials 
know from experience - that initiatives designed to 
provide opportunities for positive youth develop­
ment increase the chances that young people will 
avoid crime and violence. For instance, the report 
describes a 28 percent drop in juvenile arrests in Fort 
Myers, Florida, since the city began its STARS (Sue• 
c.c.ss through Academics and ~tional Support) 
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program for young adolescents in 1990. Similarly, the 
establishment of a Boys & Girls Club in a public 
bowing complex in Tampa has resulted in a "signifi­
cant decrease in recidivism, drug trafficking, and drug 
activity" in and around the complex, according to the 
dircaor of the Tampa Hawing Authority. 

Evidence of prevention's effectiveness, however, 
was ignored by conservative members of Congress as 
the crime bill became increasingly entangled in last 
year's election politics. These members amckcd the 
bill's prevention programs as nothing more than 
"pork barrel" spending. Although the bulk of funds 
for violence prevention remained in the final bill, the 
provisions we.re challenged again immcdiaa:ly after 
the election by the new congressional leadership. 
Their ultimatr: fan: was in doubt as the new Congress 
began its work in 1995. . 

The three major prevention programs for chil­
dren and youths created in the 1994 crime law arc the 
Community Schools, the Family and Community 
Endeavor Schools (FACES}, and the Ounce of Pre­
vention programs. A tot21 of $900 million over the 
next six years was authorized for these programs in 
an attempt to help children and adolescents living in 
communities with high raa:s of poverty and juvenile 
delinquency. 

In early 1995, community-based organizations 
were invited to apply for Community Schools grants, 
which arc being administr:rcd by the U.S. Depart· 
ment of Health and Human Services. Grants would 
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allow the organizations to operate community-based 
sports, academic, and other extracurricular programs 
after school, on weekends, and on holidays during the 
school year and summers. 

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

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

Beyond these major youth-focused programs, 
the aime law created the Model Ina:nsive Grant 
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Program, beginning in 1996, for comprehensive 
crime prevention programs in up to 15 high-crime: 
communities selected by the U.S. Attorney General. 
In addition, the: Local Putnc:rship Act will channel 
S 1.6 billion in funding to all cities and towns based 
on a formula that takes population and crime: rates 
into account. Local governments will be able to set 

thc:ir own priorities for the we of funds but mwt 
invest the monc:y in existing federal programs that 
combat crime and violence through education, job 
training, and employment. 

Regulating firearms 

I n addition to youth crime prevention programs, 
the: 1994 crime law also included a long-overdue 
ban on the: manufacture, sale:, and possession of 

19 types of assault weapons and copycat models, and 
on ammunition feeding devices capable of holding 
more than 10 rounds. The ban certainly will help save 
children's lives. Sen. Dianne: Feinstcin's (D-CA) of• 
fice released an analysis in 1994 showing that children 
accounted for 53 percent of the Americans killed by 
assault weapons in the scvc:n-month period between 
passage: of the ban in the Senate and in the Howe. 

Even following passage of the Brady bill in 1993 
(which requires a five-bwiness-day waiting period 
and a background check by police for any handgun 
purchase) and enacanent of the assault weapons ban 
in 1994, the gun industry remains among the least 

regulated indwtries in the United States. Unlike other 
dangcrow consumer products, firc:arms arc not re· 
quired to meet any health and safety standards. Evc:n 
guns that fire when dropped or have triggers that a 
toddler can pull arc exempt from federal safety rules. 

This wanton disregard for public safety 
prompted the Violence Policy C.cnttr in ~hington, 
DC, to publish a report in 1994 calling for C.Ongrcss 
to regulate guns and ammunition just as it docs 
virrually every other dangcrow consumer product. 
The report, Case Fin: A ~ Strategy to 
~ ffl'Ulffl&S V,olmu, noted that the lack of regu• 
lation is one reason the gun industry has been so 
successful in developing new produca and new mar• 
kets since the latt 1980s, when saturation of the 
traditional market - adult Whitt males - resulted 
in a sales slump. To reinvigorate profits, the industry 
redesigned and expanded its product lines to apply 
military and law cnfon::cment ttchnology to the civil· 
ian market, making cheaper, smaller, lighter, more 
portable, and more concealable weapons of ever 
greater firepower. 

The indwtry also turned increasingly to women 
and youths as potential customers. Its efforts to mar• 
kct guns to those populations were the subjects of two 
additional reports by the V-10lcncc Policy C.cnttr in 
1994. A report on the industry's strategy for wing 
federal cax dollars to market to children, "Use the 
~-Hn, Fuleral '11uDol.lM1An SpmttoMMut 
GUN to JGiu, documented how the leading firearms 
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trade association, the National Sports Shooting 
Foundation (NSSF), wed a $229,000 federal grant 
in 1993 to update and expand its school program 
materials. The report also quotcd NSSF advice to gun 
manufacturers: · 

There's a way to help insure ·that new faces 
and pocketbooks will continue to patronize your 
business: Use the schools. This is where most of 
your potential down-the-line shooters and hunt• 
crs now arc .... Schools collca. .. a large number of 
minds and bodies that arc important to your 
future well-being. How else would you get these 
potential customers and future leaders together 
to rcc.civc your message ... ~ 

Another Violence Policy C.cnter report, Fe"'4k 
~. analyzed the gun industry's efforts to mar­
ket guns to women by playing on their fear of un­
known intruders and emphasizing the power associ­
atcd with owning a fircann. The report reproduced 
one ad featuring a mother me.king her child into bed. 
1bc headline states, "[Y]ou always have a right to 
protect yourself in your home. Even more important, 
you have a responsibility to be there for those who 
depend on you .. . . For protecting yourself and your 
loved ones, we recommend a dcpendablc ... scmiau» 
matic pistol." This ad also appeared :in an industry 
publication under the arrestingly honest hcadlinc: 
"You Might Think This Ad Is About Handguns. It's 
~y About Doubling Your Business .. • 

Handguns: myth vs. reality 

CDF launched a public education campaign in 
1994 to alert parents and other adults to the 
tragic toll of guns on American children and 

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

CDPs public education campaign includes tele­
vision public SCtVicc announcements, posters for mass 
transit systems, and print ads calling attention to the 
fact that firearms arc not regulated as dangerous 
products and challenging the gun industry's claim 
that guns make families safer. One ad - bearing the 
headline "A Gun in the Home Can Mean the Differ­
ence Bcrwccn an Argument and a Funeral" - cites 
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research showing that a gun in the home is 18 times 
more likely to kill someone living in the home than 
to kill an intruder, even when suicides arc omittcd. 

Guns in schools 

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

Jersey, and Illinois released in January 1995 found 
that one in five of the srudents surveyed ( one in three 
males) had been shot at, stabbed, or otherwise injured 
with a weapon at school or in rransit to or from school 
in the past few years. Two-thirds personally knew 
someone who carried a weapon to school and one in 
four reported carrying weapons while in school. 
These findings arc similar to the results of a 1993 
Metropolitan Life survey in which nearly one in four 
students reported being a victim of violence in or near 
a school. 

In 1994, Congress used both the Clinton admin­
istruion's new Goals 2000: Educate America At:t and 
the reauthorized Elementary and Secondary Educa­
tion At:t (ESEA) to ~ school administrators to 
implement mandatory expulsion rules for gun posses­
sion. Each act tics federal funding to state require­
ments that school disaicts apcl for at least one year 
any student who brings a firearm to school. The 
ESEA also requires school districts to refer any stu­
dent who brings a fircann or other weapon to school 
to the crinlinal justice or juvenile justice system. 

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

Juvenile justice and the 1994' crime 
law 

The Youth Handgun Safety Act contained in the 
1994 c:rimc law makes the possession of a 
handgun by a minor a federal crime - a 

provision of great concern to child advocates and 
juvenile justice experts. While keeping guns out of the 
hands of juveniles is crucial, federalizing the crime of 
possession - which is not a crime for adults - is an 
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ill-conceived policy. First, the federal judicial system 
is not set up to deal effectively with the large influx 
of juveniles who may be charged with possession of 
a handgun under this provision. Second, imprisoning 
adolescents for gun possession, while refusing to 
regulate the manufacrure, sale, and possession of guns 
by adults or to take other measures to reduce the flow 
of guns into society at large, is almost cerwn to be 
ineffective and, in the end, only punishes children for 
unwise public policies made by adults. 

Another worrisome provision of the crime law 
lowers from 1 S to 13 years the minimum age at which 
minors may be tried as adults in federal courts for 
ccrwn violent crimes committed on federal property. 
Although juveniles mwt be held accountable for their 
actions, their behavior docs not change the faa th.at 
they arc children. Society mwt continue seeking to 
rehabilitate AS -.,eJJ AS to punish minors who engage in 
acts of violence. The juvenile justice system, while 
itself in need of reform, is still better suited than the 
adult system to meet th.is challenge. 

The new federal law permitting younger children 
to be tried as adults in federal court is similar to laws 
already in place and incrca.singly employed in a 
number of states. The NlllioMJ lA1P Jo,muu reported 
in 1994 that adult certification of juveniles accused of 
crimes has increased dramatically in the past five 
years, citing statistics from several major urban prose• 
cutors' offices. In Howton, requests for adult ccrtifi• 
cation increased from 10 cases in 1988 to 102 in the 
first half of 1994. In Chicago, certifications jumped 
from 69 in 1989 to 383 in 1992, and in Los Angeles 
from 245 in 1988 to 622 in 1993. Continuing this 
trend, in 1994 a number of stao:s, including Tenncs• 
sec and Michigan, made technical changes to their 
statutes th.at could result in many more youths mov• 
ing through the adult court system. 

Ar. the same time, both juvenile coun judges and 
juvenile justice experts highlighted the: need for im• 
proved rehabilitation programs for juveniles. When 
the NlllioMJ lA1P J,,.,,,.,,.J surveyed 200 juvenile court 
judges in 1994 regarding the state of juvenile justice 
in the United States, fully 84 percent cxprcssc:d a 
desire for a wider range of rehabilitation options for 
the youths that come before them. Three-quarters of 
the judges said that well-financed, first-rate rehabili· 
ta.tion programs - were they available - would 
reclaim most youths who come through their courts. 
Only about 10 percent could not be reclaimed, said 
nearly half of the judges. 

In its 1994 report l""'iJts Mil Ruuty: jfl'Ptf'JUe 
Crime, 1outh Vwlmu, Mil Miu lbluy, the National 
Council on Crime and Delinquency (NCCD) rccom• 

mended that states develop a continuum of rehabili­
tative programs for young offenders that includes 
intennediate sanctions (restitution and community 
service, for example), well-struetured community­
based programs for those who need more attention, 
and small sccun: facilities for the most serious offend­
ers, with sound re-entry and after-care services. 

Ar. present, according to NCCD research, less 
than 14 perc.cnt of the young people in the juvenile 
corrections systems of 28 statc.s were being held for 
serious violent offeoscs, although many states claim 
a shortage of facilities for violent juveniles. More than 
half of the juveniles in those state correction facilities 
were there for property and drug crimes. 

State response: 
Caring Communities Program 

The Caring Communities Programs (CCP} in 
Missouri arc the kind of prevention-focused 
integrated service delivery systems th.at the new 

federal aime prevention money can help fund. Lo­
cated at four elementary and two middle schools, 
CCP aims to strengthen families so they arc better 
able to support and guide their children's develop­
ment. To ensure that children perfonn well in school 
and stay out of the juvenile justice system, CPP offers 
families early help when children have problems in 
school and makes sure families get crisis intervention 
services when necessary. 

The first program was started in 1989 at \¼.1-
bridgc Elcmeota.ry School in an almost aclwivcly 
African American neighborhood in north St. Louis, 
where poverty and unemployment arc high and fewer 
than half of the adults have completed high school. 
1bcn, as now, most families enter CCP when the 
school refers a· child, although occasionally a referral 
comes from juvenile court or another agency. Pa.rents 
then arc invited to attend a parent conference with 
the child's teachers and CCP staff. During the: meet­
ing CCP staff tries tt> establish a positive, supportive 
relationship with the family, explaining that any plan 
to address the child's difficulties will be a team effort 
involving ~ the schoo~ and the: parents. 

Family strengths arc identified and nurtutt:d, 
while family problems such as substance abuse, wt· 

employment, and underdeveloped pa.miring skills arc 
acknowledged, discussed, and addressed. CCP offers 
families access to a wide variety of activities and 
services, and a staff member coordinao:s and tracks 
the various picc.cs of each participating family's serv­
ice plan. During regular meetings with the CPP 
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coordinator, the parents and teachers assess the effec­
tiveness of the approaches that arc employed. 

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

♦ The Latchkey Program serves break.fast and an 
afternoon snack, offers before- and after-school 
activities, and provides a safe place where children 
can work on and rca:ive help with homework. 
Parents with children in the program mwt attend 
parenting or job training classes. 

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

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

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

♦ The Teen Drop-in Center develops positive peer 
groups as counterweights to gangs and provides 
drug-free recreation as an -alternative to destructive 
activities. 

♦ Health screenings, referral to appropriate treat· 
ment, and health monitoring arc available to all 
families. 

♦ An anti-gang and anti-drug task force, in partner• 
ship with the St. Louis police deparunent, involves 
srudents, parents, and community activists in set· 
ting up and operating Neighborhood Watch pro­
grams and picketing known drug houses to make 
the entire neighborhood a safer, more nunuring 
environment for children and nmilies. In five 
years, wk force picketing has shut down 18 crack 
houses in Walnut Park. 

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

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

The Walbridge CCP was replicated in anodlcT 
elementary school and a middle school in the same 
neighborhood and expanded inro an additional mid­
dle school and two elementary schools in a second 
neighborhood. A Caring Communities Project in 
rural northern Missouri offers many of the basic 
scrvic:cs available in the urban programs. 

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

Recommendations 

Concerted actions arc required in 1995 ro main­
tain and build on l 994's gains in efforts ro 
reverse the senseless proliferation of guns and 

growth in gun violence, and to counter the hopeless­
ness and despair that engulf far too many of our 
young people and contribute to youth aime and 
violence. 

Advocates should: 

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

♦ Fight al.lo to keep the Brady bill and asaault 
weapon, ban intaa against new congressional 
attacks and to promott new restrictions on the 
manufaaurc, sale, and possession of nonsporting 
firearms and ammunition. Call on fcdcral and stltc 
policy makers to stand up ro the National Rifle 
Association and the gun manufacturcn' lobby in a 
comprehensive effort to reduce the deadliness of 
violence in America and to reclaim the meets for 
our children and families. 

♦ Build comtrw:tive alternatives and beacons of 
hope for our poorest and most disadnnt2pl 
children and youths. Work at the federal, stltc, 
and local levels to combat child and family poverty 
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and expand opportunities for work and learning. 
Remind lawmakers and community leaders that 
jobs, training, summer and after-school programs, 
and high quality schools all arc less expensive over 
time than the spiraling prison, hulth, and human 
costs of the carnage now rampant on our sttttts. 

♦ Oppose punitive measures that discard sensible 
legal protections for children and threaten to 

entrap even more of our young people in the 
criminal jwticc system without productive re­
sult. It makes no sense automatically to try 13-
year-olds as adults for certain crimes. Caution 
lawmakers against responding to rising public 
anxiety in ways that will only make matters worse 
by treating children as hardened adult criminals 
and thereby producing a self-fulfilling prophecy. 
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HOMELESSNESS 

he Clinton administration grappled with 
the problem of homelessness during 1994, 
but little concrete progress was made to­
ward ensuring all American children safe 

and stable homes. And although welfare reform was 
on everyone's mind, the likelihood that sweeping 
eligibility cuts in welfare would lead roan even greater 
housing crisis among poor families largely was ig­
nored. 

In May the U.S. Department of Housing and 
Urban Development (HUD) issued a major report 
and plan to rcduc.c homelessness, along with a pro­
posal to streamline homeless assistance programs. Yet 
the proposed remedies were sadly anemic compared 
with the scope of the problem. Then, at the end of 
the year, the administration announced radical plans 
to consolidate and reorganize HUD programs, plans 
that could result in the elimination of thousan~ of 
units of low-cost housing and the loss of fc:dcral 
money for howing assistance. 

In the absence of significant federal action, a few 
states created special housing trusts in 1994 to pro­
vide a regular, if limited, source of funding for low­
income housing and housing assistance. And non­
profit organizations, religious and civic groups, and 

public-private partnerships continued to devote sig­
nificant human and financial rcsowcc.s to assisting 
homeless families and children. Their cffom, while 
desperately nccdcd, also reinforced the obvious: the 
housing problems of America's low-income families 
will not be solved without a national response to deep 
and pervasive poverty among families with children 
and significandy greater federal investments in afford­
able housing. 

A snapshot of homelessness 

For the past two decades, ac.cording to HUD, 
homelessness has increased faster among fami­
lies with children than among any other group 

of Americans. In the 30 cities surveyed by the U.S. 
Conference of Mayors for its SflltMs &pq,1 on Hunger 
w Htmtelamess;,, ~ 's Cilia: 1994, families 
with children accounted for, on average, about 39 
percent of the homeless population. One in t:Vcry four 
individuals reported as homeless was a child younger 
than 18. And homelessness still is growing. Requests 
by families for emergency shelter incrca.scd in all but 
three of the surveyed cities in 1994, with an average 
increase of 21 percent. In contrast, the number of 
emergency shelter beds for families grew only an 
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estimated 3 percent. One-quarter of homeless famili­
es' rcquesa for shelter went unmet during the ycu, 
primaril)' for lack of resources, said city officials. 

'Hasting A,ne,,ui's Future: The ChilAms's Defmse 
Fund's Repon on the Com of ChiJA Pwerty documena 
that many children without permanent hawing suffer 
physically, emotionally, and educationally. Among 
the myriad problems they face, homeless children 
have higher ra_tcs of infant mortality, more severe 
health problems, and a reduced chance of being im­
muniud than other poor children. Homeless children 
also arc at grcatrr risk of missing school. 

The housing problems of poor 
families 

Even when their families arc not homeless, poor 
children arc likely co be plagued by hawing 
problems. A 1994 paper by HUD economist 

Kathryn Nelson and co-author F. Stevens Redburn 
concluded that 2.1 million poor families with chil­
dren have "worst-case" hawing situations: they do 
not receive hawing assistance and either pay more 
than half of their income for rent, live in substandard 
hawing, have been involuntarily displaced, or suffer 
a combination of these circumstances. These 2.1 
million families make up more than half - S 7 percent 
- of all families with children eligible for federal 
hawing assistance, according to Nelson and Red­
burn. Forty-eight percent of worse-case households 
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receive Aid to Families with Dependent Children 
(AFDC) or Supplemental Security Income (SSI), 
and 60 percent gee food scamps. 

Hawing and employment problems trnd to keep 
poor families on the move. Poor children move about 
twice as often as nonpoor children, and each move, 
according to Waning A,ne,,ui's F-Nnm, is cstimatrd to 

diminish a child's chances of finishing high school by 
more than 2 pcrccn~ points, when other factors 
arc constant. 

Overcrowding, utility shut-offs, and inadcqu.atr 
heating crcatr health problems for poorly housed 
children. Cockroach and rodent infestation, typical of 
low-cost bowing, causes allergies, rcspimory prob­
lems, and asthma in children. In addition, poor chil­
dren an: three times more likely than other children 
to live in homes with peeling paint or falling plaster, 
wh.ich crcatr a danger of lead poisoning. Children 
between the ages of one and five living in low-income 
families an: three times more likely than those in 
moderate-income families to have harmful amounts 
of lead in their bloodstreams. 

Separation from their families is perhaps the most 
devastating impact of poor hawing and homelessness 
on children. In more than half of the cities surveyed 
by the U.S. C,onferencc of Mayors in 1994, homeless 
families sometimes had to break up to stay in emer­
gency sheltrrs. And a number of states and loa.lities 
report that between 15 and 30 percent of children in 
foster care were removed from their families or re-

Key 
Facts 

♦ One in four people reported as homeless is a child 
younger than 18. 
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♦ Nearly half of poor households pay more than 50 per· 
cent of their incomes for housing. 

♦ An estimated 1.2 million families arc on waiting lists 
for public housing. 

♦ Claims of discrimination against families with chil· 
drcn account for 23 percent of all housing discrimina· 
tion complaints. 
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mained in care primarily becaw e of howing 
problems. 

Such reports prompted children's advocates co 
work hard in 1994 to convince Congress to continue 
the Family Unification Program, a Section 8 rentaJ 
assistance program for families with children at risk 
of entering or remaining in foster care because of 
homelessness or inadequate howing. The administra­
tion had proposed eliminating the program, in which 
16 st2o:.s designated by Congress and HUD currently 
participate. In 1994 a total of 1,651 Section 8 how­
ing certificates, good for five years, were available 
through the program to keep families together. In the 
end, Congress funded the program at almost that 
same level for FY 1995. 

Housing assistance and welfare 

A !though it is commonly assumed that most 
families receiving AFDC also receive how­
ing assistance, the opposite is true. Fewer 

than one-quarter (23 percent) of welfare families also 
have federal or other howing subsidies or live in 
public howing, according to the U.S. Dcparnnent of 
Health and Human Services (HHS). Nearly two­
thirds of AFDC families rent in the private hawing 
market without subsidies. As the value of AFDC 
benefits has declined., these families have had to spend 
ever-increasing portions of their AFDC benefits on 
rent, making them highly vulnerable to eviction and 

homelessness. A 1992 srudy by the HHS Inspector 
General's Office found that almost 70 percent of all 
families interviewed in shelters for homeless families 
were receiving AFDC benefits. New York City has 
reported that 95 percent of those entering sheln:r in 
the city arc receiving AFDC. Welfare reform could 
have an cnonnow impact on AFDC families' ability 
to provide shelter for their children. Responsible 
rcfonn could prevent and rcdu.cc homelessness by 
helping recipients obtain work at decent wages, re­
ceive hc.t.lth care and child care assistance, and accu­
mulate the assets needed to move into permanent 
howing. On the other hand, policies that arbitrarily 
cut back or deny families welfare benefits could force 
many families into the strcc:ts, overwhelming sun: 
and local homeless assistance efforts and exposing 
many more children to harm. Nonetheless, the major 
welfare reform proposals of 1994 were largely silent 
on the issue of howing, and many raised precisely 
those risks. 

New assessments of housing 
problems 

I n May the Ointon administration relc:a.scd Prwr­
ity: Home! The FuieraJ Pum 1f1 BnM the Cyck of 
Homelesmess, developed by a 17-mcmber federal 

intcragcncy wk force. It followed the Febnw-y re­
lease of a congressional wk force's report on home-
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lessncss. The two reports covered much of the same 
ground and reached similar conclwions. 

Boch documents discussed the sharp decline in 
the supply of affordable hawing over the past two 
decades, noting that those with the lowest incomes 
were most affected. In 1991, according to Priority: 
Home!, the poorest one-quarter of rentr:rs totaled 
ncarl>• 8 million howcholds, yet fewer than 3 million 
hawing units were affordable to this group. This 
"affordability gap" of 5 million units in 1991 had 
grown by almost 4 million since 1970. (According to 
HUD's standard, "affordable" howing iJ that which 
costs no more than 30 percent of a household's 
adjwtr:d income, yet nearly half of poor howcholds 
pay more than 50 percent of their incomes for 
hawing.) 

Large reductions in rental hawing assistance ro 
low-income persons also have contributed to home• 
lcssness, said the congressional report. A latr:r report 
from the Congressional Budget Office statr:d that 
U\Ilual budget authority for hawing aid has fallen 
from $69 billion in 1977 ro Sl7 billion in 1995 in 
inflarion-adjwtr:d dollan. The number of additional 
assisted units funded each year dropped from more 
than 300,000 in the late 1970s to fewer than 60,000 
by 1991. 

Although the congressional and administration 
reports credited the Stewart B. McKinney Homeless 
Assistance Act for funding emergency services for 
homeless citizens, they both noted the small amount 
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of re.sources distributed under the act, the fragmen· 
cation of the federal response under McKinney, and 
its failure to address the root causes of homelessness. 
Both analyses called on mainstream programs such as 
food sumps, job training, and child ca.re assistance t0 

do more to help families avoid poverry and homeless· 
ncss, and the congressional wlc force also recom· 
mended increasing the minimum wage and improv­
ing income support programs such as SSI and AFDC. 

