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Foreword

Recently, a great deal of public attention -- through blue ribbon
commissions, Governors' task forces, and the media -- has been focused on the
plight of our nation's children. Increasing numbers of children are homeless,
living in poverty, victims of abuse or inadequate health care, or at risk in
countless other ways. In fact, any in-depth examination of the status of our
children reveals the strong possibility of an emerging national crisis.

The authors offer this monograph to raise awareness of these critical
problems which are projected to intensify over the next twenty years. Of more
importance, we offer it as a call 10 action. We already have much of the
information and technology to break the pernicious cycles of ecomomic, social,
and educational disadvantage which produce both short- and long-term negative
conscquences for a growing proportion of U.S. children and their families.

Rhetoric alone 1s insufficient to solve these problems. Commitment,
resources, effective policies, and action are required. This monograph is intended
to serve as a catalyst for action at the federal, state, and local levels.

We would like to thank David Noble Stockford, Director of the Division of
Special Education, Maine Department of Education, Donald Christie, Director of the
Division of Compensatory Education, Maine Department of Education, and Robert
A. Cobb, Dean of the College of Education, University of Maine, for their support of
this project. We would also like to extend a sincere thanks to Anne Levasseur,
Secretary for the Institute for the Study of At-Risk Students, for her extra effort

and carc in the preparation of this document.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

"As children decline as a proportion of the American
population, their lives become more precious, and our responsibility
to them even greater. The test now is whether we are motivated to
promote policies that we knmow can reverse these slarming trends in
the 1990s, or whether we will enter the 21st century besieged by the
worst effects of our failure”.

(U.S. House of Representatives, Select Commistec on
Children, Youth, and Families, 1989, p. xiii)

These are critical times for our nation's children. While the proportion of
children in our society declines, the number of children who are :ving in
poverty, homelessness, and situstions of abuse and neglect is increasing steadily.
Further, we are lagging far behind most other industrialized countries in our
infant mortzlity rate and in our provision of maternal and child health care. The
majority of our most affluent children obtain a level of care equal to the best in
the world, but disadvantaged children too often receive less than asdequate
attention and treatment, cspecially during the most critical early periods of their
lives.

We know which factors and conditions cause the cycles of social, ecconomic,
and educational disadvantage in our nation to continue, most npotably: persistent
poverty; lack of affordable, safe housing; family dysfunction; inadequate health
care and poor nutrition.

We also have the knowlecdge and the technology to address this crisis. We
know what works -- ecarly imtervention with children and families; early and
frequent infant and maternal health care; meaningful parent involvement in the
overall education process; intensive student instruction, maintained over time;
and meaningful multiagency collaboration. What we need are creative new

visions and new policies that demonstrate the commitment and courage to address
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our children's needs. Also, we need the necessary resources, both fiscal and
human, to do the job.

There are solid economic reasons for addressing the needs of our nation's
disadvantaged population -- these children and youth drop out of school more
frequently; they arc overly represented in our prisons; and they will require
more cducation tham ever before if they are to cope with the complex challenges
of the future. Preventive efforts such as carly prenatal care can avoid the later
costs of long-term medical problems. There are, therefore, not only moral and
humanitarian reasons for addressing the needs of this population; there are also
sound fiscal reasons.

We are currently amidst yet another wave of educational reform and
restructuring of schools in the United States, but the problems facing today's
children are much broader than the scope of traditional schooling. Pallas,
Natriello, and McDill (1989) argued that "cducators must become more awarc of
and involved in the family and community contexts of their students, both to
understand the problems these contexts present for the ecducation of students and
to leam to draw on the strengths of families and communities to enhance the
education of students” (p. 21).

These authors also suggested that there are five key indicators associated
with educationally disadvantaged children and youth: (1) living in a poverty
household; (2) minority/racial group identity; (3) living in a single-parent
family; (4) having s poorly educated mother; and (5) having a non-English
language background. All of these indicators are correlated with poor
performance in school and they are clearly interreiated. They combine
to create a8 vicious, self-perpetuating cycle of cducational, social, and economic

disadvantage.



There are numerous indicators that lead to a concem about the status of
both today's and tomorrow's children. Among the major indicators are the
following:

***Qur nation’s _scheols xdll experience differential population
shifts in the future hoth io terms of student age and minority
representation. The number of all preschool children has increased by more
than 3 million since 1980, but this number is expecied to decrcase again by 2000.
The number of clementary school children continues to be low in 1990 when
compared with 1970 enrollments, but it is projected that this number will incrcase
through the year 2000 before again declining. The number of secondary school
youth will decline through 1990, but then increase by the year 2000.

The numbers snd proportions of minority children in our
nation’s schools are projected to rise significantly during the next
two to three decades. Based on scveral indicators, including earlier
childbearing and higher fertility rates of certain minority groups, especially
blacks and Hispanics, some demographers project an almost 200 percent increase
in our nation's population of blacks by the year 2020, and am almost 300 percent
increase in the Hispanic population. It is projected that by the year 2000, 40% of
our public school students will be rcpresentatives of some ethnic/racial minority
group. Maoy of these minority group children are likely to be poor.

***Children represent the single largest and fastest growing
poyerty group in the Iinited States. Of all persons considered to be poor in

the U.S., 40 percent are children. Nearly 20 percent of all children under the age
of 18 presently living in this country are poor. Of all of the major indicators
which are commonly associated with educational disadvantage, pgverty is the ome

most significant indicator.
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*¢++*The younger & child is. the greater are his or her chances
of being poor. Of all children age 3 and under, 23 percent are poor; nearly 22
percent of 3-S5 year olds are poor; and morc than 20 percent of 6-11 year olds are
poor.

es+Reing 2 member of 2 minority group sienificantly increases
the chances of a child being pgor. Most poor children in America are
white. It is estimated that 1 in 7 white children currently living in America is
poor. However, biack and Hispanic children in particular, are far more likely to
be living in poverty households than are white children. In 1987, 45 percent of
all black children were poor, while 39 percent of all Hispanic children were
considered poor. Overall, the median family income of white children is
gencrally considered to be one and threc-quarters times that of Hispanic children
and twice that of black children.

»**Family living arrangements of children in the U.S. have
shanged dramatically in_recent years. In 1955, 60 percent of all U.S.
houschoids consisted of & working father, a housewife mother, and two or more
school-age children, In 1985, only 7 percent fit this pattern. As of 1988, necztly 25
percent of all U.S. children were living in single-parent families, the mother in
over 90 percent of the cases. Living in a single-parent household has been well
documented as one of the major indicators for placing children at risk for
educational and brosder social and economic failure.

sseparental level of edncation has increased in recent Yyears
b ' uca con
level of ponminority parents. One of the major indicators associated with
educationally disadvantaged children and youth is ihc cducational level of their

parents, especially that of the mother. Children of poorly educated mothers have
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been found to perform worse academically and leave school carlier than children

of betier educated mothers.

s3e n "precariousiv -
children in the 1S, are rising dramaticglly.  Although specific estimates
vary, the number of children who have no permanent shelier has increased
significantly in recent years. The negative consequences of not bhaving a safe,
permanent residence are many and complex, not the least of which is lack of
access 10 a quality cducation. Young children in families represent the fastest
growing single group of homeless in America. Although there are many
situations which contribute to a child being homeless, one of the major causes is

the lack of safe, affordable housing.

s*» America continues to lag far behind most ather

dustr eear

Although most of our nation's children are in good health, many key health
indicators clearly point toward a decline or stagnation of progress in maternal
and child health care during the 1980s. One in five children in the U.S. has
no health insurance. Our nation ranks nineteenth in the world in infant

mortality and twenty-pinth in low-birthweight births.

s++s American students' flevel of scademic achievement
continues to be disappointing. Half of our nation's 17-year-olds do not have

reading, math, and science skills that would allow them to perform moderately
complex tasks such as summarizing a pewspaper cditorial or performing
calculations with decimals. The high school graduation rates in our country have
increased by only 3 percentage points during the past two decades.
Approximately 25 percent of all students do not complete high school.

The achievement gap between minority and white children

narrowed during the past decade, but not as much as during the
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previous two decades. Poor and minority students together currently make up
spproximately one-third of the school-age population in America. Although they
enter school omly slightly behiud their more advantaged peers, poor amd minority
hildren fall further behind as their schooling progresses. By third grade, blacks
and Hispanics are six months behind; by cighth grade, they are two years behind;
and, by twelfth grade, they are more than three years behind.

Poor teenagers are four times more likely than nonpeer teens
to have below-average basic skills, and they are three times more
likely to drop out of high school. Whether they graduate or not, black and
Hispanic i7-year olds have reading and math skills about the same as those of
white 13-yes: olds. In science, their skills arc about the samec as those of white

nine-ycar-olds.

***The number of babies heing harn to nnwed women is at an

all-time_high in ths .S, with the fastest growing group being 15 to
1Z-year olds. Early childbearing carrics a double burden. It can be physically

damaging to the mother, who, in many respects is still a child herself. Also, it is
frequently a major factor in contributing to our country's extremely high rates
of low birthweight and neonatal mortality. In 1989, the U.S. spent $21.5 billion
dollars on familics headed by teen mothers. Teen pregnancy often perpetuates
the insidious cycles of economic, social, and educational disadvantage for both

teenage mother and child.

*tee

pumber of reported child abuse cases in _ihe LS. in recent years. In
1989, approximately 2.4 million child-abuse reports were filed with the National
Committee for the Prevention of Child Abuse with more than 400,000 of these

reports involving sexual abuse. Also in 1989, state child protection agencies
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throughout our country reported mearly 1,250 child-abuse related deaths -- a 38
percent increase over 1985,

sssFetal Alcohol Syndrome is now generally regsrded as the

le retar wes W

se leg c de S J:

approximately 1 ip every 650 babies  Estimates now indicate that cach year
in the U.S., 50,000 babics are bomm with alcohol-related problems, and of these,
over 12,000 demonstrate the full Fetal Alcohol (FAS) dysmorpiology.

All of these developments portend troubled times for our nation's children
and schools. The current status of youth on such factors as physical health,
mental health, and homelessness lecaves ample room for pessimism. Current
newspaper articles chronicle the troubles of drug and alcohol abuse, juvenile
crime, teen suicide, the rise in the number of pediatric AIDS cascs, and child labor
abuses. Demographers, social scientists, and advocates for various disadvantaged
populations have bcen waming us for several years that unless changes occur in
many of our national, state, and local policies, . ir nation is headed for intemal
upheaval if not destruction.

Awarcness of these problems is the first step toward a coordinated national
effort. However, we must not stop at the awareness level. First, we must debunk
the many myths, false assumptions, and negative attitudes involving
disadvantaged populations -- many of which have served as major obstacles to the
development and implementation of effective policies and programs (c.g., the
problems are too complex and overwhelming for any reasonable soluiion; we lack
sufficient knowledge to develop successful programs and interventions; most
social programs do morec harm than good, are cost-ineffective, and tend to
perpetuate the cycle of disadvantage; most disadvantaged persons do not wish to

be helped, etc.).
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Actions are required on several fronts: The overriding, meost critical
need is for the development and implementation of effective policies
and programs to address the complex and pervasive problems of
poverty and health care facing a large and growing proportion of
our nation's disadvantaged youth.

More effective interagency collaboration is needed because the problems
typically confronted by disadvantaged children and their families are extremely
complex, requiring the simultaneous services of several scrvice providers.
However, real cooperation must be sought - much more than the rhetoric
involving cooperative interface, which often translates into ‘“interface without
cooperation™ along with the token “"paper cooperative agreements” which already
arc in place at many levels -- and which have proven to be largely incffective.
Most traditional approaches in this regard have mot worked. New, creative
approaches are needed -- unes which focus on the child as a growing and
developing human being who may have multiple needs across several domains.

While disadvantaged children clearly must be the primary focus of new
policies and related programs, policymakers must recognize that most of the
problems confronting disadvantaged children cannot be effectively remedied
unless the neceds of families are directly addressed. In most situations, the child's
needs must be treated in the context of his/her family. Policies and programs are
needed to strengthen our nation's families -- all family configurations, not just
those which represent the “"typical family of the 1950s" but rather the
increasingly more common family configuration emerging in the 1990s -- single-
parent, female head-of-houschold, step, adoptive, foster, and dual working parent
housecholds. We nced more enlightened child care/parental leave policies.

We must confront the health care crisis in our nation and ensure that all

children and families are able to receive adequate health care and proper
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nutrition. Policies and programs are needed which will provide for safe,
affordable housing for disadvantaged populations.

We also must expand our carly intervention programs and ensurc that our
school reform efforts include the goal of equity as well as that of excellence. Most
recent school reform movements have tended to emphasize excellence on the
premise that thc educationally disadvantaged population is relatively s._ all.
However, demographic trends suggest that the numbers and proportions of
disadvantaged students are incrcasing so rapidly that we are no longer discussing
small numbers.

The United States pﬁblic school population in the year 2000 wiil
be more ethnicaily snd linguistically diverse than ever before. It
will represent a population that is poorer, more precariously housed,
and more vuinerable to the pressures of socioeconomic disadvantage.
It will include the large and growing numbers of "crack-cocaine
babies"” which are now being born at an slarming rate. We could be
talking about the majority of our nation's youth -- not the minority
-- by the year 2010. It is criticai, therefore. that educationsl equity
be once again considered a priority.

We are unlikely to witness any substantial improvement in the quality of
programs for educationally disadvantaged youﬁ unless schools are structured and
operated very differently. If, however, we arc asking schools to change, to
assume broader roles and responsibilities, and to provide a wider array of services
and programs to students which are not essentially academic in nature, it is
unjust to continue to employ a one dimensional measure (standardized, multiple-
choice tests) as the sole, or major, yardstick of & school's, or for that matter, an
individual student's progress. New approaches to assessment and accountability

are 1squired.
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It is also very unlikely that the multiple, complex problems
facing poor and near-poor families in the United States can be
substantially reduced without strong leadership and commitment at
the national [level. The problems are so comprehensive and
pervasive that substantial fiscal resources will be needed. Our values
and priorities as a nation will require reassessment. At the same time, we should
not ignore the successful interventions which are occurring at state, and
especially at local, levels throughout the country. We need to analyze successful
programs in schools and communities, e.g., those designed to keep teenage
parents in school, and to replicate them to whatever extent possible in other
communities which share similar demo;raphics.

The most well-intentioned school reform efforts designed to improve the
academic performance and to reduce the dropout rates of educationally
disadvantaged students in our nation predictably will have minimal impact unless
the broader conditions and factors affecting these children and youth are
rigorously addressed: living in poverty, the lack of safe and affordable shelter,
poor nutrition and inadequate health care, etc. Clearly, the instructional and
curriculum needs of students must continue to be a majority responsibility of our
nation's public school educators. Yet, changing demographic conditions and
emerging trends strongly suggest that new concepts of schooling may be needed.

Schools should be viewed as only ome of several educating institutions that
simultaneously affect an individual's growth (the family and the community
being the other major institutions) and that remecdiation cannot be confined to
the school. Certainly, schools cannot be expected to solve all of the nation's social
and economic problems. In fact, many observers feel that our nation's public

schools already have been criticized too harshly and are being asked to assume
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"unrealistic responsibilities” -- responsibilities for which they are not equipped
to handle.

Our schools have been described as the convenient whipping
boy for our nation's economic and social ills. Clearly, our schools, as
they sre not the only cause of the problems facing many of today's
youth, cannot be expected to solve these problems alone.

Yet, our schools are, or could be, in an extremely critical position to assist
in solving the problems. They could serve as a major facilitator of a broad
spectrum of services to disadvantaged children and their families, Some basic
shifts in roles and responsibilities will be required, but nevertheless, our nation's
schools -- assuming that they are provided with sufficient fiscal and human
resources, and this is a major assumption -- could function in a major facilitator
role for the organization, collaboration, and delivery of comprehensive
programming services to this population.

A substantial finmancial investment to improve the quality of the lives of
our nation's disadvantaged children will be required. Many observers will claim
that we, as a nation, simply cannot afford the costs which surely are involved.
Others will continue to proclaim that "money is not the answer to solving the
pervasive problems of social, cconomic, and educational disadvantage.”" Clearly,
money alone, is not the answer. Yet, to suggest that we can solve these complex
problems without the addition of substantial fiscal outlays is both naive and
impossible.

When asked how our nation will be able to afford to pay for military
buildup deemed necessary to deal with the current Middle East crisis, President
Bush responded that "cost cannot be an issuc -- whatever it costs, we will have to
pay for it -- our future American lifestyle is being threaiened.” The same sense of

urgency and level of commitment are required to reverse the cycles of
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disadvantage in this country. We, as a nation, cannot lose sight of the fact that
the lifestyles of large and growing numbers of American children
have already been adversely affected by our past snd present
failures to develop effective policies and programs to help them
improve the oversll quality of their lives.

The probiems facing disadvantsged children are not so
overwhelming that they canmnmot be overcome. Given the multitude and
complexity of problems presently facing large scgments of children and youth
which are addressed in this document, it is understandable why many readers

might feel that these problems simply are so overwhelming and pervasive that

they cannot bc subsiantially alleviated, and certainly not climinated. It is

understandable why feelings of hopclessness and helplessness persist.

Yet, we already know what needs to be done. We are not beginning from a
zero knowledge base. For example, we posscss clear cvidence that early
intervention with children and families works. Likewise, we have solid evidence
that intensive instruction, maintained over time, significantly reduces a student's
chances for cducational failure. And. we know that carly and frequent maternal
and infant health care substantially reduces the likelihood of later heslth risks
for both mother and child.

We know much more also. It isn't 8 question of not knowing what works to
help break the cycle of disadvantage. It is a8 question of whether or not we
as 8 nation are committed --politically, socially, economically,
educationally, snd morally -- to effect those changes necessary fto
allow our country to develop into a pluralistic, economically
sufficient and productive, and compassionate one -- rather than into
a2 two-tiered class soclety of the haves and the haveqrots: the

advantaged and the disgdvantaged.
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Emest Boyer (1990) succinctly addressed this specific concern:

The United States, if it is to remain an economically vital
nation, cannot tolerate a system that divides the winners from
the losers. We must affirm that all children, even those from
the most difficult backgrounds, will have available to them the
conditions to ensure that they will academicsily and socially
succeed. The goal must be equity for all. . . When al} is said and
done, the reform movement must be measured not by what
happcus to students in our privileged schools, but by what
happens to the rural poor and to neglected children in the
inner city (p. 37).

ro
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I. INTRODUCTION

To borrow the words of Charles Dickens, "thesc are the best of times; these
are the worst of times.” On the ope hand, scientific research has led to some
marvelous technological advances: We are keeping more people alive who would
have died at a far earlier age. We have developed clectronic communication
systems which allow material and information to be sharced internationally in
only a matter of minutes. Agricultural rescarch has resulted in new more
disease-resistant species of plants that can flourish in previously inhospitable
soil and provide food for the world's hungry.

Yet, on the other hand, we arc constantly reminded by soaring crime and
divorce rates that interpersonal communication and interaction is not keeping
pace with our technological progress. At the same time that medical techoology is
preserving and cnhancing individual lives, other lives are being marred by the
effects of homelessness, family dysfunction, or poverty. Further, reports on our
nation’s future often pessimistically predict growing poverty and misery for a
substantial portion of our nation's citizens,‘ especially children. Some forecasters
even project 2 "dual society” of haves and have-nots leading to substantial social
unrest and conflict (Levin, 1985; Hodgkinson, 1989).

We, as cducators, work everyday with our nation’s most precious resource
for the future -- our children. How can we face the future with optimism and
confidence? In fact, a more basic question is: What do the rapid changes that are
presently occurring im our society tell us about the future of our society and our

schools? How can we be better prepared to meet the challenges of the future?
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Qur purpose in preparing this document is to cxamine the current status of
children and youth in the United States. The specific objectives of this document

are the following:

(1) To anslyze current and emerging trends involving the
overall well-being of children and youth in the United States;

(2) To examine selected policies and proposals that purport to
enhance the quality of life of at-risk children in the U.S.,, and to
raise critical questions concerning the impact that these policies and
proposals are likely to have upon all children and their families;

(3) To analyze trade-offs which likely will be necessary if
policies currently being proposed to assist disadvantaged children
and their families are impliemented;

(4) To analyze the projected impact of education reform
proposals on educationally disadvantaged populations; sand

(§) To offer recommendations, strategies, and approaches to
policymakers, educators, advocates, snd researchers who are
concerned about the overall current and future well-being of
children in the U.S. -- especially those children considered to be at
risk socially, economically, and educationally.

Awsareness of the problems that will be created in the wake of our society's
demographic and social changes is growing rapidly, and the media provides a
daily chronicle of the problems of child abuse, family homelessness, youth
homicide, growing numbers of children living in poverty, and teenage
pregnancy. However, awarencss is oaly the first step. There is a danger, too, that
we may become inured by the sheer yolumes of information that bombard us daily
in the media. This numbness and accompanying feelings of "so much being out of
our control” may lead to a fatal parsiysis in making the necded changes in our
nation's social service delivery sysiem as well as in our educational structure and
practice.

Nevertheless, our attempt begins with developing awareness. Our goal is to
provide a synthesis of major demographic and societal changes that already are

having a substantial impact om cducational policies and practices in our mnation's
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schools -- and are projected to have an even more significant impact during the
next ten to twenty years.

In the recent literature on educational research, there has been
substantial focus upon those factors and variables that are immediately accessible
and alterable for educators (see, for example, Walberg & Wang, 1987). While we
encourage and support these cfforts, our perspective in this document provides a
contrast with this currently popular view. We choose to examine the forces on
education from & "macroperspective” in the belief that educators will no longer
be able to ignore the impact of sociectal changes on their school restructuring
efforts and on the craft of teaching.

Although our discussion is directed primarily at educators, many of the
issues raised are relevant to & broader audience: legislators, human service
professionals, social workers, and all persons who advocate for children.

We recognize that there is ample room for controversy relative to many of
the issues nised in this document. On some issucs, it is even difficult to determine
and agree on factual information; for example, discrepancies exist in the reports
on the actual numbers of homeless or abused children. Despite these
discrepancies, a consensus exists that a substantial number of our children are in
jeopardy. It is far more difficult to get agreement over the solutions to the myriad
of problems involving children at risk.

Areas such as the role of the federal government in providing leadership
and resources continues to be a focus of controversy. Some policymakers believe
that an active role by the federal govermnment will lead to fragmented programs
snd an crosion of family responsibility. Others belicve that am active role by the
federal government is our only hope of reversing many of the alamming trends

involving our nation's children.
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Many of the issues which are addressed in this document are emotionally
laden and involve political agendas. Nevenueless, we have attempted to provide
the information necessary to move toward constructive solutions to the
substantial problems facing our nation's children. The challenges of the future
will test both our perspicacity and our compassion. OQOur position is well stated by
The U. S. House of Representatives, Select Committee on Children, Youth, and
Families (1989):

As children decline as a proportion of the American population,

their lives become more precious, and owr responsibility to

them even grester. The test now is whether we are motivated to
promote policies that we know can reverse these alsrming

trends in the 1990s, or whether we will enter the 21st century
besieged by the worst effects of our failure (p. xiii).

24
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II. CURRENT STATUS OF CHILDREN IN AMERICA

The newspaper headlines chronicle the experiences of our troubled youth:
"Paverty, Disease, Poor Education Imperil Nation's Youth”
“Generations of Crack Kids About To Plague Schools”

“America’s Children: An Imperiled Generation"”

It has become 8 common experience in recent years to read gloomy
appraisals of the condition of children and youth in the United States. Infant
montality is rcported to be among the highest of all western countrics. Shocking
storics about the rapid increase in the number of crack and other drug-exposcd
infants have become all too commonplace on nightly six and eleven o'clock
television news segments. Teenagers, in particular, have been well represented
in many of thesc storics: reporied increases in violent crimes, the rise in teenage
pregnancy and sSexually transmitted discases among this age group; leenage
runaways; and shocking numbers of homeless teenagers.

In a dramatic effort to call attention to the “current status” of children in
the United States, the Children's Defense Fund highlighted the following
information in its recent publication, i : Card,

Book, and Action Primer (Figure 1).

We hear snd read daily accounts about increasing numbers of “throwaway
kids", "abused children”, and “laichkey children”. Bluc ribbon panels are
established and national conferences are held which focus on the “"dismal status
of children in the United States.” Recently the National Commission on Children
relcased 8 preliminary report which provides an extremely pessimistic portrayal

of the status of children in contemporary American society. The writers of this
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[ ————— ——— e t———
ONE DAY IN THE LIVES OF AMERICAN CHILDREN
17,051 women get pregnant
2,798 of them are teenagers
1,106 teenagers have rbortions
372 teenagers miscarry
1,295 teenagers give birth
689 babies are born to women who have had inadequate
prenatal care
719 babies are born at low birthweight (less than § pounds, 8
ounces)
129 babies are born at very low birthweight (less than 3
pounds, § ounces)
67 babies die before one month of life
10§ babiles die before their first birthday
27 children die from poverty
10 children die from guns
30 children are wounded by guns
6 teenagers commit suicide
135,000 children bring a gun to school
7,742 teens become sexually sctive
623 teenagers get syphilis or gonorrhea
211 children are arrested for drug abuse
437 children are arrested for drinking or drunken driving
1,512 teensgers drop ount of school
1,849 children are abused or neglected
3,288 children ron awsay from home
1,629 children sre in adult jails
2,856 children sare born out of wedlock
2,989 see their parents divorced
Figum 1. Sourcc
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document refer to the presemt status of children in this country as a "staggering
pational tragedy.” They wam that unless the needs of children are given a
higher priority by policymakers, as weil as by the general public, not only is the
future of our nation's children bleak but also the future of our country will be
jeopardized.

1.5 million teenagers become pregnant ecach year in the United States.
Children bom into these circumstances are likely to be cconomically and
developmentally disadvantaged. Among women who had their first child
between 15 and 19 years of age, over half had incomes below 150% the
povesty level (Children's Defense Fund, 1989). Thus both sdolescent
mothers and their children will most likely live in poverty and experience
the detrimental psychosocial and physical effects of inadequate education
and health care, repeated pregnancies, uncmployment, and high social
stress (Children's Defense Fund, 1989; Hughes, Jokason, Rosenbaum, Butler,
& Simons, 1988).

Through July of 1989, there were 1,660 cases of pediatric AIDS reported in
the United States (Centers for Disecase Control, 1989). Children with HIV are
now living longer. Diamond and Cohen (1987) observed that "based on
current projections, HIV infection may, in the next five years, become the
largest infectious cause of mental retardation and brain damage in
children. We can anticipate that AIDS will be the fifth leading cause of
dcath among children in the United States (Baumeister, Kupstas, &
Klindworth, 1990). .

It is conservatively cstimsted that the drop-out rate for students in
America's schools is 25%. Even though the dropout mate is higher for
minority youth, poor children are three times more likely to drop out of
school each year than are their more afflucnt peers, and poor white
children are just as likely to drop out as are poor black children (30.2% and
33% respectively). Thus, race per se is not the critical factor. Rather
poverty and social disadvantage arc the primary influences that society
must address if we are ever 10 stop this tragic weste of human potential
(Baumeister, Kupstas, & Klindworth, 1990).

Are our nation's children really as badly off as many of these reports are
suggesting? Are most of these recent reports cxaggerated and possibly cven
largely politically motivated? Don't many of these "shocking news releases and
commission reporis® bear a strikingly familiar message which has been heard
before -- during the War on Poverty and the Great Society eras of the 1960s and
1970s?

20
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Hysterical reactions? “"Where are the solid data?" some ask. Admittedly,
sorting through what might even be rightfully called "hysteria” in some cases
and arriving at a8 baseline of rcliable information is extremely difficult. For
example, we do not know how many drug-exposed children arc bom each yecar.
The National Association on Perinatal Addiction Research and Education estimates
the number to be 375,000. This number is cited most frequently because it
represents one of the few, if not the only, national estimate currently available
that is actually based on research (English & Henry, 1990). However, as English
and Henry point out, "There are at least two problems with this figure [375,000].
First, it does not include alcohol abuse, and second, the survey was based on
responses from 36 hospitals representing 5% of all live births in 1987 that were
not rcpresentative of the nation as a whole because they were disproportionately
located in large cities.

One analyst (Besharov, 1989) has suggested that, at least with regard to
crack, a figure of 30,000 to 50,000 babies, or 1-2% of all live births per year, would
be morc accurate. These figures also, however, arc based on estimates rather than
on hard data (English & Henry, pp. 1-2).

In a similar vein, it certainly is true that hard data do not exist relative to
the actual sumbers of children who are homeless in America on any given night.
Is the ususlly cited 100,000 simply a convenient number? How many of America’s
children are really poor? Accornding to most recent repons, it is estimated that of
the poor 'n America, 40% are children. Presently, 23% of all young children,
birth to age five, are considered poor, with the percentage of poverty among this
age group rising (Hodgkinson, 1989; Natricllo, McDill, & Pallas, 1990). Yet, other
reports which cmploy different criteria to determine "poverty level” may yicld

lower percentages. Again, we must rely on estimates.
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It has been well documented that living in a single-parent houschold is one
of the most significant indicators for placing children at risk for educational and
broader social and econmomic failure (Elwood, 1988; Milne, Myers, Rosenthal, &
Ginsberg, 1986; Pallas, Natriello, & McDill, 1989). In 1955, 60% of all US.
houscholds consisted of a working father, & houscwife mother, and two or mors
school-age children. In 1985, only 7% fit this pattern. In addition, with over one-
half of all today's ncw marriages slated to end in divorce, we have 15.3 million
children living with one parent, the mother in over 90 percent of the cases. Also,
23% of all children bom today are bom outside of marriage. Of the children
living with one parent: 50% of white children are with a mother who divorced:
54% of black children are with a never-marric¢ mcother; and 33% of Hispanic
children's mothers have not married (Hoagkinson, 1989).

Children living in single-parcnt families have been found to score lower
on standardized tests and reccive lower grades in school, and to be more likely to
drop out of high school (Natricllo, McDill & Pallas, 1990).

Educationally disadvantaged students are once again recciving a great deal
of attention in the national literature. Policymakerr, researchers, and
practitioﬁcrs have targeted this group of children as a priority. Although the
estimates of the actusl numbers of cducationally disadvantaged may vary
considerably, there is nevertheless ihe feeling of urgency surrounding this
topic. After a decade of ncglect, policies and programs involving at-risk children

and youth are receiving considerable attention.

Schooling and Educationally DRisadvintaged Fopulations
A major purpose of this document is to examine some of the major current
and emerging conditions and trends dealing with the status of children in the

United States. In particular, the document will focus on indicators and issues

oY
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involving educational disadvantage. The problems of disadvantaged students arc
the result of long-term conditions that are not susceptible to short-term solutions
and we recognize that schools were, and are, not the unly causes of educational
disadvantage. Likewise, public schools in America are not going to be able to
solve the problems of educstional disadvamtage alone. The problems and
conditions cut very deep and require broad thinking and action from many
agencics and groups within our society.

As educators, the authors will primarily focus upon policies, trends, and
conditions that affect children as students. However, in agreement with the
emerging body of research which argues strongly that "educational
disadvantage™ usually is a product of broader-based social, economic, and
racial/ethnic disadvantage (Natriello, McDill, & Pallas, 1990; Schorr, 1989), our
approach, perspective and subsequent recommendations are broad-based and

extend well beyond more traditional educational issucs and concems.
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III. THE POPULATION OF EDUCATIONALLY DISADVANTAGED YOUTH

Gathering information on children at risk constitutes a formidable task.

Confusion and difficultics begin with attempts to define whgo is at risk. Levin
(19882) stated that the definition of gt risk "is so vague that it could easily

encompass gifted and talented children, the physically or mentally handicapped,
the obese, the shy, and so on” (p. 1).

Definitions

efin Pro

Who are today's students at risk? Couldn't every child be considered, at
least 10 some extent, to be at risk? Catterall and Cota-Robles (1988) described three
different, and common, comceptions of "at risk": (a) children from poor families;
(b) children with different cultural backgrounds or minorities; and (c) children
from limited English-speaking families.

Slavin, Karweit, and Madden (1989) stated, "the meaning of the term ([af
risk] is pever very precise, and varies considerably in practice” (pp. 4-5). They
further stated that at risk often refers to those students who are unlikely to
graduate from high school, although it may aiso refer to (1) swudents who leave
school with an inadequate level of basic skills; (2) students with a normal IQ, but
who are not achieving the basic skills necessary for success in school or aduit
life; and (3) students who are ecligible for compensatory or special education. The
term at risk may refer to any or all of the above.

Stavin (1989), while acknowledging the extrsme difficulty in providing a

specific definition of the term af risk because of its extreme variance relative to
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how it is used in practicc, offered as one possibic definition: "Students who are at
risk are those who, on the basis of several risk factors, are unlikely to graduate
from high school” (p. 5). Among these risk factors would be low achicvement,
retention in grade, behavior problems, poor attendance, low socioeconomic status,
and attendance at schools with large numbers of poor students. He also cautioned
against employing a too narrow or restrictive definition of at nsk.

Commonly, at-risk students have been referred to as educationally
disadvantaged in the professional literature. Levin (cited in NSBA Monograph,
1989, p. 6) defined gducationally disadvantaged as "those who lack the home and
community resources to benefit from traditional schooling practices. Because of
poverty, cultural obstacies, or linguistic differences, these children tend to have
low academic achievement and high dropout rates. Such students are beavily
concentratcd among minority groups, immigrants, non-English speaking
families, and economically disadvantaged populations” (p. 6).

Often these educationally disadvantaged students are associated with our
inner citics.  Yet, this popular perception that at-risk children and youth are
found almost exclusively in inner-city schools in poor neighborhoods is
chalienged in a recent report, Ax Equal Chance: Educating At-Risk Children to
Succeed published by the National School Boards Association (NSBA) in 1989.
Findings contained in this report suggested that "as many as three-fifths of this
population f[at risk] may be dispersed thronzhout the country in rural and
suburban areas” (p. 1).

Clearly, it is very difficult to develop a specific definition of students at risk
-- or at least one which would gain widespread acceptance among all who might
rightfully view themselves as having a special interest and investment in this
population, including professionals from wvarious disciplines, parents, advocates,

pelicymakers, as well as students themselves. There certainly are some students
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who may do quite well academically and cven graduate with honoss, but who are
at high risk emotionally or socially.

In general, nevertheless, most authors characterize at-risk
students as those who are likely to leave school without the necCessary
skills to succeed academically, socially, and/or vocationsily in
today's or tomorrow's society. They are those children and youth, who for
whatever reason or combination of ressons, arc not prepared to become sclf-
reliant citizens. They arc those students who have already dropped out of school
as well as those in school who are likely to drop out instead of graduating. These
at-risk students often are regarded as victims -- victims of forces and factors
which serve to contribute adversely to the likelihood of their reaching their full
potential as adults in today's and tomorrow's American socicty.

Clearly, a variety of conceptions of "at risk" presently exists. Nevertheless,
however one defines 8L risk. the number of children considered at risk is likely to
grow if recent demographic trends are any indication. The following
information provides a summary of these developments that may well have an

adverse cffect on our nation's children:

Estimated Size* of the Population

Despite the broad and imprecise nature of thc available indicators of the
cducationally disadvantaged population, it is clear that substantial numbers and
troubling proportions of U. S. children may be classified as educationally
disadvantaged. In terms of any single indicator between 10% and 25%
of children between the ages 0 and 17 may be classified as
disadvantaged. Because these indicators arc not totally redundant, any single

indicator underestimates the size of the educationally disadvantaged population.
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A conscrvative estimate is that at least 40% of these children are at risk of
failure in school on the basis of at least one of the five disadvantaging factors:
poverty. racial/ethnic minorify stagus, living in a single-parent family, having &
poorly cducated mocher. and having limited-English proficiency (Natriello,
McDill, & Pallas, 1990, pp. 30-31). Figure 2 shows the ecstimated propomion of the

U.S. population under age 18 at risk of school failure for each disadvamaging

indicator.

Estimated Proportion of the U.S. Population Under Age 18
At Risk of School Fellure, 1988

! Estimated Proportion
“At-Risk"

Blackor  Liinghn  Notliving . Poorly- Limiad
Hispanic Poverty with Two  Educated lish .

Figure 2. Sowrce: Schooling Disadvantaged Children: —Racing Against Catastrophe.
G. Natriello, E. L. McDill, & A. M. Pallas, 1990, Teachers College Press.
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IV. EDUCATIONAL INDICATORS

Concern over the educationally disadvantaged population increased during

the 1980s with concerns of educational progress, and the widespread concern

gencrated by A Nation at Risk in 1983 resulied in educational researchers and
policymakers secking to deveiop general indicators that could be used to assess

the nation's educational progress. The search for developing such indicators was
driven by several objectives -- the indicators had to reflect essential aspects of

the educational system; they had to rely on reliable and valid measures of

educational progress; and they had to provide information on cumremt or potential

educational problems that could be influenced by changes in educational policy
(Odden, 1990).

"Wall_Chart"

The first national initistive for such cducational indicators was the now
popular "wall chant” produced by the U.S. Department of Education. The wall
chart compared the fifty state educational systems on key features such as high
school graduation rates, average teacher salary, pupil/teacher ratios, pupil/total
staff ratios, federal funds as a percent of school revenues, expenditures per pupil,
and expenditurcs as a percentage of income per capita. It also included measures
of achievement as refleccted by average scores on the American College Testing

(ACT) test and on the Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT).

National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEF)
The above measures, however, only involved a sampling of states and were

restricted to samples of students. In an attempt to develop a more accurate
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assessment of trends in the educational achievement of the nation's gencral
school population, a nationwide testing program, the National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), has become the benchmark of comparison.
Although the NAEP was originally developed in 1969, it has recently received
substantially more attention as many states have initiated statewide assessment
programs and national policymakers have shown an increasing interest in state-
by-state achievement comparisons. In fact, beginning in 1992, the NAEP will
allow such a state-by-state comparison in math and reading (Rothman, 1990as;
Rothman 1990b).

In 1985-1986, the NAEP reading asscssment was given to a sample of nearly
36,000 students in grades 3, 7, and 11. Smaller samples (approximately 17,000)
participated in the 1985-86 math and science portions of the test. The NAEP also
contained a writing assessment which include approximately 79,000 students at
ages 9, 13, and 17. In the same year, the NAEP salso sampled approximately 59,000
students for the writing asscssment in grades 4, 8 and 11. The 1985-86 literature
and history assessment included approximately 8,000 cleventh graders (Sayder,

1989).

Ethnic/Racial Minority DRifferences

An examination of a cross section of NAEP results reveals substantial gaps
between students of different ethnicity and/or sociocconomic status. For example,
the reading proficiency score for 17 years olds in 1983-84 indicates a score of
294.6 for white students, a score of 263.5 for black students, and a score of 268.7 for
Hispanic students. In terms of SES, 17 year old students from disadvantaged
metropolitan arcas scored 265.9 as opposed to 300.8 for students of the same age
from advantaged metropolitan areas. In writing, using a different scaled score,

whites in grade 11 scored 2:4 in contrast to blacks and Hispanics who both scored
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200. Students at grade 11 from disadvantaged urban areas scored 201, while those
from advantaged urban areas scored 228.

lSimilar results were found in 1985-86 mathematics -- with white 17 year old
students scoring 308 in contrast to 279 by black students and 283 by Hispanic
students. In history and literature, given to 11th graders in the spring of 1986,
results show gaps of over 20 points between whites and blacks and Hispanics; the
gap between urban advantaged and urban disadvantaged was over 30 points
(Snyder, 1989).

An analysis of the NAEP reading results since 1971 indicates that the
reading performance of most youth has remained relatively stable. Blacks,
however, have made gains on their white counterparts; in 1971, the gap on the
NAEP 500-point scale was 53 points, but by 1988, it was 20 points. Nevertheless,
according to Archie E. LaPointe, the NAEP's executive director, the gap between
whites and blacks still "is of serious concem” (Rothman, 1990c).

Blacks and Hispanics have shown gains in other areas. too, according to
U.S. Education Secretary, Lauro F. Cavazos. Blacks gained 21 points, from 1978-
1988, on the verbal portion of the SAT and 30 points ¢: the math portion.
American Indians, Asians, and Hispanics showed comparsble gains (U.S.
Department of Education News, 1989). During this same period, total student scores
on the SAT declined by one point (Snyder, 1989). Nevertheless, in 1988, blacks'
overall average score on the verbal SAT was 353, Mexican-Americans had an
average score of 382, and Puerto Ricans average score was 355. The average sccre
for white students was 445 on the verbal portion of the SAT. Similar gaps were
evident on the math portion of the 1988 SAT (Snyder, 1989).

A more recent report, Condition of Education 1990. by the U.S. Department
of Education, indicates that blacks and Hispanics have made progress in

narrowing the achievement gap with whis. Yet, more blacks a't below grade
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level for their age. For example, most 13 year old students are in the cighth grade,
but 44% of 13 year-old male Blacks and 35% of female blacks were one or more
years below grade level in 1985. For whites, only 29% of males and 21% of females
were below grade level.  These results indicate that blacks may be retained more
often than whites and suggest that the use of readiness tests for kindergarten may
result in a disproportionate number of blacks starting school at a later age (Kelly,

1990).

The Dropout Problem

Concern over the ecducationally disadvantaged also increased with
awareness of the "dropout problem.” Now, hardly a day goes by without a concem
expressed about public school dropouts. The media is rife with such reports and
increasing thc graduation rate (and hence decreasing the dropout rate) was one
of the national cducation goals developed at President Bush’s Educational Summit

in Charlottesville, Virginia.

Rifficulty in Determining Precise Rates

In an attempt to determine the extent of the problem, a number of agencics
bave computed dropout rates, but these rates are often computed in different ways
and their accuracy is suspect (Hahn, Danzberger, & Lefkowitz, 1987; Hammack,
1986; Morrow, 1986). Nevertheless, the graduation rate appears to have changed
substantially over the past 100 years. Based on statistics from the U.S. Department
of Education, the percent of the 17 year old population that had graduated from
high school in 1890 was 3.5%. In 1920, it was 16.8%, and in 1940 it was 50.8%. By
1960, it had rose to 69.5%, and by 1970, the graduation rate was reported at 76.9%.

According to the same source, the graduation rate had decreased slightly by 1989
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to 74%. (The U.S. Dcpartment of Education Wall Chart lists the nationwide
graduation rate at 71.1% in 1987.)

Disadvantaged P ~ulations

Several studies have noted the differential dropout rate for ethmic and low
socioeconomic status grovps. Peng (1983) used the High School and Beyond (HSB)
data base to calculate dropout rates and found that Hispanic snd black students
dropped out at 5 to 6 percent higher rates. Similarly, students from lower SES
familics were at much greater risk for dropping out. Omly 5.2% of students
classified as high SES dropped out as compared with a rate of 17.4% for students of
low SES.

Bamro and Kolstad (1987) compared the HSB rates with other estimates and
found the HSB rates consistent with other longitudinal data bases when adjusted
for students who dropped out before the sophomore year. These authors found, as
did Peng, a 13.6% overall dropout rate, but blacks and Hispanics dropped out at a
rate of 4 to 6 percent more than whites. Barro and Kolstad also found that
"dropout rates of students in the lowest SES quartile are three times greater, on
the average, than rates of students in the highest quartile” (p. 28).

Barro and Kolstad also noted, bowever, that "in the lowest occupational,
educational, and composite SES strata, dropout rates for blacks are similar to, and
in some cases lower, than the corresponding rates for whites... it is clear that
interracial differences play major roles in determining gross differentials in
dropout rates by race/ethnicity” (p. 29). Rumberger (1983) came to a similar
conclusion in his analysis of race, sex, and family background variables on
dropping out behavior.

Figure 3 shows the percent of High School dropouts by gender and race.
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Percent of High School & Beyond Sophomores
Who Dropped Out

40 -

Figure 3. Source:

High School D Descriptive luf on Hizt
School and Beyond, S.S. Peng, 1983, Na:iana! Center for Education Statistics, U.S.
Department of Education.

40




V. MAJOR INDICATORS OF EDUCATIONAL DISADVANTAGE

Natriello, McDill, and Paliss (1990) suggested that there are five key
indicators associated with educationally disadvantaged children and youth: (1)
living in a poverty household; (2) minority/racial group identity: (3)
living in a single-parent family; (4) having a poorly educated mother;
and (5) having a non-English language background. All of these
indicators are correlated with poor performance in school, although not always
for commonly undersicod or agreed upon reasoms.

As suggested by Natriello, McDill, and Pallas (1990), these indicators are not
independent, and children classified as educationally disadvantaged on the basis
of several indicators are at the greatest risk of cducational failure. Further,
these indicators are not totally redundant, so that any single
indicator tends to underestimate the size of the educationally
disadvantaged population.

Natriello, McDill, and Pasllas (1990) view educational cxperiences as coming
not only from formal schbooling, but also from the family and the community.
Thus, students who are cducationally disadvantaged have been cxposed (o
inappropriate educational experiences in at least ome of these three institutional
domains. These authors view schools as only onc of several educating institutions
tha: simultancously affect a student's growth and argue, thercfore, that
remediation efforts cannot be confined solely to schools.

Clearly, not all poor children are educationally disadvantaged. Nor are all
minority children, nor children living in single-parent houscholds.  Almost daily
we have reports of children who come from the poorest of neighborhoods who

have achieved remarkably well. Indeed. many individual children, despite what
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appear to be unsurmountable odds, not only survive but excel academically and
socialiy. Many youth are resilient and demonstrate superb coping strategics --
and they truly overcame major obstacles to achieve success. Nevertheless, each of

the five key indicators cited above clearly is associated with low levels of

educational achievement.

Poverty

Children Are Most Vulnerable

Children represent the largest and fastest growing group of
poor in the United States. It is estimated that there are more than 12.6
million poor children presently living in this country -- nearly 20% of all
childrep under the age of 18 (Children's Defense Fund, 1990b; Reed & Sautter,
1990). Forty percent of the poor in the United States are children
(Hodgkinson, 1989; Reed & Ssutter, 1990).

In raw numbers more Americans are poor today than before the War on
Poverty was initiated in 1964 despitc the fact that the official U.S. poverty ratc for
all citizens in 1989 edged slightly downward to 13.1%. Nearly 40 million people of
all ages live in families below the official poverty line ($7,704 for a family of two;

$9.435 for a family of three; and $12,092 for a family of four). Again, 40% of this

- population are children (Hodgkinson, 1989. Reed & Sautter, 1990).

The Younger the Child, The Gregter the Risk

The younger a child is today in this country, the greater are his
or her chances of being poor. Of all children age three and under, 23% are
poor, nearly 22% of three to five-year olds are poor; and more than 20% of six 10

cleven-year old children are poor -- representing more than four million
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children. Of all U.S. children between the ages 12 and 17, 16% are considered poor
(Reed & Sautter, 1990; U.S. Census Bureau, 1989).

Children under six years of age are more likely to be living in poverty
because their parents tend to be relatively young, have low ecamings, and are
faced with child-care responsibilitic= that make it difficult for the mother to work
full-time outside the home. Further, a child who begins life in poverty is at risk
of being poor throughout childhood, which is not the case for a youngster whose
family becomes poor later on (Zill, Krysan, Stief, & Peterson, 1989).

Very young children who live in poverty households are
especially vuinerable and face threats to their health, safety, and
psychological development that can have long-term effects on their
chances of becoming healthy, productive adults.

As suggested by Zill, Krysan, Stief, and Peterson (1989):

A deficient die: during the first few years can impede physical growth and

brain development. Toddlers who live in run-down housing or receive

insufficient supervision as they begin to walk, climb, and get into things
are at risk of death, disfigurement, or handicap from falls, bums,
poisonings, and other injuries. Because early childhood is a difficult time
for parents in ecven the best of circumstances, poor young children are in
danger of physical abuse; more so than older children or noapoor children
of the same age.

Inadequate medical care can result in a young child not being immunized

sgainst communicable diseases, or not getting glasses when he or she needs

them, or receiving delayed treatment for ear infections or other conditions
that can lead to permanent impairments. Preschoolers who are not read to
or played with in intcliectually stimulating ways fall behind their peers in
cognitive development and srrive at school in need of compensatory
instruction.  Furthermore, young children who expericnce the family
turmoil and disruption that often accompanies or causes early poverty are

in jeopardy of long-lasting disturbances to their social and emotional
development (Zill ct al., 1989, p. 7).