The administration's actions 

Prioriiy: Home! presented a package of legisla· 
rive and administrative actions to streamline 
homeless programs, increase local conO"O~ and 

promotr: the development of local "continuum of 
care" systems that move homeless people in incre­
mental steps from emergency services tO transitional 
hawing and social services tO permanent hawing. On 
the legislative front, HUD proposed tO reorganize 
and consolidate the McKinney act programs into one 
homeless assistance block grant, including the p~ 
posal in its 1994- bowing reauthorization bill. That 
bill died in the l 03rd Congress, however, putting the 
bloc:lc grant consolidation on hold. Nonetheless, Con­
gress did appropriate the Sl.12 billion the ad.mini· 
stration requested for the McKinney act programs -
a 36 percent increase over the combined 1994 level 
of funding. 
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Despite <:ongrcss' failure to act on the McKinney 
program consolidation and block grant, HUD imple­
mented new administrative procedures in 1994 to 
promote program coordination. Titled the <:onsoli­
dated Plan, the new rules require just one community 
planning and application process for a vuiety of 
HUD's homeless and housing initiatives - including 
McKinney programs - to be overseen by a local 
boa.rd on which homeless people and their advocates 
arc represented. Federal funds will be distributed 
according to a formula based on need., once a com­
munity's plan is approved. With reduced federal over­
sight of the planning process, however, there is a 
danger that local politics may cause federal funding 
to be diverted from those who most need services. 

The second wave of restructuring 
plans 

A t the end of the yc.r, HUD's earlier consoli­
dation efforts were eclipsed by its an­
nouncement of far more radical plans to 

reorganize and simplify HUD and revamp federal 
housing programs, all aimed at heading off proposals 
to eliminate the deparonent altogether. Secretary 
Henry Cisneros called for consolidation of 60 of 
HUD's major programs into three "performancc­
based grants" by 1998. HUD expects the rcstrucrur­
ing, which would cut staff by one-third. to save more 

than 5800 million in administrative expenses over five 
years. 

The first performance grant, called "Housing 
Certificates for Families and Individuals," would 
combine over thrtt years all rent subsidy programs 
with public housingconso-uction and renovation pro­
grams. All housing assistance would be "tenant 
based," meaning that tenants would receive housing 
subsidies to use wherever they chose, and public 
housing would compete with the private market for 
tenants. 

The second gnnt, the Mord.able Housing 
Fund." ultimately would group together homeless 
assistance programs with programs to incrca.sc home­
ownership opporruniries for low-income Americans 
and those with special needs. The homeless programs, 
however, would not be folded in until FY 1998. The 
third grant, the "C.ommunity Opporrunity Fund." 
would focus on community development and would 
include the existing <:ommunity Dcvdopment Block 
Grant program, other economic development initia• 
rives, and the YouthBuild program. 

Designed with little input from tenants, public 
housing officials, or <:ongrcss, HUD's proposal raises 
fundamenul questions about the appropriate roles for 
federal, state, and local government in addressing 
housing needs. Although increasing stat.CS' ability to 
use federal funding flexibly to meet loc:al needs is a 
positive goal, there arc serious risks if the federal 
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government docs not insist on enough state and local 
accountability to ensure the proper use of funds. 

Portable housing subsidies for families and in­
dividuals could encourage mobility and help reduce 
high concentrations of low-income families in re• 
source-poor neighborhoods. But that benefit may 
be offset by the loss of large numbers oflow-income 
housing unia. Replacing project-based hawing as• 
sistance with household-based subsidies would re­
sult in less low-cost hewing because assistance to 
individuals docs not lead as dircctly to the creation 
or maintenance of low-income howing. Moreover, 
the ad.ministration's proposal docs not appear to 
consider the difficulties some hewing authorities 
would face in properly maintaining howing projecrs 
if they lost significant numbers of tenana and, with 
them, significant operating revenue. 

It's also likely that many landlords may be unwill­
ing to participate in a household-based assistance 
program, especially in tight hawing markets where 
they can command rena that may be higher than 
low-income families can afford, even with subsidies. 

Advocates also worry that funding cutbacks arc 
likely to accompany such massive consolidations at 
a time when current invcsonena do not begin to 
meet the need for housing assistance. Although 
funding for Section 8 assistance was more than 
doubled last year, HUD estimates that 1 million 
families currently arc waiting for Section 8 housing 
assistance. HUD also estimates that 1.2 million 
families arc on waiting lisa for public housing. It 
seems certain that sharply reduced spending, how­
ever efficiently administered, would lead to even 
greater housing difficulties and more homelessness 
for poor families. 

Housing discrimination 

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

provision tha.t would make it more difficult than ever 
for low-income families to find adequate housing by 
weakening the law that protects families against hous· 
ing discrimination. The 1988 law barring discrimina• 
tion against families with children cxcmpa housing 
for older persons if it provides "significant facilities 
and services" specially designed for older rcsidena. 
The contract proposes to repeal this "significant fa. 
cilities" test, making it possible for communities to 
discriminate against families with children by falsely 
claiming to be housing strictly intended for senior 
citizens. 
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According to HUD, discrimination against 
families with children continues even with the 
stronger protections contained in current law. A 
total of 10,522 complaina of housing discrimina­
tion against families with children were filed be­
tween early 1989 and the fall of 1994. In FY 1994, 
23 percent of all housing discrimination complaints 
charged discrimination against families w ith 
children. 

Educating homeless children 

C ongrcss reauthorized the Education for 
Homeless Children Program in 1994 as part 
of the Elementary and Secondary Education 

Act, adding new language clarifying that local school 
di.strim mwt, to the extent possible, allow homeless 
children to attend the schools their parents request. 

Meanwhile, Illinois enacted its own education act 
for homeless children. It requires schools to provide 
or arrange for transportation to school for homeless 
children if parents arc unable to do so. It also requires 
schools to enroll homeless children even if the families 
cannot provide medical records, proof of residency, 
or other required documents. School officials, rather 
than parents, arc responsible for obtaining a homeless 
child's records from previous schools. 

In a 1994 court case regarding the education of 
homeless children, the federal appeals court in ~h­
ington, DC, ruled that homeless children have an 
enforceable right to an education under federal law. 
The original suit against the Distria of Columbia had 
charged that the city was violating the McKinney act 
by failing, among other things, to ensure homeless 
children access to public school education and trans­
portation to school. The city had claimed the children 
had no right to sue for enforcement of the act. 

New state trust funds for housing 

A few stata created howing trUSt funds in 
1994 to generate targeted revenues to ex• 
pand housing for low-income families and 

individuals. Although the a.mount of money expected. 
to be generated is modest, the initiatives arc a positive · 
sign of growing state interest in innovative solutions 
to their citizens' housing problems. 

In Iowa, the legislature dedicated 5 pcrc:cnt of the 
revenue collected from a real estate transfer tax to 
support the state's existing Housing Improvement 
Fund, which supportS low-income howing assistance 
but previously had no dedicated revenue source. Of. 
ficials expect approximately SS00,000 in revenue will 
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be used to provide: loans, grants, interest subsidies, or 
othc:r support to low-income: housing sponsors and 
to individuals. 

Missouri created the: Missouri Housing Trust 
Fund in 1994 aftc:r six years of work by supporters. 
A special $3 fee: charged to record officiaJJy any legal 
document is expected to yic:ld as much as $4 million 
a year for the: fund, which will make: loans and grants 
to a wide: variety of initiatives to assist low-income: 
individuals and families with their housing needs. Ar. 
least half of the: money must go toward activities and 
projc:ct:s serving households earning 25 percent or less 
of the: state's median income, and none of the funds 
may be used to a.id those earning more than half of 
the median income. 

In \¼.shington State, the city of Spokane was the 
first to test the public's willingness to use a 1993 stare 
law aJJowing local jurisdictions to raise property taX 

levies for 10 years to financ.e affordable howing for 
low-income households. Although the: measure fa.iled 
with 45.5 percent of the vote, housing advocates 
called it a strong first showing. Had it passed, the levy 
would have generated an estimated $20 million dur• 
ing its life. The ~enue would have provided housing 
assistance for households earning less than half of the 
area's median income. lbe broad-based coalition sup­
porting the: measure is cxpccted to try again. 

State response: Virginia's 
Homeless Intervention Program 

Finding affordable housing is only part of the 
battle for low- and moderate-income families 
with children. When uncxpccttd financial 

emergencies arise, many families find it a fonnidable 
chaJJenge to keep up with rent or mortgage payments 
so as to maintain their housing. 

In 1989, as housing costs soared in Virginia and 
a growing number of families became homeless as a 
result of eviction or foreclosure, the state's General 
Assembly authorized more than S 1 million for a pilot 
program giving families short•tenn grants or loans to 
hc:Jp p~ent homelessness. 1be program targeted 
families that p~ously had been self-sufficient but 
were c.x.periencing a temporary financial crisis due: to 
an illness, accident, job layoff, or other unavoidable 
event. The e.xpcriment was based on a calculation that 
it would be more cost-effective for the state to hc:lp 
families get back into or hang on to their homes than 
to pay for shelters and related costs. 

Administered by the Vu-ginia Department of 
Housing and C.Ommunity Development, the Home• 
less Intervention Program (HIP) now works through 

a total of 10 (originaJJy eight} local governments, 
community action agencies, and nonprofit organiz.a­
tions throughout the state, which distribute the HIP 
loans and grants to eligible households that arc home­
less or in imminent danger of becoming homeless. 

Local servic.e agencies refer individuals and fami­
lies to HIP offices, where they arc interviewed and 
their capacity for long-tenn self-sufficiency is evalu­
ated. The: HIP staff also verifies applicants' situations 
with employers, landlords, mortgage: holders, and 
others to guard against fraudulent requests for help. 
Assistance: to those who arc eligible is granted on a 
first-come, fint•scrved basis, accompanied by hous­
ing counseling if necessary. Families needing addi­
tional social services arc referred to appropriate: 
agencies. 

Grants, which arc: pa.id dircctly to the landlord, 
hc:lp individuals and families get into or rcmwi in 
rental housing and oecd not be repaid. No-interest 
loans, given for security deposits and mortgage: assis• 
tance, arc: to be: repaid on a monthJy basis, according 
to the: family's income. AlJ money rc:pa.id to HIP goes 
back into the program to help others. 

A study of the: program's first year, 1990, showed 
that 1,770 Virginians - of whom nearly half were 
children - rcc.eived assistance:. About 55 percent of 
the: households receiving hc:lp were headed by 
women, 49 percent were Black, and 47 percent were 
White:. 1be average family received help for 3.6 
months, costing a row of S 1,562, compared with the 
$4,403 it costs to shelter a family for the: same: period 
of time. 

Just as gratifying as the: cost savings is the: fact 
that the: program spares children the emotional 
trauma of losing their homes, says Rick Howard, 
homeless services coordinator for the: Alexandria pro­
gnm. In 1994 Alexandria's HIP served 561 individu­
als, of whom 235 were children. "When a family is 
evicted from their home and forced into a shelter, 
their whole life is disrupted," says Howard. "Chil· 
drcn, especiaJJy, fed alienated if they have to change 
schools or leave: their peers." About 80 percent of 
households given assistance in 1994 were in stable 
housing three to four months after rcc.c:iving hc:lp, 
says Howard. 

Alexandria is primarily a rental community, so 
the program there makes more grants than loans. In 
1994 a tow of $283,174 was distributed, with the: 
typical grant amounting to Sl,033. Between 1990 
and 1994, 54 Alexandria households received a total 
of $44,166 in loans for security deposits or mortgage 
assistance:. Ar. the end of 1994, 13 percent of that total 
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had been repaid - a repayment record that satisfies 
~ says Howard. 

The Virginia legislature has been so pleased with 
HIP's results it has allocated increased funding each 
year to expand services. And in Alexandria., the city 
council has found HIP so effective it has conaibua:d 
$100,000 in city funds annually since FY 1993 to 
enable even more eligible households to st2y out of 
shelters and in their homes. 

Recommendations 

A dvocates have much to do in 1995 to pre· 
serve and expand already inadequate hous• 
ing opportunities for low-income families 

with children. Proposals to slash housing assistance 
for millions of low-income families, radical changes 
in the structure of current housing assistance pro­
grams, and proposed eligibility cuts in welfare reform 
all threaten to increase the housing crisis among poor 
families even further in the yea.rs ahead. AdvocatcS 
can help by: 

♦ Emphasizing the bowing needs of poor and 
homeless families during welfare reform de­
bates. Take every opportunity to educate and 
remind both federal and st2tc lawmakers about the 
consequences of ill-conceived welfare reform on 
families' housing situations. Welfare plans that 
sharply reduce eligibility and arbitrarily cut off 
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benefits would virtually guarann::c: increased 
homelessness among families with children. 

♦ Urging the administration and Congress to 
continue investing in the supply of affordable 
bowing. Help lawmakers and federal officials 
understand that cuts in housing assistance pro­
grams arc counterproductive and would increase 
homelessness. Bureaucratic waste and inefficiency 
should be att2cked directly, not by reducing the 
assistance that families desperately need to keep 
their children adequately housed. 

♦ Making sure tbae ii full citiun participation 
in pJaooiog for state and Joca.l u.sc of any new 
houaing-rclatcd block granu. Broad community 
participation in planning and overseeing the use of 
block grant funds will help ensure that funds arc 
wgetcd to those with the greatest housing needs. 

♦ Supporting efforts in your community to help 
precarioualy bowed £arnilies rrma.in in their 
homes. Join with others in your community to 
encourage the adoption of anti-eviction mcasurcs 
and tenant education programs as well as the 
creation of emergency funds for families needing 
temporary housing assistance. Insist on the vigor• 
ow enforcement of fair housing laws, and urge 
members of Congress not to wealcen anti-discrimi­
nation provisions that protect families with 
children. 



TEEN PREGNANCY PREVENTION 
AND 

YOUTH DEVELOPMENT 

he welfare reform debate drew renewed 
national attention to teenage pregnancy 
and childbearing in 1994. Unfortunately, 
link of the public discussion was directed 

toward positive solutions - addressing the bleak 
environments and lack of hope, opportunity, and 
school success that contribute to many teenagers 
becoming parents before they arc ready. Instead, the 
conservative leadership in Congress blamed teenagers 
for what they inaccurately characterized as runaway 
dependence on welfare in this country and blamed 
the current weJfare system for encouraging unmar• 
ried teenagers to have children. The solution pro­
posed in the leadership's Contract with America -
denying welfare assistance to unmarried teens and 
their children - would do little to deter teenage 
childbearing but is certain to threaten the well-being 
and future prospects of both teen mothers and their 
young children. 

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

teenagers expanded opportunities to reach their full 
potential through work and education. Finally, the 
community-based crime and violence prevention and 
youth development programs included in the 1994 
crime bill, though under attack by the majority in 
Congress at the end of the year, still may offer some 
young people safe havens from often-violent neigh­
borhoods, as well as stronger coMcctions to and 
guidance from caring adults. 

Teen birth rates decline slightly 

I n 1992 the teen birth rate dropped 2 .3 percent 
from the 1991 lcve~ according to data released 
by the Centers for Disease Control and Preven­

tion (CDC). H owever, the proportion of teen births 
that were to unmarried teens reached the highest level 
ever recorded. 

In 1992 there were 505,419 births to girls ages 
15 to 19, for a me of 60.7 births per 1,000 girls. In 
contrast, there were S 19,577 births to teen girls in 
1991, for a rate of 62.1. The drop follows a steady 
increase between 1986 and 1991, and there is no way 
to know whether it is a one-time event or the begin­
ning of a downward trend The rate still is consider­
ably higher than those experienced throughout most 
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of the 1980s. Virrually all of the decline occurred 
among teens ages 15 to 17. 

In light of recently reported declines in the teen­
age abortion rate, both the CDC and the Alan 
Gumnacher Institute (AGI) believe that the drop in 
the teen birth rate reflects a corresponding decline in 
the teen pregnancy rate ( although teen pregnancy 
data arc only estimates). In its 1994 report, Saw 
Ameri&4's 1mu,gm, AGI estimated a 19 percent de­
cline in the pregnancy rate among sexually experi­
enced teenagers between 1972 and 1990, falling from 
254 to 208 pregnancies per 1,000 teenage girls ages 
15 to 19. (Because the number of teenagers having 
sexual intercourse doubled during this time, however, 
the number of pregnancies remained more or less 
constant at about 1 million per year.) AGI and CDC 
data suggest that sexually active teenagers increas­
ingly arc likely to use some form of contraception on 
a regular basis, a trend that may be contributing to 

declines in both teenage pregnancy and childbearing 
rates. There is also some evidence that the proportion 
of teenagers who arc sexually active may no longer be 
rising. 

These statistics, as well as a number of recent 
studies, suggest that family life education may be 
beginning to make a positive difference in teens' 
sexual behavior. Two 1993 studies by the World 
Health Organization (WHO) Global Programme on 
AIDS foW1d no support for the claim that sex edua.­
tion a.uses sexual experimentation or increased sexual 

activity among adolescents. In fact, the WHO reports 
- which examined research findings from dozens of 
separate studies from recent years - concluded that 
if edua.tion programs had any effect, it was in leading 
teens to postpone sexual activity or to we contracep­
tives. A 1994 paper by Douglas Kirby titled "School­
Bascd Programs Reduce Sexual Risk:r.aking Behav­
iors" also reported no evidence that sexuality or HIV 
cdua.rion programs hasten the on.set of intercourse 
among teenagers or incrca.sc the frequency of sexual 
activity. 

Similar to the overall teen birth rate, the birth 
rate for "'""""""' girls ages 15 to 19 in 1992 fell 
slightly, to+4.6 births per 1,000 girls from +4.8 births 
per 1,000 girls in 1991. A total of 365,000 babies 
were born to unmarried teens in 1992. Although 
here, too, it is impossible to know whether this small 
decline is a one-year pause or the beginning of a 
downward trend, this was the first time since 1978 
that the birth rate for unmarried teenage girls had 
fallen. 

For many years the proportion of all tecn births 
that arc to unmarried teens has been rising - a trend 
fueled by rising birth rata and falling marriage racc.s 
among teenage girls, as well as declining birth rates 
among married tccnS. _In 1992, while the birth rate 
among unmarried teen girls did not rise, births ro 
married teenage girls continued to fall. As a result, 
the proportion of all teen births that were to unmar-

Key 
Facts 

♦ The teen birth rate dropped slightly between 1991 
and 1992, to 60.7 binhs per 1,000 teen girls. 
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♦ Fully 83 percent of teens who give birth arc from 
economically disadvantaged households. 

♦ Only three in five teen mothers received early 
prenatal care in 1992; one in 10 received late or no 
prenatal care. 

♦ Illegal drug and alcohol use both increased among 
teens between 1992 and 1993. 
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ried teens in 1992 reached a record high of more than 
70 percent. 

Job prospects improve but wages 
stagnate 

The immediate employment outlook for teenag­
ers improved slightly during 1994, with the 
number of teens with jobs rising by 161,000. 

While the seasonally adjusted teen unemployment 
rate in January 1994 stood at 18.5 percent, by De­
c.ember it had fallen to 17.2 percent. C.Omparisons 
with previous years arc hampered by technical 
changes made in 1994 in the government's unem­
ployment data., but teen unemployment still appears 
to be higher than it was at the start of the 1990 
recession. 

Although slightly greater numbers of young 
workers arc finding jobs, their wages continue to 

erode. In part because of the federal government's 
failure to boost the minimum wage, the median 
hourly wage of workers ages 16 to 19 was $4.79 in 
1993, down by 2 percent from its level a year earlier 
after adjusting for inflation. 

Long-term earning trends for young workers 
without college education reveal how significantly 
their economic prospects have deteriorated, particu• 
larly among young men entering the work force. 
Inflation-adjusted wages have dropped steadily for all 
teens, falling by 24 percent since 1973. Between 1973 

and 1993 hourly wages for male entry-level workers 
with only high school diplomas plummeted 30 per· 
cent after adjusting for inflation, according to the 
Economic Policy Institute. Among male entry-level 
workers with college degrees, inflation-adjusted 
wages dropped 8 percent. 

Teen drug use rises 

Two separate surveys released in 1994 docu­
mented an increase in teen drug and alcohol 
use between 1992 and 1993. The percentage 

of twelfth-graders who said they had wed an illicit 
drug within the preview 30 days ("current" u.sc) rose 
from 14.4 percent in 1992 to 18.3 percent in 1993, 
with marijuana u.sc increasing most sharply, accord­
ing to the University of Michigan's Institute for Social 
Research. Among eighth-graders, there was a 60 
percent increase in current marijuana u.sc between 
1991 and 1993. The National Household Survey on 
Drug Abuse also showed an increase in the perc.cm:agc 
of teens 12 to 17 using illegal drugs, from 6.1 percent 
in 1992 to 6.6 percent in 1993. 

The household survey r'C'Vcalcd a 15 percent jump 
in curmtt use of alcohol among 12· to 17-year-olds 
between 1992 and 1993, while the University of 
Michigan survey showed that more than one in four 
(26.2 percent) eighth-graders and more than one in 
two (51 percent) high school seniors "currently" drank 
alcohol in 1993. !bat year, more than one in eight 
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(13.5 percent) eighth-graders and more than one in 
four (27.5 percent) seniors sa.id they had engaged in 
"binge" drinking, defined as consuming five drinks or 
more in a row, within the previous two weeks. 

New data on causes, consequences 
of teenage childbearing 

Research by Northeastern University's C.cntcr 
for Labor Market Studies (CT.MS) and CDF 
in 1994 provided another reminder that, for 

many teenagers, the primary cause of early pregnancy 
and childbearing appears to be a lack of hope and 
opportunity - problems that require community 
efforts to create positive life options for poor and 
minority adolescents who now sec no reason to post­
pone sexual activity, pregnancy, and childbearing. 

Poverty and weak basic academic skills, two of 
the most obvious impediments to hope and opportu­
nity, arc linked closely with teenage childbearing. 
Fully 83 percent of adolescents who give birth, as 
reported by the AGI, arc from economially disad­
vantaged households, although just 38 percent of all 
teenage girls arc from such families . According to 
newly analyzed data from the National Longirudinal 
Survey of Youth (NLSY), as family income rises, the 
proportion of teens who become teen mothers de­
clines. In fact, four out of 10 poor teens became teen 
mothers, compared with one out of 10 teens in the 
highest income bracka. 
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The same NLSY data reveal that three out of 
eight teens with the weakest basic academic skills (as 
measured by the Armed Forces Qualifying Test) be­
came teen mothers, compared with only one out of 
20 teens with the strongest skills. The combination 
of poverty and weak basic academic skills helps ex­
plain seemingly l.argc differences in teen birth rates 
across race and ethnic groups. Using NLSY data, the 
CT.MS calculated in 1994 that all Black-White differ­
ences in teen childbearing rates ( as well as roughly 70 
percent of the difference in out-of.wedlock teen child­
bearing rates) can be accounted for by greater poverty 
and lower basic academic skills among young Black 
mothers. 

One of the reasons adolescent childbearing poses 
a serious threat to the health and development of the 
next generation is that teen mothers arc far more likely 
than those in their twenties to receive late or no 
prenatal care and to have babies born at low birth­
weight. The proportion of teens receiving prenatal 
care remained shockingly low in 1992 - only~ 
in five teen mothers ages 15 to 19 received prenatal 
care during the first trimester, while one in 10 either 
received no prenatal ca.re or obtained such care only 
in the third trimester. Black and Larina teen mothers 
in this age group a.re nearly one and a half rimes more 
likely to receive late or no prenatal care than White 
teen mothers. For all racial and ethnic groups, receipt 
of early prenatal care is even less likely for the: small 
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but highly vulnerable group of girls younger than 15: 
only 43 percent got early prenatal care in 1992. 

Partly because so many teen mothers fail to re· 
ceive early prenatal care, the percentage of their babies 
born at low birthweight (below 5.5 pounds) remains 
frighteningly high. Nearly one in 10 births to all teen 
mothers ages 15 to 19 - and more than one in eight 
births to Black teen mothers in this age group-were 
at low birthweight. Infants born at low birthweight 
arc 20 times more likely to die in infancy, and those 
who survive remain at much greater risk of such 
lifelong disabilities as mental retardation, blindness, 
deafness, cerebral palsy, and other health problems. 

Early childbearing, particularly by unmarried 
girls, al.so has an enormous impact on teens' sub­
sequent education, earnings, and poverty sarus. 
Analyses of daa from the: NLSY illustrate some of 
these consequences for teen parents, including: 

♦ Limited education. Teen mothers were three times 
more: likely to drop out of school than mothers 
who delayed childbearing until they were in their 
twenties. 

♦ Lower earnings. Unmarried teen mothers had 
average annual earnings of less than $7,300 in 
1989, compared with nearly $8,800 for unmarried 
mothers who did not give birth until they were in 
their twenties. 

♦ Higher poverty rates. During the period covered 
by the NLSY, unmarried teen mothers spent 5.3 
years living in poverty, compared with 4.1 years 

in poverty for unmarried mothers who delayed 
childbearing until they were: in their twenties. 