A Yo

Why is it that the youngest of our nation's children (under age 6) are so

likely to be poor? Demographic trends certainly are a factor. For example, birth
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ratcs arc higher among groups that are disproportionately poor such as blacks,
Hispanics, and high-school dropouts. Because so many of these children live in
single-parent households, their family's overall level of income generally is
lower.

Furthcrmore, as suggested by Zill et al. (1989), "Welfare benefits for
families with children have been croded by recent cutbacks and inflation far
more than have programs that benefit older Americans -- in 1987, the average
monthly benefit per family under the Aid to Families with Dependent Children
(AFDC) prograia was $360. AFDC benefit levels declined by an average of 3§
percent between 1970 and 1988, when calculated in constant dollars (after
adjustment for inflation)” (p. 9).

Children living in famililes who are headed by a young person,
especially by s womsan, are more likely to live in poverty. The
likelihood increases even more should the female head-of-household
be black or Hispanic.

Zill, Krysan, Stief, and Peterson in their 1989 report, Young Children ‘n
Poverty in the Upited Statcs: A Statistical Profile. prepared for the National
Center for Children in Poverty, acknowledged the considerable diversity which
exists in our nation's population of young children in poverty. For example,
representatives from all major racial and ethnic groups are included; likewise are
children from both single and two-parent families. Yet, despite this diversity
among our nation's pcor children under the age of six, Zill and his colleagues
found that there are certain dcmosmphic gmup; that are clearly
overrepresented (pp. 10-13). i

*¢*¢ Over Half Live With Their Mothers Only

By contrast, among all children under 6, about one-fifth live in
mother-only famities.
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ese A Majority Are Children of Ethnic Minorities
30 percent are black; 20 percent arc Hispanic; 4 percent are from
other minorities, predominanily Asian and American Indian.

#*+ Nearly Half Are Children Of High-School Dropouts
47% have mothers who did not complete high school; approximately
20% of all children under 6 have mothers who did not finish high
school.

¢*»¢ Almost Half Are Children Of Teenaged Mothers
About 47% have mothers who began having children when they
were teenagers. By contrast, less than 25% of all young children
have mothers who began their childbearing as teenagers.

¢e* Six In Ten Have Onme Or Both Parents Working
Nearly 3 in 10 arc in traditional two-parent families where the father
works and the mother is a homemaker; just over 2 in 10 are in single-
parent families in which the lone parent is in the labor force; about 1
in 10 is in a two-parent family where both parents work.

¢+ ¢ Two-Thirds Have Mothers With Ne¢ Recent Work Experience
Although a majority of poor children tave ecither a father or mother
who works, nearly two-thirds of young children in poverty have
mothers with no recent experience in the paid labor force. More
than a third live in mother-only families in which the mother bas
not worked at all in the past year.

¢** Few Have College Graduate Parents Or Mothers Who Work
Year Round
Less than 4 percent of young children in poverty have a parent in
the household who is a college graduate. By contrast, one-quarier of
all children under 6 have at least onme college-graduate parent. Only 4
percent of these children have a mother who works full-time, year
round, compared to one-fifth of all young children. Finally, less than
7 percent of poor young children are in a two-parent family in
which both parents are cumently working. In contrast, more than a
third of all young children are in such families.

s 5% Less Than 4 Quarter Are In Families With Four Or
More Chiidren
The mean number of children in families below the poverty level
with children under 18 fell from 3.03 in 1970 to 2.22 in 1986. The
comparable numbers for all familics with children were 2.33 in 1970
and 1.83 in 1986. Less than a quarter of young poor children live in
families with four or more children. For all children under 6, 13
percent are in families with four or more children.

(Zill, Krysan, Stief, & Peterson, 1989, pp. 10-13.)

Among other findings documented by Zill and his colleagues in their study

of our nation's poor children under age six are the following:
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*¢* More than 2.7 million live in families that are near-poor
(their families have an income that is between the
poverty line and 1.5 times the poverty line). Thirteen
percent of all chiidren under 6 are near-poor; the near-
poor and the poor together comprise 36 percent of the
population of young children in. this country.

*** In 1986, about 60 percent of young children In poverty
received cash assistance through the AFDC program,

®** Enrollments of 3- and 4-year-olds in early education
programs have been consistently lower for children from
low-income families than for those who are not poor. In
1977, 33% of 3- and 4-year-olds from non-poor families
were enrolled, and 26 percent of poor 3- and 4-year-olds
were enrolled. In 1986, 42 percent of those from non-poor
families attended school, while only 27 percent of those
from poor families did. However, poor and non-poor 5.
year-olds are equally likely to be enrolled in early
education programs. In 1986, 87% of the non-poor and
86% of the poor S-year-olds were enrolled.

*%* Among school-aged children, the proportion of poor
children with chronic health limitations is nearly twice
that of non-poor children, suggesting that a substantial
minority of young poor children have undiagnosed
conditions that are only discovered when they reach
school.

*** Almost one-third of poor young children live in families
that are not eligible for Medicaid coverage, do not get
heaith insurance coverage through their employers, and
cannot afford to purchase it on their own. As of 1986, 30
percent of poor children under 6 lived in families with no
health insurance for the child. The comparable
proportion for all children under 6 was 20 percent; for
those with incomes of twice the poverty level or higher,
1¢ percent.

(Zill, Krysan, Stief, & Peterson, 1989).

Almost 50% of all U.S. children living in a family headed by a person 25
years of age or younger are poor. One-third of all children living in a family
headed by a person 30 years of age or younger are poor. The poverty rate for
children living in a family headed by a person 30 years of age or younger rose

from 19% to 36% between 1967 and 1987 (Reed & Sautter, 1990; U.S. Bureau of the
Census, 1989),
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The chances of a child being poor who lives in a family headed
by a woman exceed 50%. The average income for female-headed houscholds
with children is $11,299 as compared with $36,206 for married couples with
children (Hodgkinson, 1989). More than 56% of families headed by a single-black
woman are poor; the poverty rate for Hispanic female heads of houschold is an
even larger 59% (Reed & Sautter, 1990). However, it should be pointed out that
living in a single-parent family household does not necessarily caus¢ povernty as
approximately one-half of our country’s poor children currently live with both
parents.

A major factor which contributes to the poor economic status of many
young families in today's socicty is the disproportionate amount of income which
must be used for housing. Single parents today pay 58% of their income for rent.
In 1988, young single parents who have children living with them paid 81% of
their total income for remt. Im addition, recent data suggest that 45% of ail
poverty families pay more than 70% of their annual incomes in rent.

(Hodgkinson, 1989).

Contrary to popular belief, poverty is not restricted to inner cities. Fewer
than 9% of America's poor live in our nation's core cities. Clearly, the poverty
tate is highest in central cities. However, the largest number of poor people live
in rural areas, small towns, and small metropolitan areas. Almost one in three
urban children and one in four rural children live in families whose incomes are
below the poverty level.

Rural poor children frequently escape widespread public attention because
they arc more isolated and geographically much more disperse. Also, according to

the findings of the recently published National Commission on Children Interim

47



41

Report (March 31, 1990), these children often go relatively unnoticed because
they "live in families in which at least one parent works and are less likely to rely
on public assistance” (p. 21).

Although rural poverty is not limited to any one racial or ethnic group, it
is "extensive and persistent in minority communities, especially among southern
blacks, Native Americans, and the families of black and Hispanic migrant workers
nationwide™ (National Commission on Children, 1990, p. 21).

The overall poverty rate for children in 1983 was about 22%. The rate in
central cities of metropolitan areas was 31%. The rate for children in
nonmetropolitan (mainly rural) arcas was 24%, while the poverty rate for
children in noncentral (mainly suburban) portions of metropolitan areas was
only 13% (Natriello, McDill, & Pallas, 1990)., Thus, while we often tend to think of
poverty as only an immer city problem, it is important to recognize that "poverty
rates in some rural areas have reached 50% or higher, and that 28% of today's
poor live in suburbia” (Reed & Sautter., 1990).

Poverty rates do not vary substantially across regions of the country. The
highest regional poverty rate for children is in the South -- 24.3%; the lowest is
found in the Northeast and Mid-Atlantic regions -- 20.2% (Natriello, McDill, &

Pallas, 1990; U.S. House of Representatives Select Committee Report, 1985).

EBoverty and Ethmic/Racigl Minority Status

Another popular contemporary misconception is that the vast majority of
poor children in the US. today are members of racial or ethnic minority groups.
Poverty is not directly related to race or ethnicity. Two-thirds of
poor Americans are white. It is estimated that one out of every seven
white children living in America today is poor (Children's Defense Fund,

1989; Children's Defense Fund, 1990a; Reed & Sautter, 199Q).
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Minority children arc more likely to live in a single-parent family than
are white children -- another major indicator associated with educational
disadvantage. For example, in 1988 approximately three-fifths of biack children,
and just over onc-third of Hispanic children werc living in single-parent or
neither-parent families. On the other hand, less than ome-fifth of white children
under 18 years of age were living in single-parent families during the same year

(U.S. Burcau of the Census, 1989).

&MMEQMMMR In 1987, for example, the poverty rate for
white children in the U.S. was 12%; for black children, the rate was 46%; and for
Hispanic children, the poverty ratc was about 40%. Although blacks and
Hispanics comprised approximately one-quarter of the under-18 population in
1987, they represented about one-half of the cnildrem living in poverty

(Natriello, McDill, & Pallas, 1990; U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1988).

The Income Gap in U, S, Is Widening

The income gap between the rich and the poor in the United
States is widening at an unprecedented rate. In 1988, the poorest 20% of
families received less than 5% of the national income, while the wealthiest 20%
received 44%, the largest sharc ever recorded (Hodgkinson, 1989; Reed & Sautter,
1990). Using Congressional Budget Office data on income and taxes, a recent study
conducted by the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, a liberal research group,
indicated that the bottom 40 percent of Americans will receive 14.2 percent of
total after-tax income reccived by all groups in 1990, while the top 1 percent will
receive 12.6 percent. Results of this study suggest that the “richest 2.5 million
people havc nearly as much total income as the 100 million Americans with the

lowest incomes”.
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As shown in Figure 4, the number of U.S. children living in poventy is

cxpected to steadily increase in the next three decades.

Projected Number of U.S. Children in Poverty,

1887-2020 (in millions)

Millions

1987 1990 2000 2010 2020

Figure 4. Source: Schooling Disadvantaged Children: Racing Against Catastrophe,
G. Natriello, E. L. McDill, & A. M. Pallas, 1990, Teachers College Press.

The Working Poor

Another popular misconception about the poor which has been dispelled
by recent statistics is that "the poor don't work.” The poor often are regarded as

little more than "drains om our cconomy” or even worse, as "welfare cheats.” Yet,

according to recent U.S. Burcau of the Census data, pearly ope-half of the heads of

Full-time

work at the minimum wage by the head of a family of three leaves that family
$2,500 below the poverty line (Reed & Sautter, 1990). What frequently is ignored
is that most new jobs being created today are very low-skilled service jobs, with

low pay and few, if any, benefits.
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The ranks of the working poor in America have dramatically inccizsed in
recent years. In 1987, the number of poor people who worked full-time: full year
was 42.9 percent higher than in 1978, despitc the fact that the overall poverty
rate declined during this period. Altogether, 562,000 more people in 1987 than in
1978 worked full-time, yesr round, yet lived in poverty (Shapiro & Greenstein,

1989).

The [ E

Children living in families with incomes below the poverty line
are nearly twice as likely to be retained a grade as are children in
nonpoverty families (Bianchi, 1984). Also, according to some recent studies,
children from the lowest-income families are twice as likely to drop
out of school (Stedman, Salganik, & Celebuski, 1988).

Interestingly, mandatory student retention policies which bave been in
effect in many of our nation's schools during the past decade, currently are being
widely criticized relative to their efficacy (Olson, 1990). Critics of student-
retention policies cite recent research which indicates that not only doesn't
retention help students academically, but it may have an adverse effect upon
them emotionally -- and actually increase rather than decrease their likclibood of
dropping out of school. Most retention policies have been tied to student
performance on standardized achievement tests. In this regard, several high-
ranking state school officials presemtly arc calling for other methods than

retention for assisting low-achieving students, many from poverty families.
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Race/Ethnicity

Of all of the factors associated with ecducational disadvantage, racial/ethnic
minority status probably is the most commonly cited. In particular, black and
Hispanic children and youth traditionally have performed poorer than white

children on various standardized academic achicvement tests.

Performance on Standardized Tesis

The reading, writing, and mathematics skills of black and
Hispanic children are substantially below those of white children at
ages 9, 13, and 17 as measured by the National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP) (Applebee, Langer. & Mullis, 1988; Dossey,
Mullis, Lindquist, & Chambers, 1988). In 1986, the average 17-ycar old black
student was performing only slightly betier than the average 13-year old white
youth on standardized rcading and math tests, while Hispanic 17-year-old youth,
although scoring slightly higher than black youth of the same age in
mathematics, scored about the same in reading (Applebee, Langer. & Mullis, 1988).

Figure § shows thc average reading proficiency for whites, blacks, and
Hispanics on the 1988 NAEP. Figure 6 shows the average writing achicvement for
whites, blacks, and Hispanics on the 1988 NAEP.

22



Average Reading Proficiency, 1988
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Figure 5. Source: National Assessment of Educational Progress

Average Writing Achievement, 1988
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Figure 6. Source: National Assessment of Educational Progress

There is evidence, however, that the academic performance of
black students is improving. For example, 1988 NAEP test results show that
black students at all ages demonstrated steady, significamt growth in mathematics

between 1982 and 1986. Yet, their scores continued to be substantially below those
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of white children. Also, between 1984 and 1989, blacks' Scholastic Aptitude Tests
(SAT) scores rose by 22 points (737 out of a possible 1,600), while overall scores
rosc by only 6 points on this test (903 out of a possible 1,600) (Rothman, 1990c).

Although there cxist some recent data which suggest that the academic
performance gap between ecthmic/racial minority youth and white youth may be
narrowing, therc continues to be a significant discrepancy between these groups.
Further, this gap between white and non-white youth may sactually be much
larger than it appears. National achievement test results include only those
children and youth who are ecmrolled in school. Because black and Hispanic
children are far more likely to drop out of school than are white children in the
United States, the ecducational achievement gap between these two groups may be
underestimated (Natricllo, Pallas, & McDill, 1990).

Data from the October 1986 Current Population Survey (Bruno, 1988)
indicated that 17.3% of black respondents and 38.2% of Hispanic respoudents aged
22 to 24 ncither were cnrolled in school nor were high school graduates, as
compared with only 13.9% of white respondents within the same age group (cited
in Natricllo, Pallas, & McDill, 1990, p. 18). In some inner citics the dropout rate for
biack and Hispanic youth exceeds 60 percent (Aspira, 1983).

Heserogeneous Nawure of Hispasic Subgroups

As pointed out by Natriello, Pallas, and McDill (1990), considerable diversity
exists among Hispanics currently living in the United States. There are
substantial social and economic differences among Hispanic subgroups. For
example, in 1987, 38% of families of Puerto Rican origin were living below the
poverty line, compared to 26% of families of Mexican and other Hispanic origin,
19% of familics of Central and South American origin, and 14% of Cuban-origin
families. Families of Puerto Rican origin were nexrly three times as likely to be
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living in poverty in 1987 than Cuban-origin families, and twicc as likely as
families of Central and South American origin (U.S. Burcau of the Census, 1988;
Natriello, Pallas, & McDill, 1990, p. 20).

Therefore, one must be careful not to over-generalize when drawing
relationships between likely cducational disadvantage and Hispanic populations.
They, indeed, are a very heterogencous group. Based upon available data,
however, onc could infer that children from families of Puerto Rican origin,
because of their reported economic levels, arc presently at much higher risk for

cducational disadvantage tham arc other Hispanic-origin children.

Qverrepresenta-ion in Special Education

Black and Hispanic children and youth are also far more likely
to be placed In special education programs than are white children
and youth in the United States. The overrepresentation of minority
children who are identified as handicapped and subsequently placed in specisl
cducation programs has been widely criticized in the literature (MacMiilan,
Hendrick, & Watkins, 1988; MacMillan, 1989; National Coalition of Advocates for
Students, 1989; Reschly, 1981, 1985, 1988).

Despite these long-term, consistent charges that many of the instruments
which are used to identify minority children as handicapped arc
racially/cthnically biased, minority children continue to be substantially
overrepresented in our nation's special education programs. Data coliected by the
National Coalition of Advocates for Students provide solid support that black
children and youth, in particular, are overrepresented in this area.

In its 1988 report which analyzed the U.S. Department of Education's Office

of Civil Rights data coliected on 3,378 sample schoo! districts throughout the
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United States during the 1986-1987 school year, The National Coalition of
Advocates for Students cited the following:

Although biack students constituted only 16% of all public
school students, 35% of all students classified as educable mentally
retarded were black; 27% of all students classified as trainable
mentally retarded and as seriously emotionally disturbed were black;
only 8% of our school's gifted and talented students were black. Also,
30% of all students who were expelied were black, and finally --
despite representing only 16% of the overall public school
enroliment during this period, 31% of all students who were
documented as having received corporal punishment were black
children (The National Coalition of Advocates for Students, 19882).

Cleasly, not all children from racial/ethnic minority families are
educationally disadvantaged. However, being a member of a racial/minority
family certainly increases the likelihood of cducational disadvantage. Minority
racial/ethnic group identity is not independent from the other major indicators
of educational disaﬁvanmge. For example, black and Hispanic children are more
likely to be living poverty-level houscholds; they are more likely to be living in
single-parent familics; they are more likely to be living in familics with poorly
educated parents, especially mothers; and Hispanic children are more likely to be
less proficient in English. Each of these indicators has been shown to be related.

Therefore, it is not simply being a member of a racial/ethnic minority
group which tends to place these children at higher risk of educational failure.
Because they are also more likely to suffer from other conditions and factors
which have been demonstrated to correlate with being educationally
disadvantaged, the risk factor is substantially higher for racial/ethnic minority

children.
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Living In Single-Parent Families

Changing Family Demographics in U. S,

Family structure in America today is vastly different from what it was in
the 1950s and 1960s. As stated by Hodgkinson (1989), "Today the 'Leave It To
Beaver household seems very atypical. The American family is now one¢ person
smaller than in 1950. Although most of us arc marricd, over one-third of all
marriages performed in 1988 were second marriages for at least one
partner. Divorce is more common. It is estimated that over one-balf of all of
today's new marriages will end in divorce. Twenty-three percent of all children
born today are bom outside of marriage” (Hodgkinson. 1989).

In 1986, some 23 million children -- more than one-third of all
U.S. children under age 18 -- were living in some arrangement othe:
than a two-parent family in which both biological parents were
prese f More than 13 million were living with their mothers only,
76% more than in 1970. Nearly 1.6 million were living with their
fathers only, double the number in 1970. And approximately 5.5
million were living with one biological parent and one step-parent
(Zill & Rogers, 1989, p. 137).

Minority children are much more likety to live in a single-parent family
than are white children. According to U.S. Burcau of the Census data, in 1988
approximately three-fifths of black children and just over one-third of Hispanic
children under 18 years old werc living in single-parent families (Natriello,
McDill, & Pallas, 1990; U.S. Burcau of the Census, 1989).

Due to declining birthrates, the proportion of children to adults has
decreased in recent years. Whereas in 1960, children under age 18 made up more

than a third of thc U.S. population, they currently represent just over a quarter of
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our population. However, the number of young children has started to rise again,
reflecting the increasing number of adults in their childbearing years, with the
total number projected to be about 67 million by the year 2000. The proportion of
children is expected to remain relatively constant, at about 25 percemt (Zill &
Rogers, 1988).

Altkough fertility rates (births per 1,000 women ages 15 to 44 years) have
fallen since 1970 among virtually all age and race groups, and are expected to
remain low in future years, the fertility rates for black and Hispanic women
remain somewhat higher than nonminority rates. Also, the fertility rates among
better educated women have declined more sharply than for less educated women.
Thus, in the past several decades, growing numbers of U.S. children
have come from the least well-off segments of society (Zill & Rogers,
1988).

In addition, in recent years large numbers of Hispanics and Caribbean
blacks of childbearing ages have immigrated to the United States. Therefore, it is
expected that the child population in the year 2000 will not only be larger, but it
will also contain a larger proportion of minority youth. It is projected that
bilack children will constitute 17 percent of the U.S. child population
by the year 2000, now 15%; and Hispanic children will constitute 13
percent of this population s compsred to the curremt 10 percent (Zill

& Rogers, 1988; U.S. Burcau of the Census, 1984).

Relationship of Family Structure to Well-Being

Family structure is closely linked to poverty. Children living
in single-parent households are far more likely to be Impoverished
than those children living in two-parent households. Among children

who grew up in the 1970s, nearly three-quarters who spent at least some time in a
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single-parent family lived in poverty at least part of the time. More than a third
(37.8%) of these children spent at least 4 ycars of their first decade in poverty,
and one in five (21.8% lived in poventy for 7 or more of their first 10 years.
Conversely, children living continuously in a two-parent, male-headed family
have but a 20% chance of living in poverty at least one year in their first ten, and
only a 2% chance of being poor continuously from “irth to age 10 (Ellwood, 1988,
cited in Natriello, McDill, & Pallas, 1990).

Increasingly, family structure appears to be the chief determinant of
whether or not a child will grow up in poverty. Children in single-parent
families are five times as likely to be poor as children born to
married couples, especially those families headed by a single female
parent (more than 50% are poor). Although many children in two-parent
families also experience poverty, “"marriage and the earnings of a male-head-of-
household are often a buffer against sustained econmomic disadvantage” (National
Commission on Children, 1990, p. 33).

Nevertheless, it must be recognized that parental employment does not
always guarantee an escape from poverty. Among poor, two-parent families, 44%
have a full-year, full-time worker. Another 25% have one or two adults who work
at least part-time or part of the year. Almost 40% of poor single mothers work at
least part-time or part-year.

In many respects, these working poor families face the
harshest dilemma of all Their incomes preclude or seriously
diminish welfare payments, food stamps, and other means-tested
forms of public assistance. To the extent that a family's Medicaid
participation is pegged to eligibility to receive Aid to Families with
Dependent Children, working poor families often have no health

coverage, since many low-paying jobs do mnot include insurance
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benefits. For single mothers and two-earner families with low

incomes, child care expenses can consume more than & third of their

annngl incomes (National Commission on Children, 1990, p. 34).

Eemale Heads of Households

Where a female head-of-houschold parent lives in America determines to a
significant extent how much public assistance she can or cannot expect to
support her family. Monthly welfare benefits vary widely among states.
For cxample, as of January 1989, monthly welfare benefits for a family of three
headed by a mother who has no other income ranged from a low of $118 in
Alabama to a high of $740 in Alaska. Mothers who fit this family configuration in
the South and Southwest were particularly hurt by state variation in welfare
benefits - Mississippi - $120; Tennessee - $173; Texas - $184; Arkansas - $204;
South Carolina - $206; and Kentucky - $218.

In contrast, monthly welfare benefits for a family of three headed by a
mother who has no other income were substantially higher in other states,
especially those in the Northeast, e¢.g., Vermont - $629; Massachusctts - $579; New
York - $535; Connecticut - $534; Rhode Island - $517. Other states who provided
monthly payments of $500 or more to mothers fitting this family configuration in
January 1989 were the following: California - $633; Hawaii - $557; Minnesota -
$532; and Wisconsin - $517 (Family Support Administration, Department of Health
and Human Services, cited in Family Affairs, 2 (2-3), 1989, Institute for American
Values, p. 7).

Family S { Educational Achi \re Linked

Lower Student Performance. Children living in single-parent families

tend to score lower on standardized tests (Natriello, McDill, & Pallas, 1990), receive
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jower grades in school (Milne, Myers, Rosenthal, & Ginsburg, 1986), and are
almost twice as likely to drop out of school than children from two-parent families
(Steadman, Salganik, & Celebuski, 1988).

Living in a single-parent houschold, of course, does not always translate
into educational disadvantage. However, it does represent a high risk factor for
school failure. Single-parent houscholds are more likely to be poorer. Most are
headed by women who typically make lower wages. Further, racial/ethnic
minorities are disproportionately represented in single-parent houscholds.  For
many of these children, therefore, living in a single-parent household
represents but just one of several interrelated factors which tend o place
children at educational disadvantage.