To reduce: too-early pregnancy and childbear· 
ing, communities must make sure children grow up 
acquiring the: motivation as well as the knowledge 
and capacity to prevent pregnancy. Children and 
their families must have access to jobs that provide 
a decent standard of living, adequate nutrition and 
housing, and services to meet special needs. C hil• 
dren must have access to an education that provides 
them with the solid academic skills on which long· 
term employability, self-esteem, and confidence in 
the future a.re based. For youths who arc not doing 
well in school, non-academic avenues for success a.re 
crucial. Children al.so need links to caring adults 
who provide positive role models, values, and en­
couragement. Without such comprehensive sup• 
ports for children as they grow toward adulthood, 
there is little chance of achieving a major reduction 
in too-early childbearing among America's tccnag• 
ers. 

Welfare reform focuses on teen 
childbearing 

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

(AFDC) encourages teenage pregnancy and has filled 
the welfare rolls with unmarried o:cnagers. In fact, 
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teenagers younger than 18 account for jwt 1 percent 
of all parents now receiving AFDC - fewer than 
50,000 out of 4 million parents receiving AFDC 
nationwide. Nor is the assertion that welfare encour• 
ages teenage childbearing supported by rc:scarch. In 
June 1994, 76 prominent economists and social sci• 
entists who cx.amincd the relationship between wcl• 
fare and out-of-wedlock childbearing issued a joint 
statement stressing that no significant correlation 
exists between births to unmarried women and the 
amount of welfare benefits provided by various stattS. 

Moreover, the large and troubling incrca.sc in the 
proportion of children born to never-married moth· 
ers - from 17 percent in 1979 to 30 percent in 1992 
- has occurred during a period in which the value of 
the average AFDC benefit (adjusted for inflation) was 
reduced by nearly half. 

A 1994 srudy by the Center for Law and Social 
Policy (CI.ASP) did confirm that the precarious 
economic circumstances of many teenage mothers 
often forces them to turn to AFDC for at least 
temporary help. In 1990 slighdy more than half (5 l 
percent) of all mothers receiving AFDC had their 
first child when they were younger than 20. Yet the 
CLASP study challenged the myth that most tcen 
parents remain on AFDC for extended periods. 
Analyzing data from the NLSY, CLASP found that 
40 percent of unmarried tcenagc mothers leave 
AFDC within one year, and 70 percent leave within 
four years. 
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The Clinton administration responded to con• 
ccms about teen parents on welfare by incorporat· 
ing tough new provisions in its 1994 welfare reform 
plan. Under that proposal, all minor parents would 
be required to live at home or in a supervised group 
setting as a condition of receiving AFDC benefits 
and would be required to stay in school. Unmarried 
minor mothers would be required to identify their 
child's father, and teen fathers would be held rcspon· 
sible for child support. Upon reaching their eight· 
eenth birthdays, mothers who had received benefits 
for two years would be required to work 15 to 35 
houn per week. Teen parents would be provided 
with caseworkers to assist with living arrangements 
and obtaining services such as parenting classes and 
child care. Selected older welfare mothers would 
serve as mentors to school-age parents. States would 
have the option to use a combination of moncary 
incentives and sanctions to help k.ccp tcen parents in 
school, attcnding GED classes, or participating in 
parenting activities. 

To reduce teen childbearing in the future, the 
administration also proposed a teen pregnancy pre• 
vention campaign that would invest $300 million 
over five years in innovative pregnancy prevention 
programs, focusing on geographic areas with the 
highest concentrations of middle• and high-school 
youths at risk of early scxu.al activity. The program 
would award grants from SS0,000 to more than 
$400,000 to 1,000 schools and community-based 
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groups across che country. In addition, $90 million 
in demonsrration grants would be available over five 
years for seven selected community sites, to provide 
an intensive array of social, health, and education 
services to youths ages 10 to 21 to prevent prcg• 
nancy. 

In contrast, House Republican welfare reform 
proposals unveiled in the fall of 1994 would have 
eliminated completely welfare benefits to unmarried 
teen mothers younger than 18 and pemummtly 
denied aid to children born to such mothers. The 
House leadership relented slightly early in 1995 -
apparently responding to public concern about the 
consequences for children - proposing insa:ad to 
deny benefits to unmarried teen mothers and their 
children while the mothers arc younger than 18. 
However, states would have the option of denying 
benefits to children of mothers younger than 21. 
The money saved would be given bade to the sutes 
in the form of block grants that could be used to 
build and maintain orphanages and group homes or 
to promote the adoption of children who could not 
be cared for by their parents. (Sec Family Income 
chapter for details. ) 

States expand school-based health 
centers 

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

stare survey conducted by the Robert Wood Johnson 
Foundation's Making the Grade project. More than 
600 centers now operate in a total of 41 sates, 
providing comprehensive school-based health serv• 
ices for children and youths with unmet health care 
needs. States as diverse as New York, Louisiana, 
Iowa, and Virginia have established such centers. 

Much of the progress in developing school-based 
health centers has occurred because states have more 
than doubled their own investment in centers (from 
$9.2 million in 1992 to $22.3 million in 1994) and 
have allocated more federal Maternal and Child 
Health Block Grant funds to such programs. The 
survey found that 21 states sponsor specific school· 
based initiatives; eight states promote the model as 
part of broader school-related health services pro­
grams; and five sates arc considering new steps to 
support or encourage the development of centers in 
the near future. 

Federal youth employment and 
service programs get under way 

The federal government launched several initia­
tives in 1994 that will open up new educational 
and employment opportunities for young peo­

ple. Young people who do not go directly from high 
school to college may suc.cecd in gaining a stronger 
foothold in the job market or postsCCOndary educa• 
tion as a result of new school•a>work legislation 
enacted during the year. The School-a>Work Oppor• 
tunitics Act authoriz.cs grants to states to csablish 
innovative job training programs, apprenticeships, 
and vocational cduation systems. In July a total of 
$43 million in the first round of implancntation 
grants was awarded to eight states - Kentucky, 
Maine, Massachusetts, Michigan, New Jersey, New 
York, Oregon, and WLSCOnsin. Individual state grants 
ranged from $2 million to S 10 million ( sec Education 
chapter). 

In a separate initiative, the U.S. Department of 
Housing and Urban Development in July awarded 
$38 million in grants to 136 organizations in 41 
states, Vhshington, DC, and Puerro Rico to fund 
YouthBuild programs in cities and rural communities. 
YouthBuild helps high school dropouts complete 
their education and gain vocational and construction 
skills while building affordable housing in low-in­
come communities. Another $74.l million has been 
appropriated by Congress for a second round of 
grants in 1995, although these funds ( and many other 
federal youth employment funds provided through 
the Job Training Putncrship Aa, or frn\) were in 
jeopardy as a result of deep budget cuts under con· 
sideration by the new Co~ as the year began. 

Under the auspices of AmeriCorps, the new 
national service program, 15,000 voluno:crs started 
work in all 50 states in September in community 
service projects that deliver child care, health educa• 
tion, home ownership assistance, and other services 
in low-income communities. By the end of year, an 
additional 5,000 AmcriCorps volunteers had been 
recruited. In a:hangc for one or two years of service, 
each AmeriCorps volunteer receives a living allow• 
ance of $7,500 per year; health care; child care, if 
needed; and an cduation award of $4,725 per year 
of service to help pay for college tuition or pay b:tdt 
a student loan. \bluntccrs who serve pan time and 
meet certain requirements may receive education 
awards of $2,362 per year. 

During the summer of 1994, more than 7,000 
AmeriCorps volunteers participated in the Summer 
of Safety program (SOS). Working in 91 public safety 
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improvement projects in 35 states, the young people 
helped loc.al palicc organiz.c Neighborhood ~tch 
programs, conduct violence prevention workshops, 
and patrol playgrounds and parks. 

In 1994, $155.5 million was distributed to na­
tiona.1 and state organizations to fund AmeriC.Orps 
projcas. In 1995, $262 million is slated for distribu­
tion. A total of 100,000 volunteers arc expected to 
participate in the program over the next three years. 
In early 1995, however, efforts were under way in the 
House to eliminate the entire 1995 incrca.sc for 
AmeriC.Orps. 

Crime bill debate focuses on youth 
development 

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

based crime and violence prevention programs in 
areas with high juvenile delinquency and paverty 
rates. These programs, which may include after­
school recreation activities, spam programs, rutoring 
and mentoring programs, and community .service 
activities, will give youths positive a.ltemarivcs to 
gangs, street crime, drug use, and violence. It was 
expected that 300,000 youths ages five through 18 
would benefit from these programs by October 1996. 
However, with the House considering proposa.ls at 
the start of the year to fold these youth crime preven­
tion programs into a general Jaw enforcement block. 
grant, the future of these programs was uncertain at 
press time. 

The 1994 crime law contained other provuions 
that protect the well-being of adolescents and some 
measures that seriously jeopardize their welfare. 
Young people will benefit from the 1994 crime law's 
ban on the manufaaurc, sa.le, and possession of 19 
types of assault weapons, which have taken a signifi­
cant toll on the lives American children and adoles­
cents in recent ycan. At the same time, however, new 
provuions in the law allowing teenagers as young as 
13 to be tried in adult courts d\rQten to destroy the 
ha.lance between punishment and rehabilitation that 
long has been sought through our nation's juvenile 
justice system (sec Violence chapter for details.) 

Recommendations 

H igh ratcS of childbearing and risk-tiling 
among adolescents will persist as long as poor 
and minority teenagers lad adequate oppor· 

tunities to learn, work, and develop hca.lthy self-cs-

78 

teem. Yet the hope of future success, a.lrcady too 
remote to keep many teenagers in school and out of 
trouble, will be weakened even further in the coming 
year if investments in key employment, health, and 
after-school and summer programs arc reduced 
sharply. Advocates can help by: 

♦ Urging Congreu to reject prop0ICd cuts in 
summer youth employment, job training, and 
national aemce program.a for poor and minor• 
ity t=nagen. Help lawmakers understand that a 
summer job, community .service assignment, or 
high quality vocationa.1 training program can open 
up possibilities that young people never knew 
existed. Also, insist that lawmakers resist pressures 
to reduce invesancnts in proven or carefully tar· 
gctcd programs such as the Job C.Orps, Youth­
Build, and Youth Fair Clance. 

♦ Promoting a:pamioo of urgcndy needed 
youth development programs that provide 
conatrw::tivc alb:mativea to the streea during 
oonschool houn and summer mootha. Urge 
members of C.Ongrcss to preserve the funding set 

aside in the 1994 crime law for after-school and 
swnmer programs offering academic enrichment 
as well as rccrcationa.1 outlets in poor communities. 
Emphasize the imp.ort:1.ncc of these activities in 
reducing risk-taking behavior and reinforcing 
gains achieved in school. 

♦ Es~lishing and apaoding mentoring and tu• 
toriog projccts in your community. Urge civic 
groups, congregations, fraternities and sororities, 
and other community-based organizations to link 
poor and minority youths to caring adult role 
models who can help keep them on traek in school 
and steer them away from u»carly pregnancy and 
childbearing. 

♦ Working with ~ and local officiala to build 
ltroDg &mily life cducatioo programs within 
school.a and adolacmt health aemccs that are 
ea.aily aa:aaiblc to students. Build conscnsw 
among swc and local education and health offi­
cials regarding the imporuncc of age-appropriate 
family life education from elementary through 
high school. Involve parents to ensure that new 
initiatives have strong local support and can with· 
stand attacks from small groups of vocal critics. 
Make sure that health services respond to the full 
range of teenagers' hca.lth and developmental 
needs. 



CHILDREN 
AND 

FAMILIES IN CRISIS 

cw data released in 1994 on child abuse 
and neglect, domestic violence, illicit 
drug use, and children in foster care left 
no doubt that the crises confronting 

America's most vulnerable children and families arc 
not abating. Y ct the year also brought evidence of 
progress in the manner in which the nation is attack· 
ing the complex and interrelated family problems that 
threaten the futures of so many American children. 
The federal government, state agencies, private 
providers, advocates, wd families all arc beginning to 
share a common vision of the family-centered, com· 
munity-bascd, integrated service systtm.s that arc 
most likely to strengthen fragile families and help 
them nurture and protect their children. 

The year also marked the beginning of a 10-ycar 
federal "empowerment zone" initiative to help 
strengthen poor and distressed communities so that 
low-income children can grow up in more positive 
and supportive environments. 

Unfortunately, as 1994 ended and the new year 
began, the Republican Contract with America set 

forth a welfare reform proposal that would move the 
nation in the direction of destroying families instead 
of preserving them. The proposal would deny welfare 

assistance to many children and families, dismantle 
federal child proteetion services, and l~vc children 
with few suppom when parents need help to care for 
them. The proposal would eliminate the guarantee of 
federal assistance now available for foster care and 
adoption assistance for children who can't be cared 
for safely at home and would replace it and other child 
abuse prevention and trcaoncnt services with a 
capped block grant. This change would put enormous 
p~ on states to abandon new invesoncnts in 
family support initiatives to replace shortfalls in fed­
eral foster care funding. 

Children in need of help 

Child abuse and neglect remain a major threat 
to children's well-being, according to data 
reported in 1994 by the National Committee 

to Prevent Child Abuse. Authorities confirmed more 
than l million of the nearly 3 million reported cases 
of abuse or neglect in 1993. Almost half of reported 
and confirmed cases of maltrcaancnt involve neglect, 
often the deprivation of necessities, as opposed to 
physical or sexual abuse. An average of three children 
die each day from maltrcaoncm. In 1993, 46 percent 
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of the victims were younger than one year old; 86 
percent were younger than five. 

Substance abuse by parents is a major contributor 
to child abuse and neglect, but in 1994 the National 
C.Ommittec co Prevent Child Abuse noted that only 
11 states reported having any new initiatives focused 
on parents' substance abuse and its COMcction to 
child abuse. What's more, in 1994 there was new 
evidence that substance abuse is worsening. In 1993, 
for the first time in almost a decade, current use of 
illicit drugs incrca.scd among adolescents ages 12 to 
17, according to the National Household Survey on 
Drug Abuse. For young adults ages 18 to 25, 1993 
marked the second time current drug use had in­
creased in nearly a decade (the first uprum was in 
1991). In 1993, one in four young people ages 18 to 
25 reported using illicit drugs in the previous year. 
This trend not only has worrisome implications for 
the young people themselves but also for children, 
since some of these 18- to 25-ycar-olds already arc 
pa.rents and others soon will be. 

A 1994 survey by Pcttr D. Hart Rcscarch Asso­
ciates, Inc. revealed that the vast majority of Ameri­
cans believe the nation should be investing more 
resources in community drug education, treatment, 
and law enforcement programs and spending less 
money on drug interdiction. Yet in 1994 the federal 
government continued to emphasize cffom to con­
trol the drug supply and only marginally inc~ 
funding for crcaonent and education. 

Efforts to protect children from abuse and ne­
glect resulted in an estimated 464,000 children being 
cared for in foster family homes, group homes, and 
residential crcaonent centers on a single day in 1993. 
About thrcc-quarttrS of these children lived with 
foster families. Although the rapid increase of chil­
dren in foster care appears to be leveling off, particu­
larly in large urban areas, that good news is offset by 
the fact that fewer children arc leaving foster care. A 
srudy published by the Child Welfare &search Center 
in California in 1994 reported that even very young 
children arc remaining in care for long periods in that 
state. Twenty-nine percent of children who entered 
care before their first birthday were still in care after 
four years. 

An estimated 7.7 million children in the United 
States suffer from serious emotional disorders. Some 
of the consequences of the nation's inadequate re­
sponse co their needs were revealed in 1994 by the 
Chcsapcili Institute. C.Omparcd with other youths 
with disabilities, the instirutc found, students with 
serious emotional disrurbanccs get lower grades and 
arc more likely to be retained in grade. Forty-eight 
percent of students with serious emotional distur• 
banccs drop out of school between grades nine and 
12, compared with 30 percent of students with other 
disabilities. Among emotionally troubled dropouts, 
73 percent arc arrested within five yea.rs of leaving 
school. 

Key 
Facts 

♦ More than 1 million cases of child abuse or neglect were confirmed 
in 1993, while nearly 3 million children were reported abused or 
neglected. Almost half of reported and confirmed cases of maltreat· 
ment involved neglect. 
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♦ Between 3.3 million and 10 million children arc exposed to 
domestic violence each year. These children arc at increased risk of 
abuse and neglect as well as behavioral and emotional problems. 

♦ An estimated 464,000 children were in foster family homes, group 
homes, and residential trcaonent centers on a single day in 1993. 
About three-quarters of the children were in foster homes. 

♦ An estimated 7.7 million children in the United States suffer from 
serious emotional disorders. Forty-eight percent of these children 
drop out of school between grades nine and 12. 

♦ Nearly 4 .1 million American children arc growing up in neighbor­
hoods in which at least 40 percent of the population is poor. 
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Legislative activities related to 
vulnerable children 

During 1994 Congress took a number of ac• 
cions that will aid children with serious emo­
tional disabilities, children affected by 

domestic violence, and children awaiting adoption. 
However, Congress included provisions in the 1994 
crime law that arc likely to impede effective rehabili­
tation of juvenile offenders. 

Children's mental health. Congress gave a sig• 
nificant boost to coordinated community-based scrv• 
ices for children with serious emotional disturbances 
in 1994 by increasing funding for the Child Mental 
Health Services program from $35 million to S60 
million. Administered by the Center for Mental 
Health Services of the U.S. Dcpuanent of Health 
and Human Services (HHS), the program provides 
grants to states, communicics, and Indian tribes for 
collaborative intcragcncy systems of care for children 
and youths with serious emotional disturbances. In 
1994 the program funded 22 initiatives. 

Greater recognition of the importance of devel­
oping and integrating comprehensive: services for 
children with mental health problems also was evi­
dent during the: congressional debate on health re­
form. That debate: revealed a remarkable consensus 
that mental health and substance: abuse aaonc:nt 
should be an integral part of a nacional system of 

health care. Major committee bills in both the House 
and the Senate: proposed the establishment of com­
munity-based networks of public and private provid­
ers offering mental hca.lth services to meet the needs 
of children with serious emotional disabilicics and 
support their families, recognizing that such loca.1 
service delivery systems most effectively ensure that 
children's multiple needs arc addressed comprehen­
sively. A poll commissioned in 1994 by the: Bazclon 
Center for Mental Health Law revealed enormous 
public support for immediate health insurance cover­
age for mental health services for children. 

Family violence. In 1994 Congress acted with 
bipartisan support to assist women affccted by do­
mestic violence, passing the Violence Against Women 
Aa, the most comprehensive legislation on domestic 
violence in U.S. history. Between 3.3 million and 10 
million children arc cxp<»erl to domestic violence 
each year. These children arc at increased risk of abuse 
and neglect as well as a broad range of behavioral and 
emotional problems. 

Child and spousal abwc also received new attcn• 
tion from the American Bar Association and the 
American Medical Association in 1994. Both groups 
urged their memberships to take more leadership in 
protceting women and children from domestic vio­
lence and to promote coordinated and multidiscipli· 
nary efforts to reduce domestic violence and its ad­
verse: consequences for children. And for the: first 
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time, leaders in the child protection field and those 
working to stop domestic violence met in 1994 to 
initiate broader collaboration between their respec­
tive constituencies. 

Adoption. Congress also took a step in 1994 to 
address the plight of t.cns of thowands of children 
who arc free for adoption but linger in foster care 
becawe they arc members of minority or sibling 
groups, have disabilities, or arc older. To increase such 
children's chances of finding permanent homes, the 
new Multi-Ethnic Placement Acr requires state child 
welfare agencies to recruit foster and adoptive families 
of all races and ethnicities and prohibits state agencies 
from wing the issue of race inappropriately to deny 
children permanent families. 

Juvenile justice. Child advocates observed a sad 
irony in 1994: the twentieth anniversary of the sign­
ing of the Juvenile Jwtice and Delinquency Preven­
tion Act, enacted with high hopes of improving the 
nation's ability to address the special needs of juvenile 
offenders, was marked by passage of the 1994 crime 
bill, which provides for harsher treatment of some 
juvenile offenders and allows children as young as 13 
to be tried as adults. 

These federal policies, which reflect similar trends 
in many states, ignore evidence of promising new 
crcaonent strategics for scriow juvenile offenders. 
These policies also ignore the fact that the vast ma­
jority of juveniles arc arrested for property crimes and 
other less seriow offenses - not crimes of violence. 

Large numbers of these nonviolent offenders none­
theless arc separated from their families and con.fined 
in juvenile facilities, even though such facilities gen­
erally arc acknowledged to be breeding grounds for 
more violent behavior. Few states have developed 
comprehensive strategics to remedy these counter­
productive responses to ttoubled youths. In fact, the 
sharp rise in the number of young people in detention 
increasingly has impaired sates' ability even to house 
and protect these young people adequately, let alone 
educate and rehabiliate them. A study rclca.scd in 
1994 by the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delin­
quency Prevention reported that nearly half of the 
juveniles con.fined in detention and reception centers, 
training schools, ranches, farms, and camps across the 
country were in facilities whose populations exceeded 
their design capacity. Only 20 to 26 percent of the 
facilities had adequate bed space, health care, security, 
or suicide conttol. Inadequate conditions placed con­
fined juveniles at increased risk of institutional vio­
lence, suicidal behavior, and punitive and restrictive 
discipline measures such as the use of isolation. 

Family preservation and support 
planning gets under way 

S tatc planning to implement the most significant 
national program for helping abused and ne­
glected children and families at risk of abuse in 

more than a decade got under way in 1994. Under 
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the Family Preservation and Support Services Pro­
gram (FPSSP) enacted in 1993, states should receive 
a total of $900 million over five years to develop and 
expand family support and family preservation serv­
ices and make service delivery systems more respon­
sive to the needs of families. Services will focus on the 
family as a whole, work with families as members of 
their communities, and build on families' strengths in 
an effort to protea children, keep families together, 
and reduce the need for unnecessary foster care and 
other out-of-home placements. Family support pro­
grams link families to a wide range of voluntary 
preventive and supportive services that help both 
parents and children and often arc delivered in neigh­
borhood centers or through home-visiting programs. 
Family preservation services provide more intensive, 
home-based help for families in crisis. 

m-IS, which administers the prognm, issued 
instructions early in 1994 encouraging states to use 
the new federal program as a catalyst to develop more 
comprehensive, coordinated service delivery systems 
for helping families, building on and extending the 
best of existing community-based services. States arc 
required first to establish an inclusive planning effort 
that reaches across agencies and service providers and 
into communities. The planning group is to assess 
needs and capacities so it can establish goals for 
improving services for families and children. It is 
charged with taking a comprehensive look at services 

- beginning before protective services and c.nending 
to the point at which a child rcrums home or moves 
into an adoptive home. A number of state planning 
groups have conducted focus groups to hear the views 
of parents, grandparents, and adoptive and foster 
parents on changes that arc needed in service delivery. 
C.omprehensive Child and Family Services Plans for 
the Family Preservation and Support Scrvic.cs Pro­
gram must be submitted tom-IS by June 30, 1995. 

In Ohio, Missouri, Oregon, and a number of 
other states, FPSSP planning activities arc being in­
corporated into broader state planning efforts already 
under way to involve communities in making deci­
sions about the best use of state rcsowttS for children 
and families. In some states, FPSSP planning groups 
also have forged links with those guiding implemen­
tation of the State C.owt Improvement Program, a 
federal initiative to help courts assess and n:fonn their 
own policies and practic.cs in cases relating to child 
abuse and neglect, foster care, and adoption. 

'The FPSSP was complemented by a new l 0-state 
demonstration project approved by Congress at the 
end of the year to heighten the impact of the new 
rd'onns. The sites selected by m-IS will be able to use 
their federal foster care, adoption, and child welfare 
services dollars more flexibly to improve outcomes for 
children and families and progress toward the FPSSP 
goals. 
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Better data to improve services 

Several 1994 activities will result in more effec­
tive collection and we of data to enhance child 
welfare services for children and families . Dur­

ing the year, more than three-quarters of the states 
began making we of increased federal funds available 
for three years to help states improve their automated 
data systems for tracking children in the child welfare 
system. 

Advances also were made in refining data collec· 
tion. One goal of the federally funded Multi-State 
Fosttr Care Data Archive at the Chapin Hall C.cnttr 
for Children at the University of Chicago is to supply 
data that paint a more accurate and complete picture 
of children in state care. In early 1994 the archive 
released its first report, presenting five years of data 
for the five states that together account for nearly half 
of 'the children in care -California, Illinois, Michi­
gan, New York, and Texas. These data fully describe 
the experiences and characteristics of chiildren in care, 
allowing for the first time comparative analyses of 
caseloads, rates of entry to care, and the duration of 
placements. Unlike the annual one-day "snapshots" 
of children in state care, the data collected by the new 
data archive do not miss children who move in and 
out of care quickly and return infrequently. 

Two srudies released in 1994 also shed more light 
on the problems and circumstances that bring chil­
dren and families to the door of the child welfare 
system in the first place. A detailed analysis of 800 
children placed in foster care in the Wlshington, DC, 
mettopolitan region between f.cb~ and July 1992 
revealed a constellation of problems related to pov­
erty. Forty-eight percent of the children lived in im­
poverished families with annual incomes of less than 
S 10,000, according to the study by the Metropolitan 
Wlshington Council of Governments. Fifty-six per· 
cent had parents who abused drugs or alcoho~ and 
homelessness or inadequate housing had conttibuted 
to the foster care placement of onc·q,uarttr of the 
children. Fifty-five percent had siblings in foster care. 

A study done for the Alabama Department of 
Human Resources similarly found that families with 
children in foster care were likely to have inadequate 
income and to lack public assistance, including Medi­
caid; to have a parent who abused drugs or alcohol 
or had a criminal history; to have a child with serious 
behavioral problems; and to have had a child pre· 
viously placed in foster care. Such data reveal the 
complexity of the problems confronting already dis­
tressed families and the need for broad community­
based family-focused initiatives. 
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Building stronger communities 

I n its 1994 Kw Count Dam Book, the Annie E. 
Casey Foundation called attention the millions 
of children growing up in neighborhoods that 

arc resource poor, overrun by violence, and paralyud 
by fear and hopelessness. And an analysis of 1990 
C.cnsus data by Paul Jargowsky of the University of 
Texas at Dallas revealed that nearly 4.1 million chil­
dren live in neighborhoods in which at least 40 
percent of the population is poor. Parents in such 
neighborhoods face terrible odds as they struggle to 

raise healthy, self-respecting children who arc moti­
vated to achieve in school and prepare for productive 
lives in the mainstream economy. To improve out­
comes for children in diso-csscd communities, said the 
foundation, the nation mwt combine individual and 
family-centered services with social and economic 
initiatives that rebuild community infrastrUCtUrC. 

Responding to poor neighborhoods' nc:cd for 
intensive economic, community, and human services 
development activities, the federal government in 
1993 enacted legislation to funnel new money into 
selected economically distressed urban and rural ar­
eas. Ar the end of 1994 President Clinton designated 
eight cities and three: rural areas as the nation's first 
empowerment zones under the 1993 legislation. The 
empowerment zones will receive millions of dollars 
in federal grants and tu breaks for bwincsscs to 
stimulate economic activity and community develop­
ment efforts. The urban zones-Baltimore, Atlanta, 
Chicago, Detroit, New York, Los Angeles, Cleveland, 
and Philadelphia-Camden - will receive between 
$90 million and $ 125 million in social services block 
grant funds over 10 years from the U.S. Department 
of Urban Hawing and Development. The rural em­
powerment zones, eligible for $40 million in grants, 
arc the Kentucky Highlands; Mid-Delta, Mississippi; 
and the Rio Gran.de 'hlley in south Texas. In addition, 
99 other urban and rural areas were designated as 
"enterprise communities," slated to receive $3 million 
grants. 

About 500 cities and rural areas competed for the 
grants by submitting comprehensive revitalization 
plans to the Community Enterprise Board, co­
chaired by Vice President Gore and President Clin­
ton's domestic policy adviser, Carol R.scoc. 
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State response: Alabama overhauls 
child welfare system 

I n 1988 the state of Alabama sent a seven-year-old 
boy to a psychiatric hospital when his parents 
divorced because it could not provide alternative 

community-based services to address the boy's men• 
tal health problems. A resulting class action suit 
charged the state with failing t0 meet its obligation 
to provide emotionally disturbed children in or at risk 
of being placed in foster care with services to help 
them achieve permanent living siruations and succ.ess 
in school. 

The state agreed to settle the suit in 1991 through 
a unique consent decree designed to transform Ala­
bama's child protective services and fOSter care sys­
tems by emphasizing the prevention of out-of.home 
placement through early intervention and family-fo­
cuscd services in community settings. In the course 
of carrying out this settlement, the state has become 
an exciting laborarory in which some of the most 
promising reforms under way in other states and 
communities arc being implemented in a coordinated 
fashion. The effort is driven by a commianent to 
tailor services to meet the specific needs of individual 
childn::n and families so that childn::n may be kept 
safely in their homes. 

The overhaul is being executed in sages, sta.rting 
in 1991 with six counties. By the end of 1994, a total 
of 18 counties had been phased in, and state officials 
reported that the second-wave counties arc changing 
their systems more quickly than the first six did. The 
remaining 49 counties will be phased in over the 
corning four years. 

One cornerstone of the reform is an intmsive 
family preservation service program, Family Options, 
based on the Homebuilders model. Another is Family 
to Family, a neighborhood-based family foster care 
program, and a third support takes the form of 
stepped-up efforts to reunify children with their fami­
lies and to find adoptive families for childn::n who 
cannot return home. 

Family to Family fost-cr care keeps children in or 
close to their own neighborhoods so they can main­
tain a relationship with their birth families even 
though they live in foster homes. Foster parents arc 
trained to share parenting responsibilities and work 
closely with birth parents to help bring about the 
successful reunification of the family whenever possi• 
ble. 

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

agency staff members, emphasizing a highly individu­
alized, family-focused approach. To give caseworkers 
more time to assist families, the state is hiring new 
staff and has streamlined administrative and record 
keeping procedures. The child welfare agency brings 
in c.xpcm from other states to hdp caseworkers and 
other staff members work through difficult cases and 
new administrative challenges. 

A variety of strategics have been wed to generate 
additional funding to support these reforms. As re­
quired by the consent dccrcc, the state has invested 
an additional $18.6 million in child welfare services 
since FY 1990. And by taking fuller advantage of all 
federal money available to staa:s for foster care and 
adoption services and health care, the StatC incrca.scd 
by SlS.8 million the federal funds it has had to work 
with during the same period. To make it easier for 
counties to match dollars with needs, the state also 
dccat-cgorizcd some funding allocated to counties so 
they can use the money flexibly. 

Such changes already arc having a positive effect. 
In the six counties where reform began and family­
focused and community-based services incrcasc.d, the 
number of children in out-of.home care dropped 36 
percent between 1991 and 1994. While a typical child 
remained in state care a total of 438 days in 1989, the 
length of stay in the six reformed counties had 
dropped to 100 days by 1992. Children in care were 
less likely than prcviowly to leave their homes, be 
sq,aran:d from siblings, or moved frequently. The 
number of children in group homes, instirutions, and 
other types of coogrcgat-c care was ruiuccd by 34 
percent between 1989 and 1992. In the state as a 
whole, the number of children in out-of-home care 
declined by 21 pcrc.cnt between 1991 and 1994. 

In 1993, while Alabama was moving ahead on 
its own reform agenda, C.ongrcss enacn:d the FPSS:e 
Under this initiative, Alabama rcc.cived federal money 
to bring together a broadly representative group to 
plan for developing and expanding community-based 
services to support and preserve families. The poten­
tial for wing the FPSSP planning and funding to 
expand and complement the ongoing child welfare 
reforms was obviow. 

The FPSSP planning group dccidc.d to target 
some of the new federal money to community initia­
tives in Birmingham, Huntsville, and Dothan. In 
Birmingham, at the site of the Family to Family 
program established under the consent decree re­
forms, FPSSP funds arc supporting a family resource 
cent-er providing a continuum offamily support scrv• 
ices for all interested families in the community. 
Additional family preservation services arc also being 

7 
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devc:loped. In Huntsville, a Healthy Families home• 
visiting program for families with young children 
based on Hawaii's model is being established. Dothan 
is devc:loping a new family service ccnn:r, and at an 
additional site in Hale County, planning for a family 
service delivery system specially designed for a rural 
area has been started. All of these services arc being 
designed by the communities and families themselves 
to meet their unique and constantly changing needs. 

As the FPSSP efforts and the con.sent dccrcc 
reforms move forward together in Alabama, they will 
complement, cmnd, strengthen, and support each 
other. As a result, many more children in Alabama 
will have a chance at growing up in permanent, 
nurturing families. 

Looking ahead to 1995 

T he hope of brighter futurCS for many vulner· 
able children and families was severely threat· 
ened early in 1995 by the House leadership's 

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

The proposed block grant would replace about 
20 federal programs that serve children who arc 
abused or neglected or at risk of maltreaanent. But 
far from fostering more effective coordination at the 
local l~cl, the block grant, with its reduced funding, 
scriowly would impair state efforts to expand services 
to protect children and support families. States' oecd 
to use limited block grant funds for foster care for 
children who arc endangered and adoption assistance 
payments for children with special needs who arc 
already in adoptive families will leave states littic, if 
any, flexibility to expand family support and family 
preservation services, and may require them to cut 
back existing ones. Under the bkxi. grant, the federal 
government no longer would have responsibility for 
makings~ that sua:s arc taking c:vcn the most basic 
steps to protect children. 
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At the same time, other provisions in the House 
welfare reform plan - the Personal Raponsibility 
Act. - arc likely to increase significantly the demands 
on state child protection agencies. For example, pn>­
posals to deny aid to children born to unmarried teens 
or mothers already receiving welfare benefits and to 
children with serious disabilities (sec Family Income 
chapter) would undercut efforts to support and pre· 

serve families. Many children with disabilities whose 
parents now arc able to support them at home with 
cash assistance from the Supplemental Security In­
come ( SSI) program would lose that assistance, forc­
ing some families to tum to the child welfare system 
for help. In addition, already fragile families would 
be hurt by proposed ~ons in child care assis­
tance, child nutrition programs, and food stamps. 

Recommendations 

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

the gains already established. At the same time, ad· 
vocatcs must defend against federal efforts to destroy 
the essential safety net for children, which would 
inflict great pain and further disadvantage on the 
most vulnerable families and children and would have 
a chilling effect on the acation of comprehensive, 
coordinated, community-based services for these 
children and families. Advocates also must fight 
against state efforts to rcchux funding for needy 
families and to shift responsibility, without adequate 
resources, to the local level. 

Advocarcs can meet these challenges by: 

♦ Opposing efforts at the federal level to dism.an• 
tle the federal safety net program.a that offer 
aid to children who arc abuaed or neglected, 
hungry, poor, sick, or disabled. Help lawmakers 
understand the importance of honoring the dec­
ades-old promise that children in need will receive 
modest help in obtaining the most basic necessi­
ties. Work to maintain federal guarantees offostcr 
care and adoption ·assistance, AFDC, Medicaid, 
SSI, and ~d nutrition services and to keep these 
programs separate from any block grants. Then 
work with policy makers to consolidate sclccn:d 
programs serving common purposes and similar 
beneficiaries, to reduce ~plication, enhanc:.c ad­
ministrative efficiency, and give states and com­
munities greater flaibility to design more 
integrated and effective strategics for serving chil­
dren. At a minimum, such consolidations should 
require accountability based on ourcomcs, safe­
guard children's health and safety and protect 
them against unfair treaancnt, and ensure com­
munity involvement in planning and delivering 
services. 

♦ Continuing to pwb for effective implcmcota• 
tion of the Family Pre&erVation and Support 
Services Program at the state and local levw. 
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Encouraging broad-based and inclusive commu­
nity planning and goal-setting will help ensure the 
implementation of appropriate community-based 
preventive and supportive services. Help establish 
parmerships that reach across agencies and sys• 
terns and link community representatives and in­
itiatives to one another. 

♦ Making a strong case for investments in the 
prevention and treatment of family violence, 
subttancc abuse, and homelessness. Emphasize 
the impornnce of building comprehensive scrvia: 
delivery systems in communities that provide help 

for victims offamily violence, substana: abuse, and 
homelessness, so the impact of other family-fo­
cused services can be maximized. 

♦ Helping to link reforms in children's and fa.m. 
ily services with community and economic de· 
vdopment initiatives. Work to ensure that 
establishing comprehensive community-based in­
itiatives for children and families is part of the 
agenda in the designated empowerment :z.ones and 
enterprise communities, as well as other areas in 
which community revitalization activities arc un­
der way. 

9 
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Children in the Nation 

NATIONAL TIHH DS 

TAaU Al. 

POVE RTY AMONG CHI LDREN* 

Number of Number of 
Pmiaty 
I.au for 

Childn:o Child Children Childrai 
Younger than 18 Poverty Yoangcr than Six Yoangcr 

Teat WboAft Poor I.au WboAftPoor than Six 

1959 17,552,000 27.3'6 o/a o/a 
1960 17,634,000 26.9 o/a o/a 
1961 16,909,000 25.6 o/a o/a 
1962 16,963,000 25.0 o/a n/a 
1963 16,005,000 23.l o/a o/a 
1964 16,051,000 23.0 n/a n/a 
1965 14,676,000 21.0 o/a o/a 
1966 12,389,000 17.6 o/a o/a 
1967 11,656,000 16.6 n/a n/a 
1968 10,954,000 1S.6 n/a o/a 
1969 9,691,000 14.0 3,298,000 1S.3'6 

1970 10,+40,000 1S.l 3,561,000 16.6 

1971 10,551,000 1S.3 3,499,000 16.9 

1972 10,2.84,000 1S.l 3.276,000 16.l 

1973 9,Ml,000 14.4 3,097,000 15.7 

1974 10,156,000 15.4 3,294,000 16.9 

1975 11,10-l,OOO 17.l 3,460,000 18.2 

1976 10.273,000 16.0 3.270,000 17.7 

1977 10,288,000 16.2 3,326,000 18.l 

1978 9,931,000 15.9 3,184,000 17.2 

1979 10,377,000 16.4 3,415,000 17.8 

1980 11,543,000 18.3 t,030,000 20.5 

1981 12,505,000 20.0 4,"22,000 22.0 

1982 13,647,000 21.9 4,821,000 23.3 

1983 13,911,000 22.3 5,122,000 24.6 

1984 u .~.ooo i1.s t,938,000 23.4 

198S 13,010,000 20.7 t,832,000 22.6 

1986 12,876,000 20.S -i,619,000 21.6 

1987 12,843,000 20.3 4,852,000 22.4 

1988 12,.~ss,ooo 19.5 5,032,000 22.6 

1989 12.,590,000 19.6 5,071,000 22.S 

1990 13,431,000 20.6 5,198,000 23.0 

1991 l'-341,000 21.8 5,483,000 24.0 

1992 l-i,.617,000 21.9 5,781,000 25.0 

1993 l-i,961,000 22.0 6,097,000 25.6 

Tota.I pcn:cnt change 
1969-1993 54.4'16 57.1'1(, 84.9% 67.3'16 

1980-1993 29.6 20.2 Sl.3 24.9 

A vcragc annual pcn:cnt change 
1969-1993 2.3 2.4 3.5 2.8 

1980-1993 2.3 1.6 3.9 1.9 

• Rcla=! children III funilics. 

Sowa:: U.S. Deputmrnt ofCarnmc=. Bwau ofth< Ccnsw. ulo.&laoons by O\ildrcn'1 Ocfmae FW>d. 
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T.uuAZ. 

MAT ERNAL AND INP'ANT HEALTH 

Infant Moruliry lutca1 Percent of Babies Born 
to Mathen Wbo ~ 

Black- Low Lau OC' No Pn:natal Care1 

White Birth-
Year Toal Whitt Black II.mo Weigbr'1 Toal Whim Black 

1940 47.0 43.2 n .9 1.69 n/a n/a n/a n/a 
1950 29.2 26.8 43.9 1.6' nfa n/a n/a n/a 
1959 26.4 23.2 44.8 1.93 n/a n/a n/a n/a 
1960 26.0 22.9 44.3 1.93 7.7'16 n/a n/a n/a 
1961 25.3 22.4 41.8 l.87 7.8 n/a n/a n/a 
1962 25.3 22.3 42.6 1.91 8.0 n/a n/a n/a 
1963 25.2 22.2 42.8 1.93 8.2 n/a n/a n/a 
1964 24.8 21.6 42.3 1.96 8.2 n/a n/a n/a 
1965 24.7 21.5 41.7 l.94 8.3 n/a n/a n/a 
1966 23.7 20.6 40.2 l.95 8.3 n/a n/a n/a 
1967 22.4 19.7 37.5 1.90 8.2 D/a n/a n/a 
1968 21.8 19.2 36.2 1.89 8.2 n/a n/a n/a 
1969 20.9 18.4 34.8 1.89 8.1 8.191> 6.3% 18.2% 
1970 20.0 17.8 32.6 1.83 7.9 7.9 6.2 16.6 
1971 19. l 17.l 30.3 1.77 7.7 7.2 5.8 14.6 
19n 18.5 16.4 29.6 1.80 7.7 7.0 5.5 13.2 
1973 17.7 15.8 28.l 1.78 7.6 6.7 5.4 12.4 
1974 16.7 14.8 26.8 1.81 7.4 6.2 5.0 11.4 
197S 16. l 14.2 26.2 1.8S 7.4 6.0 5.0 10.5 
1976 15.2 13.3 25.5 1.92 7.3 5.7 4.8 9 .9 
1977 14.l 12.3 23.6 1.92 7.1 5.6 4.7 9.6 
1978 13.8 12.0 23.1 1.93 7.1 5.4 4.5 9.3 
1979 13. l 11.4 21.8 1.91 6.9 5.1 4.3 8.9 
1980 12.6 11.0 21.4 l.95 6.8 ·5_1 4.3 8.8 
1981 11.9 10.5 20.0 l.90 6.8 5.2 4.3 9.1 
1982 11.S 10.1 19.6 1.94 6.8 5.5 4.5 9.6 
1983 11.2 9.7 19.2 1.98 6.8 5.6 4.6 9 .7 
198-4 10.8 9 .4 18.4 1.96 6.7 5.6 4.7 9.6 
1985 10.6 9.3 18.2 1.96 6.8 5.7 4.7 10.0 
1986 10.4 8.9 18.0 2.02 6.8 6.0 5.0 10.6 
1987 10. l 8.6 17.9 2.08 6.9 6.1 5.0 11.l 
1988 10.0 8.5 17.6 2.07 6.9 6.1 5.0 10.9 
1989 9.8 8.1 18.6 2.30 7.0 6.4 5.2 11.9 
1990 9.2 7.6 18.0 2.37 7.0 6.1 4.9 11.3 
1991 8.9 7.3 17.6 2.41 7.1 5.8 4.7 10.7 
1992 8.5 6.9 16.8 2.43 7.1 5.2 4.2 9.9 

Total percent change 
1969-1992 -59.3111> ~2.5111> -51.7'16 -12.3111> -35.8111> -33.3% --45.6% 
1980-1992 -32.S -37.3 - 21.5 4.4 2.0 -2.3 12.5 

Average annual percent change 
1969-1992 -2.6 -2.7 -2.2 --0.5 -1.6 -U -2.0 
1980-1992 -2.7 -3. l -1.8 0.4 0.2 --0.2 1.0 

1
lnhnt deadu prr 1,0001iYc birdu. The Whill: and Blacz r:ua for 1980 and Nhlcqur:nt )an arc not CXll?lparablt with die riia for earlier )an-

2
1.cs$ man s.s pounds (2,500 gnmaJ. 

1ure begintung in the laat aimcs=r o( pregnancy, or DCX at all. 

Sowu: U.S. Dcparvncnt of Health and Hwnan Scrvia:s, National Cmtrr for Health StallRia. Calcul.u:ioru by Children's~~ .... FWld. 
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TULZ .U. 

ADOLl:SC:ENT CHIL DBEARING 

Toul Teen 
Toul Unmarried Teen Unmarned 

Fcrtili Birth Fcnility Birth 

Year fY ~l ll.atea ll.ate' ~ 

1959 118.8 21.9 89.l 15.5 

1960 118.0 21.6 89.l 15.3 

1961 117.l 22.7 88.6 16.0 

1962 112.0 21.9 81.4 14.8 

1963 108.3 22.5 76.7 15.3 

19M 104.7 23.0 73.l 15.9 

1965 96.3 23.5 70.5 16.7 

1966 90.8 23.4 70.3 17.5 

1967 87.2 23.9 67.5 18.5 

1968 85.2 24.4 65.6 19.7 

1969 86.l 25.0 65.5 20.4 

1970 87.9 26.4 68.3 22.4 

1971 81.6 25.5 ~ -5 22.3 

1972 73. l 24.8 61.7 22.8 

1973 68.8 24.3 59.3 22.7 

1974 67.8 23.9 57.5 23.0 

1975 66.0 24.5 55.6 23.9 

1976 65.0 24.3 52.8 23.7 

1977 66.8 25.6 52.8 25.l 

1978 65.5 25.7 51.5 24.9 

1979 67.2 27.2 52.3 26.4 

1980 68.4 29 .4 53.0 27.6 

1981 67.4 29.5 52.2 27.9 

1982 67.3 30.0 52.4 28.7 

1983 65.8 30.3 51.4 29.5 

19S-4 65.4 31.0 50.6 30.0 

1985 66.2 32.8 51.0 31.4 

1986 65.4 34.2 50.2 32.3 

1987 65.7 36.0 50.6 33.8 

1988 67.2 38.5 53.0 36.4 

1989 69.2 41.6 57.3 40.l 

1990 70.9 43.8 59.9 42.5 

1991 69.6 45.2 62.l 44.8 

1992 68.9 45.2 60.7 44.6 

Total pc-rcmc change 
1969-1992 -20.0% 80.8% -7.3% 118.6% 

1980-1992 0.7 53.7 1.U 61.6 

A vcngc annual pcrcalt change 
1969-1992 -0.9 3.5 -0.3 5.2 

1980-1992 0.1 4.S 1.2 5.1 

1 Bi.rdu per 1,000 fanalco ages 1 S-44. 
1Bin!u per 1,000 UIUTWTied fmwcs aga IS-44. 
1Jlirw per 1,000 fanalcs ages IS. I 9. 
"eirw per 1,000 UIUTWTied fanalcs ages I 5-19. 

Source: U.S. Dq•nmc:ru o(H.calm and Hwn.an Sc:rvia:s., National Cc:nttt mr Hc:ah:h Smistia. Calculationa by Olildra,'1 Defmac Fund. 
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CHILDREN IN THE NATION 

MAT ERNAL LABOR FORCE PARTICIPATION OP' MAR RIED 

WOME N WITH CHILDREN YOUNGER THAN SIX 

In the Labor Force 
Year Number Perc:mt 

1948 1,226,000 10.8% 
1949 1,285,000 11.0 
1950 1,399,000 ll.9 
1951 1,670,000 14.0 
1952 1,688,000 13.9 

1953 1,88-4,000 15.S 
1954 1,808,000 14.9 

1955 2,012,000 16.2 

1956 2,048,000 15.9 
1957 2,208,000 17.0 

1958 2,399,000 18.2 
1959 2,471,000 18.7 
1960 2,474,000 18.6 
1961 2,661,000 20.0 
1962 2,88-4,000 21.3 
1963 3,006,000 22.5 
1964 3,050,000 22.7 
1965 3,117,000 23.2 

1966 3,186,000 24.2 
1967 3,481,000 26.5 
1968 3,564,000 27.6 

1969 3,596,000 28.5 
1970 3,914,000 30.3 
1971 3,690,000 29.6 
19n 3,778,000 30.1 
1973 -u~ooo 32.7 
1974 4,274,000 3-4.4 
1975 4,518,000 36.7 
1976 4,520,000 37.5 
1977 4,547,000 39.4 
1978 4,768,000 41.7 
1979 4,939,000 43.3 
1980 5.227,000 45.1 
1981 5,603,000 47.8 
1982 5,690,000 48.7 
1983 5,859,000 49.9 
198-4 6.219,000 51.8 
1985 6,406,000 53.4 
1986 6,573,000 53.8 
1987 6,952,000 56.8 
1988 6,956,000 57.l 
1989 n/a n/a 
1990 7,247,000 58.9 
1991 7,43-4,000 59.9 
1992 7,333,000 59.9 
1993 7,289,000 59.6 
1994 7,723,000 61.7 

A vcragc annual change 
1950-1960 107,500 
1960-1970 144,000 
1970-1980 131,300 
1980-1993 178,286 

n/a - Chea nor available. 

Soura:: U.S. Department ofCommcnx. Burau of the Cm,w; and U.S. l)q,&ttmcnt of Labor, Burau of Labor Satiltia. uJculaooN by 
Ouldrm ·, Dcfcruc FWld. 
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T.uuAS. 