An opposing viewpoint. David Blankenhomu, president of the Institute for
American Values, a8 conservative private organization which focuses its efforts on
policy issues affecting American families, takes major issue with those politicians
and advocacy groups which have been claiming that present American family
demographics are vastly different from those which existed during the 1950s:

What is today's most repeated statistic about the American family? Surely it

is that fewer than ten percent of families today fit the old "Ozzie and

Harriet” model of homemaker Mother and breadwinner Father -- yct this

dramatic statistic su..ers from onc defect. It ain't true. In fact it is a false

and pemicious claim -- mathematically false, since the numbers don't add
up, and socially pemicious, since it secks to help one type of family by
belittling another.

Over one-third of all families with pre-school children are "Ozzie and

Harriet”: bomemaker mothers married 10 breadwinner fathers. They

comprise the nation's largest single category ¢i families with young

children. Among all mothers with pre-schoolers, well over half are either
pot cmployed, or employed only part-time. So despite the marked trend
toward maternal employment and family diversity in recent decades, the
under-ten percent claim simply does not reflect reality (Blankenhom,

1989, p. 10).

Blankenhorn (1989) accused some national leaders of distorting Burcau of

Labor and Bureau of the Census statistics to suppon their less than ten percent

bl
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claim, implying that these "distorted statistics” will help their legislative agenda,
¢.8.. passage of child care proposals.

Blankenhorm (1989) arguing that "all American families deserve support,
pot just some” (p. 11) [presumably the poor] suggested that the ten percenters
employ two basic techniques to distort their figures:

First, they boost the number of "working" families by merging full time

and part time matemal employment into one category of "working." They

do it despitc basic differences between the two types of employment which
relate directly to childbearing and family. Thus millions of mothers whose

primary occupation is at-bome childrearing, but who hold a job for only a

few hours each week, or a few weeks each year, are suddenly re-defined as

primarily “"working" parents

The second technique for shrinking the percentage of “"traditional”

families is even more distorting. It simply shifts the basis of comparison --

not once but twice. The logical way to measure "traditional” childrearing is

o compare traditional families to other families with children. If we

instead compare them to all other families, with or without children, we

arbitrarily swell the "npon-traditional ranks with millions of newly-wed,

"empty nest” and other childless families... then, they go even further:

they measure "Qzzie and Harriet" against the combined weight of every
single household in the pation (Blankenhom, 1989, p. 10).

Clearly, statistics and data bases can be manipulated to support one's
specific political, economic, and/or economic agenda. It is imporant, therefore,
that policymakers be presented with information which represents diverse
viewpoints and analyses in order for them to make fully informed decisions.
Nevertheless, despite the claims of critics such as Blankenhorn, there does appear
to exist a general consensus among demographers that the makeup of the
American family has changed substantially since the 1950s. Today, there are
substantially more single-parent families, especially those headed by females.
Further, there are substantially more tamily situations in which both parents are

working.
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Educational Level of Mother

Chiidren of poorly educated mothers (1) perform worse
academically, and (2) leave school earlier than children of Dbetter
educated mothers. According to 1986 NAEP test results, children of poorly
educated mothers scored lower than children of better educated mothers in both
reading and mathematics at every age level measured. with the most pronounced
difference occurring in mathematics. For example, of the third grade children
participating in the 1986 NAEP, only 46% of those children whose mothers had not
completed high school scored above level 200, beginning skills and
understanding, on the mathematics proficiency test, while 73% of those children
whose mothers were at least high school graduates attained that level of mastery
(Natrielio, McDill, & Pallas, 1990).

Maternal education also is related to the likelihood of dropping out of
school. Barro and Kolstad (1987), in their analysis of High School and Beyond
data, documented that children in families where the mother has not completed
high school are two to three times more likely to drop out of high school than
those children in families where the mother has obtaineZ more schooling.

The educational level of the mother is especially important because it is the
mother who usually is the primary caretaker in single-parent households. Many
of these mothers either do not work or hold low-paying jobs. Clearly, their
chances of being poor are much higher than for children who live in two-parent
families.

In 1987, approximately 20% of all children under age 18 lived with mothers
who had not completed high school, with a disproportionate number of these
children being black and Hispamic. Nearly 30% of black youth living in families

where the mother was present, had mothers who had not finished high school.
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Over 50% of Hispanic children living in the same family structure had mothers
who had not completed high school. In contrasi, about 87% of all white children
living in families with the mother present had mothers who had at least
completed high school (Natricllo, McDill, & Pallas, 1990; U.S. Bureau of the Census,
1988).

Mothers who are better educated themselves tend to have more contact with
their children's schooling. They are more apt to have a higher "comfort level”
when approaching school persomnel. In contrast, mothers who performed
relatively poorly during their own school years. and particularly those who
dropped out of school, are less likely to become actively involved in their own
children's cducational programs. Very simply, many of these mothers find
schools extremely intimidating and threatening partially because of their own
schooling experiences.

Thus, the cycle of educational disadvantage tends to perpctuate itself.

Being a poorly educated mother increases the likelihood of having poorly
cducated children. The likelihood of educational disadvantage is even greater in
these environments because poorly educated mothers are disproportionately poor.
more likely to be a member of a racial/ethnic minority group, and more apt to be

living in a singlc-parent houschold.

Transpertation Systems and Foverty

We have divided our discussion above into discrete sections, but our list is
by no means all-inClusive nor are the factors themselves independent in their
effect. For example, the development of metropolitan transportation systems
arguably exacerbates the problems of poverty. Hodgkinson (1989) argued that the
metro and highway systems of our cities were designed for suburban commuters

going to a subusbap job. These systems arc of little help to the inmer city mother
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struggling with getting her children to child care so that she may get to work.
Similarly, they fail to meet the necds of other high-risk individuals, such as
persons with disabilities and the clderly. In fact, Hodgkinson stated of our
transportation systems, "This is a great system for the vﬁong people... If the
transportation system gocs down, S0 do education, health, and govemment” (pp. 9-

11).
Non- Or Limited-Engiish Proficiency

Ac erf,

Students whose primary language is other than English (PLOTE)
or who have limited English proficiency (LEP) are at a distinct
disadvantage in our nation's public schools. These students not only
often encounter academic obstacles but many also arc forced to deal with
emotional and social obstacles.

Little agreement exists relative to either precise definition or actual size of
this vastly growing population of students within our schools. Likewisc, wide
differences of opinion cxist regarding what are the most effective and
appropriate methodologies and cumricula for these students. Nevertheless, there
is agreement among most educators and parents that unless some rather drastic
changes occur in how these students are educated, the problem will only
exacerbate.

Baratz-Snowden, Rock, Pollack, & Wilder (1988) concluded from their
analysis of the 1985-1986 NAEP special survey of language minority children that
Hispanic, Asian, and native American children not only performed more poorly
than their white peers, but also that the use of a non-English language in the

home was not pearly as impeortant in influencing children's academic
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achiecvement as whether or not a child is competent in English (cited in Pallas,
Natriclio, & McDill, 1989, p. 17).

Because the population of PLOTE and LEP students is so diverse, and further,
because there is little agreement regarding how to most accurately measure the
language phenomenon, it has been cxtremely difficult to obtain "hard data” on
these students. However, some researchers suggested that data from the 1986
NAEP provide cvidence of the educational achicvements of children with limited
English proficiency:

Cur own unpublished tabulations of third-graders' responses [1986 NAEP]
indicate that children who are cxposed to or speak a language other than
English at home score lower in both reading (in English) and math than
their peers. In reading for instance, the average score of third graders
who spcak a language other than English at home at lesst some of the time
is approximately 36.7, while for third graders who speak only English at
home, the average score is about 38.5. The difference in performance
between the two groups represents ghout two-tenths of a standard deviation
(rclative to all third-graders).

Our best guess is that a difference of this size puts third-grade children
who speak a language other than English at home at least some of the time
about half a year behind other third-graders who speak only English at
home. A gsimilar gap is observed in mathematics proficiency. Of the third-
graders who speak a language other than English at home at Icast some of
the time, about 59% scored above level 200, beginning skills and
understanding.  But, among those third-grade children who speak only
English at home, approximately 69% scored above level 200. Even in
mathematics performance, then, language usage can be consequential
(Natricllo, McDill, & Pallas, 1990, p. 26).

Natriello, McDill, and Pallas (1990) further suggested that the differences
in academic achievement between these two populations of students are even
greater when the freguency with which languages other than English are

spoken at home. In both reading and mathematics proficiency 1986 NAEP
measures, third-graders who reported that a language other than English is often

spoken in the home were alrcady a full year or more behind their predominantly

English speaking peers.

bb



Children with limited-English proficiency also are more likely to drop out
of school than are children from homes :n which English is spoken exclusively.
Among sophomores in the High School and Beyond study, those students from
homes where only a non-English lsnguage was spoken were more than twice as
likely to drop out of high school as students from homes where English was the
sole or primary language (Salganik and Celebuski, 1987, as cited in Natriello,
McDill, & Pallas, 1990).

Nonacademic Problems

Poor academic performance is not the oniy problem faced by many PLOTE
and LEP childre. and youth in our schools and society. These children represent
a very hetcrogencous group in terms of native language, degree of acculturation,
socioeconomic status, ethnic values and customs. Frequently their cultural and
language diversity not only is not valued nor respected, but often it is totally
rejected (Davis & McCaul, 1990).

Ethnic and cultural customs of these students often are not understood by
their peers and teachers. For cxample, children from some cultures tend io be
more passive in group secttings. Thus, a child's "lack of verbal responsiveness”
could be misinterpreted by teachers as lack of interest or motivation. Likewise,
children from still other cultural backgrounds may manifest behaviors in the
classroom or in the community which are perceived of as being verbally or
physically aggressive. In reality, these verbalizations and physical behaviors
may not represent overt acts of defiance or disrespect but rather they are

reflective of cultural or subcultural norms.
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Size of Population

There is little agreement among U.S. bureau and agency officials relative to
the actual number of children and youth who arc non or limited-English
proficient ir today's public schools. Different indicators of dependency and
criteria are employed to determine, for example, which children “"qualify” as
being within the category of limited-Epglish proficient. The estimated number of
LEP children in the United States during 1986 ranged from 1.2 million to 2.6
millicn. However, many observers contend that these numbers are very
conservative and substantially underestimate the actwal number of children
within this category.

Regardless of the differences which exist relative to estimating the actual
size of PLCTE and LEP students in vur schools and broader society, there is no
question that this population is rising dramatically in the United States and is
likely to continue to do so in subsequert years. In particular, there has recently
been a large influx of immigrant -studems. especially those from Third World

countries, into our public schools.

Incregse in Number of Immigrant Students

According to a recent analysis of preliminary United States 1990 census
data, approximately 30 percent of our nation's population growth during the 1980s
appcars to have been duc to immigration (sce Figure 7). Demographers estimate
that between 7 million and 9 million immigrants, legal and illegal, arrived in the
United States during the 1980s. At no other time since the 1920 U.S. Census has so
much population growth been attributable to migration from foreign lands (cited
in Sege, 1990, pp. 1, 18).

This recent influx of immigrant students already has helped change the

"facc of American cducation” in many cities. In 1988, it was estimated that as
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many as 2.7 million school-aged immigrants resided in the United States. Many of
these recent immigrants, mostly Asian, Hispanic, and Caribbean, have tended to
settle in certain states (c.g., Califomia, Florida, Texas, New York, and
Massachusetts) and have had a major impact upon schools in these states. For
example, more than one-third of San Francisco United School District's students

primary language is other than English (Davis & McCaul, 1990).

Changing Face of America

Net immigration as percent of total US growth
1980-80 30%
1970-80
1960-70
1950-60
1340-50
1'30-40
*720-30
1910-20

294 %

foomm @i ot

Figuic 7. Source: Boston Sunday Globe. September 2, 1990.

A report prepared by the National Coalition of Advocates for Students, New
Yoices: Immigrant Students in U.S. Public Schools (1988b), provides a
comprehensive and vivid portrayal of the current status of educational
opportunities for these students:

Despite the fact that every immigrant child has the legal right of access to
a free public education, serious problems with access exit. Many schools
discourage immigrant children from enrolling. Once inside the
schoolbouse, these children continue to experience barriers to a
comprehensive and effective education. (p. xii)

Immigrant students need years to leam a new language and make difficult
adjustments; but most U.S. schools are not structured to provide this time.
Immigrant students are more likely to be retained in-grade and
inappropriately placed in low academic tracks on the basis of language

R
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limitations or slow academic progress. The cumulative effects of these

experiences often cause immigrant students to leave school ecarly, and

create great cmotional stress. (p. xii).

Recent school reforms have produced schools that are meritocratic, less
flexible, and less able to respond to the needs of highly diverse student

populations.  Unless schools are restructured in fundamental ways, school
success will elude large numbers of immigrant students. (p. xii).

U. S Is Becoming More Dijyerse

In recent years the United States has experienced a pronounced shift in
demography. We are increasingly becoming a nation of cultural diversity and
minorities. In 1986, minorities represented approximately 30% of public school
enrollments in the United States. It is projected that by 2000, 40% of our
public school students will be representatives of some ethnic/racial
minority group.

In 1988 there were at least six states with a black, Hispanic, Asian, and
American Indian public school eanrollment of 35% or more, and another twelve
states in which these students made up between 25% and 34% of the enroliment
(Ramirez, 1988). The number of minority students in many large city school
systems approaches or exceeds 80% (Plisko & Stern, 1985). In Texas,

approximately half of all kindergarten students are Hispanic (Yates, 1986).

ica
The face of America is in the process of changing in still sthcr ways.
Clearly America is getting older. The median age of America was 28 in 1970,
30 in 1980, and it is projected to be 36.5 by 2000 and 39 by 2010 if current trends
continue. The number of persons over age-65 is expected to double by 2010.
Presently 28% of the total federal budget is allocated to the elderly. Given the

expected increase in the total number and proportion of elderly citizens by 2010,
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it is very likely that the competition between our youth and senior citizens for

fiscal support will become even keener in the future.
Special Education

Traditionally, many students who displayed leaming difficultics were
served by the special education system in our public schools. But, special
education has changed drastically in the last twenty-five years, and it has
developed into a complex system with its own administrative and regulatory
guidelines. This development has led some authors to refer to it as "the second
system of education” (Reynolds, Wang, & Walberg, 1988). In this section, we will
briefly: (1) outline some of the major changes which have occurred in special
education, and (2) discuss the impact of this System on the future of our nation's

children.

Historical O .

For many years, handicapped students were denied basic access to public
education. It was not until the mid-twenticth century that these students could
consistently be found in public schools and then omly in separate, scgregated
classroc;ms for the mildly mentally retarded. Children with other handicapping
conditions were generally excluded from public schools, and parents had two
choices: (1) keep them at home, or (2) enroll them in private schools for students
with disabilities. In short, students with disabilities were not viewed as being the
responsibility of public education.

The 1960s and 1970s, however, marked a prolonged and intensive period of
uphcaval and change for the country as a whole as well as for special education

programs in particular. This era is sometimes referred to as the “period of
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legislation, litigation, and advocacy for handicapped rights.” As a logical
outgrowth of the civil rights movement for other minority populations, several
significant judicial decisions (c.8.. Lary P. v. Riles. 1979; 1984; Maryland
Association for Retarded Children v, State of Maryland, 1974; Mills v. Board of
Education, 1972; Pennsylvania Association for Retarded Children (PARC) v.
Commonwealth of Peonsylvania, 1972) challenged the exclusion of students with
handicaps from the public education system (cited in Davis & McCaul, 1988).

The momentum of this advocacy for students with disabilities led to the
passage in 1975 of P.L. 94-142, the Education of All Handicapped Children Act
(EAHCA), which bas resulted in substantial changes in how and where
| handicapped students arc served in our nation's public schools. Both supporters
and critics of EAHCA agree that it has had a profound impact on all aspects of
public education. Perhaps the most significant components of the law arc‘(a) the
requirement that students with handicaps be educated in the least restrictive
environment; (b) the team decision-making process which involves parents as am
cqual partner with the school; (c) the development of an individualized education
plan (IEP) for students with handicaps; and (d) the procedural safeguards for

parents which include the right to appeal schools’ decisions to an independent

hearing officer or the courts.

At the time that EAHCA was passed by Congress in 1975, it was difficult to
forcsce many of the changes that would occur along with the controversies that
would ensue. Even now, in the carly 1990s, it is difficult to predict how our entire
educational system will be affected by the changing special education population,
the increase in resources (both human and fiscal) committed to special education,

and the growing tendency to settle special education disputes in court.
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The types of students considered as having a "handicapping condition” are
specified in EAHCA. Further, this bandicapping condition must adversely affect
the student's cducation and require the provision of special education services.
However, the population of students considered hmd,mmd has changed
drastically. In 1975, leamning Jisabled students constituted 17% of the
handicapped students’ population; in 1087-88, this percentage grew 10 47%; the
percentage of leamning disabled students grew 119% from 1975 1o 1985. In other
words, almost half of today's special education students are classified as leamning

disabled. Figurc 8 shows a breakdown of the special education population in 1988.

Percentage of Students (6-21) Served Under EHA-B and ECIA
(SOP) by Handicapping Condition, School Year 1987-88

6%

9%

BB Loarning Disabled

W Speech Impaired
W Mentally Retarded

15% 47%

0 other

B Emotionally Disturbed

23%

Figure 8. Source: Eleventh Annual Report to Congress, 1989.

As is evident from an cxamination of Figure 8, the categories of leaming
disabled, speech impaired, mentally retarded, and emotionally disturbed constitute

approximately 94% of the special education population. Further, thesc categories
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are growing rapidly. The number of leamning disabled students increased by 2%
between 198(-87 and 1987-88, while the number of speech impaired students
increased by 1.9%. The number of mentally retarded students actually decliged by
3.0%. (The number of emotionally disturbed students increased by .7%.)

More recent figures indicate that 4,587,370 children from birth through
age 21 were served under EAHCA and the Chapter 1 statc-operated programs in
1988-89 Ummmn_m_gmw) This represents an increase of
2.1% over the number served in 1987-88, the largest increase since 1980-81, and
largely reflects the growing ranks of students identificd as leaming disabled and

speech/language impaired.

Currenr Controversies/Regular Education Initiative

Partly because of the sigmificant growth in the leamning disabled
population in recent years, many special education scholars began, in the carly
1980s, to question the basic assumptions underlying the process of assessment,
identification, and place-aent of handicapped students.  Stainback and Stainback
(1984), for example, argued that there were not "two distinct types” of students --
handicapped and nonhandicapped -- but that "all students arc unique individuals,
cach with his/her own set of physical, inteliectual, and psychological
characteristics (p. 103). These authors stated that the current system
discriminated against many cducationally disadvantaged students who did not
"qualify” for special education -- at least, not based on their scores on individual
intelligence and achievement tests.

The questioning of special education policies and practices during the mid
and late 1980s (cmanating largely from within the ficld of special education
itself) has been commenly referred to as the Regular Education Initiative (RED) or

the General Education Initiative (GEI) debate. Presently, this discourse continues
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to be one of the most controversial and intense issues receiving attention in the

special education literature (Camine & Kameecuni, 1990; Davis, 1989, 1990; Davis &
McCaul, 1988; Jenkins, Pious, & Jewell, 1990; Kauffman, 1989; Lilly, 1989; Vergason
& Anderegg, 1989).

the proposed merger of special education and regular education into 3
unitary general education system which would have primary responsibility for
all students in our public schools -- including identified handicapped students as
well as those students who have “other special needs” -- has attracted both strong
advocates and critics.

Proponents of the REi have called for a restructuring of our public
cducation system so that gll students could be better served, arguing that many
past and current policies and practices within the special education paradigm are
based on flawed logic and assumptions, are programm< .ally and cost-
ineffective, and, in many cases, discriminatory (Lilly, 1988, 1989; Lipsky &
Ganner, 1989; Skrtic, 1987; Sapon-Shevin, 1989).

Opponents of the REI generally have argued that the majority of past and
current special cducation policies and practices are essentially sound, and if
abandoned too hastily and without a solid research base to justify such, many
handicapped students would likely suffer irreparable harm -- and further that
both they and their parents likely would lose their hard-eamed due process
rights (Gerber, 1988; Kauffman, 1989; Kecogh, 1988; Licberman, 1990).

Increasingly, psychologists and educators have questioned the validity of
both the discriminative power of the tests employed (Ysseldyke, Algozzine,
Richey, & Graden, 1982) and the IEP team's ability to make decisions (Ysscldyke,
Algozzine, & Mitchell, 1982) relative to the ecligibility and instructional approach
with mildly handicapped students -- particularly the basis for decisions on which

students are trul, caming disabled” and which students arc not. In addition,
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many have questioned whether such a determination truly has educational
relevance: that is, would such a decision really lead to a different instructional
approsch with a particular child (Reynolds, Wang, & Walberg, 1987).

Perhaps Lilly (1986) best stated the position of special education reformers
when he discussed the possibility of a unified system of service delivery:

Special education for students labcled "mildly handicapped,” as curreatly

conceptualized and implemented, over-identifies students, results in

inefficiency in service delivery, and operates counter to mainstreaming
principles.  Supportive services arc needed which are based in regular
cducation, aimed at students who arc low achievers and/or disruptive in
school, do not requirc complex diagnostic testing and labeling of students
as handicapped, and minimize “pull out” of students from normal classroom
activitics. A single coordinated system of service delivery is preferable to
the array of special education programs currenily offered in the schools

(p. 10).

It should be noted that pot all researchers or special educators agree with
the position of these critics or are in favor of the REI;, many educators feel the
basic special education system is sound and neceds to be refined rather than
reformed (Gerber, 1988; Hallaban, Keller, McKinney, Lloyd, & Bryan, 1988; Keogh,
1988: Licberman, 1985; Mesinger, 1985). Nevertheless, this debate presently is
having an impact on more than just special educationm; it is helping to shape the

course of education for the educationally disadvantaged population in genersl.

Many of the critics of the REI feel that the special cducation system needs
to be preserved for the "truly handicapped.” And, if present trends are to
continue, then the number of demonstrably physically and multiply impaired
children is likely to increase. Buehler (cited in Couaterpoipt. 1990) stated that
"twenty-five ycars ago, for every three children bom with severe handicaps, onc
would be alive at the age of 21. Today, for every three children born with a

severe defect, two are alive at the age of 21, and the prediction is that it will be two
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and one-hslf out of three by the year 2000. This means that you've doubled your
population of multiply handicapped just by loagevity” (p. 8).

These statistics suggest that many of these multiply handicapped students
will need a wide variety of individualized programs and services when they reach
school, and that these students will likely strain the human and fiscal resources of
schools to a breaking point. Greer (1990) stated that "no single human segvice
agency, including the schools, has the human and fiscal resources to meet the
peeds of these children and their families™ (p. 383).

Buchler (1990) cited a student with Trisomy 13 whose program "accounted
for the entire special education budget of onec school district” (p. 8). It is probable
that programs for more severely handicapped children may require coordinatrd
programs from a number of agencies involved in medical and social services.
Still, in sddition to the coordination of thesc services from different agencies,
schools will take considerable financial responsibility for the related services
(those services related to the special education program and necessary for the
achievement of IEP gosls) for these students.

Because the related services for these multiply handicapped students may
be cosily, and also becsuse of demands for costly residential programs for special
cducation studenis -- as well as the costs involved in due process hearings and

litigation -- §

gccurring. Noting that it costs, on the average, about two and A half times as
much to educate a special education student, Zirkel (1990) argucd that the costs of
special education have led to resemtment among ecducators, policymakers, and
taxpayers:
Special cducation in the 1990 will tend toward one of two altenatives. The
optimum option would be to dramatically increase the overall budget for

and efficacy of education such that special education’s share would be
healthy and productive. The other -- and much more likely -- scenario is
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that the special education tide will tum: The odds are that the handicapped,
the favored minority of the 1980's and even, assuming that the "Americans
with disabilitics act™ (sic) passes this year, of the early 1990's, face the same
fate as their predecessors, such as black Americans. The needs will starkly
remain, but awareness and action toward addressing them may fade. The
increasing costs, approaches, and competition from other interest groups

add up to the probability of a public backlash (p. 64).