YOUTH UNEMPLOYMENT 

Total Unemployment Rates Unemployment Rares, Youths Not Enrolkd in School 

Leu than FourYcan 

All Age Age Four Ycanof High School or More 
Year Ages 16-19 10-:U High School Graduate Only of~ 

1959 5.5% 14.6% 8.5% n/a n/a n/a 
1960 5.5 14.7 8.7 n/a n/a n/a 
1961 6.7 16.8 10.4 n/a n/a n/a 
1962 5.5 14.7 9.0 n/a n/a n/a 
1963 5.7 17.2 8.8 n/a n/a n/a 
1964 5.2 16.2 8.3 n/a n/a n/a 
1965 4.5 14.8 6 .7 n/a n/a n/a 
1966 3.8 12.8 5.3 n/a n/a n/a 
1967 3.8 12.9 5.7 n/a n/a n/a 
1968 3.6 12.7 5.8 n/a n/a n/a 
1969 3.5 12.2 5.7 n/a n/a n/a 
1970 4.9 15.3 8.2 17.2% 9.9% 6.5% 

1971 5.9 16.9 10.0 18.0 9.6 6.6 

1972 5.6 16.2 9.3 16.8 9.5 7.2 

1973 4.9 14.5 7.8 14.9 7.2 4.9 

1974 5.6 16.0 9.1 19.2 9.8 5.0 

1975 8.5 19.9 13.6 25.3 13.6 8.2 

1976 7.7 19.0 12.0 24.7 12. l 7.1 

1977 7.1 17.8 11.0 20.6 10.5 8.0 

1978 6.1 16.4 9.6 18.8 8.8 6.3 

1979 5.8 16.1 9.1 19.2 9.9 5.0 

1980 7.1 17.8 11.5 25.3 12.5 5.9 

1981 7.6 19.6 12.3 26.9 13.8 5.3 

1982 9.7 23.2 14.9 3 1.8 17.3 9.2 

1983 9.6 22.4 14.5 27.3 15.2 7.0 

1984 7.5 18.9 11.5 25.8 11.8 5.9 

1985 7.2 18.6 ll.l 25.9 12.7 5.4 

1986 7.0 18.3 10.7 2-4.3 11.5 4.8 

1987 6.2 16.9 9.7 21.8 10.7 5.5 

1988 5.5 15.3 8.7 20.0 10.1 4.8 

1989 5.3 15.0 8.6 19.9 10.1 5.0 

1990 5.5 15.5 8.8 20.0 10.4 5.2 

1991 6.7 18.6 10.8 23.l 12.7 6.9 

1992 7.4 20.0 11.3 2-4.9 13.9 6.5 

1993 6.8 19.0 10.5 22.8 13.l 6 .1 

Total percent change 
1970-1993 38.8% 2-4.2% 28.0% 32.6% 32.3% -6.2% 

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

Average annual percent change 
1970-1993 1.7 l.1 1.2 1.4 1.4 -0.3 

1980-1993 -0.3 0.5 --0.7 -0.8 0.4 0.3 

Sowa:: U.S. Dcp.rtmcnt of labor, Bureau of labor Sanstia. c.lc11atiau by Cbildrm's Dcfco,c Fund. 
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CHILOR CN I N T H C ST AT CS 

Children in the States 

TUI.I I I. 

NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OP' PERSONS YOUNGER THAN 18 
WHO ARI: POOR, BASl:D ON 19891NCOMI: 

All B.aca WJw Bla,,:k Leino· 
Number Pcrcmt Nambcr Paaat Number Pcrcmr Number Pcrcmr 

Ab~a 253,636 24.2'N, 89,959 12.9"' 160,S10 47.S" 1,829 23.4" 
Awu 19,28-i 11.4 8,864 7.4 1,086 14.5 809 12.l 
Arizona 212,001 22.0 104,283 14.9 12,813 35.7 89,883 34.9 
~ lSS,399 25.3 82,932 17.7 70,023 S2.0 2,290 31.9 
California 1,380,275 18.l 591,097 12.7 195,563 30.7 713,980 27.2 
C:Olondo 129,565 1S.3 88,222 12.l 13,677 33.8 48,497 32.7 
C:Onnccticut 79,020 10.7 36,963 6.1 23,591 28.9 30,002 41.l 
Dclawuc 19,256 12.0 7,543 6.3 10,600 30.8 1,297 25.0 
Di.stria ofColwnbia 28,610 25.5 799 4.9 26,339 29.l 1,677 26.3 
~ 525,+t-6 18.7 252,793 12.0 243,435 41.0 93,288 24.6 
Georgia 343,068 20.l 108,82S 9.9 227,207 40.0 7,163 u .o 
Hawaii 31,94-4 11.6 8,306 9.9 969 11.7 5,296 17.8 
Idaho 49,159 16.2 41,528 14.7 281 22.S 7,705 35.4 
Illinois 495,505 17.0 204,276 9.7 233,506 43.3 80,047 25.0 
Indian.a 203,791 14.2 141,319 11.l 55,984 40.l 7,627 21.8 
low.a 101,661 14.3 89,059 13. l 8.241 50.6 3.253 26.7 
Kansas 93,066 14.3 65,528 ll.5 18,66S 40.3 8,233 23.5 
Kcnrucky 234,012 24.8 193,614 22.7 38,193 47.0 1,803 26.l 
Louisiana 380,~ 31.4 112,-404 15.4 259,228 56.S 5,908 23.3 
Maine 41,897 13.8 40,4.29 13.6 ♦40 25.9 435 16.l 
Marybnd 128,523 11.3 46,164 6.1 77,002 23.l 4,165 12.3 
Masuchuscm 176,221 13.2 105,129 9.2 29,547 33.3 49,645 49.l 
Michig?.n 450.426 18.6 239,263 12.4 188,♦05 46.2 22,103 30.l 
Minncsoo 146,386 12.7 102,624 9.7 17,394 49.5 6,486 30.7 
Mwwippi 2♦8.705 33.6 59,138 14.9 186.212 55.6 1,471 30.9 
Mwouri 230,058 17.7 152,757 13.9 71,928 41.5 4,246 20.3 
Monwu 44,706 20.5 33,458 17.l 221 31.l 1,874 36.0 
!'Jcbnsk:a 58,474 13.8 44,4.20 11.4 8,761 43.l 3,861 27.9 
1'cvad.a 38,232 13.3 22,893 9.9 8,358 33.5 8,491 21.5 
N~ Hunpshirc 20,♦40 7.4 19,295 7.l 351 15.3 705 16.4 
New Jcncy 200,726 11.3 84,110 6.4 81,788 27.8 59,531 27.8 
New Mexico 122,260 27.8 67,615 22.1 3,54.2 3S.0 70,1S8 35.0 
New York 799,531 19.1 34.2.,541 11.9 274,947 34.l 269,703 41.9 
North Carolina 272,923 17.l 102,034 9.3 158,007 35.9 5,047 U.2 
North I>uoa 29,732 17.1 23,031 lU 204 15.l 623 27.S 
Ohio 493,206 17.8 315,714 13.4 163,131 45.4 1S,910 32.0 
Oklahoma 179,283 21.7 105,173 16.6 34,475 44.5 11,950 35.8 
Oregon 111,629 15.8 91,249 14.2 5,489 36.3 14,28S 33.8 
Pmnsylvania 432,227 1S.7 270,941 11.5 124,859 40.6 38,374 46.7 
Rhode Lsbnd 30,842 13.8 20,274 10.4 4,425 35.9 6,356 41.3 
Soudl Carolina 190,873 21.0 52,430 9.5 136,563 39.6 1,635 19.0 
South Duoa. 39,896 20.4 25,008 14.7 327 26.7 663 27.8 
Tcnncacc 251,529 21.0 14.2.,418 1S.2 106,024 43.0 2,400 U.l 
Texas 1,159,710 U .3 612,724 18.3 254,287 39.3 638,90S 40.l 
Uah 78,041 12.S 64,755 11.l 1,290 34.7 9,213 26.8 
Vrnnonr 17,020 12.0 16,435 11.9 211 U .9 143 11.8 
Virginia 197,382 13.3 88,370 8.1 102,862 30.9 5,147 11.9 
Washington 179,272 14.5 124,632 11.9 14,548 30.5 27,381 34.0 
West Virginia 115,073 26.l 106,458 2S.4 7,887 S0.l 814 34.3 
Wisconsin 188,863 14.9 110,939 9.9 53,392 SS.8 12,435 33.7 • 
Wyoming 19, 190 14.4 15,532 12.6 340 31.S 2,724 28.l 

United Stares 11,428,916 18.3'N, 5,876,267 12.S'N, 3,717,128 39.8'N, 2,407,466 32.2'N, 

•Pmons of Lacno ongin an be of any raa. 
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CH I LO RtN ' I Otf'tH lt , U N 0 

TULl I I. 

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

Nzti9t American Aawi/Pacific Wander Otha 
Nwnbcr Pcrunt Number Puccnr Number Paunr 

Alabama 1,519 :U.696 1,166 19.096 482 28.0'lE> 
Ab.ska 8.62 1 2S.7 500 8.3 213 12.6 
Arizoiu 44,607 53.l 2,204 14.9 48,094 38.2 
Aruruas 1,053 26.l 648 17.5 743 3-4.7 
California 17,982 26.S 155,493 19.6 ~0.140 30.2 
Colorido 3,008 35.4 3 ,130 17.6 21,528 36.8 
Connecticut 313 21.4 917 6.6 17,236 47.1 
Delaware 80 21.5 149 6.6 884 30.0 
District ofColwnbia 55 35.7 232 16.0 1,185 31.6 
Florida 2,541 26.l 5,194 12.9 21,483 31.5 
Georgia 938 25.0 2,465 11.5 3 ,633 29.7 
fuwaii 408 25.2 21,327 12.l 93-4 16.5 
Idaho 2,056 40.5 567 20.6 4,727 40.9 
Illinois 1,422 23.9 7,640 9 .4 48,661 27.8 
lndlana 1,132 30.2 1,124 11.6 4.232 27.8 
Iowa 1,160 43.4 1,898 23.5 1,303 28.4 
Kansas 1.932 26.8 2.203 22.2 4,738 26.6 
Krnrucky 681 41.8 867 16.5 657 26.2 
Louisiana 3, 166 46.9 4,414 3-4.0 1,730 30.3 
Maine 583 28.3 326 13.6 119 19.0 
Maryb.nd 661 18.5 2,820 7.6 1,876 14.3 
Mass.achuscm 1,309 35.3 9 ,330 24.l 30,906 Sl.9 
Michtgin 6 ,147 32.5 4,891 14.6 11,720 35.9 
Minnesota 10,459 54.8 12,638 37.l 3,271 37.5 
Mississippi 1,429 4S.6 1,657 39.7 Ur} 32.S 
Missouri 1,483 26.2 1,984 17.7 1,906 25.0 
Monana 10,238 53.4 224 17.6 S65 43.3 
Ncbnsu 2,795 57.0 724 17.9 1,774 31.8 
Nevada 1,745 29.8 1,040 10.9 4,196 25.0 
New H.unpshirt 119 25.6 370 13.4 305 22.6 
?-.cw Jersey 886 26.2 4,622 5.9 29,320 33.0 
New Mexico 26,643 S0.1 797 18.4 23,663 36.0 
New York 4,800 29.6 25,021 14.9 152,222 47.6 
Norrh Carolina 7,820 29.9 2,344 16.4 2,718 31.2 
Norrh Dakota 6 ,179 58.3 148 16.8 170 22.6 
Ohio 1,588 30.4 3,557 14. l 9,216 39.3 
Oklahoma 31.977 3-4.8 l ,~7 15.8 6,231 40.4 
Oregon 4,288 32.3 3,752 19.2 6 ,851 37.2 
Pennsylvania 1,128 31.l 8 ,354 20.7 26,945 54.7 
Rhode ub.nd 440 39.S 2,043 34.0 3,660 ~ .s 
South Carolina 599 27.4 71S 12.1 566 21.6 
South Dakota 14,160 63.3 19S 17.0 206 26.2 
Tcnncucc: 906 30.8 1,438 15.7 743 2S.8 
Teiw 4,501 25.6 14,518 15.6 273,680 40.6 
Utah 4,893 47.3 2,281 19.8 4,822 33.5 
Vermont 251 36.3 70 7.3 53 l 0.2 
V irginia 666 19.0 3,377 7.8 2,107 13.S 
Wuhington 10,228 37.7 12,594 20.0 17,270 39.8 
West Virginia 337 44.6 193 8.5 198 32.1 
Wisconsin 6 ,505 46. l 10,819 48.8 7,208 ~ .s 

• Wyoming 1,966 49.0 84 10.0 1,268 3S.2 

United Stares 260,403 38.8% 3-46,491 17.1% 1,228,627 3S.596 

Sourti:: U.S. ~ptrtmcn1 ofCammcttt. Bwuu o(fhe Ccmw., 1990 C:CU... o(Populaoon &nd HOU11118, SwnnwyTa~ Fik 3. ulo.llaOON b)• 
Childrm', Ddcnx Fund 
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CHIL.DR E N I N T H E STAT ES 

T.UU 112, 

AFDC MAXIMUM MONTHLY Bt:Nl:P'IT 
P'OR A THRl:E•PERSON FAMILY, 1970 AND 1994 

1970Mmmwn 1970 A.djulUd 
(Actual for 1994 Pm:ait 
DoUan) lDflarion Muimum Change I.lank 

Alabama $ 65 $2# $164 -33'1(, 10 
Ala.ska 328 1,230 923 -25 5 
Arizona 138 517 347 -33 10 
ArbnsaJ 89 334 204 -39 20 
California 186 697 607 -13 1 
Color2do 193 rn 356 -51 ,n 
Connecticut 283 1,061 680 -36 14 
Dc.lawuc 160 600 338 ...... 30 
District of c.olumbia 195 731 -i20 ➔3 25 
Florida 114 .U7 303 -29 8 
Georgia 107 401 280 -30 9 
Hawaii 226 8-47 712 - 16 2 
Idaho 211 791 317 ~ 49 
Illinois 232 870 367 -58 44 
Indiana 120 450 288 -36 14 
Iowa 201 753 426 -43 2S 
IC= 222 832 429 -..a 38 
Krnrucky 147 551 228 -59 48 
Louisiana 88 330 190 -,U 22 
Maine 135 506 418 -17 3 
Mary1and 162 607 366 -40 21 
M.assachwctt! 268 1,005 579 -,U 22 
Michigan 219 821 459 ...... 30 
M.inncsoa 256 960 532 ➔5 35 
Mississippi 56 210 120 ➔3 2S 
Missouri 104 390 292 -25 5 
Montana 202 757 401 -47 37 
Ncbnska 171 641 364 -43 25 
Nc:vada 121 454 348 -23 4 
New Hampshire 262 982 550 -44 30 
New Jcncy 302 1,132 U4 -<>3 50 
New Mexico 149 559 357 -36 14 
New Yon: 279 1,046 577 -45 35 
North Carolina 145 544 2n -SO 40 
North Dakota 213 798 409 -49 39 
Ohio 161 604 341 -44 30 
Oklahoma 152 570 324 -43 25 
Oregon 18-4 690 460 -33 10 
PcnNY!vania 265 993 .Ul -58 44 
Rhode Island 229 858 SS4 -35 13 
South Carolina 85 319 200 - 37 18 
South Dakota 264 990 417 -58 44 
Tcnncacc 112 -i20 185 -56 43 
Texas 148 555 18-4 -67 51 
Utah 175 656 414 -37 18 
Vcnnont 267 1,001 638 -36 14 
Virginia 225 843 354 -58 44 
Washington 258 967 546 -44 30 
West Virginia 114 .U7 249 -,U 22 
Wisconsin 18-4 690 517 -25 s • 
Wyoming 213 798 360 -55 ,U 

Source: U.S. House of Rcpl'CIC'IQO\U. Cornmim,: on Wa'fl and Means,~ ef bi=--~ 199f 0,.,,, Boat. lunb ala.ilaaod by 
Ouldrcn's Dcfauc Fund. 
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CMILDl'IEN ' S DEl"ENSE I" U N 0 

Tui.z 1113 . 

AFDC AND FOOD STAMP BENEFITS P'OR A SINGLE PARENT WITH 
Two CHILDREN , AS A PERCENT OP' POVERT Y, JANUARY 1994 

C,ombined Combin,ed AFDC AFDC 
Pera:nt 1wik Percicnt ~ 

Abbama 48% so 17% so 
Alasu 101 2 77 1 
Arizona 67 29 36 32 
Aruruas 52 45 21 45 
California 86 s 63 s 
C.Olorado 67 29 37 29 
C.Onnecticut 91 3 71 2 
Delaware 66 34 35 35 
District of C.Olumbia 72 17 ... 16 
Florida 62 38 32 38 
Georgia 60 41 29 41 
Hawaii 103 1 65 4 

Idaho 64 37 33 37 
Illinois 69 25 38 25 
lndi:ma 61 39 30 39 
low. 72 17 ... 16 
Kansas 74 15 45 15 
Kentucky 55 ... 24 ... 
Louisiana 51 47 20 47 
Maire 72 17 ... 16 
Maryland 69 25 38 25 
Massachusrn:s 83 9 60 6 
Michig.tn 75 14 48 13 
Minnesou 80 11 55 11 
Mississippi 43 51 13 51 
Mwouri 61 39 30 39 
Montana 71 23 42 24 

Nebrasu 68 27 38 25 
Nevada 67 29 36 32 
New H.unpshirc 81 10 57 9 
New Jersey 73 16 ... 16 
New Mexico 67 29 37 29 
New Yon 85 7 60 6 
North Carolina 59 -ii 28 42 
North Da.kota 71 23 43 21 
Ohio 66 3-4 36 32 
Oklahoma. 65 36 34 36 

Oregon 78 13 48 13 
Pcnnsy!vania. n 17 ... 16 
Rhode Wand 86 s 58 8 
South Carolina 52 45 21 45 
SouthDuota n 17 43 21 
Tcnncsscc so 48 19 48 
Texas so 48 19 48 
Utah n 17 43 21 
Vermont 88 4 67 3 
Virginia 67 29 37 29 
Washington M 8 57 9 

• Wcsr Virginia 57 43 26 43 
Wiscoruin 79 12 5-4 12 
Wyoming 68 27 38 25 

Soura:: V .S. H~ of Rq,n:oc:ni.cv<:$, Commimec on Ways and Mean., o..,.,;,,, ef ~ ~ 199-f c;n,,. &at Rmb alculatcd by 
Ouldm,'s Dcfcruc Fund. 
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CHILD R EN I N T H I: 9TAT ll: 9 

TULIM. 

CHILD SUPPORT ENP'ORCKMIENT, FY 1993 

Caaa Pen:.entof 
Total with Ca,a with 

Caadoad Collection CoUeaioo 11.mk 

Alabama 291,34-0 67,351 23.191, 16 
AJasu 45,638 7,830 17.2 34 
Arizona 263,674 14,32S 5.4 Sl 
Arkansas 117,508 29,994 25.5 13 
California 1,833,853 228,640 12.S 44 
Colorado 172,008 24,125 14.0 42 
ConncctiCUI 181,309 32,464 17.9 31 
Delaware 46.84S 12,958 27.7 11 
Distria ofc.olumbia 77,927 9,086 11.7 4S 
Florida 880,938 134,621 1S.3 38 
Georgia 478,116 80,918 16.9 3S 
Hawaii 66,113 20,858 31.5 s 
Idaho 50,580 1s,m 31.2 6 
Illinois 705,272 67,417 9.6 48 
Indiana 757,399 72,575 9.6 48 
Iowa 155,822 32,991 21.2 23 
K~ 119,48S 33,l-U 27.9 10 
Kentucky 273,831 47,751 17.4 33 
Louisiana 288,552 40,503 14.0 42 
Maine 67,229 18,638 27.7 11 
Ma.ryla.nd 313,088 76,510 24.4 14 
Musa.ch= 214,616 4-4,277 20.6 25 
Michigan 1,241,644 217,542 17.5 32 
Minnesota 198,79S 73,386 36.9 2 
Mississippi 252,736 27,903 11.0 46 
Missouri 328,368 63,272 19.3 29 
Mon= 29,151 6,609 22.7 17 
Ncbruu 121,579 24,186 19.9 26 
Nevada 72,197 14,121 19.6 27 
New Hampshire .U,496 13,223 31.l 7 

New Jcncy 584,521 122,308 20.9 24 
NcwMaico 66,924 10,240 1S.3 38 
New York 1,146,038 181,161 1S.8 37 
North Caroli.n.i 408,M7 80,200 19.6 27 
NorthDakoa 35,361 7,536 21.3 22 
Ohio 957,196 209,558 21.9 19 
Oklahoma 108,89S 17,646 16.2 36 
Oregon 220,271 40,033 18.2 30 
Pennsylvania 88-4,525 267,083 30.2 8 
Rhode Island 80,399 7,383 9.2 50 
Soum Caroli.n.i 199,270 47,530 23.9 15 
South Dakoa 25,980 7,452 28.7 9 
Tcnncs:sec 516,640 56,48S 10.9 47 
Texas 753,663 106,111 14.l 41 
Uwi 80,640 17,655 21.9 19 
Vermont 21,592 8,312 38.S 1 
Virginia 325,114 72,896 22.4 18 
Washington 308,092 105,793 34.3 3 
West Virginia 79,687 17,433 21.9 19 
Wisconsin 399,159 132,391 33.2 4 • 
Wyoming 27,937 4,041 14.S 40 

Unircd Sates 16,918,660 3,072,435 18.291, 

Sow-a:: U.S. Department of Health md Hwn.an Scrviczs, Office ol Olild Support Enfon:emcnt. ~ by Owdrcn'• ~ FW>d. 
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CHILOR E N ' 9 0 IE I' IE N 9 IE I' U N 0 

TAaa as. 
PERCENT O fP BIRTHS TO WOM EN RECEIVI NG EARLY 

PRENATAL CARE,* 1992 

All Races White Bb.d 
Percent Rank Percent Rank Percent Rank 

Alabama 77.1% 35 8-4.2% 25 63.7% 34 
Ab.ska 83.1 11 85.8 13 81.7 l 
Arizona 71.3 47 73.0 49 66.6 19 
Arltansas 72.3 45 77.0 +4 57.3 .i 
California 75.l 40 74.9 47 72.3 10 
Colorado 79.0 27 80.l 38 67.6 17 
Connecticut 87.5 2 89.8 3 72.8 7 
Delaware 80.5 20 86.7 9 61.3 39 
Oisaia of Columbia 56.9 51 87.0 7 52.3 so 
Flori~ 77.9 34 82.2 32 64.4 30 
Georgia 75.8 39 82.6 29 64.2 31 
Hawaii 73.6 +4 76.8 45 65.9 23 
Idaho 76.6 37 76.8 45 69.6 14 
Illinois 78.2 32 82.6 29 63.2 35 
Indiana 78.3 31 80.4 37 61.7 38 
Iowa 86.2 6 86.9 8 72.0 11 
Kansas 83.6 10 85.0 18 71 .3 12 
Kcnrud:y 80.l 22 81.6 33 65.8 2-4 
Louisiana 76.3 38 85.5 16 63.9 33 
Ma.me 87.3 3 SH 6 80.2 3 
Mvywid 85.0 7 90.7 l 72.8 7 
Massachusms 87.2 5 89.l 4 74.4 4 
Michigan 80.8 19 8-4.9 19 65.6 27 
Minnesota 81.8 16 8-4.9 19 52.4 49 
Mississippi 74.9 41 8-4.8 21 64.6 29 
Missouri 80.S 20 8-4.0 26 64.0 32 
Montana 78.2 32 80.9 35 81.3 2 
Nebraska 82.3 12 83.7 27 66.4 20 
Neva~ 71.5 46 73.5 48 54.7 47 
New Hampshire 87.3 3 87.5 5 72.8 7 
New Jersc-y 81.5 18 86.l 11 62.7 37 
New Mexico 61.7 so 64.6 Sl 53.3 48 
New York 74.7 42 79.9 39 56.9 43 
North urolim 79.4 26 85.8 13 64.7 28 
NorthDuoa 82.2 14 8-4.4 23 73.0 6 
Ohio 82.3 12 85.3 17 66.4 20 
Okbhonu 74.6 43 77.9 .i 58.9 41 
Oregon 78.7 30 79.3 41 65.7 26 
Pennsylvania 79.6 2-4 8-4.3 2-4 54.8 46 
Rhode lsland 88.5 l 90.4 2 73.8 5 
South urolim 71.3 47 80.8 36 56.l 44 
South Duoa 79.0 27 82.3 31 65.8 2-4 
Tennessee 79.6 2-4 83.6 28 67.2 18 
Texas 70.3 49 71.2 so 62.8 36 
Utah 85.0 7 86.0 12 71.l 13 
Vc-rmont 8-4.5 9 8-4.7 2.2 
Virginia 81.8 16 86.6 10 68.l 16 
Washington 79.8 · 23 81.0 34 68.9 15 
West Virginia 76.7 36 77.5 43 55.4 45 

• Wiscoruin 82.0 15 85.8 13 60.2 40 
Wyoming 79.0 27 79.8 40 66.2 22 

United Sates 77.7% 80.8% 63.9% 

•C:.rc begun in die first tnmcsttr of prcgrwicy. 