Special education may indeed face difficult times as the
competition for resources, in an aging sand rapidly changing
Awerica, becomes intensified. Special cducation appears 10 be at the
threshold of change. With the population of mildly handicapped students
growing, the lines of distinction between these students and other educationally
disadvantaged students is beginning to blur. In addition, the burgeoning costs of
medically fragile children, extensive related services, and prolonged litigation,
all make special education ripe for reform.

Many of the changes ouilined in other parts of this document are
intensified and muagnified in the special education arena. The entire special
education system may go through a period of painful change -- perhaps
voluntarily, but perhaps through an extensive period of turmoil created by a

public backlash against the current system.

A L R I 2 I I A N Y R Y Y Y Y Y Y S LT

Thus far, this report has focused on indicators of gducational disadvantage.

In contemporary American society there is a growing number of children and
youth who are at risk for broader health, behavioral, and social reasons. Clearly,
some of these children and youth are the same ones who are educationally
disadvantaged. = However, there are many infants, children, and
adolescents in America today who are suffering from much broader

deficits and pain than from educstional disadvantage. In fact, there
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are children who are not having any particular problems
academically, snd may even, in some cases, be excelling in school,
who are at a high level of risk -- for iilness, severe emotional
suffering, or even desath. J

The following sections of this document, focus will shift away from
educational disadvaniage. per s¢. Rather, emphasis is placed on broader health,

social, economic, and vocational concerns and issues involving U.S. children and

youth. Recent developments and emerging trends will be presented and analyzed.
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Vi. TRENDS IN INDICATORS OF PHYSICAL HEALTH OF
CHILDREN IN THE UNITED STATES

A recent report prepared by the U.S. Bureau of ibe Census for the House
Select Committee on Children, Youth, and Families, provided some pessimistic, if
pot startling, statistics regarding the current health status of children in the
United States. Among the major findings of this report, which compared U.Ss.
children with children in 11 other developed countrics, Australia, Canada, France,
West Germany, Hungary, Italy, Japan, Norway, Sweden, the Soviet Union, and the
United Kingdom, and four developing pations, China, India, Isracl, and Mexico
were:
sse QOply the Soviet Union, which has 2§ deaths per 1,000 live
births, has an infant-mortality rate that exceeds the U.S.
rate of 10 deaths per 1,000 live births.
e+ Ppolic immunization rates are 67% higher in Europe than
in the U.S.; diphtheria, tetanus, and pertussis
immunizations are 41% higher.
s*+* Young males in the U.S. are five times more likely to be
murdered than are those in other developed countries. In
Mexico, ' wever, young males are killed at nearly double
the U.S. :ate.
ess QOpe in 10 U.S. teenagers between the ages of 1§ and 19

becomes pregnant, the highest teenage pregnancy rate in
the study.

(cited in Education Week, Yol 1X(27), 3/28/90, p.7; LSA__Today,
March 20, 1990, p. 1).

Mortality Trends

One of the most widely used indicators of health conditions in a society is

the infant mortality rate. The U.S. infant mortality rate (the pruportion of babies
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who dic within the first year of life) in the mid-1980s -- less than 11 infant deaths
per 1,000 live births -- was less than half of what it was in 1960 and only about
onc-third of what it was as receatly as 1950. Although mortality rates provide
only a partial picture of children's health status, these dramatic declines attest to
real improvements in the physical health of our young children (Zill & Rogers,
1988, pp. 54-55).

However, as pointed out by the same authors, "when the U.S. infant
mortality rate is compared with that of other industrialized countries, the United
States ranks onmly seventeenth, behind countries like Japan, the Scandix;avian
countrics, France, Australia, and Britain. Tu's rank is unchanged from 1980 and
contrasts sharply with cur rank in per capita gross national product, which is
second only to Switzerland” (Population Reference Bureau, Inc., 1988 World
Population Data Sheet as cited in Zill & Rogers, 1988, pp. 55-56).

More recent intemational data regarding infant mortality yield even more

disturbing news relative to the declining health status of our mation's children.

The United Nation's Children's Fund publication, te 's Children

199¢ provides the following statistics for the year 1988:

®** 10 babies died for every 1,000 live births in the US. The
United States ranked #19, behind 18 other nations
including Singapore and Hong Kong,

$*%* 13 of 1,000 bables died before their Sth birthdays in the
US.. The United States rsnked #11, behind 20 other
nations including Japan, East Germany, and New Zealand.

®** 7 percent of bables in the U.S. were born at low
birthweight. The United States ranked #29 behind 28
other countries, including Hong Kong, East Germany and
West Germany.

(UNICEF, 1989, The State of the World's Children 1990)
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A report recently released by the National Center for Health Statistics
indicates that the infant mortality rate in the United States dropped slightly in
1989 (9.7 of every 1,000 babies) from that recorded in 1988 (9.9 of every 1,000
babies) (cited in Painter, 1990).

Black infants are especially vulnerable to early death. The
mortality rate for biack infants is twice that for white infants in the
United States -- about the same rate as it was 26 years ago (Hodgkinson,
1989; Reed & Sautter, 1990).

Lack of Prenatal Care

In spite of overwhelming evidence attesting to the valuec of prenatal care
in reducing infant mortality snd prematurity, reducing prenatal discases and
disorders, and preventing low birthweight (LBW), the percentage of pregnant
women recciving adequatc and timely prenmatal carc today has decrecased overall
(Hughes, Johnson, Rosenbaum, Butler, & Simons, 1988; Hughes, Johnson,

Rosenbaum, & Liv, 1989; cited i» Baumeister, Kupstas. & Klindworth, 1990).

*#*¢+ For 1 out of every 20 babies born in the United States, and
for 1 out of every 10 black or Hispanic babies, the mother
has obtained prenatal care either late or not at sll. These
proportions have remained essentially unchanged during
the 1980s (Zill & Rogers, 1988, p. 57).

$%* Pregnant women who are at a higher risk of pot obtaining
timely prenatal care include young teenagers, school
dropouts, unmarried women, and black women (Zill &
Rogers, 1988, p. §7).

¢s¢ 1 of every 4 pregnant women in the U.S. receives no
health care during the critical first trimester of
pregnancy, about 20 percent of white mothers and 38
percent of black mothers. Without care in the first three
months, a mother s three to six times more likely to have
8 premature, low birthweight baby, just the kind who is
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likely not to survive the first year of life. Black infant
mortality in the U.S. is twice the rate of whites
(Hodgkinson, 1989, p. 13).

Recent U.S. government figures indicate that the overall proportion of low
birthweight (LBW) among infants increased to 6.9% in 1987, compared to 6.8% for
1986. Annually, 262,344 babics are bom LBW. A racial disparity again is obvious:
more than twice as many black infanis are borm small when compared to white
babies (12.7% and 5.7% respectively). In addition, LBW increases risks for several
ncurodevelopmental conditions, such as cerecbral palsy, autism, developmental
delay or mental retardation, hearing impairment, and various mental disorders

(Baumeister, Kupstas, & Klindworth, 1990).
Health Insurance Coverage

Poor children are far less likely to have adequate health
insarance. Oaly about two-thirds of children from families below the poverty
linec have some form of health insurance coverage, as opposed to nearly 90
percent of the children in families with incomes of twice the poverty level and
above. In addition, more than 85 percent of children in two-parent families have
health insurance, as compared with less than 70 percent of those children living
in mother-only families. Children with divorced mothers, ironically, are less
likely to be covered than those with necver-married mothers, because the latter
are more likely to be eligible for coverage under the Medicaid program (Zill &
Rogers, 1988, pp. 57-58).

se¢e¢ In 1987, 37 million Americans, including more than 12

million children had no health insurance. Uninsured
children have a 20% greater chance of poor hesith and

are less likely to have proper immunization sagainst
infectious diseases (Reed & Sautter, 1990).
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* ¢+ Nearly one-half of all poor children do not receive
benefits from Medicaid (Reed. & Sautter, 1990).

**¢ QOpe pregnant woman Iin four receives no prenatal
care during the critical first trimester. Such a mother is
three to six times more likely to give birth to a premature,
low birthweight baby who will be at risk for
developmental disgbility or even death. 10.6 of every
1,000 newborns in the U.S. die -- the highest rate in the
developed weorld (Reed & Santter, 1990).

e*+ Only 15 states provided Medicaid coverage in late 1989 to
the full extent that the federal program would fund with
federai dollars (for all pregnant womesn and infants
younger than one with family incomes less than 18§
percent of the federal poverty level) (Children’s Defense
Fund, 1990a).

»+¢ Federal WIC funds reach slightly more than half of all
eligible women and children. Despite the proven
effectiveness of the Special Supplemental Food Program
for Women, Infants, and Children (WIC) in improving
maternal and child health, and its dramatic cost
effectiveness, only nine states and the District of
Columbia supplement their federat WIC allotment to
provide food and nutrition services to additional pregnant
women, infants, and children beyond those covered by the
federal allotment (Children’s D2fense Fund, 1990a).

**¢ More than 12 million children and more than 14 million
women of childbearing sge have no health insurance
(Children's Defense Fund, 1990a).

Poverty and social disadvantage clearly work together to play a significant
role in the number of low birthweight babies born each day in the United States.
Federal budget cuts have forced many states to eliminate or substantially reduce
preventive health services for pregnant women as well as for newboms. For
example, many states do not have sufficient funds to implement large scale
prevention programs for immunization of infectious childhood diseases. Many
of our nation's poorest mothers-to-be do not receive critical prenatal

care, especially during the critical first trimester of pregnancy.
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Accidental Injuries

Children in the United States arc at a much higher risk of dying from
injuries than children in many other industrialized countries. Injury is the
leading cause of death to children after the first few mounths ¢ life.
In particular, motor vehicle accidents represent a large proportion of deaths and
s¢.ious but nonfatal injurics amopg American youth.

Nearly 7,400 teenagers died in sutomobile accidents in 1984. This
represented more than twice the number of teen deaths due to homicide and
suicide combined. Yet some progress has been made. Motor vehicle deaths
among U.S. teenagers, which rose during the 1970s, bhave dropped more than 20
percent during the 1980s (National Center for Health Statistics, cited in Zill &
Rogers, 1988, p. 58).

Violent Injuries and Deaths

Homicide rates for chiidren and youth in the United States are far higher
than those in other industrialized countries. Homicides among adolescents, in
particular, have been occurring at rapid rate, with 4,772 adolescent homicides
reported in 1985 (National Center for Health Statistics, August, 1987). There exists
a large racial disparity, with homicide rates for black males nearly 500% higher
than the national average (Blum, 1987). According to0 a recent CBS News report.
homicide is mow the leading cause of death for children in
Washington, D.C..

The increase in violent crime among adolescents has resulted in drastic
actions being taken by concermed parents, local citizens, and school officials in
several of our nation's largest cities. A recent report on crime and violence in

f)'d



79

Los Angeles schools has called for sweeping changes in the school district's
discipline policies, including a major increasc in the use of expulsion for students
found to have committed scrious offenses.

Despite the school district's existing expulsion policies, the report stated,
very few of the students who were caught with dangerous weapons in school in
1988-89 were forced out of the system for an extended period of time. The issuc of
school violence has become a top priority for school officials in Los Angeles in
light of the growing level of gang-related violence in that city. In 1989, an
average of one youth between the ages of 10 and 19 was murdered
every day in Los Angeles (Jennings, Education Week, April 4, 1990, pp. 8-9).

In New York City, concem about the increasing incidence of violence
against children on their way to and from school has led a group of principals
within this city to develop a plan to establish guarded subway trains for
students only. Although there arc no statistics on the number of incidents that
have occurred, Jack Pollock, principal of the Abraham Lincoln High School in the
Bronx, stated, "the number is definitcly not going down. These are kids preying
upon kids. They look for the weak and vulnerable to attack” (Education Week,
April 4, 1990, p. 9).

Child Abuse

In recent years probably no other area involving the well-being of
children in American society has received more attention than that of child
abuse. Physica’ 'nd emotional abuse and neglect, and most certainly sexual abuse
of children, have been "brought out of the <loset." In 1989, approximately 2.4
mitlirn child-abuse reports were filed with the National Committee

for ihe Prevention of Child Abuse -- with more than 400,000 of these

-
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reports invoiving sexual abuse (Boston Sundav _Globe, July 1, 1990, p.
90).

The total number of reports of cases of abuse and neglect made to federal
and state agencics throughout the United States rose sharply between 1976 and
1984, from necarly 700,000 to 1.7 million per year (Select Committee on Children,
Youth, and Families, 1987). The rate of rcported child abuse in 1987 was more than
three times the rate in 1970 (American Association for Protecting Children, Inc.,
1990). According o a recent report by the U.S. Advisory Board on Child Abuse and
Neglect (1990), in 1989, state child protection agencies throughout the United
States reported nearly 1,250 child-abuse related deaths -- a 38 percent increase
over 1985 (cited in Bemier, 1990).

Zill and Rogers (1988) suggested that statistics on deaths among infants and
young children due to homicide and undetermined injury are probably more
reliable as indicators of change over time in child abuse, at least with respect to
the more e¢xtreme forms of abuse. In 1984, there were approximately 8 deaths per
1,000 infants duc to undetermined injury or homicide, and 3 such deaths per
100,000 children between the ages of one and four. These rates of violent death
have tended to fluctuate within a fairly nmarrow range since 1970, with no

substantial trend upward or downward (Cook & Laub, 1985, cited in Zil! & Rogers,

1988, p. 60).
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VII. TRENDS IN THE INDICATORS OF MENTAL HEALTH OF
CHILDREN IN THE UNITED STATES

The social behavior and attitudes of youth in the United States have
changed significantly during the past twenty to thirty years. Increased drug and
alcohol use, violence, and early sexual activity represent three of the major areas
of social behavior and attitudes among adolescents, in particular, which have
been of major concem to parents, educators, and the public at-large. Clearly,
these are cmotionally laden issucs and often they receive wide media attention.
National commissions have been established to study these "problems.” Both the
professional and lay litcrature arc replete with reports and studics related to these
behaviors and attitudes. It is not possible to provide an in-depth treatment of
these topics in this report; however, we offer some genmeral statistics and trends
related to these three arcas which may, at the very least, provide some very broad

indicators of the current social behavior and attitudes of present-day U.S. youth.

Drug and Alcohol Use

Across the nation, the sale and use of illegal drugs have burst
upon our national consciousness -- both as a threat to
children's health and weli-being and as a source of increasing
crime, violence, and family dissolution.

The devastating effects of drugs, especially crack-cocaine, on
the health and safety of American children and their families
are readily apparent. Health crises such as elevated drug-
relsted emergency room episodes, the high number of
transmissions of the AIDS virus associated with drug use, and
the growing number of pregnant women abusing drugs have
placed enormous strains on the nation's public health system,

Violent crime and a thriving and ruthless drug economy tax the

resources of the law enforcement and criminal justice systems.
Alarming increases in child abuse and neglect resulting from
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parental substance sabuse threaten to overwhelm the aiready

strapped child welfare systems of most states. And everywhere,

treatment programs compete with prevention efforts for scarce
financial resources (National Commission on Children Report,

1990, pp. 35-36).

Data from the National Institute on Drug Abuse indicate a significant
increase in youth drug activity since the early 1970s, but there appears to be 2
leveling off of rates of drug usc since 1985 -- at least for some drugs. Survey data
show that marijuana usc among 12 to 17 year-olds rose from 7 percent to 17
percent between 1972 and 1977. At the peak of marijuana use in 1979, more than
half of all high school semiors reported that they had used drugs within the past
year, and more than a third, within the past month. The proportion of young
persons, ages 12 through 17, who used marijuana within the past month fell from
17 percent in 1979 to 12 percent in 1985, which was the same as the 1974 L &l
(National Institute on Drug Abuse, 1986, (cited in Zili & Rogers, 1988, p. 78).

Tecnager use of other illicit drugs, ¢.g., LSD and other hallucinogens,
inhalants, barbiturates, amphetamines, and cocaine, also has declined from peak
levels reached in the late 1970s or early 1980s -- with one major exception --

cocaine (National Institute on Drug Abuse, 1986, cited in Zill & Rogers, 1988, p. 78).

Rise in Drug-Impaired Births

In paricular, crack-cocaine has become "the battle of the 1990s”
for many teenagers, their parents, law enforcement officials,
educators, snd American soclety. This drug has been shown not only to
have devastating physical and ecmotional effects upon teenmage users themselves,
bui also upon thc babies which are being bom to teemage women who are crack-
cocaine users and abusers.

Recent evidence consistently suggests that cocaine use adversely affects

both the course and outcome of pregnancy, as manifested by various fetal
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abpormalities (e.g.. Chasnoff, Griffith, MacGregor, Dirkes, & Bums, 1989; Collins,
Hardwick, & Jeffrey, 1989), labor and delivery complications (c.g., Chasnoff et al,,
1989), low_birthweight (c.g.. Chasnoff, et al.. 1989; Smith, 1988), nconatal seizures
(e.g.. Chasnoff, et al.,, 1989; Collins, et al., 1989), and permanent ncurgbchavioral
and affective deficits (e.g.. Adler, 1989; Dow-Edwards, 1988; Howard, Beckwith,
Rodning, & Kropenske, 1989) (cited in Baumeister, Kupstas, & Klindworth, 1990,
pp. 7-8).

Bruce Buehler, Medical Director, Children's Rehabilitation Institute,
University of Omaha, Nebraska (1990) wamed: "Drug usc in our society has
created an cpidemic of impaired babies now entering school or nearing school
age” (p. 8). Anticipating the major, adverse impact that "drug babies” will have
on our nation's schools, especially our special cducation programs, Jeptha Greer
(1990), former Executive Director of the Council for Exceptional Children, wrote:

The evidence [drug abuse by pregnant women] is mounting and it is

horrifying. Some studies bave reported that as many as 15 percent of

pregnant mothers report using illegal drugs or alcohol; experts fear that

the real rates may be double that. At D.C. General Hospital in 1988, 20

to 30 percent of the pregnant women admitted to being drug

abusers, whether of cocaine, heroin, PCP, or ‘poly-drug.’

According 1o a recent survey of hospitals, the overall rate of deliveries
affected by illicit substance abuse is about 11%, thus affecting at least 375,000
pewborns annually (Weston, Ivins, Zuckerman, Jomes, & Lopez, 1989). Drug-
exposed births have increased 300% to 400% since 1985 according to a recent
report of the Select Commitiee on Children, Youth, and Familie:. In some
hospitals, as many as one in six newboms is bom "hooked" (Miller, 1989).

Between 1974 and 1982, cocaine use among youths aged 12 through 17
increased 81% (U.S. Department of Commerce & Bureau of the Census, 1986). The

strong likelihood of drug addiction from crack-cocaine use in particular presents

multiple problems for our nation's youth. Not only can the usc of this drug have
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long-term, irreversible adverse consequences on their physical and emotional
well-being, but it also can have other serious effects.

Cocaine is expensive. In order to obtain the money necessary to "support
his/her habit” teenagers often engage in violent crimes, prostitution and so
forth. Even for many youth who do not necessarily engage in criminal activities,
the consequences often are bleak. For example, many teenagers, needing to work
excessive hours to support their hatit, attend school irregularly or drop out of

school completely.

Tecnagers and Alcoho! Use

Despite the rapid rise in the use of cocaine by youth, alcohol continues to
be the most common intoxicant used by adolescents in the United States. Survey
data indicate that the rcgular usc of alcohol by tcenagers has fluctuated since the
carly 1970s, peaking in 1979. Nevertheless, as of 1985, two-thirds of all high
school seniors reported that they were current users of slcohol (Zill & Rogers,
1988).

In 1984, approximately 50% of mal: high school seniors and 30% of female
seniors admitted that they drank slcohol excessively, at least once every two
weeks, and 1 in 20 reported daily drinking. According to a 1989 poll of semiors,
60% said they had drunk alcohol in the past 30 days, down from 72% in 1979
(University of Michigan study as reported in Newsweek Special Issue,
Summer/Fall 1990, p. 59).

Although statistics vary relative to incidence, drinking of alcohol by
adolescents in the United States continues to be a very common behavior.
Youthful drinking, because it is so widespread and "socially acceptable”, may be

grossly underestimated ‘.. f.-ms of its ncgative personal and societal effects, and
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may, according to Zill and Rogers (1988) "far exceed the effects attributable to

teenage drug abuse” (p. 79).

Relationship of Parental Su ervision fo Alcohol Use

The results of one recent study (Richardson et al., published in the

September, 1989 issue of Pediatrics. cited in Education Week, September 13, 1989, p.

19) suggested that the amount of time that young people are unsupervised is a
critical factor relative to their use of alcohol and marijuana. In a survey
conducted with 4,932 8th-grade students and their parents in southern Califomia,
it was found that “latchkey children” are twice as likely to drink alcohol, and
nearly twice as likely to use marijuana, as are their more supervised peers. Also,
the more time these students were left unsupervised, the greater was their use of
alcohol and marijuana.

This "risk factor” was higher for unsupervised children, regardless of sex,
race, income, extracurricular activities, or sc, »ol performance. This study
further pointed out that latchkey children were more likely to come from
affluent neighborhoods and to be white. Clearly, although the results of this
study are not necCessarily generalizable to a broader population of American
youth, they do appear to suggest that parenic who leave their children
unsupervised for extended periods, irrespective of the rcasons for such, need to
be more awarc of the greater possibility for substance abuse among their

children that this situation seems to encourage.

Fetal Alcokel Syadrome

Estimates now indicate that each year 50,000 babies are born
with alcohoi-related problems, and of these, over 12,000 demonstrate
the full Fetal Alcohol Syndrome (FAS) dysmorphology. Native
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Americans are 33 times more likely to deliver 8 FAS baby than whites; blacks, 7
times more likely (Baumeister, et al.,, 1990, p. 8).

The estimated incidence of FAS varies between 1.7 and 5.9 per 1,000 live
births depending on the population (Abel, 1982). Children bom with FAS often go
undetected until much later in life, or they are misdiagnosed completely.
Frequently, reported “"school problems” lead to a child's referral and subsequent
initial diagnosis of FAS. Children with FAS often suffer from mild to moderate
mental retardation, delayed motor and language development ctc.. Fetal Alcohol
Syndrome is now generally regarded as the leading known cause of
mental retardation in the western world, and the second leading
cause of birth defects in the Unitcd States, sffecting approximately
one in e‘ery 650 babies (National Associastion for Perinatal Addiction
Research and Education, 1989).

Many children manifest some, but not all, eof the cffects which are
pecessary to constitute a diagnosis of FAS. Those children who show partial
expression of the syndrome generally are referred to by the term Fetal Alcohot
Effects (FAE). The incidence of FAE is more difficult to estimate because
uniform diagnostic critcria have not yet been established. Most studies, however,
report much higher rates for FAE than for the full syndrome. Abel (1982)
estimated the incidence of FAE at 3.1 per 1,000 live births while other estimates
approach 6 per 1,000 (Hanson, Streissguth, & Smith, 1978, cited in Phillips,
Henderson, & Schenker, 1989).

Juvenile Crime

Suggested indicators of delinquent and criminal activity by youth in the

United States arc not only varied but also they often are very limited. Hence,

£3



reported numbers and proportions of youthful offenders are frequenily quite
different. Reed and Sautter (1990) reported that the number of children in
juvenile detention centers rose 27% between 1979 and 1987. However, data
provided by Zill and Rogers (1988) appear to suggest a8 much different trend:

From the mid-1960s to the mid-1970s, the rate [juvenile crime] was going

up. Since about 1975, however, juvenile crime has remained at about the

same level or declined, depending on which form of crime one looks at.

Because therc are fewer teenagers nowadays, the recent stability in

youthful arrest rates has meant that teens play a smaller role in overall

crime than they did in the past. For example, young pecople under age 18

accounted for 23 percent of all violence index crime arrests in 1975, but for

only 17 percent in 1985. And whercas youthful arrests accounted for 48

percent of all property index crime arrests in 1975, the proportion was

down to 34 percent in 1985 (Zill & Rogers, 1988, pp. 72-73).

One major factor which could reasonably account for the apparent
difference between the Reed and Sautter data and the Zill and Rogers data
regarding juvenile crime trends is that the Reed and Sautter 27% figure does not
indicate an upper age level for the children being reported. If, for example, their
data refer to children under ages 16 or 1§, or even younger, rather than those

under 18, a substantial difference in the size of the population being resported

could occur.

What perhaps is a more serious and disturbing trend regarding juvenile
crime in America, however, is the rising proporiion of youth who are being
incarcerated -- those pilaced in Public Detention Centers and Public training
schools.  According to recent data, therz has beem a 41 percent increase in
the number of youths aged 10 through the age of the mgximum
original juvenile court jurisdiction in each state who hav. been

incarcerated between 1979 and 1987. In 1979, 11.8 juveniles per 10,000

O
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juveniles were incarcerated; in 1987, 16.6 juveniles per 10,000 were incarcerated
(luvenile Detention and Correctional Facility Census, 1986-1987: Public Facilities,
U.S. Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, 1988, cited in Kids
Count, The Center for the Study of Social Policy, 1990).

In their analysis of the current well-being of children and youth in
America, the Center for the Study of Social Policy employed 10 national indicators
-- including juvenile incarcerastion fate -- which they suggest are reliable
measures of child and adolescent health, education, social, and economic well-
being. Of all 10 iadicators, the juvenile incarceration ratec percentage increase
represented the single most negative trend employed as 8 measure of youth well-
being in this country (Center for the Study of Social Policy, 1990, p. $).

The above data, although they have been criticized regarded as somewhat
suspect and unrcliable because the numbers were based on cuunts from a onc-day
facility census, nevertheless clearly indicate a disturbing trend which has been
developing in the U.S. -- an increasingly larger proportion of our
nation's youth are being placed in pudblic detention centers and

public training schools.

0 . ¢ Mal { Minoriti

Despite reporting differences relative to the extent of juvenile crime in the
United States, there is general agrecement that (1) males represent the vast
majority of youth who are arrested or incarcerated for criminal offenses (males
accounted for 78 percent of all arrests of persons under age 18 in 1985);, and (2)
racial disparities exist -- in 1985, about 37 percent of the young pecople held in
juvenile correctional facilities were black and about 13 percent wcre Hispanic.
Thus approximately half of the juveniles in custody were from ethnic minporities
(Cook & Laub, 1986. cited in Zill & Rogers, 1988, pp. 76-77).
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Relationship of Educational Level to Juvenile Incarceration

Hodgkinson (1989) cited statistics which offer a very coavincing
argument that one's level of education plays 2 major role in keeping him/her out
of a correctional facility. Eighty-two percent (82%) of America's
prisoners are high school dropouts. The correlation between high
school dropout and prisoner rates is a trifle higher than the
correlation between smoking and lung cancer (p. 15).

Using 1987 data from the U.S. Depanment of Education and Bureau of the
Census, Hodgkinson (1989) indicated that states with the best rate of high school
graduation, by and large, have very low rates of prisoners per 1,000 population.
For example, in 1987, Florida led the nation in high school dropouts gnd in
prisoners per 100,000 population, while Minnesota was ranked 50th in dropouts
(90.6% graduate rate) and 4%th in prisoners, 60 per 100,000. Also, nine of the top
ten states with the best graduation rates during 1987 were below the national
average of 228 prisoners per 100,000 population (p. 13).

Hodgkinson argued that although getting more youth through high school
is no guarantee of a lowered prison population in future years, it makes good
economic sense, if for no other reason, to spend more momey on education (a
college student or a young child in a Head Start program costs the U.S. taxpayer
about $3.500 each) in an effort to prevent having to incur the much higher costs
of maintaining our prisons (estimated to be $20,000 per prisoner per year --

national average cost in 1987).

Fertility-Related Behavior

Teenage pregnancy -- sexually transmitted discases -- teenage abortions --

each of these issues frequently receives considerable atiention in our natior's
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clectronic and print media. Likewise, the number of federal and state reports
which are concemed with sexually-related issues involving American (eenagers
has substantially increased in number in recent years.

Following is a sample of statistics relating to teemage sexuality issues which
have been published in recent newspaper accounts, professional and lay
periodicals, and/or various commission and panel reports. The majority of these
statistics did not include specific source data -- and there are conflicting numbers
and proportions in certain areas. Nevertheless, these are being presented in an
attempt to illustrate the magnitude of the problem of contemporary t€¢nage

sexual behavior in this country.

Teenage Sexual Behavior in the U35,

*»#¢ About 1 million teenagers in the U.S. become pregnant
every year. Put another way, 1 out of 10 girls, ages 15 to
19, becomes pregnant every year.

*#*¢ U.S, teens under gge 18 are at least 1§ times more likely to
give birth than their peers in other western nations.

s 70% of teen births are out of wedlock.

¢**¢ Only 56% of all teen mothers graduate from high school
(only 33 % of Hispanic teen mothers graduate).

¢ *¢ Welfare assistance is needed by 73% of teen mothers
within four Yyears.

* ¢+ Everyday in the U.S., 40 teenage girls give birth to their
IHIRD CHILD.

**+ By March 1990, the Centers for Disease Control had
counted 1,429 cases of AIDS among teenagers. Although
accounting for only 1% of the nation's total, the number
of cases doubles every 14 months.

¢s¢ The Centers for Disease Control report that the syphilis
rate for teens, age 15-19, has jumped 67% since 1985, and
that between 7% and 40% of female teens are estimated to
become infected with chlamydia each year.



One of the most comprehensive data compilations and analyses of teenage

fertility trends in the United States is contained in the 1989 edition of "Facts at a

Glance" published by Child Trends, Inc., Washington, D.C. This mpon utilizes

material obtained from several national data collection groups such as the Alan

Guttmacher Institute and the Centers for Discase Control. Following are sclected

highlights from this report:

LR
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In 1987, teens had 472,623 babies, down from a total of
507,609 in 1977. This decline in the number of births is
primarily due to 8 decline in the number of teens during
the past decade. The rate of births has declined only
slightly among teens aged 15-19, while staying virtually
unchanged among teens younger than 18,

In 1987, nearly two-thirds of teen births were non-
marital, reflecting a steady increase in this trend during
the 1980s.

The proportion of teens becoming pregnant increased
during the 1970s and hss remained fsirly steady during
the 1980s, with sbout 11 percent of females 15-19
becoming pregnant annually. The rate of abortion among
teens also increased during the 1970s and has remained
level during the 1980s, with just over 4 percent of teen
females having abortions each Yyear. About § percent of
females 15-19 give birth annuaily.

The proportion of pregnancies terminated by abortion
climbed in the 1970s, but has remained stable im the 1980s,
with 4 in 10 pregnancies among teens 15-19 ending in
abortion.

Non-white teens are twice as likely to become pregnant as
white teenagers: 18.6% in 198§ compared with 9.3% smong
white teens 15-19, Once pregnant, whites and non-whites
are equally likely to obtain abortions, 42% of each group.

2.5 millirn teenagers are estimated by the Centers for
Disease Control to be affected by a sexually transmitted
disease (STD) annually.

Although school-age mothers are substantially less likely
to complete high school than older mothers, important
gains have been made in recent decades. Among women
in their twenties who had their first child at age 17 or
younger, the proportion who graduated from high school
was 19% in 1958; 29% in 1975; 56% in 1986. Among women
in their twenties who were aged 20-24 when their (first
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child was born, 81% had graduated in 1958; 89% in 197§;
and 91% in 1986.

(Moore, Child Trends, Inc., September, 1989)
It is important to recognize that the above data may, in fact, underestimate
the actual numbers and proportions of teenagers becoming pregnant,
contracting an STD, or having an abortion. These figures represent reported
cases. There exist ample informal data and anmecdotal information which suggest,
for example, that the actual number of STDs and abortions among today's

teepagers far exceeds these figures. Quite simply, they are unreported.

Problems Faced by Pregngnt Teenagers

The negative social and economic consequences of having a child while a
teenager are well documented. For ecxample, parenting teenagers frequently are
denied opportunitics to socialize with their peers and take advamtage of positive
social aspects of adolescence. Also, large numbers of parenting teens leave school
carly without having had the opportunity to obtain those skills necessary to find
employment which pays a decent wage. Thus, often the negative
consequences of having a child while a teenager are not just short-
term, but life-long.

Although teenage pregnancy crosses all socioeconomic lines in the United
States, racial/cthnic minority group teenagers arc especially victimized. As a
group, they tend to be poorer, less well-educated. and more likely to leave school
carly. Also, because certain racial/cthnic groups, especially blacks and
Hispanics, tend to have higher fertility rates than whites, the negative
consequences are even more apparent. For many of these young mothers welfare
dependency has been the all-too-common predictable -- and, frequently,

disparaging outcome.

LY



There is some evidence, however, which suggests that having a child while
a tecenager does not necessarily result in negative comsequences. For ecxample, a
recent study (cited in Newsweek, May 28, 1990) followed the life circumstances of
more than 400 mostly black teen mothers in Baltimore for a twenty-year period,
beginning in the late 1960s. During that time, many of the mothers cventually
managed to retum 1o school, get off welfare, and find steady jobs. Of even more
importance, two-thirds of their daughters did not t :come teenage parents
themselves and most graduated from high school.

Although this study indicated that the mothers involved were not doing as
well in most aspects of their lives as other women who had delayed motherhood,
nevertheless, most of their daughters werc somehow successful in breaking the
intergenerational cycle of teen motherhood.  The primary researcher who
conducted this study, Frank Furstenberg, University of Pennsylvania, could not
specify any single reason why so many daughters managed to avoid their
mothers' fate: "With some of them, it had to do with the individual families and
how they managed the teen pregnancy; with others, it was the school system, or
the kids themselves -- or simply luck. Therc's a cerain amount of risk-taking
among tcenagers, and some kids just don't get caught” (Kantrowitz, Nowsweek,
May 28, 1990, p. 78).

Many authorities agree, however, that the most effective methods for
breaking the intergencrational cycle of teen motherhood involve gducation. An
increasingly larger number of schools in the United States has developed
programs which are designed to cncourage toenage mothers (and fathers) to
remain in schooi and complete their education. Many schools, for example,
provide on-sitc day-care services for babics and young children of teenagers so
that they can attend classes. Alsc, many schools are beginning to offer parenting

classes for their teenage students. Of course, it has been long recognized that
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"meaningful” sex education classes can be effective in reducing teenage

pregnancy and STDs.

AIDS and Teenagers

Some estimates suggest that as many as 1 in 7 teenagers will contract an STD
cach year. Although any STD can have serious medical effects, the threat of
teenagers’ contracting AIDS unquestionably is becoming an issue of most critical
concern.

Thus far, a relatively small percentage of all reported AIDS cases in the
United States involve adolescents (less than 1 percent). However, this percentage
may be very deceiving and drastically underestimates the potential seriousness of
the AIDS probiem for tecnagers. Presently, over 21% of all people with AIDS are
in their twenties (Centers for Discase Control, 1989), and with the incubation
pedod for this disease being up to 10 years, one can presume that many of the
young adults who have AIDS today in this nation probably got the disease as
teenagers.

Further, in view of the facts that (1) intravenous drug use and sex are the
two major modes of transmission for human immunodeficiency virus (HIV)
infection, and (2) tecnagers are reporied to engage in many behaviors which are
considered to be "high-risk”, one can infer that this particular age group is very
vulnerable.  Several researchers are predicting that today's teens may have
similar rates of infection as they get older. Of particularly high risk appear to be
inner-City youth. In a 1988 study of adolescent AIDS cases in New York, 58

percent were black and Hispanic males (Kantrowitz, 1990b).
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Bediatric Aids

Pediatric AIDS is developing into 8 major problem in this country.

Through July of 1989, there have been 1,660 cases of pediatric AIDS reported in
the United States (Centers for Disease Control, 1989). It has been estimsted
that by 1991, there will be between 10,0°0 and 20,000 symptomatic
HIV-.infected children, and the infection will advance to full-blown
AIDS in about one-third of the cases. The vast majority of these infants
(718%) were infected perinatally by mothers who used IV drugs or were sexual
partners of infected men (The Surgeon General's Workshop, U.S. Department of
Health and Human Services, 1987, cited in Baumeister, Kupstas, & Klindworth,
1990, p. 9).

Despite a8 reported slight decrease in rate of pediatric AIDS during the past
year (Centers for Disecase Control, 1990), HIV-infected children are living longer.
Because of this trend, we are, as suggested by Baumeister, Kupstas, and Klindworth
(1990), "perhaps confronted with this generation's most serious threat to
children's health ... we can anticipate that AIDS will be the fifth leading cause of
death among children”™ (p. 9). In a similarly dire observation, Diamond and Cohen
(1987) stated that bascd om current projections, HIV infection may, in the next
five years, become the largest infectious cause of mental retardation and brain
damage in children.

In summary, it is critical that we recognize that the profile of AIDS
patients in the United States is changing. Although most AIDS patients are still
gay and bisexual men (19,652 reported cases in 1989) and IV drug users (7,970
teported cases in 1989), the rate of increase of AIDS patients between 1988 and
1989 in the U.S. was the largest fur newborns (38% -- 547 reported cases in 1989,
and for heterosexuals (36% -- 1,562 reported cases in 1989) (Centers for Disease
Control, 1990).
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Emotional Well-Being of Children and Adolescents

"There is human suffering on the part of young people, and it
is growing worse." (Fordham Institute for Innovation In Social
Policy, 1989).

How well are our nation's children and adolescents coping emotionally?
Are there indications that the emotional well-being of U.S. youth has been
deteriorating in recent years?  According to the most recent, reliable data
available, there is convincing evidence that the emotional well-
being of U.S. youth has, in fact, declined.

A recent report issucd by the Fordham Institute for Innovation in Social
Policy indicated that the well-being of children and youth in this country has
declined significantly over the past 18 years, with the incidence of child abuse
and teccnage suicide reaching record highs (cited in Education Week, November 1,
1989, p. 9). The Fordham Institutc cmploys a "social-health index” to measure
increasing and declining percentage rates for a3 number of youth problem areas.
For the last year studied, 1987, the overall health index for children and youth fell
to a record low, reflecting a continuation of the overall downward trend since

1973.

Youth Suicide

Data from the National Institute of Mental Health show that the rate for
teen suicides has doubled since 1970, reaching its highest level in 1987 -- a total of
1,901, which represents nearly 18 teen suicides per 100,000 youth. The
suicide rate has increased most significantly for teenagers ages 15-19 -- 50
percent from 1960 to 1975, and 20 percent from 1975 to 1984; the rate for younger

adolescents (ages 12 to 14) although considerably lower, also has been climbing in
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recent years, going from 1.3 to 1.9 deaths per 100,000 between 1978 and 1984
(National Institute of Mental Health, 1986).

Suicide attcmpts, rather than actual suicides, may provide 8 more realistic
indicator of the overall emotional well-being of our nation's youth. Across all
ages, it is commonly cstimated that there are 8 to 10 suicide attempts for every
suicide completion. For tecnagers and young adults, however, the ratio is
substantially higher, generally considered to be morc in the orler of 25 to 50
suicide attempts for every suicide completion. Females have be-a found to
attempt suicide more than males, but males far outnumber femaies in suicide
completion, the reason being that males generally use more effective means, e.g.,
guns rather than wrist-slashing (National Institute of Mental Heaith, 1986, cited
in Zill & Rogers, 1988, p. 88).

Racial Disparities. By a wide margin, suicide is more common among white
tcens than among black teens. In 1984, the suicide rate for whitec males ages 15 to
19 was nearly 16 per 100,000; for black males the rate was about 6 per 100,000. For
the same year, 1984, the suicide rate for 15 to 19 ycar old white females was about 4
per 100,000, and for black females within the same agc group, the rate was less
than 2 per 100,000 (National Institute of Mental Health, 1986, cited in Rogers & Zill,
1988, p. 88).

Contributing Factors and Conditions Several factors and conditions have
been suggested as contributing to the risc in adolescent suicide in recent years,
including changing family demographics, changing social mores, and lack of
substantial employment opportunities. Some rscsearchers and observers of the
"American teenage scene” suggest that one of the major reasons why such large
numbers of our adolescenis suffer stress is that they frequently feel devalued or
feel that they lack any real semsc of cmpowerment.
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In this regard, Emest Boyer, Director of the Camegie Foundation,
commenting on the responses of tecmagers’ attitudes toward work and community
service in a 1985 national survey, stated: "Time and time again, students
complained that they felt isolated, unconnected to the larger world ... and this
detachment occurs at the very time students are deciding who they are and where
they fit." Marc Miringoff, Fordham Institute for Innovation in Social Policy,
suggested a similar theme, and linked the rising suicide ratc among teens to their
"feelings of disconnection” ... "not feeling part of something larger” (cited in
Gelman, Newsweek, Special Edition, Summer/Fall, 1990, p. 16).

To what extent does a tcenager's family situation contribute to his/her
likelihood of committing suicide? Zill and Rogers (1988) in their review of the
litcrature and nationpal Jata bases imvolving this question, offered the following
analysis:

Suicide shows a tendency to "run" in families, perhaps as much for genetic

as for environmental reasons. In addition, abusive families and familics

with persistently high levels of tension and disorgamization seem io put
their offspring at greater risk of self-destructive behavior. However,
suicide does not seem particularly linked to divorce; about as many suicidal
youngsters come from two-parent as from single-parent families. But rates

of suicide do seem to be somewhat higher among young people who have
lost both their parents through death or family breskdown (p. 89).

Qther Indicators of Emotional Well-Being

In sttempting to assess levels of cmotional well-being, the actual number of
suicides committed by youth may be a somewhst precarious and misleading
indicator. For example, as suggested by Zill and Rogers (1988) the suicide rate
"involves extrapolating from the extreme behavior of a small number of

individuals to thc alicnation or unhappiness of large segments of the population.

Such extrapolation may not be warranted” (p. 89).
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Yet, there arc other indicators which suggest that the overall emotional
well-being of our nation's youth is in a state of decline. Survey data on the use of
mental health services by children and adolescents indicate a significant
increase in recent years, the proportior doubling that of the 1960s. Cenainly, the
greater availability of mental services could account for some of this increase.
However, mental health workers throughout the country commonly report that
they are seeing substantially larger numbers of chiidren and adolescents -- and it
is not unusual for many mental health facilities to have lengthy waiting lists of
children and adolescents who have requested psychiatric and psychological help,
or have been referred for mental health services by their parents or by school
personnel.

Still another indicator of the emotional well-being of our nation's youth
may be the number of students who receive special education programming
services within the category of "emotionally disturbed” or "behaviorally
impaired.” During the 1987-1988 school year, 374,730 students nationwide were
placed in these programs. Yet, many rescarchers suggest that our public schools
are grossly underserving this population of students, estimating that, at best, only
between 10 and 30 percent of children with cmotional and/or behavioral
problems are presently being actually identified (Knitzer, Steinberg, & Fleisch,
1990).
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VIIi. HOMELESS CHILDREN AND LACK OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING

Current estimates indicate that 25 percent of all homeless
persons in the United States are children (U.S. Conference of Mayors.
1989). Estimates vary rclative to the actual number of these children. According
to the Department of Education, at least 450,000 children are now homeless
throughout the country (1989 Report on Department of Education Activities and
1980 Status Report on Homeless from State Coordinators). However, based on other
government data, a significantly greater number -- over two million -- are
"precariously housed” (c.g., doubled-up families) and in imminent risk of
homelessness.

According to a 1989 report of the General Accounting Office (GAO), "nearly
68,000 children age 16 and younger arc bhomeless on a given night, sleeping in
shelters, churches, abandomed buildings and cars, and various other settings.”
The GAO report estimated that another 186,000 children arc "precariously housed”
and “could be interpreted” as falling within the Stewart B. McKinney Homeless
Act's (1987) definition of "homeless” (cited in National Law Center on
Homelessness and Poverty Report, 1990).

The GAO findings cited above differ widely from an estimate of 220,000
school-age homeless children submitted in a scparate report (0 Congress by the
Depanment of Education. The DOE report was based on data collected from 42 state
reports and acknowledged that the states’ data collection methods varied widely.
and further that its estimate was "very conmscrvative” and "should be viewed with

caution” (cited in Jennings, Education Week. September 13, 1989, p. 16).
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Effects on Schooling

It is especially cruel and perplexing that it is our nation's children who are
the most victimized by homelessness. Not only do most of them suffer from a lack
of proper shelter but also from a lack of food, clothing, and opportunities to
develop positive peer relationships. Many of these children, quite
understandably, develop very poor self-images. They often are embarrassed,
ashamed, and feel isolated and rejected. In addition, large numbers of
homeless children do not attend school on a regular basis, if at all.
And, for many who do attend school, they are at a distinct
disadvantage because they typically lack "the space"” necessary to
study at "home.”

I used to go to school -- no more. Me and my mother and two

brothers live in an old car 'til it gets too cold. Then, we try to

find some buildings where no one lives any more and sleep
there for the night. 1 hate school now., When the teachers or

other kids ask, Where do you live? What do I say? (Eric, 10
years old, Brooklin, Maine, 'rom Davis & McCaul, At-Risk

: ols 1990,
p- 12).

Nationali Law Center on Homelessness and Poverty Report

A recent report,

prepared by the National Law Center on Homelessness and Poverty (May, 1990),
provides a comprehensive and detailed analysis of the myriad problems and
difficulties faced by homeless children relative to their accessing public
education in America.  According to a 1987 survey of eight ciries across the
country, 43% of homeless children did not attend school (Child Welfare League of

America, 1987). Another 1987 survey of 104 shelters across the country (The

15
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Center for Law and Education, 1987) indicated that 34% of these shelters reported
that homeless children faced barriers that shut them out from school. A 1989 DOE
report estimated that 28% of al! homeless children and youth did not attend school
(DOE Report to Congress, 1989).

As suggested by the National Law Center on Homelessness and Poverty
Report (May, 1990), the absence of education hurts homeless children in at least
two ways. First, it deprives them of the stability and opportunity for
growth associated with school, and second, it deprives them of the tools
needed to break the cyclie of poverty.

How are many homeless children denied access to education? The National
Law Center on Homelessness and Poverty Report cited several of the most common
obstacles which these children must overcome in order to attend school: (1)
residency rules that Iimpose permanent address requirements; (2)
delays in the transference of school records; (3) burdensome
documentation requirements; (4) testing delays which are required
for entry into special education programs; (5) unrealistic
guardianship rules; and (6) lack of transportation.

The "residency rule” requirement frequently poses the most difficult
obstacle for homeless children to overcome. Typically, in order for a child to
attend public school, he/she must be a "residenmt” of the relevant school district.
In some cases, school districts have interpreted this ruie to require a permanent
address. A homeless child, by defipition unabie to meet this requircment, may be
denied access to school. In other cases, a child, who upon becoming homeless
moves out of the original school district, may be denied access because the
districts disagree as to whether the child is & resident of the original or pew
school school district (National Law Center on Homelessness and Poverty Report,

1990, p. 5).
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Some homeless families, hoping to spare their children the trauma of
shelter life or unable to find accommodations in family shelters, may send their
children to live with friends or relatives. However, schools require that cither a
parent or a legal guardian register a child. When the parents are not nearby and
cannot afford transportation to the school, this requirement may effectively
preclude homeless children from registering for school (Natiomal Law Center on
Homelessness and Poverty Report, 1990, p. 6).

The National Law Center in its investigation of the epartment of
Education's implementation of the McKinney Act concluded that the DOE bhas
failed to implement the McKinney Act properly; the states have failed
to implement the McKinney Act adequately; and homeless children

are still being shut-out of school (pp. ii-iii).
Recommendations for Improving Access to Schooling

Among the several recommendations f- - improving the access of homeless
children to public schooling offered in the National Law Center on Homelessness
and Poverty Report (1990) are the following:

(1) Each state should make clear that all homeless children, whether living
in a shelter. m a car, or on the street, have a nght to attcnd school No

gmm_ﬁm_mm Mcrely aliowmg a shcltcr to serve as a

"residence™ is insufficient. The imposition of a residency requirement
is 8 clear violation of the McKinney Act;

(2) All school records should be transferred expcoditiously. But, homelsss
children shouid be permitted to attend school before transfer occurs;

(3) Homeless children should not be required to produce documents in
order to attend school. Remove birth certificate, guardianship, and
other documentary requirements. School authorities should develop
flexible altematives to obtain any needed information;

1.0



(4) The Department of Education now prohibits states from spending
McKinney Act funds on direct services to educatc homeless children.
and

(5) The McKinney Act must also be expanded to provide additional cervices
to children who are homeless or who are at risk of homelessness, such
as after school programs, tutoring, school meals and after-school meals,
and school supplies (pp. 30-32).