Sounx: U.S.~cnt of Health and H wnan ~=, National Cmttr for Health Saristia, V""' Sluiraa r,fri,, u,,iai S-: 1992, Vol. 
1-N•r.Jily. a.lcul1a:d by Ouldrcn's Dmn.w: FW>d.. 
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CHILD RE N I N T H I S T A T I S 

TU I.I S i . 

P E R CE N T oar BIRTHS AT Low BIRTHWEIGH T , * 199 2 

All Races Whitt Blad 
Pcrcentlunk Percmtlunk P= lunk 

Abbarna 8.5% 4-4 6.2% 38 12.8% 18 
Ab.sk.a 4.9 l u l 10.7 2 
Arizona 6.4 19 6.2 38 12.5 15 
Ark.a.nsa.s 8.2 41 6.5 45 13.5 29 
California 5.9 u 5.3 11 12.6 16 
C.Olo~do 8.5 4-4 8.0 51 16.9 '2 
U>Mccticut 6.9 24 5.8 24 14.0 36 
Dclawatt 7.6 38 5.8 24 13.1 21 
District ofColwnbia 14.3 5.1 4.6 2 16.4 41 
Florid.a 7.4 34 6.0 28 12.0 11 
Georgia 8.5 4-4 6.0 28 13.1 21 
Hawaii 7.2 27 5.4 13 10.7 2 
Idaho 5.5 9 5.5 16 
Illinois 7.7 4() 5.7 20 14.6 39 
Indiana 6.7 21 6.0 28 12.4 12 
Iowa 5.7 13 5.4 13 12.9 19 
Ka= 6.4 19 6.0 28 11.6 7 
Kcnrucky 6.8 23 6.3 41 11.8 8 
Louisiana 9.4 49 6.2 38 13.7 32 
Ma.inc 5.0 2 5.0 5 
Muyund 8.3 42 5.7 20 13.7 32 
Massachwcns 6.0 16 5.4 13 10.9 4 
Michigan 7.5 37 5.6 18 14.8 40 
Minncsoa 5.2 4 4.8 3 11.4 6 
Mississippi 9.9 so 6.8 47 13.2 24 
Missouri 7.3 32 6.0 28 13.6 31 
Montaru 6.0 16 6.0 28 
Ncbrub 5.6 10 5.3 ll 11.8 8 
Nevada 7.1 26 6.4 43 13.8 34 
New H.unpshirc 5.3 7 5.2 10 
New Jersey 7.2 27 5.7 20 13.5 29 
New Mexico 7.2 27 7.3 so 13.3 26 
New Yort 7.6 38 6.1 35 13.1 21 
North Carolina 8.4 43 6.4 43 13.2 24 
North Duoa 5.1 3 5.0 5 
Ohio 7.4 34 6.1 35 13.9 35 
Okbhoma 6.7 21 6.1 35 12.4 12 
Oregon 5.2 -4 5.0 5 10.9 4 
Pennsylvania 7.2 27 5.8 24 14.S 38 
Rhode lsbnd 6.3 18 5.9 27 9.3 l 
South Carolina 9.0 48 6.3 41 13.3 26 
SowhDakoa 5.2 -4 5.1 9 
TCMCSKC 8.5 4-4 6.7 46 14.0 36 
Texas 7.0 2!5 6.0 28 13.0 20 
Utah 5.6 10 5.6 18 
Vermont 5.6 10 5.5 16 
Virginia 7.4 34 5.7 20 12.6 16 
Washingron 5.3 7 4.9 4 11.9 10 
West Virginia 7.2 27 7.0 48 12.4 12 
Wiscoruin 5.9 u 5.0 5 13.4 28 
Wyoming 7.3 32 7.2 49 

• 
United Sarcs 7.1% 5.8% 13.396 

• t.aa dwi s.s pounds. 
-Number lDO unall 110 caJculaa: a rcJi.abk raa:. 

Sou=: U.S. Dcparancnt of Hcallh and Human Scma:a, National Ccmrr for Hc:aldt Sarima, V"Alll s-.sics af • LhN1u Siar 1992, Vol 
1-N__,,. lunb a..louaa:d by Owdrc:n's Dm:Nc Fwid. 
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CHILDRI: N ' S 011:,-11:N ■ I: ,- U N 0 

TUI.I 117. 

INP'ANT MORTALITY RATES,* 1992 

All luc.cs Whi~ Black 
Rate 1unk Rate 1unk lute 1unk 

Alabama 10.5 49 7.6 37 16.2 14 
Alaska 8.6 26 7.3 31 
Ariwna 8.♦ 23 7.8 40 16.7 19 
Atbnsa.s 10.3 46 8.6 46 16.2 14 
Califomu 7.0 8 6.3 10 16.8 20 
C.Olo~do 7.6 16 7.2 30 14.6 6 
C.Onnccticut 7.6 16 6.2 8 17.2 22 
Dchwu-c 8.6 26 5.-8 2 18.0 26 
District ofColwnbia 19.6 51 22.0 33 
Florida 8.8 29 7.0 24 15.l 7 
Georgia 10.3 46 7.1 27 15.9 9 
Hawaii 6.3 4 
Idaho 8.8 29 8.8 47 
Illinois 10.1 44 7.4 34 19.8 29 
lndwu 9.4 37 8.0 44 20.3 30 
Iowa 8.0 21 7.7 38 
Kansas 8.7 28 7.5 36 21.7 32 
Kairucky 8.3 22 7.9 41 12.7 1 
Louisiana 9.4 37 6.9 19 13.0 2 
~ 5.6 1 5.5 1 
Maryland 9.8 -u 6.7 13 16.5 16 
Ma.uachUSC"ttS 6.5 5 5.8 2 13.4 3 
Michigan 10.2 45 7.0 24 22.1 34 
Minnesota 7.1 9 6.2 8 17.5 24 
Mis.sis.sippi 11.9 50 8.0 44 16.l 13 
Missouri 8.5 25 6.9 19 15.9 9 
Montana 7.5 15 6.7 13 
Ncbrub 7.4 13 6.7 13 
Nc-vada 6.7 6 5.9 5 16.6 18 
New Hampshire 5.9 2 5.8 2 
New Jascy 8.4 23 5.9 5 18.7 28 
NcwMc:xico 7.6 16 6.8 16 
New Yon: 8.8 29 7.1 27 15.8 8 
North Carotiru 10.0 43 7.3 31 16.5 16 
North Duca 7.8 19 7.4 34 
Ohio 9.4 37 7.9 41 18.0 26 
Oil.ahonu 8.8 29 7.9 41 16.8 20 
Oregon 7.1 9 6.8 16 
Pc nnsytvania 9.0 34 6.9 19 20.4 31 
Rhode l.sb.nd 7.4 13 6.9 19 
SoUih ~otiru 10.♦ 48 7.1 27 16.0 12 
SoUihDuoa 9.3 36 7.7 38 
Tcnncsscc 9.♦ 37 7.0 24 17.4 23 
Tens 7.8 19 6.8 16 14.2 5 
Utah 5.9 2 6 .0 7 
Vermont 7.2 11 7.3 31 
Virginia 9.5 4 1 6.9 19 17.7 25 
Washington 6.8 7 6.4 11 15.9 9 
West Virginia 9.2 35 8.9 48 
Wisconsin 7.2 11 6.4 11 13.5 4 
Wyoming 8.9 33 9.0 49 

United Sates 8.5 6.9 16.8 

• Inf.am deaths per 1,000 liv,: births. 
-Number 000 small a> alcula1e a rdiablc ~D<. 

Source: U.S. Ocpuuncm of Health and HWNn Sc:Mca, NaOONJ Ccn1er for Hcalm Sc:mma, Val Sluimu ~- t.J,,ia,t Sw1:r 1992, Vol 
11-MDn.sli:y. Calo.iutiau by Ouldml's DcfcNt Fund. 
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C: H I LCi.EH I N T H E S T A T E S 

T.uu aa. 
PERCENT Of' Two•YEAR•OLD CHILDREN ADEQUATELY I MMUNI ZED,* 

1988·1990 

1988 1989 1990 
Pcrocnt 1unk Percait Rank Pctea1t Rank 

Alabama 57.0% 22 58.5% 17 56.5% 30 
Ala.ska 52.7 28 59.7 15 62.8 14 
Arizona 48.7 36 58. l 18 55.7 33 
Arunsas 42.0 42 47.0 38 62.7 15 
ulifomia 48.2 37 48.4 36 57.2 28 
Colorado 60.8 12 6 1.7 11 63.3 12 
CoMCCticur 65.9 5 63.6 8 70.3 5 
Dclawuc 53.2 26 53.2 23 54.2 35 
Disa,a of Colwnbia 38.7 45 48.0 37 48.0 44 
Florida 49.3 35 50.8 29 6 1.4 17 
Georgia 50.6 31 • 5.0 41 60.0 23 
Hawaii 60.9 11 6 1.2 l3 63.0 13 
Idaho 49.4 34 53.8 22 n/a n/a 
Illinois • • n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 
Indiana 56.0 24 52.0 27 52.7 37 
Iowa 5 1.7 29 52.4 25 6 1.3 18 
Kansas 58.4 14 52.4 25 55.2 34 
Kcnrucky 60.3 13 59.4 16 S9.4 24 
l.oWSlaN 58.0 18 S8.0 19 56.9 29 
Mame 65.3 6 70. l 3 68.0 9 
Maryund 56.6 23 n/a n/a 62.2 16 
M=chuscm 64.9 8 69.3 5 70.8 3 
Michigan 61.0 10 49.1 34 42. l 46 
Minncsoa 61.4 9 60.5 14 71.4 2 
Mwwippi 58.0 18 64.1 7 65. l 10 
Mi.s.souri 44.l 40 49.3 33 S2.0 38 
Monwu 53.2 26 48.8 35 51.9 39 
!'-lebrub 65.0 7 n/a n/a 60.7 20 
Nevada 41.6 43 46. l 40 S0.3 41 
~cw Hunpshire 78.9 l 70.3 2 68.4 8 
New Jcncy 50.2 33 49.5 32 45. l 4S 
New Mexico 54.8 25 65.4 6 55.8 32 
New Yorit .. n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 
N ordi uroliN 58.l 16 n/a n/a 59. l 25 
Nord, Dakoa 58.3 15 n/a n/a 60.8 19 
Ohio 51.0 30 51.0 28 50.0 42 
Oklahoma 44. l 40 50.0 31 69.0 6 
Oregon 47.2 39 n/a o/a 53.0 36 
P~vania 58.1 16 53.2 23 58.2 27 
Rhode l.sbnd 67.6 4 63.5 9 68.9 7 
South Carolina n/a n/a n/a n/a 58.7 26 
Souch Ihloa n/a n/a 6 1.4 12 60.3 21 
Tcnncsacc 69.5 2 69.5 4 72.0 1 
Texas• • n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/1 
Utah 41.3 44 46.5 39 49.3 43 
Vermont 68.2 3 70.4 1 70.4 4 
Virginia 57.8 21 58.0 19 60.l 22 
Wu hington 50.5 32 54.6 21 56.0 31 
West V irpnia 48. l 38 50.3 30 50.8 40 
Wisconsin• • n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 
Wyoming 58.0 18 63.l 10 63.9 11 

• Four dmcs of DPT. thru dales ofOPV, ~ one d0lt ofMMR. 
.. Daa no< n,pon><d for dllOSC m ia bca- m.ajot 0 acs .re Cldudcd from Sta~ figures. 
n/a - Dara no< avwbic. 

Sourer: U.S. Dcparuncnr of Hcallh ~ Hwna.n Scr,,czs., Caucn for Dilcuc Conaol ~ Pl'CYC!ltion. lu.nb calcuaa:d by OuldJal's Ddm,c 
Fund. 
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CH ILD R !: N , S D!:l"!:NS!: P' U N D 

TULi 99. 

H EALTH INS URANCE COVER AGE O P' CH ILDREN 

Pere.mt of Medicaid Ro::ipimu and Vendor Unimurcd Children, 1989-1991 
Payments on PcnolU Younger than 21, (Ava-age for Three Yean) 

PY 1993 
&tinwed 

ll.ecipiena PaJmmts Number Percent Bank 

Alabama 54.2% 25.8% 204,382 18.1% .... 
Alaska 59.3 37.4 17,322 11.4 24 
Arizon.a 155,762 16.9 42 
Arbnsas 51.2 32.1 130,275 18.6 46 

California 52.0 22.3 1,437,220 17.4 43 
Colorado 57.4 26.8 107,889 11.9 25 

Connecticut 50.2 13.1 41,630 5.3 1 

Delaware 62.2 28.4 23,503 13.4 32 

District of Columbia 52.0 20.5 28,262 21.3 49 

Florida 57.0 28.4 556,536 18.3 45 
Georgia 55.3 27.9 200,513 12.4 l8 

Hawaii 54.l 19.9 19,285 6.6 7 

Idaho 60.7 27.2 49,326 15.3 39 

lllinois 56.0 24.l 292,629 9.6 19 

Indiana 56.1 23.8 167,304 12.1 26 

Iowa 52.0 24.4 ½2,150 5.7 3 

Kansas 55.4 25.1 78,253 11.0 23 

Kentucky 50.4 25.5 122,405 13.9 34 

Louisiana 57.8 30.5 211,133 18.9 47 

Maine 49.2 20.4 30,2n 9.6 19 

Maryland 52.7 25.5 147,668 13.1 30 

M=chusen:s 49.2 23.2 87,768 6.6 7 

Michigul 53.3 21.3 159,256 6.4 5 

Minnesota 52.4 16.0 60,615 5.3 l 
Mi.s.sissippi 55.2 29.0 136,407 16.8 41 

Mi.s.souri 53.5 23.9 l82,n5 13.3 31 

Montui.a 54.2 27.l 29,996 12.5 29 

Nebraska 59.0 27.2 33,260 7.2 10 

Nevada 56.8 31.6 4M93 15.7 40 

New Hampshire 52.4 11.8 23,314 8.9 17 

New Jersey 51.8 18.0 162,03S 8.8 16 

New Mwco 60.5 36.l 100,838 22.2 50 

New Yort 53.8 17.6 423,052 9.2 18 

North Carolina 53.3 25.3 209,604 13.6 33 

North Dakota 50.0 18.0 10,653 5.8 4 
Ohio 55.8 23.4 224,029 7.7 12 
Oklahoma 55.5 34.0 166,169 19.9 ~ 

Oregon 57.l 24.9 114,685 14.6 37 

Penmyivania 52.3 20.3 251,675 8.4 13 

Rhode Island 12,627 6.4 5 

South Carolina 53.9 28.2 139,705 15.2 38 

South Dakota 57.3 26.l 19,911 10.3 22 

Tenncsscc 51.8 26.2 147,906 12.3 27 

Texas 62.0 34.9 1,100,963 22.6 51 

Utah 60.2 29.5 54,812 8.7 15 

Vcnnont 49.l 17.0 10,613 7.5 11 
Virginia 55.4 24.5 229,804 13.9 34 

Washington 52.9 21.3 108,357 8.6 14 

West Virginia 53.5 27.9 64,017 14.3 36 

Wisconsin ~ -4 15.4 86,745 6.9 9 

Wyoming 61.8 29.6 13,277 9.6 19 

United States 54.4% 23.3% 8,477,030 13.0% 

Source: t.:.S. Dcparvncnt of Hcalih >.nd HWNn ScMccs., Hcalm Catt Financing Admininntion; llld U.S. Depanmcnt ofC.ornmcrcc, Bwau of 
the Census. Calculaooru b)• Ciazcn Action and by Olildrm's Ddcut Fund. 
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CHILDIIIEN I N T H IE S T A T It 9 

TULi 110, 

CHILDREN REPORTED ABUSED OR NEGLECTIED, 
DISTRIBUTION BY RACIE AND ETHNICITY, 1992 

Total Total,ha/ 
Number Ethnicity Name Ali.an/Pacific 
llq,offed J.qxxud Whitt Bladt LatiDO Amcrian I,Juder Otha 

Alabama 43,246 23,240 60.6% 38.8% 0.4% 0.2'11, 
Awu 9,892 6,768 51.8 8.3 2.0 35.l'M, l.l 1.8% 
Arizona 51,216 30,556 58.2 8.4 U .9 4.2 0.3 4.1 
Arbnus 36,089 7,538 66.4 31.8 0.7 n/a n/1 0.8 
Cilifomu 463,090 73,675 51.6 12.2 30.9 0.5 2.8 2.1 
C.Olorado 55,740 9,237 62.9 11.6 22.3 1.2 l.l 0.9 
Connccricur 22,080 16,011 S4.8 26.2 18.3 0.6 
Delaware 8,292 2,1S7 49.S 45.6 3.2 1.4 
District of c.olwnbia 12,093 n/a o/a n/a n/a o/1 o/a n/a 
Florida 180,28S 78,007 64.9 34.7 o/a 0.1 0.3 n/a 
Geo~ 46,192 46,192 Sl.7 +u 1.2 0.3 l.9 
Hawaii S,310 2,277 16.7 3.4 51.l 27.1 
Idaho U ,020 7,514 81.3 13.8 1.2 3.1 
lllinois 131,592 43,433 43.8 47.9 6.S 0.2 l.5 
Indwla S8,970 30,283 81.0 1S.0 l.8 0.2 2.1 
Iowa 28,094 7,934 87.9 8.6 l.6 l.0 0.6 
Karuas 22,079 22,079 7S.2 16.0 6.4 0.7 0.6 l.0 
Kenn.icky S6,438 25,647 82.5 14. l 0.4 0.2 2.7 
Loui.siazu 47,893 16,043 39.8 S8.7 0.5 0.8 
Mame 10,177 n/a o/a n/a n/a n/a n/a o/a 
Muyland +8,698 nfa n/a n/1 n/a n/1 o/1 o/a 
Mas.sachuscm 52,581 U ,601 57.3 19.3 16.2 0.1 l.6 S.5 
Michigan 117,316 25,931 62.7 34.l 2.5 o.s 0.2 
Minncsoc:a 27,462 11,217 66.9 18.8 3.8 8.6 l.8 
Missis.sipp1 32,076 10,264 42.0 56.6 1.0 
Missouri 79,493 17,548 71.5 27.4 0.4 0.2 0.3 
Montana 14,760 n/a n/1 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 
Ncbrub 17,029 5,262 n .9 11.9 4.7 4.7 0.8 
Nevada 22,540 7,699 68.3 17.3 9.3 1.3 1.6 2.2 
New Hampshire 10,943 n/a n/1 n/a n/1 n/1 n/a n/1 
Nc:w Jcncy 50,H3 17,499 35.4 44.6 17.1 0.7 2.1 
Nc:w Mexico 26,969 6,716 38.S 2.6 46.1 11.S 1.3 
NcwYort 228,457 92,238 47.8 33.7 14.5 0.3 3.8 
North Cuolina 88,4n 29,546 53.6 43.7 0.3 2.3 
North Dakota 7,565 n/a o/l n/a n/a n/l n/a n/a 
Ohio 148,101 51.506 66.9 27.6 l.4 0.1 0.2 3.8 
Oklahoma U ,092 8,063 67.0 16. l 2.6 13.6 0.8 
Oregon 41,506 8,70S 81.7 6.2 8.l 2.6 1.4 
Pennsylvania 25,891 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 
Rhode Island 12,886 4,931 66.1 16.0 13.4 l.7 2.5 
South Carolina 33,854 11,348 43.4 55.4 l.0 
Soudl Du.oa 10,486 2,903 45.6 51.8 2.6 
TCMC$SCC 31,231 11,469 64.9 33.7 0.4 0.9 
Tc.us 174,25S 62,342 .U.5 U . l 31.6 0.2 0.5 l.l 
Utah 27,047 10,875 85.2 1.8 7.7 4.0 1.3 
Vermont 3,205 1,498 98.6 
Virginia SS,680 u.•n 53.1 39.0 3.7 6.5 3.3 
Washingtoo S5,836 41,879 74.1 9.3 6.9 6.0 0.4 l.2 
West Virginia 20,949 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a o/a 
Wiscoruin 47,622 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/1 
Wyoming 5,458 2,017 81.4 2.0 7.0 8.0 

Uni tcd Sata 2,855,691 951,484 58.5% 27.4% 10.1 % 1.5% 0.9'16 1.8% 

n/a - Data not available. 
- Nwnbtt coo small 10 c:alculait a rcbablc rait. 
No«: Staces C&MOt be compared or ranked beaux of diff'cring dcnnioons and reporting rcquircmc:na. Fwwmwm, only 10me o( lhc m1a 
rcpo,t undupl.iatr.d CXlW1ts, and not all m1a report data for all lhc raaal and cduuc 8fOUP'· 

Source: U.S. Dcpanmcnc ol Hc:allh and Hwnu, Savica.., Nation.a.I Ccn1rr oo Quid Abwr: and !'lcpa. CJ,w,l ~ , 1992: ~ '-* S-~ i. N--..1 ~ °"' C....W ~-' Nf1'"1. c..Ja.,J.,tlOllS by Ouldn:n's Dcfcuc Fund. 
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CHIL DRE N ' S D II!: I' II!: N S 11!: I' U N D 

Tuul11. 

CHILDREN YOUNGER THAN 18 IN FOSTER CARIE, 
FY 1990 • FY 1993 

Percent 
Last Day Last Day Last Day Last Day Cha.ogc 
PY 1990 PY 1991 PY 1992 PY 1993 PY 1990-1993 

Alabama 4,420 4,383 4,133 3,938 -10.9'!6 
Ala.sb 3,852 1,942 1,496 2,029 -47.3 
Ariz.on.a 3,379 3,618 3,909 4,107 21.S 
Arbnsas 1,351 1,326 1,981 2,296 69.9 
California 79,482 80,880 83,849 88,262 11.0 
Colorado 3,892 S,519 4,390 S,700 46.5 
ConncctiCUI 4,121 4,202 4,252 4,557 10.6 
Delaware 663 65S 638 707 6.6 
Distria of Columbia 2,313 n/a 2,152 2,14S -7.3 
Florida 10,664 10,235 9,928 9,568 - 10.3 
Georgia 15,179 1S,S00 16,999 17,277 13.8 
Hawaii 1,659 1,600 1,214 1,574 -S.l 
Idaho 548 877 1,235 1,342 144.9 
Illinois 20,753 23,776 29,S42 33,815 62.9 
lndiaro. 7,492 8,126 8,455 8,669 15.7 
Iowa 3,425 4,609 3,606 3,411 --0.4 
Karaas 3,976 7,112 7,838 4,593 15.5 
Kmrucl:y 3,810 6,422 6,966 3,363 -11.7 
Louisiana 5,379 S,799 5,722 S,607 4.2 
Maine: 1,74S 1,814 1,9-K 2,150 23.l 
~ 6,473 4,859 5,816 6,107 -S.7 
M~chwctts 11,856 13,232 13,147 13,382 12.9 
Michigan 9,000 11,282 11,121 10,382 15.4 
Minnesoca 7,310 7,898 7,895 9,700 32.7 
Misrissippi 2,832 2,830 3,169 3,293 16.3 
Missouri 8.241 7,143 8,171 8,62S 4.7 
Montana 1,224 1,494 1.691 1,447 18.l 
Ncbrask. 2,543 2,660 2,98S 3,222 2,6.7 
Nevada 2,566 1,563 1,664 2,831 10.3 
New Hampshire 1,505 2,095 2,630 2,509 66.7 
New Jersey 8,879 8,451 8,024 7,673 -13.6 
New Mexico 2,00 2,304 2,118 2,097 2.7 
New Yon 63,371 65,171 62,705 59,658 - 5.9 
North Carolina 7,170 9,619 10,275 11,024 53.8 
North Dakota 393 695 759 805 104.8 
Ohio 18,062 17,298 17,099 15,922 -11.8 
Oklahoma 3,435 3,803 2,892 2,953 -1~0 
Oregon 4,261 3,996 4,031 4,119 - 3.3 
Pennsylvania 16,665 17,508 18,491 18,976 13.9 
Rhode Wand 2,680 3,311 2,755 2,830 5.6 
South Carolina 3,286 3,698 5,066 <l,656 41.7 
SouthDakota S67 613 674 710 25.l 
Tcnncucc 4,971 5,217 5,312 S,835 17.4 
Tcn.s 6,698 7,200 9,965 10,880 62.4 
Uah 1,174 1,405 895 1,465 24.8 
Vermont 1,063 1,088 1,162 1,236 16.3 
Virginia 6,217 6,590 6,305 6,229 0.2 
Washington 13,302 13,956 11,327 8,394 -36.9 
West Virginia 1,997 1,997 2,315 2,483 24.3 
Wisconsin 6,037 6,403 6,812 7,045 16.7 
Wyoming 484 605 907 620 28.1 

United Sates 404,407 424,379 438,427 442,218 9.3% 

n/• - Data not available. 
Nett: Saa:s cannot be axnparcd or n.nkcd bcawc of dcfinil:ional variations. 

Souroe: American Public Wctf.on: Aaociation, VolunDry Coopcratm lnronnation System. Calculatiooa by Ouldrcn's Dcfcntc Fimd. 
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CHILDR IE N I N T H IE S T A T IE S 

T.UU 1 12. 

CHILDREN LIVING IN GROUP QUARTIERS DUIE TO OWN 
OR FAMILY PROBLEMS, BY RACIE AND ETHNICITY, 1990 

MWl/ 
Total, Natiw Pa.c:mc Otha-

All~ Wbiu Black Laano• Amcric:an ul.aDdcr 1l.a0e 

Alabama 3,455 2,058 1,347 36 18 23 9 
Awb 598 301 +4 25 238 10 5 
Arizorg 3,019 2,014 +41 815 265 43 256 
Arbraas 1,696 1,146 514 29 16 9 11 
California 25,235 13,105 6,569 8,459 519 1,098 3,944 
Colorado 2,457 1,894 304 560 90 22 147 
Connccti'1U 3,5n 1,768 l ,+46 701 35 25 298 
Dclawan: 364 151 200 21 1 3 9 
Disaia ofc.olumbia 1,704 258 1,404 51 5 15 22 
Florida 8,876 4,824 3,739 813 73 58 182 
Georgia 4,490 2,150 2,268 81 20 23 29 
Hawaii 644 180 47 117 12 392 13 
Idaho 881 755 8 119 37 11 70 
lllinois 6,908 3,650 2,890 590 47 82 239 
lndwu 4,596 3,400 1,076 141 28 17 75 
Iowa 2.233 1,954 178 82 40 19 42 
Kansa.s 2,148 1,525 392 196 58 59 114 
Kentucky 2,160 1,706 409 23 18 4 23 
Louisiana 3,942 1,910 1,976 75 21 17 18 
Maine 606 575 9 7 12 8 2 
Maryland 3,879 1,424 2,3n 124 23 36 24 
Ma.s.sachu.sm:s 4,620 2,985 1,126 841 33 76 400 
Michigan 6,043 3,119 2,637 268 128 25 13-4 
Minncsoa 2,916 2,041 490 129 273 35 77 
Missi.s.1ippi 1.667 895 746 17 11 11 4 
Missouri 4,231 2,714 1,413 84 40 21 43 
Monana 573 408 18 28 121 8 18 
Nebraska 1,561 1,132 259 124 87 15 68 
Nevada 1,265 819 298 189 45 32 71 
New Hampshire 601 561 25 18 l 5 9 
N~ Jcncy 4,998 1,465 3,132 707 27 36 338 
New Mexico 1,238 726 74 488 235 7 196 
New Yort 20,008 6,587 11,189 4,982 147 197 1,888 
North Carolina 4,187 2,28-4 1,741. 65 119 19 24 
Nonh Dakota 660 347 6 18 302 4 1 
Ohio 7,539 4,473 2,891 180 40 26 109 
Okbhoma 2,566 1,753 449 102 306 13 45 
Oregon 2,122 1,707 131 188 146 40 98 
Pcnnsytvania 9,494 4,782 4,263 664 51 so 348 
Rhode Island 563 399 133 48 6 6 19 
South Carolina 3,037 1,691 1,308 26 13 7 18 
SouthDUOQ 947 513 13 29 396 7 18 
Tcnncacc: 4,236 2,951 1.213 57 30 23 19 
TCDI 13,434 8,904 2,931 3,579 88 123 1,388 
Utah 1,299 1,126 28 148 40 22 83 
Vermont 177 171 2 4 3 0 1 
Virginia 4,771 2,578 1,962 243 30 66 135 
Wuhingron 3,187 2,179 574 249 269 ss 110 
West Virginia 926 822 79 8 14 5 6 
Wisconsin 3,191 1,936 1,056 167 107 20 n 
Wyoming 501 432 8 66 22 2 37 

United Staa:s 196,021 109,:248 67,828 26,781 4,706 2,930 11,309 

• Pcnons of utino origin can br of any raa:. 

Sowa:: U.S. Ocpanmcm of Commc=, B=u o€ the C-msm, 1990 Ccmw of Populatiai and Housing, apccal Group Qu.antn abu.w:iai. 
~rioru by Qulcim,'1 DcfmK Fund. 
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CHILDllll:N ' • D £ I' £ N • £ I" U N D 

T.uu: 1 13. 

CH I LDREN LIVING IN GROUP QUARTERS 
DUE TO OWN OR FAMILY PROB LEMS , IIY REASON , 1990 

Home- Mmw/ Abwcor Drugor Adult Jinaille Phyiical/ 
~ &notional Neglect Akobol C.«reaioa.s DdiDqucncy Medial 

Al3bama 703 ♦14 769 156 345 686 382 
Awka 134 93 86 93 l 172 19 
Arizona 580 420 2-40 90 261 1,293 135 
Arbmas 215 297 +46 72 172 262 232 
California 6,♦16 3,600 1,965 590 2,890 9,08-4 690 
Colorado 476 738 183 69 81 801 109 
Conncrticut 1,531 763 298 108 270 428 174 
Delaware 120 101 38 17 12 76 0 
District of C,olumbia 1.118 87 65 16 213 5♦ 151 
Florida 1,648 l,♦75 888 465 2,267 1,544 589 
Georgia 758 996 Ml 181 1,030 662 221 
Hawaii 312 77 0 155 52 ♦l 7 
Idaho 185 153 60 86 4-4 280 73 
Illinois 1,479 1,331 1.218 162 799 1,351 568 
lndwu 679 828 1,316 116 357 1,109 191 
Iowa 3-44 751 211 113 90 532 192 
Kansas 383 719 325 28 323 29) 101 
Kcnrucky 422 528 263 101 178 515 153 
Louisiana 413 979 272 207 680 1,113 278 
Maine 106 12 96 63 21 283 25 
Maryland 812 968 310 ♦5 516 1,007 221 
Mwachusrn:s 1,693 1.2+4 625 107 136 453 362 
Michigan 983 1,328 549 44 592 2,293 254 
Minncsoo ♦29 65S 167 323 303 821 218 
Misswippi 223 306 29) 60 114 S62 133 
Mwouri 725 1,000 1,000 166 34-4 735 261 
Mona.na 106 85 48 22 11 285 16 
Ncbnska 117 275 653 63 94 280 79 
Nevada 160 173 199 18 292 359 64 
New Hampshire 8-4 62 86 111 2 183 73 
New Jcncy 2,529 636 187 166 319 990 171 
New Mexico 184 135 279 94 114 267 165 
NcwYort 8,305 ♦.220 l ,♦95 378 1,751 2.846 1,013 
Nonh Carowu 529 1,008 1,056 79 533 580 402 
Nonh Dakoa so 69 95 22 10 318 96 
Ohio 1,100 1,240 1,168 13S 176 3,402 318 
Okb.homa 614 622 316 2S5 147 468 14-4 
Oregon 610 384 182 118 60 718 50 
P~aM 2,305 1,879 1,212 320 281 3,161 336 
Rhode Wand 11♦ 56 127 13 3 243 7 
South Carolina 321 399 739 18 203 1,082 275 
South Dakota 150 96 194 11 56 326 114 
Tcnncsscc 506 1,171 886 184 168 947 37♦ 

Toas 2,116 3,567 2,939 733 1,26♦ 2,271 S4-4 
Uah 112 64♦ 0 21 30 ♦52 40 
Vmnont 32 29 95 1 3 14 3 
V"ugini.a 816 992 518 88 171 1,832 35-♦ 

Washington 1,061 ♦32 1S9 114 177 1,071 173 
West Virginia 185 58 177 32 77 228 169 
Wisconsin ♦88 1,034 243 135 109 1,085 97 
Wyoming 95 101 53 20 22 210 0 

United Sates 45,576 39,230 25,407 6,784 18,164 50,044 10,816 

Soun:,:: U.S. Dcpanmcnr ofCommc=, Bu=u of!k Gaw&, 1990 C,cuus of Populaxian and How:ing, rpccial Gttiup Qua=n !ffllWian. 
Calrulat:ioru by Children's Dd'm,c Fund. 
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CHI L DREN I N T H E S T A T E S 

T.UU 91'. 

HEAD START ENROLLMENT, ■Y RACIE AND ETHNICITY, 
FY 1994 

Toa.I Non-Latino Noo-Larino Non-Latino Non-Latino 
Enroilmalt White Bl.ack Latino Alian N atiff Amaican 

Abb.un.a 14,513 3,300 11,068 52 61 32 
Ala.ska 1,209 3.i 104 47 29 687 

' Arizona 9,846 2,819 1,00 S,302 65 618 
Arun.sas 9,083 4,503 4,407 114 18 41 
Dl.ifomia 70,895 13,116 12,307 39,006 5,70 723 
Colorado 8,122 2,749 994 4,077 147 1S4 
CoMcctiCUI S,600 1,400 2,384 1,743 58 15 
Delaware 1,455 309 1,039 105 2 1 
Distria ofColwnbia 2,841 2 2,00 383 36 0 
Florida 27,461 5,363 17,630 4,237 198 36 
Georgia 19,500 4,454 14,489 450 96 14 
Hawaii 2,260 419 97 133 1,603 9 
Idaho 1,897 1,466 19 361 10 41 
Illinois 30,537 8,456 17,189 4,532 308 52 
Indiana 11,747 7,648 3,5 .. 405 53 95 
Iowa 5,946 4,847 752 202 90 55 
Kansas 5,793 3,266 1,678 6.i 99 109 
Kmrucky 14,180 11,411 2,628 57 74 11 
Louisiana 19,329 3,315 15,711 97 149 58 
Maine 3.439 3,301 49 35 20 34 
Muywid 8,576 2,004 5,797 S79 180 16 
M=chu.scm 10,851 4,735 2,464 3,046 550 54 
Michigan 30,695 16,299 12,456 1,271 276 393 
Minncsoca 8,576 5,524 1,400 sos 798 350 
Mississippi 24,lU 2,824 21,114 34 137 5 
Missouri 14,063 7,896 5,863 153 115 3S 
Montana 2,324 1,883 36 102 38 265 
1'ebrasu 3,6+4 2,272 691 464 so 167 
Nevada 1,793 559 687 .. 7 33 68 
New Hampshire 1,156 1,072 28 43 10 4 
New Jersey 12,879 1,932 7,507 3,315 91 3S 
New Mexico 6,414 1,154 246 4,606 30 378 
New York 39,039 11,665 14,784 11,200 1,273 121 
North Carolina 15,789 4,506 10,650 286 76 270 
North Dakota 1.738 1,426 35 39 27 211 
Ohio 33,919 18,577 14,117 885 275 64 
OkW\oma ll,078 6,152 2,697 597 76 1,555 
Oregon 4,594 3,257 354 717 105 161 
Pcruuytvania 25,531 13,041 9,949 2,137 373 33 
Rhode Island 2,434 1,283 546 493 83 29 
South Carolina 10,194 804 9,348 28 8 s 
South Dakoa 2,025 1,521 62 38 21 384 
Tcnncsscc 14,512 8,260 6,007 96 13S 1S 
Tcus 51,401 7,479 14,814 28,677 314 ll8 
Uah 4,028 2,764 104 763 134 263 
Vermont 1,271 1.166 23 6 11 64 
Virginia ll,059 4,103 5,943 723 279 11 
Washington 8,264 4.~ 1,169 1,450 843 3S9 
West Virginia 6,402 5,622 738 28 12 3 
Wisconsin ll,934 6,046 3,714 841 894 439 
Wyoming 1,323 901 43 317 27 3S . 
United Stares 647,273 233,657 262,937 125,866 16,132 8,69S 

Sourer: U.S. Dcpanmmt ciHeal!h and Human Servi=, Head Sart Bureau. 
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CHILDREN ' S 0 E I" E N S E P' U N 0 

TAIILE BIS. 

MAXIMUM NUMIIICR OP' CHILDRICN ALLOWICD PICR CARICTAKl:R AND 

MAXIMUM GROUP S1%1C IN CHILD CARIC CICNTl:RS, ■Y AC.II OP' CHILDRIIN 

Children per Caretaker Group Siu 

12 Month& 2Yean 4Ycan 12Montha 2 Yc:an 4 Ycan 

Alabama 6 8 20 6 8 20 
Awu 6 6 10 
Arizona . 5 10 15 
Arbnus 6 9 15 

• California 4 12 12 
Colondo 5 7 12 10 14 
Connecticut 4 " 10 8 8 20 
Delaware 7 10 15 
Distria ofColwnbia 4 4 10 8 8 20 
Florida 6 11 20 
Georgia 8 10 18 18 20 36 
Hawaii 5 8 16 12 
Idaho 12 12 12 
Illinois 4 8 10 12 16 20 
Indian.a 4 5 12 10 15 
Iowa 4 6 12 
Kanw 5 7 12 10 14 24 
Kcncucky 6 10 14 12 20 28 
Lowian.a 8 12 16 
Majnc 4 5 8 12 15 24 
Maryland 3 6 10 6 12 20 
Ma.s.sachuscm 3 4 10 7 9 20 
Michigan 4 4 12 
Minnoon 4 7 10 8 14 20 
M.is.rissippi 9 12 16 10 14 lO 
~uri 4 8 10 8 16 
Monwu 4 8 8 
Nebraska 4 6 12 
Nevada 6 8 13 
New H.ampshi~ .. 5 12 12 15 24 
NcwJ~ 4 7 15 4 7 20 
New Mexico 6 10 12 
New York 4 5 8 8 10 16 
North Carol.im 7 12 20 14 24 
NorthDakoa 4 5 10 
Ohio 6 8 14 12 16 28 
Oklahonu 6 8 15 12 16 30 
Oregon .. 4 10 8 8 20 
Pennsylvania 4 5 10 8 10 20 
Jlhoclc Wand 4 6 10 8 12 20 
Sowh Carolina 7 7 14 
Sowh Dakoa 5 s 10 20 20 20 
T= 7 8 15 14 16 20 
Texas 6 13 20 14 35 35 
Utah 4 7 15 8 14 25 
Vc:nnoot 4 5 10 8 10 20 
Virginia 4 10 12 
Washington 7 7 10 14 14 20 
West Virginia 4 8 12 

• Wisconsin 4 6 13 8 12 24 
Wyoming 5 8 15 

Recommended 3.5 ~ 8-10 6-12 8-12 16-20 

Sowa:: P~ MA6IIOlll, NOYCmbcr 1993; Yl:riJicd and upda=:I by Owdrc:n'• Defcrut Fund, 1994. 
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CHILDREN I N T H IE S T A T It S 

Tui.i II e. 
FAIII MARKET RIENT vs. THIE MINIMUM WAC.IE , 1994 

LowatRazt A.-a-ageRazt 
Hourly Lowen As 'Ml of A.-a-age As% of 

M.i.D.iawm Moodily Minimum Moothly Mioimwn 
Wage Jl.mt Wage J.unk Jl.mt Wage 

Alabutu $4.25 S 330 46.6% 2 HU 59.9'1. 
Alaska 4.75 703 88.8 47 703 88.8 
Aruona 4.25 513 72.4 40 518 73.l 
Arlwuas 4.25 367 51.8 14 431 60.8 
California 4.25 452 63.8 M 796 112.4 
Colorado 4.25 404 57.0 23 530 74.8 
Connecticut 4.27 700 98.4 so 793 111.4 
Delaware 4.25 516 72.8 •U 604 85.3 
Dinria of Columbia 5.25 8+4 96.S 49 8+4 96.5 
Florida 4.25 419 59.2 29 607 85.7 
Georgia 4.25 383 54.l 18 538 76.0 
Hawaii 5 .25 1,069 122.2 51 1,069 122.2 
Idaho 4.25 485 68.S 38 485 68.5 
Illinois 4.25 411 58.0 27 648 91.5 
lndia.ru 4.25 341 48.1 3 486 68.6 
Iowa 4.65 396 51.1 8 471 60.8 
Ka.nw 4.25 455 64.2 36 478 67.5 
Kcnrucky 4.25 368 52.0 15 436 61.6 
Louuia.ru 4.25 307 43.3 l 437 61.7 
Ml.inc 4.25 485 68.5 38 615 86.8 
Maryland 4.25 374 52.8 16 689 97.3 
Musachwcm 4.25 555 78.4 43 736 103.9 
Michigan 4.25 462 65.2 37 541 76.4 
Minncsou 4.25 422 59.6 30 580 81.9 
Mississippi 4.25 38-4 54.2 19 429 60.6 
Mis.souri 4.25 359 50.7 7 463 65.4 
MontaN 4.25 395 55.8 20 404 57.0 
Scbnsb 4.25 433 61.1 32 47'9 67.6 
~c:vada 4.25 618 87.2 45 618 87.2 
Sew Hwipshirc 4.25 617 87.1 44 Tl9 110.0 
New Jcncy 5.05 645 76.6 42 827 98.3 
New Mexico 4.25 4 17 58.9 28 509 71.9 
New Yon: 4.25 397 56.0 22 775 109.4 
North Carolina 4.25 362 51.1 8 499 70.4 
North Duo~ 4.25 404 57.0 23 429 60.6 
Ohio 4.25 357 50.4 s 481 67.9 
Oklahoou 4.25 366 51.7 12 441 62.3 
Oregon 4.75 487 61.5 . 33 523 66.l 
Pennsylvania 4.25 350 49.4 4 592 83.6 
Rhode Island us 649 87.S 46 650 87.6 
Sou.di Carolina 4.25 395 55.8 20 460 64.9 
Sou.diI>awa 4.25 452 63.8 M 465 65.6 
T= 4.25 363 51.2 10 461 65.1 
Texas 4.25 366 S1.7 12 524 74.0 
u~ 4.25 409 57.7 26 432 61.0 
Vermont 4.25 644 90.9 48 644 90.9 
Virginia 4.25 363 51.2 10 626 SU 
Wuhi.ngton 4.90 491 60.1 31 S99 73.3 
West Virginia 4.25 3S7 50.4 5 397 56.0 
WLSCOnsin 4.25 405 57.2 25 522 73.7 
Wyoming 4.25 378 53.4 17 437 61.7 .. 
Nott: Avcragc monthly 1w matUt l'UIIS arc for r,r,o.bcd,oom WUIS, wc13h=I ~ 1990 c.cnru, popubdcn CQIIIII for mmopo1itan l!QI. Lowat 
monduy fair marut l'UIIJ arc for ~bedroom wuis III lhc ~-pricai mCll'OpOlian ,n:a in lhc sia11t. 

Sourac: t.:.S. Depanmcnr ex Housing and Urban~ Low lnaxnc: Housing lnfcnnarian Sc-rvia:; and Gcnaer oo s,. and Poliq 
Pnonccs. C&lculaooru by Ouldrcn's Ddcnor Fund. 

TUl.i 1117. 
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CHILDRIE N ' S D IE f' IE N S IE ,: U N D 

NUMBER OF CHILDREN RECEIVING FOOD STAMPS, 
FY 1989 • FY 1993 

Perccntlnaaae 
FY 1989 FY 1990 FY 1991 PY 1992 PY 1993 FY 1989-1993 1wik 

AJabam• 203,627 233,235 262,315 270,687 287,848 41.491. 20 
◄ Alaska 13,852 13,718 1S,l48 19,669 23,974 73.l 39 

Ariwna l<l2,460 167,762 217,238 256,159 268,+U 88.4 47 
Arbnsu 103,406 110,277 125,340 133,326 141,257 36.6 17 
California 1,130,068 1,241,125 1,481,548 1,699,067 1,931,912 71.0 38 
Colorado 108,030 112,473 132,190 149,987 147,S-U 36.6 17 
Connecticut 62,617 74,757 97,769 109,609 117,334 87.4 46 
Delaware 15,639 17,504 22,295 27,143 31,113 98.9 48 
Distria of Columbia 29,m 34,682 40,214 47,998 48,102 61.6 34 
Florida 319,164 389,332 534,866 743,403 789,136 147.3 49 
Georgia 247,169 248,064 349,291 394,684 417,471 68.9 37 
Hawaii 39,780 38, 188 41,156 43,304 49,655 24.8 7 
Idaho 29,783 27,704 33,547 37,316 42.,125 41.4 20 
Illinois 480,701 489,525 571,382 536,341 612.143 27.3 13 
Indiana 139,258 149,436 200,686 246,967 256,511 84.2 44 
Iowa 80,704 83,162 89,240 100,367 96,760 19.9 4 
Kmsu 60,856 64,773 82,603 89,736 92,965 52.8 29 
Kcnrucky 190,408 202 .• 494 238,812 250,845 240,572 26.3 11 
Louisiana 356,575 355,061 404,590 444,+U 410,456 15.1 2 
Maine 38,077 40,194 55,340 61,159 61,468 61.4 33 
MU)iand 127,879 138,195 159,357 187,701 197,531 54.5 30 
Massachuscm 153,172 166,908 206,493 239,137 229,016 49.S 2S 
Michigan 445,279 463,569 498,853 506,478 513,005 15.2 3 
Minncsoa. 120,559 118,285 141,010 158,632 171,796 42.S 23 
M is.swippi 22-l,555 229,689 249,470 256,369 273,355 21.7 s 
Missouri 192,188 198,896 246,979 286,819 291,197 51.S 28 
Monwu 26,322 26,735 28,465 30,836 33,600 27.6 14 
Ncbn.sb 4S.161 44,604 S0,647 S,U74 61,100 3S.3 16 
N~da 19,408 23,733 32,997 46,163 54,651 181.6 50 
New H2JT1p,hirc 9,273 12,723 20,306 25,910 29,209 21S.0 51 
New Jersey 191,648 215,221 244,014 263,472 267,689 39.7 19 
NcwMaico 75,537 80,341 90,280 119,115 131,698 74.3 40 
Ncw Yort 722,389 776,078 887,010 915,006 96-l,858 33.6 IS 
North Carolina 177,509 195,549 245,744 300,372 323,552 82.3 43 
North Dakota 18,890 19,305 22,S03 22,445 23,694 2S.4 9 
Ohio 492.247 S26,888 606,867 642,334 611,112 24.l 6 
Oklahoma 123,659 122.202 1S1,90S 167,524 179,726 45.3 24 
Oregon 90,838 87,647 112,716 126,057 137,388 51.2 27 
P~vania 441,560 448,201 500,527 555,539 556,377 26.0 10 
Rhode u land 29,370 33,S14 41,574 46,181 49,045 67.0 35 
Sown Carolina 137,577 155,603 171,328 186,473 213,828 55.4 31 
SowhI>akota 25,213 26,144 28,813 27,999 31,562 25.2 8 
Tcnneacc 230,158 238,858 286,479 321,614 JM,193 58.2 32 
Tcxaa 846,306 984,543 1,1~ 1,301,887 1,421,597 68.0 36 
Utah 52,402 54,943 64,696 69,740 74,253 41.7 22 
Vcnnont l-i,362 16,567 19,982 29,196 25,386 76.8 42 
Virginia 148,798 166,735 195,617 230,539 261,125 75.5 41 
Washington 153,771 175,628 202,310 219,280 229,855 49.5 25 
West Virginia 111,043 106,862 117,673 142,017 207,751 87.l 45 
Wisconsin 175,538 165,499 171,155 188,910 181,409 3.3 l 

• Wyoming 14,572 13,996 16,302 17,938 18,512 27.0 12 

United Stares 9,429,127 10,127,129 11,951,940 13,348,769 14,195,859 50.691, 

Sourer: U.S. Department of Agriculture. Food and Connuntt Sctvitt. C,alcwatJON by Olildrcn', DcfaiK FWld. 

101 



CHILDREN I H T H IE STATES 

TAaLI Ill. 