"Roughly 40-50 percent of all homeless children are of pre-school
age -- & total of over 296,000 children. All signs are that without
swift, decisive action the existing educational problem is destined to

grow much worse in the future” (National Law Center on
Homelessness and Poverty, May 1990, pp. 6-7).

Lack of Affordable Housing

Children become homeless for many reasons. Clesrly, one of the major
reasons why so many children in Amcrica, especially those who are poor. find
themselves without a permanent home has been the lack of affordable
housing. Poor familics typically have to expend & disproportionatc amount of
their income om rent -- if housing is available at all. "Income housing assistance
is down 76 percent (adjusted for inflation) since 1980" (Children's Defense Fund,
1990a, p. 27).

Recent Changes in US. Housing Trends

As suggested by Hodgkic:on (1989), several significant changes and trends
in American housing arrangements have occurred in recent vears, each of
which has contributed to the current lack of safe, affordable housing for many of
our nation's children and their families -- especially those who find themselves at

the lower end of the income spectrum. Among these factors are the following:
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In the past 15 years, housing costs have increased three times faster
than income, resulting in a decrease in home ownership from 1980-
87. First-time home buyers are especially hurt, as an average down
payment in 1985 was 50% of a buyer's wages, up from 33% in 1978.

From 1984-86, houscholds with rcal income of under $5,000 increased
55 percent, while the stock of low-rental housing units decreased by
over one million

The federal government has basically stopped building
low income housing .. There are 8 miilion low inc. e
renters competing for 4 million housing units.

In 1975, rentals aversged only 23 percent of income. According to
housing specialist Apgar, single parents today pay 58 percent
of their incomes in remnt; young single parents with
children living with them are now paying 81 percent of
their income in rent in 1988. According to A Place to Call
Home, released in April, 1989, 45 percent of all poverty
families pay more than 70 percent of their snnusal
incomes in rent. The typical poor family of three wauld
have $3,000 left to pay fo: everything else -- medical
care, transportation, food.

Tax breaks for home builders have produced an over-abundance of
condominiums for the wealthy, suburban mansions, and even second
homes for vacations and retirement, but not low income housing.
There arc prescntly no incentives for building the latter.

Rental housing vacancies have increased from 1.5 million units to
2.7 million during the 1980's, but over 90 percent of the vacancies
arc in the high end of the market. Demand for low income units,
caused by major increases in Americans who work full-time and yet
are in poverty, will push rents on low income units up another 25
percent by 1993, given the realitics of demand being twice the
supply.

(Hodgkinson, 1989, pp. 5-7)
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IX. CHILD LABOR VIOLATIONS

In contemporary American society one gronp of children and youth is at
very high risk of abuse and exploitation. It is an extremely heterogencous group
-- and one which often lacks visibility and attention. These are the children who
on a daily basis arc in jeopardy because of labor violations.

There are large numbers of young people in the United States who
currently are working under illegal and/or unsafe coaditions. In 1989, U.S. Iabor
officials discovered 22,508 children who were working illegally, the highest
number since the Fair Labor Standards Act was enacted in 1938 -- and this figure
is widely assumed to represent a very conservative estimate of the true number of
children who fall within this category (Butterficld, 1990).

A report released on August 31, 1990 by the American Youth Work Center, a
youth advocacy group, estimated that 200,000 children will be injured on the job
during 1990. Further, it is estimated that 40,000 cases of child labor violations will

be reported during 1990, double the number found in 1989.

America’'s children are among the nation's most widely
exploited workers.

Thev live in poverty and neglect as they harvest our food, work
in hundreds of dingy factories stitching "Made in America™ tags
into our clothes, sassembie cheap jewelry in frailer homes sand
tenements, operate dangerous machines In restaurant Kkitchens
and neighborhood stores. In town after town, they serve our
fast-food mesis Jzte at night, prepare our muffins snd coffee
early in the morning...

Sometimes, they are left badly maimed snd disfigured for life.

Sometimes they are killed. Ngzarly _all _the time. they get tired,
miss _school. and are ignored.
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A half century sfter child labor laws were enacted, millions of
children are working long and frequently illegal hours across
America. Records show tens of thousands are seriously injured

and hnndreds are killed every year n_mg_nnmu_m_mm

unsafe (Bruce D. Bumterfield, "The of Our Childrea", first of five-
pan series: Children st Work, Boston Sunday Globe. April 22, 1990, p. 1).

Iypes of Violations

Child labor violations have doubled in the last five years with the majority
of these violations involving young tcemagers who work excessive hours and/or
under unsafe conditions. Some of these children work on farms and often must
usc unsafe cquipment. Large pumbers of them toil in imner-city garment district
shops.  Still others, in increasingly larger numbers, work cxcessive hours after
school (or, some cases in licu of school entirely) in our country's fast-food
restaurants, neighborhood convenience stores, and hotels/motels. And many
others are involved in both legal and illegal "homework”. A rapidly growing
number of these youth arc migrants who attend school om a very irregular basis,
if at all.

fllegal and unsafe work by youth taskes place .in all regions of America.
According to labor and umion officials, an estimated 7,000 children, some as young
as 8 and 9, work daily in New York's gament industry, and thousands more work
in Los Angeles, San Francisco, and Chicago. It is estimated that ncarly a million
migrant farm children work under the weakest child labor laws in the country
and have been largely ignored by statc and federal support programs (Butterfield,
1990, pp. 22).

Each year, 300 or more children under the age of 16 are killed and another
23,500 are injured while working in agriculture -- many of them on family farms
in middle America. Between 1.5 million and 2 million children are believed to

work in American agriculture, on commercial and family farms, and according to
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Joseph Kinney, director of the National Safe Workplace Institute, Chicago: "lt's
our 1990s harvest of shame™ (cited in Butterfield, 1990, p. 22).

However, es further stated by Butterficld (1990) "a more widespread and to
many, ecqually shameful, child labor problem exists beyond the big city factories
and the nation's farms. It is in America's backyard -- the small cities and suburbs
-- that an explosion of service-sector jobs combined with a shortage of labor has
pressed a wave of 12- to 17-year old youths into work in ncighborhood stores, fast

food restaurants, motels, grocery storcs, and on suburban building sites” (p. 22).

Lack of Enforcement
Despite the existence of child labor laws designed to protect the health and
safety of children and youth, these laws frequently 'arc ignored by some

employers. Also, during the Reagan era of deregulation there existed a clear de-

~ emphasis on enforcement of child labor laws. There even was an attempt by the

Reagan administration during the 1980s to increase the number of hours which
14- and 15-year olds could work. Although this attempt was unsuccessful, the ban
on homework was lifted in several arcas, including jewelry assembly, where

home labor had been outlawed for decades because of child labor violations.

Regional Variance

According to the most recent General Accounting Office (GAQ) report
dealing with child labor violations during the 1987-1989 period as identified by
the U.S. Labor Depaniment, the New England states accounted for the largest

percentage of violations (23%) while the smallest percentage of violations were

" recorded in two clusters of states: (1) Washington, Oregon, and Idaho (3%), and (2)

Montana, Wyoming, Nosth Dakota, South Dakota, Utah, and Colormio (3%). Of

course, these percentsges may be somewhat misleading in that they reflect only
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"identified violations." They do not nccessarily represent the truc scope of the
problem. Further, these figures clearly could be a reflection of the rigor in
which child labor laws were enforced within those pariicular states.

It is encouraging that the U.S. Labor Department has launched a highly
visible crackdown on child labor violators. Former U.S. Labor Secretary Elizabeth
Dole publicly stated a major commitment to enforce child labor laws in the
country and promised "a series of major sweeps by investigators to root out
violations” (cited in Butterfield, 1990, p. 1). Regardless, this task will be a very
complex one and some observers are not confident that the problem of child labor
violations in America will go away very soon. It appears to be too widespread to
allow for any simple, quick solutions. It will take morc than rhetoric and

promises. It will requirc both commitment and resources.

Proposals To Address the Problem

Bruce D. Butterficld, in the concluding article to his five-part series,
Children at Work (Boston Globe, April 26, 1990, p. 27) suggested that the following
actions are required in order to seriously address the problem of child labor

violations in the United States:

(1) Labor laws on the books must be enforced in a meaningful way.
Instead of making appointments to check records in grocery stores
during business hours, iavestigators need to visit workplaces at the
times children work, and focus cfforts first on the worst violations;

(2) Enforcement cfforts should be linked with school and social service
programs to help child workers and their parents. In New York's
garment shops, ordering children home when they are with their
parents and have no place else to go, is not a solution;

(3) Injuries to working minors need to be idemtified immediately through

workers' compensation records and tougher reporting laws, and
investigated promptly.....;
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(4) Federal limitations on the hours youths ‘can work during school weeks
should be extended to older minors -- students who often work long
hours to the detriment of their school work. Many states set such
limitations for 16- and 17-year olds, but the rules vary widely;

(5) A stronger work permit system for all minors is necded, one that is
strictly administered by local school districts and monitored by labor
officials. Such permits are required by many states, but school districts
issue them with little if any inquiry into whether the job is illegal or
the minor is working in abusive conditions;

(6) Meager federal farm safety programs must be expanded and funding
allocated for 8 focus on children working on family farms. Last year,
the federal government spent $180 per mining worker for safety
programs but only 30 cents per farmer. Yet, the death ratc on farms is
higher than in the mines....... . and

(7) Social programs cut by the Rcagan administration should be ecxpanded

with emphasis on farm worker children, many of whom live in poverty
and do not attend school.

Benefits of Working

Certainly, youth employment can produce many benefits. By working,
many young people are able to develop very valusble lifelong skills, attitudes, and
behaviors. They can leam a sense of independence and are taught responsibility.
For some youth, working brings them one of their real first successes in life.
They are able to take pride in themselves and their work. Scif-estcem often is
remarkably cnhanced through good work experiences. This is particularly true
for those students who may not have had an cspecially rewarding school
cxperience -- possibly even a very negative one.

Clearly, a major bepefit of work for many youth and the:r parents is the
money which is eamed. Many students need to work to help support themselves
and their family. Tens of thousands of students cach year work to obtain money
for their education. Work by youth can be both rewarding -- and in some cases --

a8 necessity.
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To be surc, some young people work for other reasons: 1o pay for their
“toys” -- their excesses -- and most certsinly their "habits.” Students who arc
"hooked on alcohol or drugs”, for example, typically are forced to obtain the
moncy necessary to support their habit ecither (1) by illegal or other means
which may pose dangerous risks to their hcalth, e.g., engaging in prostitution, or
(2) by working excessive hours. In ecither situation, | negative conscquences

usually result.

Balance Needed

Many students certainly arc capable of balancing their work and school
schedules. In fact, one activity can be very complimentary to the other. Yet, for
a large number of students in contemporary American society, excessive
employment and, most certainly, abusive, cxploitative cmployment, is having an
extremely negative effect upon both their school performance and upon their
health -- physical and social/emotional.

The abuses and excesses of child and youth employment are the real
problem -- not work itsclf. They clearly are plaring an increasingly larger
number of young people in jeopardy and they arc posing serious health hazards
for many of them. Granted, some young people in the United States may necd to
work excessive hours to support their habits; others may choosc to work to "buy
cxpensive toys.” Yet, as stated by Reed and Sautter (1990), we should not lose sight
of the fact that:

Msany teenagers work long hours because they must do so in

order to survive, not because they are trying to buy designer
jeans or are exploring future careers in food services (p. KS5).
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X. SYNTHESIS OF MAJOR FINDINGS

The information presented in the previous sections of this document
clearly show that a large and increasing number of children and youth living in
America today are in jeopardy. What is even more disturbing, however, arc
projections that many of the conditions and developments which have
contributed to the "current status” of children in this nation will likely continue
and even intensify during the mext 10 to 30 years -- unless substantial changes in
attitude arc developed, along with the necessary actions and policies to reverse
many of the present cycles of disadvantage.

Major demographic, social, and economic changes over the past two decades
have had profound cffects on the lives of America's children and their familics.
Many of these changes have been presented and analyzed. Several emerging
trends involving American children and youth likewise have been identificd. We
must pot ignore these changes and trends as well as current projections
regarding the "future status” of our nation’s children and youth.

Following are some of the major findings, trends, and projections
involving the current and projected status of children and youth in America
which have been identified by recent studics, by youth advocacy groups, and by
pational commission reports. They are presented here in an effort to synthesize
much of the information which bas been reported in recent studies involving
American children and youth.

**» Children continne to decresse as a share of the overgll U.S.
popujation. It is estimated that in 1990 children comprised 26 percent of the
U.S. population as compared with 36 percent in 1960. By 2010, it is projected that

children (ages birth-17) will represent only 23 percent of our nation's
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population.  Children of minority groups will continue to grow as a
proportion of all children, however, and are projected to represent 1
in 3 children by 2010.

The number of children approaching young aduithood in America -- those
about to enmter our nation's workforce -- likewisc is decreasing. It is projected that
in the year 2000, there will be 5.4 million (18%) fewer Americans between the
ages of 18 and 24 than there were in in 1980. Agsin, minority vouths will
make up an increasing proportion of this young work force: projected

to be 30 percent in in 2000 and 37 percent in 2020, as compared with 23 percent in
1980,

*** Qur nation’'s schoeols will experience differential population
shifts_in the future hoth in terms of student gge and minority
cepresentation. The number of all preschool children has increased by more
than 3 million since 1980, but this number is expected to decrease again by 2000.
The number of eclementary school children continues to be low in 1990 when
compared with 1970 enrollments, but it is projected that this number will increase
through the year 2000 before again declining. The number of secondary school .
youth will decline through 1990, but then increase by the year 2000.
The numbers and proportions of minority children in our ;-
nation's schools are projected to rise significantly during the next
two 10 three decades. Based on several indicators, including earlier
childbearing and higher fertility rates of certain minority groups, especially -
blacks and Hispanics, some demographers project an almost 200 percent increase
in our nation's population of blacks by the year 2020, and an almost 300 percent
increase in the Hispanic population. It is projected that by the year 2000, 40

percent of our public school students will be representatives of some
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ethnic/racial minority group. Many of these midority group children are likely
to be poor.

Also, in recent years there has been a rapid increasse in the number
of immigrant students in our schools, cspecially those from Third World
countries. Thus, it is projected that the "face of our nation's public schools”,
particularly those which are located in more metropolitan arcas, will continue to
change dramatically during the next twenty to thirty years. OQOur student
population most likely will be a much more heterogencous group, consisting of a-
much larger percentage of minority children than presently exists.  Further,
given past and current indicators and trends, it is likely that large numbers of
these students will suffer from socioeconomic disadvantage, placing them at
s:gnificantly higher risk for school failure.

Finally, two additional trends which are emerging in American society are
iikely to have a substantial impact om our nation's schools in the future: (1) the
dramatic rise in the number of drug-related births which arc occurring
throughout our country, and (2) the largely unknown, but potentially
devastating, impact of our nation's AIDS epidemic. It is likely that our schools
will be required to provide programs for increasingly larger numbers of
children and youth who are victims of these conditions in the future. As a
society, we have just begun to realize how dcvastating these conditions can be not
only to the victims themselves but also to their families and communities.

And, there is yet another emgrging trend that is likely to have an impact
upon our country’'s schools of the future. Because of recent medical advances,
many children with severe medical problems, such as Trisomy 13 and
Trisomy 18, are now surviving. These children too will be cntering our

nation’s schools, and they will likely require intensive and expensive services.
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poxerty gronp in the United States. Of all persons considered to be poor in
the United States, 40 percent are children. Nearly 20 percent of all childrea
under the age of 18 presently living in this country are poor. Of all of the
major indicators which are commonly associgted with educationsl
disadvantage, poxerty Is the ome most significant indicator.

*** The younger & child is. the greater gre his or her chances
of being poor. Of all children age 3 and under, 23 percent are poor; nheardy 22
percent of 3-5 year olds are poor; and more than 20 percent of 6-11 year olds are
poor.

**¢+ Being a member of a minority group significantiy
increases the chances of g child being poor. Most poor children in
America are white. It is estimated that one in seven white children currently
living in America are poor. However, black and Hispanic children are far more
likely to be living in poverty households than are white children. In 1987, 45
percent of sll black children were poor, while 39 percent of all
Hispanic children were considered poor. Overall, the median family
income of white children is generslly considered to be one and three-quariers
times that of Hispanic children and twice that of black children.

*** The gap hetween the rich and poor in the ILS. has widened
considerahly since 1980, A recent study by the Center on Budget and Policy
Prioritics showed that the richest 2.5 million Americans have nearly as much
total income 8s the 100 million Americans with the lowest incomes. The bottom 40
percent of Americans will receive 14.2 percent of total after-tax income received
by all groups in 1990, while the top 1 percent will receive 12.6 percent. During
the 1980s, most affluent Americans received large income gains, while middle-

income people gained little, and the poor fell even further behind.
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Children living In female-headed households tend to fare the
worse. In 1987, for example, 46 percent of female-headed familics with children
and approximatcly 60 percent of female-headed families with pre-school children
were  poor.

In addition, the proportion of children in poverty receiving AFDC
assistance has decreased during the past decade. In 1987, only 56 percent of

children living in poverty received AFDC assistance as compared with 73 percent

in 1975.
¢*¢ The proportion chil un
been rising rapidly in the U.S. Among blacks, three out of five births now

occur cutside of marriage, despite a declinc in the rate of births to unmarried
black women. ‘Almost 32 percent of Hispanic births and 16 percent of white births
in 1986 were to unmarried mothers. The proportion of births to teens that occurs
outside of marriage continues to increase. In 1986, 61 percent of all births to
women under age 20 were non-marital.

e liv U
changed dramaticglly in recent YEArs. In 1955, 60 percent of all U.S.
households consisted of a working father, a8 housewife mother, and two or more
school-age children. In 1985, only 7 percent fit this pattern. As of 1988, neardy 25
percent of all U.S. children were living in single-parent families, the mother in
over S0 percent of the cases. Living in a single-parent household has been well
documented as one of the major indicators for placing children at risk for
educational and broader social and cconomic failure.

Black and Hispanic children are more likely than non-minority children to
be living in single-purent families. As of 1988, the proportion of children living
with their mothers only was 51 percent among black children; 27 percent among

Hispanic children; and 16 percent among white children.
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Nearly half of all marriages today end in divorce, and more than a million
children per year sece their parents get divorced. Although divorce rates have
stabilized in the United States since the late 1970s, large numbers of children each
year continue to experience marital disruption. In recent years, there also has
been a substantial increase in the number of step, adoptive, and foster families.

And, for the first time, our nation has witnessed the emergence of gay couple

family configurations.

*¢¢ Rarental level of education has increased in__recent years,
! vel of
level of nonminority parents. One of the major indicators associated with
educationally disadvantaged children and youth is the educational level of their
parents, especially that of the mother. Children of poorly educated mothers
have been found toe perform worse academicslly and leave school
earlier than children of better educated mothers.

Today's children are more likely than past generations of children to have
parents who graduated from high school, increasing from 70 percent in 1979 to 78
percent in 1988. Among both black and Hispanic students, parcnt education levels
have increased during the 1980s aithough they continue to lag behind those of
white parents. For c¢xample, in 1988, 82 percent of all white elementary-age
children had parents who had completed 12 or more years of education, as
compared with 75 percent in 1979. By contrast, in 1988, 69 percent of all black
clementary-age children had parents who had completed 12 or more years of
education, compared with 51 percent in 1979. For Hispanic elementary-age
children, in 1988, 46 percent had parents who had completed 12 or more years of
high school, as compared with only 41 percent in 1985 (1979 comparable data are

not available for this group).
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children in the U.S. are rising dramatically.  Although specific cstimates
vary, the number of children who have no permanent shelter has increased
significantly in recent years. The negative consequences of not having a safe,
permanent residence are multiple and complex, not the least of which is lack of
access to a quality education. Young children In families represent the
fastest growing singlie group of homeless in America. Although there
are many reasons which contribute to a child being homeless, one of
the major causes is the lack of safe, affordable housing.

Poor families must expend a disproportionate amount of their income on
rent -- if housing is available at all. It is estimaied that 45% of all poverty families
pay morc than 70% of their annual income in rent. The federal govemment
basically has stopped building low income housing, and income housing
assistance has been decreased significantly since 198C. In brief, the demand for
safe, affordable housing in America today far exceeds the supply.

¢¢¢ The proportion of children with working mothers has
increased substantially in recent vyears. For children under age 6, the

proportion has increased by necarly 80 percent since 1970, from 29 percent to

approximately 51 percent in 1988. As of 1988, over haif of all married mothers
with infant children 1 year old or under were weorking or actively looking for
work. In 1975, the comparable proportion was 31 percent; and in 1970, only 24
percent. By the time their youngest child is 2 years of »sge, about 60
percent of today's married mothers gre in the work force.

As increasingly larger numb~rs of mothers, married or unmarried., choose,
or are forced to, enter our nation's labor force, affordable, safe daycare becomes &
critical issue. In order to survive cconomically, in today's society, it is often
necessary for both parents to work. The situation is even more critical for single-
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parcnt mothers or fathers. The lack of availability of safe, affordable, flexible
daycarc arrangements has surfaced as a major issue for young families in the
carly 1990s. Affordable daycare is likely to become an ecven more significant
issuc in the future.

Figure 9 shows the rising percentage of children with mothers in the labor

force.
Rising Demand for Childcare
Children with Mothers in the Labor Force, 1970-1985, and Projected, 1990-1995
P
e
r
c
e
n
t
1870 1975 1980 1985 1990 1995
BB Preschool Children (Younger than Six) B six- to 17-Year-Oids
Figure 9. Sowrce: S.0.8. America: A Children's Budger 1990, Children’s Defense
Fund.

*s+ America continues fo lag far behind most other

Although most of our nation's children are in good health, many key health

indicators clearly point toward a decline or stagnation of progress in maternal

and child health care during the 1980s. One in five children in the U.S. has
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no health insurance. Our nsation ranks nineteenth in .he world in
infant mortality and twenty-ninth in low-birthweight births.

While 95 percent of the U.S. one-year olds were immunized, 14 other
nations had better rates. Poor, minority children are especially vulnerable in
this regard. For cxample, the infant mortality rate remains nearly twice
as high among black infants as among white infants. Cutbacks at both
the federal and state levels during the 1980s in major programs designed to
provide poor pregnant women with carly health care and their infants with carly
medical care have been widely cited as contributing factors to the "poor health

record” of many of our country's children and youth.

¢*¢ American students’ level of academic gachievement
continnes to be disappainting Half of our nation's 17-year-olds do not have

reading, math, and science skills that would allow them to perform moderately
complex tasks such as summarizing a newspaper cditorial or calculating decimals.
The high school graduation rates in our country have increased by only 3
percentage points during the past two decades. Approximately 25 percent of
U.S. all students do not complete high school.

The achievement gap between minority and white children
narrowed during the past decade, but not as much as during the
previous two decades. Poor and minority students together currently make up
approximately one-third of the school-age population in America. Although they
enter school only slightly behind their more advantaged peers, poor and minority
children fall further behind as their schooling progresses. By third grade, blacks
and Hispanics arc six months behind; by cighth grade, they are two years behind;
and, by twelfth grade, they are more than three years behind.

Poor teenagers are four times more likely than nonpeer teens

to have below-average basic skills, and they are three times more
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likely to drop out of high school. Whether they graduate or not, black and
Hispanic 17-ycar olds have reading and math skills about the same as those of
white 13-year olds. In science, their skills are about the same as those of white 9-
year olds.

In addition to the above trends involving the current status of children in
America, many of our nation's youth are in jeopardy due to other personal,
family, and societal factors and conditions. Alcohol and drug abuse place
many youth at high risk. Other youths are victims of physicai and/or sexual
abuse and neglect.  Still other children increasingly find themsclves living in
unsafe neighborhoods in which the threats of violence, even homicide, are
cveryday realities.

For yet other large and growing npumbers of children, their limited
proficiency in the English language adverscly affects their ability to
perform successfully in many of our nation's schools. Then, there are those
children and youth who are victims of child labor violations. Many
contemporary American youth arc working undecr illegal and/or unsafe
conditions.