NUM■l:R OP' PARTIC:IPANTS IN CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAMS, FY 1994 

WIC1 School School Child/Adult 
Women Infana Children Total Lunch Breakfast Caffl 

Alabama 27,515 35,512 59,275 122,302 551,152 132,604 31,530 
Awu 3,418 3,665 8,668 15,751 45,223 MOO 7,849 
Ariz.ona 29,665 33,136 54,335 117,136 376,508 109,252 35,390 
Arbnu.s 21,732 23,123 43,195 88,050 312,411 107,876 18,254 

.. 
California 266,178 264,6:U 381,264 912,066 2,272,785 644,738 231,672 
Colondo 18,350 14,287 36,358 68,995 293,349 41,082 40,221 
Connecticut 10,918 13,635 40,944 65,-697 225,598 39,785 20,769 

Dc.lawuc 3,2-43 4,534 8,679 16,456 63,515 14,266 11,064 

Distria of Colwnbi.a 4,138 5,894 8,1:U 18,156 47,061 16,092 4,982 
Florida 65,476 86,864 146,260 298,600 1,176,410 323,418 65,300 
Georgia 36,012 55,482 114,619 206,113 960,501 259,325 46,474 
Hawaii 5,419 6,831 12,631 :U,881 139,326 26,744 19,801 
Idaho 7,241 8,001 16,430 31,672 l.U,029 21,548 6,401 

Illinois 48,654 72,445 116,104 237,203 929,378 148,904 68,506 
lndiana 32,297 36,283 65,373 133,953 596,264 68,502 38,555 
Iowa 12,908 12,908 35,750 61,566 381,306 39,682 26,507 
Kansas 13,888 13,297 31,352 58,537 306,595 60,583 57,706 
Kentucky 26,669 28,451 59,560 114,680 506,556 156,085 34,572 
Louisiaru 27,300 38,895 51,820 118,015 670,721 227,009 57)56 
Mame 5,774 6,082 15,494 27,350 105,104 19,086 12,662 

Marybnd 19,921 24,306 40,514 M,741 359,947 63,985 35,644 
Massachuscm 24,757 27,851 60,655 113,263 446,743 82,144 47,504 
Michigin 45,891 53,954 109,187 209,032 741,8-69 78,137 65,726 
Minnesota 18,717 20,815 57,569 97,101 515,387 53,727 93,829 
Mississippi 20,846 30,073 52,323 103,2-42 407,983 151,040 31,989 
Missouri 30,355 32,202 59.389 121,946 555,113 121,200 39,342 
Montana 3,793 3,763 11,706 19,262 86,741 11,692 12,035 
Ncbrub 7,589 8,297 18,906 34,792 203,762 19,109 37,™ 
Nn-ada 6,838 7,194 13,121 27,153 93,192 22,838 4,487 

New tumpshirc 4,324 4,609 10,709 19,642 87,971 11,069 5,996 
New Jcney 31,569 35,075 73,972 14-0,616 506,656 62,960 38,282 
New Maico 11,283 12,558 28,06 52,267 173,965 56,985 41,760 
New York 85,476 117,643 244,230 447,349 1,625,538 365,378 137,315 
Nonh Carolina 43,365 -69.665 84,841 177,871 750,500 209,098 63,0:U 
North Dakota 3,541 3,811 10,581 17,933 88,975 9,048 19,111 
Ohio 57,121 74,647 120,925 252,693 972,666 lS♦,090 70,2:U 
Oklahoma 20,813 :U,847 43,626 89,286 365,797 109,212 39,535 
Oregon 19,683 14,939 -U,415 77,037 246,201 56,:US 30,522 
Penmylvania 51,680 59,433 147,292 258,4-05 975,334 131,164 69,480 
Rhode Wand 3,800 5,365 11,628 20,793 57,773 6,982 7,345 
Sow:h Carolina 29,558 31,403 61,971 122,932 450,845 151)51 20,487 
Sow:hOuoca 4,882 5,816 12,639 23,337 106,393 14,482 10,100 
TCMCSICC 33,105 51,041 47,489 131,635 593,090 164,061 33,038 
Texas 146,084 157,050 307,895 611,029 2,136,447 678,689 1-69,7-69 
Utah 13,618 15,281 27,064 55,963 246,321 21,871 37,321 
Vermont 3,514 3,026 9,680 16,220 46,343 8,697 8,367 
Virginia 27,9-M 33,598 67,861 129,4-03 583,697 132,252 33,471 
W.ashington 26,2-49 31,051 44,937 102,237 418,2-43 83,752 46,929 
West Virginia 11,884 12,246 29,279 53,409 199,502 82,813 10,531 
Wisconsin 21,576 23,735 61,802 107,113 486,013 30,179 46,577 
Wyoming 2,782 2,829 6,338 11,949 57,2-47 6,394 7,629 

United Staa:s 1,499,353 1,742,072 3,225,205 6,466,630 24,688,026 5,613,525 2,130,164 

1Sp=al Supplemental Food Prognm for Womm, Infuiu, IJ1d Owdrcn. 
21ncludes tome elderly 111d dilablcd ¥!Illa. 

Sowa:: U.S. Ocpanmcm c:i ~ Food and Cauumor ~ - Cu:u.bticns by Olild!al's Ocfi:nK FWki. 
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CHILDREN ' S 01!:P"l!:NSI: fl'UN0 

T.uu 1 19. 

ADOLESCENT CHILDBEARING , 1980 AND 1990 

Teen Birth llat£• Pcra:m Cha.ogc, 
1980 1990 1980-1990 

Alabama 68.3 71.3 4.4% 

Ab.ska 64.4 65.4 1.6 

Arizona 65.5 75.9 15.9 

Arlwuas 74.5 80.l 7.5 

California 53.3 71.5 34.l 

Colondo 49.9 54.9 10.0 

Connecticut 30.5 39.2 28.5 

Delaware 51.2 ss.o 7.4 

District of Columbia 62.4 95.8 53.5 

Florida 58.5 69.S 18.8 

Georgia 71.9 75.9 S.6 

Hawaii 50.7 61.7 21.7 

Idaho 59.5 50.7 -14.8 

lllinois 55.8 63.3 13.4 

Indiana 57.5 58.7 2.1 

Iowa 43.0 40.7 -5.3 

Kansas 56.8 56.4 ~ .7 

Kc:nrucky 72.3 67.7 ~ -4 

Louisiana 76.0 74.4 -2.l 

Maine: 47.4 43.3 -8.6 

Maryland '3-4 53.7 23.7 

Massachusetts 28. l 3S.7 27.0 

Michigan 45.0 59.3 31.8 

Minnesota 35.4 36.5 3.1 

Mississippi 83.7 81.0 -3.2 

Missouri 57.8 63.0 9.0 

Montana 48.S 48.7 0.4 

Nebra.sb 45.l 4.2.5 -5.8 

Nc-vada 58.5 74.2 26.8 

New Hampshire 33.6 33.2 -1.2 
New )~ · 35.2 40.9 16.2 

New Mexico 71.8 78.4 9.2 

New Yon 34.8 44. l 26.7 

North Carolina 57.5 68.0 18.3 

North Dakota 41.7 35.6 -14.6 

Ohio 52.5 58.l 10.7 

Oklahoma 74.6 67.2 -9.9 

Oregon 50.9 54.9 7.9 

Pcnnsylvaim 40.5 45.3 11.9 

Rhode Island 33.0 44.6 35.2 

South Carolina 64.8 71.5 10.3 

South Dakota 52.6 46.9 -10.8 

T~ 64.l 72.6 13.3 

Texas 74.3 75.6 1.7 

Utah 65.2 48.7 -25.3 

Vmnont 39.5 34.3 -13.2 

Virginia 48.3 53.3 10.4 

Washingmn 46.7 S3.5 14.6 

West Virginia 67.8 57.4 -15.3 

Wisconsin 39.5 4.2.8 8.4 

Wyoming 78.7 56.5 -28.2 

United States 53.0 59.9 13.0% 

•Bimu pcr 1,<XXl young v,om,cn ages 15-19. 

Sowa:: U.S. Deplnmcnt of Haldi and Hwnan Savi=, Nalional C,cmrr for Haldi Scal:istia. Val~ llf• LJ,,i,ul S-- 1980, Vol. 
1-N•ur, and V'oal s-.ria ef d,t TJ,,itu Sac: 1990, Vol. 1-N..U,,; and U.S. Ocpanmont rx Canmrnx., Bureau rx th< C,auua, 1980 Census 
r:L Population and Housing and 1990 unsus af Population and Housing, Swnnwy Tape Filt I . ulculatioru by Olildrcn'• DcfcnK Fund. 
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CHILDRIEN I N T H E ■ T A T I[ ■ 

TA8UIS2O. 

YOUTH EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING 

Youtha Ages 16 tt> 19, 1993• Job<:orpa,1991 .. 

Employment- Unan- &rolled 
Population ploymcm Numba pa 100 

J.t.mo Lue JLan.k BDtollea Eligibk Eligibk JLan.k 

Alabama 37.2% 23.0% 46 +68 23,467 1.9'(, 43 
Alaska .0.1 20.7 42 0 2,155 0.0 ..s 
Arizona 13.l 14.7 17 1,101 20,687 S.3 26 
Atbnw 41.4 16.9 22 982 11,958 8.2 20 
Ca.lifomia 34.l 26.2 49 4,213 151,053 2.8 38 
Colorado S0.8 17.4 24 321 11,188 2.9 36 
Connecticut 48.2 7.2 1 0 10,220 0.0 4S 
Ddawarc 41.0 13.3 10 0 2,21S 0.0 45 
District of Colwnbia n/a n/a n/a 723 4,330 16.7 9 
Florida .0.2 20.3 .0 1,302 56,668 2.3 .0 

Georgia .0.5 17.5 2S 3,078 37,102 8.3 19 
thwaii 36.0 13.9 13 502 2,542 19.7 5 
Idaho ss.o 14.4 14 330 3,803 8.7 18 
Illinois 43.S 18.8 32 770 49,878 1.5 4-4 
Indiana 52.0 14.6 15 1,0+5 26,673 3.9 32 
Iowa 60.l 11.5 5 482 6,993 6.9 23 
K.msa.s 52.2 15.0 19 .02 7,625 5.3 26 
Kentucky 41.7 15.8 21 5,334 24,288 22.0 • 
Louisiana 28.7 25.8 48 924 27,951 3.3 34 
Maine 4-4.2 18.S 30 539 4,092 13.2 11 
MMvbnd 39.l 22.7 45 1,294 18,0+4 7.2 22 
Musachusen:s 42.9 19.0 35 1,342 19,839 6.8 24 
Michig1n 48.5 17.l 23 973 43,274 2.2 41 
Minnc:soa 63.3 10.9 3 466 9,700 4.8 30 
Mississippi 31.7 19.0 35 1,595 16,286 9.8 13 
Mwouri 51.9 15.4 20 2,117 23.,038 9.2 15 
MonClN 43.9 13.4 11 1,080 2,471 43.7 l 
Ncbra.sµ 58.7 9-½ 2 360 3,814 9.4 14 
!o.cvada 4-4.S 19.S 38 964 5,309 18.2 7 
New Hampshire 49.5 13.2 9 0 3,502 0.0 45 
New Jcrxy 33.3 19.6 39 792 27,077 2.9 36 
Nc:wMc:xico 38.l 18.8 32 1,029 7,823 13.2 11 
New York 30.0 22.5 4-4 2,930 74,762 3.9 32 
Nonh Carolina 4-4.0 18.3 29 1,590 31,635 5.0 29 
Nonh Dakota 52.7 12.6 7 0 1,196 0.0 45 
Ohio 4-4.8 18.2 28 1,696 42,009 4.0 31 
Oklahoma .0.4 18.5 30 2,234 14,093 15.9 10 
Oregon 4-4.6 17.9 27 2,128 11,070 19.2 6 
PmNylvania 43.4 18.9 34 3,123 42,002 7.4 21 
llhodc Island 48.3 13.7 12 0 3,851 o.o 45 
Soum Carolina 37.4 23.0 46 386 17,287 2.2 41 
SoumI>akoa 56.l 12.7 8 334 1,886 17.7 8 
Tcnncsscc .0.2 20.4 41 924 28,280 3.3 34 
Taas .0.5 21.5 43 5,316 97,332 5.S 2S 
Uah 60.0 11.5 5 2,482 5,932 41.8 2 
Vcnnont 55.4 11.3 4 450 1,629 27.6 3 
Virginia .0.9 19.l 37 1,20+ 22,850 S.3 26 
Washington 48.8 14.7 17 1,587 17,684 9.0 16 
West Virginia 24.6 35.l so 981 11,053 8.9 17 
Wisconsin 57.3 14.6 15 330 12,010 2.7 39 
Wyoming 47.l 17.8 26 0 1,373 0.0 4S 

United Stares 41.7'6 19.0% 62,205 1,103,000 5.6" 

-Toe cmploymcnt-1)0pUl.alian ratio i.s the proportion of the populalion !hat i.s employed. The unemployment raa: i.s !he proporooo ofdlc labor 
mnx !hat i.s not cmplo)ul but looking for work. 
.. If a staa: haa no Job Corpa cnrolka, dlat mcana char tbcff are no Job Corpa cmam loc:md in r:har a.at. llaidicnts may be c:nrollod ill a:ncm 
in cxhcr saca. Thole eligible for me Job Corpa iltt )'0Wha aga 16 11> 24 who are paor, sd,ool dropoua., and not employed. 

Sow-a:: U.S. Dcpanmcnr cL ubor, Bwau rL ubor Statisog., ~ Profi/1 efE,,,plilJ-,rl.,. ~ 1993; and U.S. Dcpuvncnt cL 
ubor. Offia: rL Job Corpo. (.Jculations by Oli.lcmn's Dcfcnac Fund. 
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CHIL O,.EN ' ■ 0 II: ~ 11: N ■ 11: ~ U N 0 

TUI.I 1 21 . 

FIREARM DEATHS AMONG CHILDREN AGES 1-19, 
■Y CAUSE, 1992 

Toca! 
Firearm Immt 
Dcatha Homi.cick Suicid,e Aa:idmt Unlmawn 

Abbama 121 67 33 17 4 
Alasb 17 3 9 s 0 
Arizona 101 60 27 12 2 
~ 69 .i 14 12 1 

) California 818 65S 110 47 6 
C.Olondo 68 31 29 8 0 
<:onnccticut 41 33 8 0 0 
Del.aware s 2 1 1 1 
Diatria of Columbia 73 67 3 3 0 
Florida 214 129 62 16 7 
Georgia 160 89 49 19 3 
Hawaii 9 4 4 l 0 
Idaho 22 2 13 7 0 
Illinois 321 262 37 1S 7 
lndi.ma 106 48 41 14 3 
Iowa 23 4 18 l 0 
~ S1 18 23 10 0 
Kcnrucky ss 18 24 12 1 
Louisiana 1S8 123 43 21 1 
Maine 13 l 11 1 0 
Maryland 100 80 12 0 8 
Mas.s.achuscm 38 30 8 0 0 
Michigan 218 137 S8 20 3 
Minnesota 48 14 32 I l 
Miss~ippi 84 46 17 20 1 
Mi.s.1owi 161 98 40 19 4 
Monwu 16 4 8 4 0 
Ncbnsb 23 6 12 s 0 
Nevada 31 18 9 3 1 
Ncw Hampshire 9 2 1 0 0 
NcwJmcy 49 37 6 s l 
New Mexico 39 17 17 3 2 
NcwYort 361 286 62 10 3 
North Carolina 147 78 49 19 l 
North Duoa 13 2 1 3 l 
Ohio 156 89 49 16 2 
Oklahoma 63 27 2Jl 6 2 
Oregon 4S 11 26 1 1 
Pcnmylvwa 178 104 S8 11 s 
Rhode Island 3 3 0 0 0 
South Carolina 78 4S 18 13 2 
SoumDuoa 10 1 1 2 0 
TCMCSICC 111 S9 37 14 l 
Texas 540 33S 138 S9 8 
Uah 41 1 31 l 2 

• Vermont 9 2 6 0 l 
Virginia 111 64 38 9 0 
Washington 70 38 29 3 0 
West Virginia 27 8 10 9 0 
w i.scon.sin 96 .. 39 9 4 
Wyoming 17 l 9 1 0 

Unitrd Sates S,367 3,351 l,i 26 500 90 

Soorcr: U.S. Ocpanmcnt a( HcaJm and Hwnan Savim, Natianal c:cmr ~ HcaJdi Samoa, unpubliabal daa CaJmlaOON hy Owdrcn'• 
Drttnac fund. 
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CH I LDII IE N I N T H IE aTATIEa 

TAal.1122. 

E DUCA T I ON A N D D I SAB I L ITY PROGRAM P AR T I C I .. A T I O N 

IDBA and Chapter l Diaabled, 1991-1991 SSI Blind 
Tttlel Biliagual andl>iaabkd 

1991-1991 1990-1991 Toal Uodcr 3 3-5 6-17 18-ll D ubcr 1993 

Alabama 135,8-45 1,052 96,975 ~ 7,710 83,219 5,412 23,911 
Alasb 7,796 11,183 16,106 433 1,656 13,434 583 680 
Arizona 101,519 6S,n1 61,076 633 5,151 52,594 2,698 9,002 
Atbns.as 87,557 2,000 49,018 590 5,058 41,095 2,275 16,726 
California 1,383,287 986,462 494,058 832 43,519 430,683 19,024 57,937 
Colorado 40,404 17,187 60,357 761 4,683 52,299 2,614 7,806 
Connecticut 53,923 16,988 66,192 657 5,814 56,287 3,434 4,265 
Oclawuc 10,413 1,966 14,435 46 1,631 12,026 732 1,676 
Dimia of Columbia 14,736 3,3i"9 7,104 159 429 5,922 594 2,021 
Florida 208,018 83,937 253,606 2,005 16.lM 225,614 9,703 41,627 
C,corgia 168,125 6,"22 107,660 174 8,204 95,on 4,205 22,594 
Hawaii 14,932 9,964 14, 163 647 930 12,184 402 748 
Idaho 24,600 3,986 22,755 501 2,708 18,857 689 3,141 
lllioois 181,002 19,2~1 245,931 3,560 23,193 207,659 10,919 41,220 
Indiana 96,632 4,308 118,924 2,281 7,593 103,534 5,516 16,629 
Iowa 36,595 3,705 6 1,510 964 5,"27 52,215 2,904 6,766 
Kansas 35,054 4,486 47,063 638 4.,314 40,252 1,859 6,449 
Kentucky 112,231 1,071 81,681 788 12,201 65,357 3,335 17,.296 
Louisiana 115,221 7,654 78,760 1,461 7,139 65,11-44 4.,316 35,946 
Maine 28,685 1,983 27,891 0 2,497 24,137 1,257 2,156 
Maryland 69,496 12,257 92,520 2,775 7,840 78,069 3,836 9,069 
Massachl.llCta 94,2n "2,606 156,633 5,549 12,744 130,390 7,950 13,036 
Michigan 176,510 21,376 ln,238 2,959 15,411 144.,562 9,306 31,057 
Minnaoca 81,954 13,152 83,028 2,203 9,002 68,768 3,055 8,182 
Mississippi 151,157 2,753 61,197 71 4,660 53,508 2,958 22,157 
Misaouri 107,019 3,227 105,521 1,323 5,168 94,211 4,819 16,918 
Montana 16,324 6,626 18,038 273 1,198 15,21S 752 1,833 
Nebraska 32,335 1,257 35,975 58-4 2,m 30,993 1,626 3,388 
Nevada 13,476 9,057 20,530 546 1,818 17,496 670 2,043 
Nc:w Hampshire 13,764 1,146 21,047 615 1,538 17,i'M 1,110 1,310 
Nc:w }ency 180,627 43,525 lk,621 2,404 15,041 158,562 8,614 17,761 
Nc:wMaico 53,964 73,505 38,207 47 2,605 34,066 1,489 5,388 
Nc:w York 460,025 168,208 3U,6n 2,298 29,213 272,980 20,186 66,343 
Nonh Carolina 119,472 6,030 127,867 766 11,218 lll,Oi"9 4,804 22,324 
NonhDuou 11,893 7,187 12,6i"9 214 1,163 10,684 618 1,041 
Ohio 187,643 8,992 210,268 0 13,629 185,243 11,396 38,360 
~ 59,930 9,392 68,576 659 5,324 59,853 2,740 9,709 
Oregon 51,412 7,557 56,702 821 3,122 50,435 2,324 5,705 
Pennsylvania 262,452 15,000 214.,035 5,349 16,887 180,883 10,916 34,016 
llhodclliand 15,173 7,632 21,588 462 1,801 18,198 1,127 2,101 
South Carolina 68,308 1,146 i"9,872 622 8,Sn 67,499 3,174 14,003 
SouthI>akou 14,957 6,691 1S.lM 249 2,214 12,200 621 2,2i"9 
T~ 128,076 3,560 111,315 2,296 8,630 95,003 S,386 18,9"2 
Tcua 5k,603 320,571 367,860 7,023 26,059 315,751 19,027 47,426 
Utah 35,710 14,860 50,009 1,288 3,755 43,517 1,449 3,686 
Vc:nnont 12,217 500 11,101 119 1,011 9,482 489 1,217 
Virginia 76,937 15,133 122,647 2,551 10,808 103,781 5,507 16,128 
Washington 63,4i"9 28,646 91,286 2,032 10,430 75,005 3,819 9,633 
West Virginia 34,497 231 44,338 191 3,581 37,465 2,501 7,li"9 .. 
WISCOnlin 69,585 14,648 91,7"2 1,433 11,452 74,648 4,209 18,539 
Wyoming S,503 1,919 11,935 392 1,334 9,711 498 952 

Unit:d Satr:s 6,109,345 2,181,148 4,948,601 66,478 417,346 4,235,330 229,447 no,321 

Sowu: U.S. Dcpanmcnr o( £.duation; and U.S. Dcpatuncnt o( H<allh and Hwnan Scrvi0t1, Social Si:a.ri-cy Administration. 
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CHILDl'IIIEN ' S DIE l"IE NSIE I" U N 0 

TUI.I 1123. 

P l: RC:l:NTAGI: 01" FOURT H • GRADI: P U BLI C: SCHOOL S T UDENTS A T 
OR A B OVE B A S I C R EAD I NG PROl"ICll:NCY, 19 92 

Alian/Pa.ci& Nativoe 
Allilaces Whitt Black Latino 1a1anda Amtrican 

Alabama .a'l6 60'16 25% 29'16 
Alaska 
Ariwna 51 64 40 37 22% 
Arbnsas 53 63 26 29 .a 

l Cmfomia 45 62 26 24 53'1(, 
Colorado 60 67 45 4.2 65 45 
Connecticut 66 77 30 33 
Delaware: 54 65 32 26 
District of Columbia 28 81 25 20 
Florid.a 49 62 24 39 
Georgia S3 67 32 32 
Hawaii 4-4 S9 29 32 43 
Idaho 63 67 39 4.2 
Illinois 
lndwu 64 69 37 51 
low-a 70 72 49 S4 
Kansas 
Kcntueky 55 58 3S 31 
Louisiana 42 58 25 30 
Maine 72 73 47 
Maryland 53 65 32 37 61 
Mas.sachwcm 71 77 4-4 39 58 
Michigan 59 68 22 39 
Minnesou 65 68 26 4.2 
Mississippi 38 60 22 20 
M.wouri 63 71 33 38 
Mont2N. 
Ncbnsb 65 70 32 45 
Nevada 
Nev. Hampshire 73 74 59 
New Jcney 66 78 36 35 80 
Nev. Maico 51 66 38 39 38 
Nev. York 58 71 40 30 66 
North Carolina 53 64 33 34 38 
North Dakota 71 72 68 53 
Ohio 60 65 34 4.2 
Oklahoma 64 69 36 47 58 
Oi,;gon 
Pcnnsylvwa 64 73 26 38 
Rhode Wand 59 68 23 30 37 
Soum Carolina .w 64 31 29 
SoumDakou 
Tenncsscc 53 62 29 36 
Texas 53 68 35 38 
Utah 64 67 41 

' 
Vermont 
Virginia 64 73 40 41 74 
Wuhington 
West Virginia 58 59 37 36 

• Wisconsin 67 72 36 52 46 
Wyoming 68 72 so so 

United San:s 57% 66'6 30% 39'16 55'16 49'16 

Sou=: U.S. Dcpanmcnt o( Eduatian, National u:ntCT for Eduatian Sai:i.lria, NA£P 1992: A--,~ C--far• N,,,_.-' ,_ Siauri. 
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Every day in America 

3 children die from child abuse. 

15 children die from gum. 

27 children - a cwsroomful - die from poverty. 

95 babies die before their first birthday. 

564 babies arc bom to women who had late or no prenatal 
care. 

788 babies arc born at low birthwcight (less than 5 pounds, 
8 ounces). 

1,340 teenagers give birth. 

2,217 teenagers drop out of school cacb school day. 

l,350 children arc in adult jails. 

l,699 infants arc bom into poverty. 

3,356 babies arc bom to unmarried women. 

8,189 children arc reported abused or neglected. 

100,000 children arc homeless. 

135,000 children bring guns to school. 

1,200,000 latch.key children come home to a house in which there 
is a gun. 

I Children's Oeftnse Fund I 
25 E Street, N.W. 0 

Washin,ion, D.C. 20001 
(202) 628-8787 

PIUNTID OH IICl'CUD Ml'D 
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''A Moral Witness 
for Children'' 

Interfaith Service 

Sunday, July 12, 1992 

Children's Defense Fund 