Attempting to synthesize the current and projected condition and status of
our nation's children and youth is a complex task -- one which can lead to overly
simplistic or onc-dimensional interpretation.  Clearly, the majority of children
and youth living in America today appear to be physically healthy, relatively
well adjusted emotionally, and are likely to become healthy, well-adjusted, and
productive members of society.

However, there is growing evidence that an increasing number
and proportion of our nation's children currently are not as

fortunate. Unless certain basic changes occur in the lives of these
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children and their families, the prognosis for both these children,
their families, and American society at large is anything but good.

The litany of facts and trends has become all too familiar. Despite the fact
that the United States continues to be one of the richest and most powerful nations
in the world, incrcasingly larger numbers of the most vulnerable and precious
segment of our society -- our children -- are in the greatest jeopardy. As a group,
children represent the poorest, most vuinerable segment in America today.

If recent trends continue, the plight of our nation's children predictably
will worsen in the ncxt ten to thirty years. For example, it is projected that by
the year 2000, one in every five births, and more than one in three
black births, will be to a mother who did not receive early prenatal
care. One in every five 20-year old women will be 2 mother, and
more than four out of five of them wiill not be married.

A growing proportion of U.S. children are being born to and
reared by young, unmarried women who are poorly educated and do
not have the means to support themseives, let alone their children.
Young children, especially ethnic/racial minority children, are
particularly vuinerable to economic, social, and educational
disadvantage.

In recent years, American society has undergone major changes in its
labor market, wage structures, culture, and demographics which have had a
significant influence on the family. Tbe incomes of young {amilies have
plummeted. Affordable housing is difficult, if not impossible, for many young
families to obtain. Single-parent familics have become increasingly common.
Most of these single-parent families are beaded by women whose carnings tend to

be far less than men. Safe, affordable childcare often is not available. Even in
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those family situations in which both parents are in the labor force, the cost of
quality child carc frequently is exorbitant. The result:

These conditions and trends have contributed to a substantial
increase in the amount of stress which is placed on many American
families. As parents become more stressed in the struggle to survive

economically, their children increasingly become Innocent victims

and targets.
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X1. PERSPECTIVES AND RECOMMENDATIONS

What can be dome to solve the problems of at-risk children and youth in the
United States?  First, and perhaps foremost, we need to move beyond the
awareness level. Reports such as this may be helpful in that they can serve to
heighten awareness levels regarding the current status and the projected future
status of children in the United States. The information may be shocking to some
readers. It may even cause them to become very angry. Much of the information
cited is not necessarily new. For several years now trends which point toward the
deterioration of the overall well-being of youth in this country have been
emerging. Both scholarly reports and media sound bites have presented to the
American public information which portrays the current status of children as a
fairly dire one.

. Clearly, the problems are complex. Simple solutions are not likely. Action
must be taken on several fronts if we are t0 have anmy real hope of reversing
many of the trends affecting children and youth which been have been
emerging during the past decade. The cycle of disadvantasge -- educational, social,
and econmomic -- which affects a rapidly growing number of children and families
in this country will not ecasily be broken. Yet, unless concerted and immediate
efforts are undertaken to accomplish this very objective, ihe resulting negative
educational, social, and economic consequences are indeed very predictable.

Demographers, social scientists, educators, and advocates for various
disadvantaged populations have been waming us for several years that unless
changes occur in many of our national, state, and local policies, we
as a nation are headed for internal upheaval, f not destruction. Yet,

some will reply to these wamings that they represent little more than
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inflammatory rhetoric, often designed to gain political or professional prestige or
advantage. Others will rctort: "The Doomsdayers are at it again -- predicting
disaster - we've heard it all before; yet the sky hasn't fallen, has it? We have
survived predicted disasters in thc past, and surely we will again.”

To be sure, none of us can predict with any degree of specificity what the
true status of children and youth will be in the year 2020 or the year 2000, or for
that matter, the year 1992. Totally unforeseen events and occurrences -- political,
social, economic, or even natural -- could drastically alter the shape of American
children and American socicty. Nevertheless, given what we now know, it seems
imperative that we (1) give serious consideration to cmerging trends and
projections, and (2) take those actions which arc necessary to reverse many of
the present conditions and trends which clearly arc devastating to a large and
increasing number of our nation's children and their families. We must do this to
help shape the future of an American society which will be more economically
sound, more ecducationally effective, more socially equitable, and more morally
defensible.

The 1990s present this nation with 2 rare combination of

challenges and oppertunities. The social disorganization,

poverty, crime, and hopelessness that grip many urban
neighborhoods -- and the new stranglehold of drugs .- threaten
to relegate whole groups of children to permanent second-class

status (National Commission on Children Interim Report, 1990,
p. 45).

Awareness of the Problem

With the exception of a few skeptics, the growing problem of the
disadvantaged population in America is readily apparent to policymakers,
bureaucrats, educators, and the public at large. Our awarencss lcvel has been

raised by the barrage of national reports, medis coverage, and conferences which
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have focused unprecedented attention on the problems of poor children, homeless
children and familics, teenage pregnancy. the rise in adolescent violent crime,
school failure, and drug use.

Studies and reports have wamed the American public that unless the cycle
of disadvantage is brokem, we will most certainly suffer personal, social, and
ccopomic harm. The likely negative conmsequences for not dealing with the
problems of "the underclass” have been discussed in both the professional and lay
literature. In addition, many observers have cautioned that for ecopomic 1easons
alone American society cannot continue to igncre the dangerous trends which
have been emerging relative to the rapid growth of disadvantaged populations in
this nation.

Poverty, school fsilure, teenage pregnancy, drug abuse, etc.
have been demonstrated to be clearly Interreiated. The message has
been consistent and growing in its urgency: We and our children will all pay for
our society's failures to provide quality educationel, social, medical, and
vocational programs for those children and youth who are disadvantaged and
considered to be at "high risk." In this regard, Schorr (1989) suggested:

We all pay to support the umproductive and incarcerate the violemt. We are

all economically weakened by lost productivity. We all live with fear of

crime in our homes and on the streets. We arc all diminished when large
numbers of parents are incapable of nurturing their dependent young,

:?g).whcn pervasive alicnation erodes the national sense of communi_ty (p.

For the vast majority of Americans, therefore, lack of awarsness is not the
major problem. If this is true, then, why baves’t we as a pation been able to solve
the probiems of economic, social, and educational disadvantage? Clearly. the

problems are complex, and they do pot lend themselves to quick-fix, simple

solutions. Further, it is recognized that there are some individusls who feel little,
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or no, responsibility to take action to improve the quality of life of disadvantaged
children and families.

Some view the "problem of disadvantage" essentiaslly as s problem for them.
In brief, it is their problem. Others blame poor, disadvantaged families for their
plight, believing that they "get what they deserve,” frequently attributing their
condition in life to a lack of motivation or a lack of desire to remove themselves
from their sitvation. It is our firm conviction, however, that most American
citizens do not harbor these attitudes and feclings toward the disadvantaged.
Rather, what often prevents positive actions from being taken in this regard is
the perpctuation of myths, false assumptions, and incorrect beliefs involving the

disadvantaged which presently exist.

Need To Confront Myths and Negative Attitudes

Involving the Disadvantaged

Following is a discussion of three of the most common myths and false
assumptions involving disadvantaged populations as well as past and present
cfforts to assist them. Often, these myths and false assumptions prevent positive

actions from being taken to help disadvantaged children and their families.

(1) Ihe problems are too complex for any reasonable solution:

Many obsecrvers believe that the multiple problems faced by most
disadvantaged children and their families are so pervasive that it is impossible for
cven the best intentioned of social service agencies to assist them. Schorr (1989)
argued that this belief is 8 myth, anc that poor families can, in ‘act, be helped to
break the cycle of econmomic, social, and cducational disadvantage that currently

enguifs them. However, because many of the programs presently in place to
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assist this group are too fragmented, underfunded, and/or constrained by
burcaucratic regulations and guided by incffective policies, they are largely
unsuccessful.

Schorr (1989) argued strongly that the disadvantaged are not beyond hope
and help -- and further, that this belicf system represents a myth which often
works against effective problem resolution. She stated that traditionally we have
relied on short-term measures to remedy health, social, economic, and educational
deficiencies for the poor and disadvantaged -- most of which have proven to be
largely unsuccessful. More long-term investments in the lives of our nation's

most vulnerable citizens are essential.

(2) Many social programs not only do not help the
disadvantaged but thev may, in fact, do harm to this population:

There exists a belief system shared by some individuals that most of our
nation's social policies which are designed to help disadvantaged persons improve
the quality of their lives, in reality, serve as impediments and actually prevent
them from solving their ecomomic and social problems. As stated by Schorr
(1989), "the specter of investments in human services actually doing harm is
given an air of reality because so many people are in fact worse off -- after
twenty years of vastly incrcased social spending. More children are poor, more
children are growing up without stable families, and more young people are out

of work™ (p. xxiv).

Critici : al pal
One of the most widely recognized critics of American social policies

designed to aid the poor and disadvantaged has been Charles Murray. In his 1984
book, Losing Ground, Murray contended that the social policies of the Great
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Socicty changed the rewards and penaltics that govern human behavior, and
thereby brought about increasing rates of joblessness, crime, out-of-wedlock
births, female-hcaded familics, and welfare dependency. Faced with the choice
between an unattractive job and a welfare check, Murray stated that it is "rational
on grounds of doliars and cents" for poor unmarried women to decide to have
babics. Only the climination of support from outside the family would discourage
young women from pregnancy and encourage both young men and young
women to work for low wages and accept the discipline of the workplace --

because the altemnaiive would be so grim (cited in Schorr, 1989, pp. xxiv-xxv).

Defense of social policies

Many scholars have refuted Murray's argument that most welfare
assistance in fact works against the very population that it is theoretically
designed to belp (e.g., Danzinger & Gotschalk, 1985; Ellwood & Summers, 1986:
Schorr, 1989; Schwarz, 1988; Wilson, 1987). As an illustration, Schorr (1989)
suggested that the evidence does not support Murray's contentions, and she
offered two specific examples: -

First, countrics with far more generous social welfare programs than the

United States -- Germany, Denmark, France, Sweden, and Great Britain -- all

have sharply lower rates of teenmage births and teenage crime; and

Second, if welfare benefits figured in the decision to have a baby, more

babies would be bom in states with relatively high levels of welfare

payments. But careful state-by-state comparisons show no evidence that

Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) influences childbearing

decisions; sex and childbearing among tcenagers do not scem to be a
product of careful cconomic analysis (p. xxv).

(3) We lack sufficient knowledge to develop successful
programs and interventions:

The multiple problems faced by disadvantaged children and their families

frequently are perceived of as not only being ov:rwhelming and possibly beyond
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remedy, but also what further complicates the development of effective policies,
programs, and practices is the false assumption that we do npot know what specific
interventions really are cffective with this population. We already know what
works. This is not the real problem. Rather, the major problem lies in our
individual and collective failures to apply what we already do knmow -- in a

comprehensive, intensive, and well-coordinated manner.

What works

There cxists ample documented evidence, for example, that quality early
childhood Intervention programs help disadvantaged children and their
families. Probably the most visible example in this respect has been the twenty-
five year success enjoyed by Project Head Start. Asso, there have been numerous
other projects and programs, which have operated on a much smaller scale than
Head Start, but which likewise have demonstrated the positive outcomes of quality
carly childhood intervention programs -- for cxample, The Earcly Training Project
in Tennessee; the Perry Preschool Program in Ypsilanti, Michigan; the IDRS
Harlem Project in Central and East Hardem (cited in Schorr, 1989, pp. 192-197); the
Beethoven Project in Chicago; and the Parents as Teachers Project in Missouri
(cited in Reed & Sautter, 1990, p. K9).

We know that early and frequent prenatal csre can significantly
reduce the risk of low birthweight babies. We know that pregnant teenagers who
are encouraged (allowed) to remain in school have a much better chance of
completing their educations and are far less likely to drop out. We know that
quality child care programs and parenting classes held in schools allow
many young teenage women to complete their educations. We know that

appropriate sex education courses arc cffective.

137



131

We know that early heslth care, including necessary immunizations,
slong with proper nutrition, can prevent the occurrence of scrious or cven
fatal discases in children. We know that children who are homeless or
precariously housed are at a major disadvantage for developing those academic,
social, and vocational skills necessary to lead fulfilled and productive lives.

We koow that intensive instructional programs conducted in a school
climate which is safe and conducive to both leaming and promoting positive self-
estcem can remarkably enbance the chances of disadvantaged children to become
literate, self-assured, and cventually productive adults. And, we know much more!
Lack of knowledge is not the real issue. The willingness to
demonstrate the necessary commitment and to Pprocure the necessary

fiscal and human resources tc soive the problem -- is the real issue.

Specific Policies and Actions

What actions are needed? New, creative national policies which
promote the overall well-being of children and their families must
be developed and Implemented ss quickly as possible. Strong and
effective policies arc needed in several areas, especially those involving the
physical, emotional/social, ecconomic, and educational well-being of our nation's
children and youth. Policymakers alrcady have much of the information which
is necessary to develop these policies. What is required is the courage,
willingness, and the resolve to act.

The rhetoric regarding the plight of the disadvantaged is wearing thin --
most of all for its victims. More resources, both fiscal and human, are
needed to implement those policies which are necessary to improve

the quality of lives of disadvantaged children and their families.
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Less rhetoric and more resources are required. Of course, it is "safe”,
prudent, "politically astute”, and often, necessary to offer the usual qualifying
statement in rcgard to the suggested need for additional resources: "Money alone
cannot solve the problem.”

Especially in these times of fiscal restraint, "prudeat spending is
pecessary.” Certainly, "new monies”™ may not be readily available, requiring,
therefore, resource allocations. This will call for a re-cvaluation of our priorities
particularly at the nationmal lcvel, but also at the state level. Howecver, fo suggest
that the well-documented cycles of socioeconomic snd educational
disadvantage can be broken without the infusion of substantial new
fiscal resources is not only naive but also certain to guarantee their
perpetuation.

In this section, we address some of the specific policies and actions which

arc nceded to help disadvantaged children and their families.

(1)  Need for Increased Agency Collaboration

Major changes in the collaborative efforts of agencies which scrve
children and families arc needed. While in recent ycars, communication has
improved somewhat among certain federal, state, and local agencies which serve
socially and educationally disadvantaged children and their families, there
continues to exist unnecessary fragmentation and duplication in many areas. Yet,
as Hodgkinson (1989) wammed: "Communication is no longer enough for the
urgent problems we face. Service organizations must begin to sce their
interdependence across functional lines. The best way to do this is to perceive the
client as the most important part of the organizations who provide services to that

person, family, or group” (p. 1).
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With respect to the neced to develop more effective models of collaboration
among service providers, Hodgkinson (1989) further stated: "educators at all
levels need to become familiar with other service providers at their
level as they are serving the same childcen and families as clients.
It is painfully clear that a hungry, sick or homeless child is by
definition a poor learnmer, yet schools usually have no linkage to
health or housing organizations ountside those run by schools
themselves" (p. 1).

The specific role that schools should play within the overall collaborative
cffort to provide more effective programs to disadvantaged children and their
families currently is not particularly clear. Different views obtain. For example,
Michael Kirst, a strong advocate of the need for increased and improved
collaboration among agencies serving at-risk children and their families, argued:
"there has to be some way people come together around those services. The child
with multiple needs is like a pinball in a pinball machine bouncing from one
place to another” (cited in Education USA, January 8, 1990, p. 135). Kirst ruggested
that "the school can be a 'broker’ or a catalyst to bring service providers together
... but schools should be involved in the ‘orchestration of services' rather than
trying to deliver all of the services” (cited in Education USA. January 8, 1990, p.
136).

However, Harold Hodgkinson, noted American demographer and an equally
strong advocate of service-provider collaboration, cautioned against schools
being the center of collaboration: "There is money in all agencies for children
but instead of thinking of the child as the client, all services have a czar who
controls their budgets. Many supporters of collaboration say schools are the
obvious place where services can come together ... but this will create another

‘czar’ and 'miss the point’ of coilaboration ... the whole point is to create a new
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system ... the idea is to have 'leaders of all the burcaucracies meet a couple of
times a week and launch different projects'” (cited in Education USA, January 8,
1990, p. 141).

Regardiess of the precise methods by which schools are involved in the
overall collaborative process, it is critical that (1) meaningful collaboration take
place among all agencies and bureaucracies who are involved with disadvantaged
students and their familics, and (2) educators be actively _imvolved in this process.
Not to do so will most assuredly lead to the perpetuation of the current System -- or
lack of a system -- and guarantee the continuation of fragmented, inefficient, and
duplicative services to these children.

More effective interagency collaboration is nceded becausc the problems
typically confronted by disadvantaged children and their families are extremely
complex, requiring the simultaneous services of several service providers.
However, real cooperation must be sought -- much more than the rhetoric
involving cooperative interface, which often translates inte “interface without
cooperation” along with the token "paper cooperative agreements” which already
are in place at many levels -- and which have proven to be largely ineffective.
Most traditional approaches in this regard have not worked. New, creative
approaches are needed -- ones which focus on the child as a growing and

developing human being wu0 may have multiple needs across several domains.

(2) Heaith Care

Despite having spent $551 billion dollars on health care in 1988, the United
States continues to show a dismal record in several health-related areas as
commpared with many other countries, many of whom are significantly "poorer”
in both fiscal and technological resources. Thirty-seven million Americans

have no health insurance or coverage. Twelve million of these
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Americans are children. Poor children and their families are far less likely
to have adequate health insurance, with only about two-thirds of children from
families below the poverty line estimated to have some form of health insurance
coverage. Necarly omc-half of all poor children do not receive benefits from
Medicaid.

The dismal record of our nation's infant mortality, young children
mortality, and low-birthweight rates has been thoroughly documented in this
report. The lack of carly and adequate prenatal care has been clearly linked to
infant mortality as well as to other scverc long-term health consequences for
both the mother and child. Poor, racial/ethnic minority infants and children, as
well as their mothers, arc especially unlikely to receive ecarly health care.
During the 1980s, federal dollars for prevention of many childhood discases, e.g.
immunization programs, were cut back, contributing in large part to the present
disturbing rise¢ in the number of childhood discases which "we thought we as a
nation had conquered.”

Certainly, the current health picture is oot all bad in America. Definite
progress has been made in some major arcas. For example, despite the fact that we
continue to trail well behind most other developed countries, there has been a
reduction in peopatal montality. Also, because of medical advances and carly
prevention programs, children with severe medical impediments are now living
fonger.

Of course, cven within this area, problems arise -- especially with respect
to quality of lifc issucs as well as the ability and readiness of our schools to
adequately serve these children once they reach school age.

Perhaps the greatest, and potentially the most devastating, long-term
health threat to our nation's infants and children, however, has just begun to

surface -- and its real impact is largely unknown at this time: pediatric AIDS
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and drug-related births. Again, particularly in the case of drug-related
births, we witness the interactive effects of cconomic and social disadvantage.
Poor pregnant women are far less likely to receive early and adequate medical
attention and prenatal care. Poor, black mothers, especially, are vulnerable in
this regard. The fact that black infant mortality in the United States is twice the
rate of whites clearly relates to the lack of early, preventive health care.

Undeniably, for those Americans who can afford it, "high end” medical
care is among the best availablc anywhere. Certain groups, however, ére
systematically vulnerable: (1) children whose parents may not have health
coverage, or when they do, the coverage may be limited to the worker and not
dependents; and (2) older people, as Medicare now covers less than half of elderly
health costs; while Medicaid is a "safety net” for many, onc must become
financially indigent before many of its benefits can be activated (Hodgkinson,
1989, p. 13).

Medical costs are escalating at & rapid rate in this country.
This factor, when combined with changing demographic patterns,
does not portend well for the future health care of many of our
nation's most vulnerable citizens: its poor children and its elderly
citizens. Our nation is becoming "older”. As increasingly larger numbers of
our citizens are living longer, they will require medical carc costing substantial
sums of money -- just at the time in their lives when most of them will be retired
and living on fixed-incomes.

Similarly, as cited earlier in this document, the fastest growing
population of poor people in America are young cﬁildren. Currently
one in five American children lives in poverty. If the present
trends continue, and there is no plausible reason to suggest that they

won't, it is projected that ome in four children will be living in
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poverty by the year 2000. Clearly, these two vuinersble snd most
needy groups (the very young and the elderly) will likely be
competing with each other for diminishing health care resources
during the next decade -- and seemingly long thereafter -- unless
onr present health care system in America receives a drastic
overhanunl.

Isn't it finally time to give scrious consideration to the establishment of a
national health carc system in the United States which will ensure that every
citizen, regardless of age or income level, will be able to receive adequate health
carc -- in both prevention and treatment domains? Cernainly, the implementation
of such a system will be expensive. And, most certainly the same objections to this
model of health care which have been heard for many years -- and from the same
vested interest groups -- will be heard again: "prohibitive cost”, "reverse
discrimination”, "unfaimess to businesses and employers”, charges by the
American Medical Association that "socialized medicine” would not only be
unworkable in this country but also that it will not guarantee better or more
adequate medical care for thosc 'most in need’, and may even result in an overall
lower quality of care for this population.

The larger and more pertinent question, however, may be: Can we as 8
country afford not to establish a national, subsidized heaith care
program? The ultimate fiscal costs which wil! result should we fail to do so may
far exceed any costs involved in its implementation (e.g., cxpensive long-term
treatment and bospitalization for many preventable discases and medical
conditions; countless lost hours, wecks, and cven years of tax-generating income
to the economy because of poor heslth, prolonged illness etc.). And, there is yet

another more basic reason to give strong consideration for the development of a
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subsidized national health care program -- it would be the most compassionate and

humane action to take.

(3) New Policies Are Needed for Children and Families

Breaking the cycles of social, cconomic, and educational disadvantage will
require action on several fronts. Clearly, this represents a mammoth task which
must involve the commitment of policymakers. advocates, legislators, educators, as
well as the American public. To accomplish this goal a reevaluation of many
current values and programs is neccssary.

A reallocation of current national, state, and local fiscal resour s likely
will be necessary. In addition, new financial resources will be required. Most of
all, there must exist a firm commitment to act. QOur nation's people must
believe that it truly is in their own & 1 their nation's best interests
-- socially, economically, and educationally -- to collectively work
toward improving the overall well-being of children and their
families -- all children and families regardless of socioeconomic,
educational, geographic, and other demographic differences.

Especially, however, new policles are needed to improve the siatus
of those children and their families who are currently and/or
projected to be disadvantaged as measured by one or more of the
common indicators. As documented several times in this report, children,
especially thosec children, birth to five, represent the largest and most rapidly
growing population of the poor in the United States. Poor children whether they
live in inner cities or remote, rural regions are far more likely to be
educationally disadvantaged and they are at the greatest risk of school failure.

Many racial/ethnic minority children, especially blacks and Hispanics. because
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in large part they arc also more likely to be poor, are at much higher risk of
cducational disadvantage and school failure than are their white peers.

Also family configurations and patterns affect the chances of a child
becoming cducationally disadvantaged. Children in families headed by a single
female parent, particularly a poorly educated mother, are more likely to suffer
from educational disadvantage. Again, the Indicators of educational and
social disadvantage are not independent of each other. Children living
in houscholds headed by a single female, for cxample, are more likely to be poor,
in large part because the total household income eaming power is generally
substantially less than that of two-parent families.

Poverty affects sll races and ethnic groups. It transcends all
geographical boundaries. [Its emotional and social toll can be insidious. Some
will clasim that poverty in America cannot be reduced and certainly, not
climinated. In a similar vein, some also will claim that "many people currently
living in povenrty want to remain poor -- that they choose to live this way, and if
they really wanted to, they could pull themselves out of this socioecomomic
situation by their own hard work.”

Further, our nation currently is faced with possibly one of its
most embarrassing and greatest challenges ever: homeless children.
Homeless children living in families represent the single largest and fastest
segment of our nation's homeless population.

There exists a degree of cynicism on the part of some Americans toward
homecless children and families. Again, this particular population is perceived of
by some as "choosing to be homeless” -- not as the victims that the vast majority of
them truly are. There will always be skeptics.

Some individuals will continue to harbor convictions (biases) about those

among us who arc poor, homeless, emotionally ill, or physically different. There
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will continue to exist the perception on the part of some Americans ther "s.me
people ghoase to be hungry, poor, or homeless” -- and further, that muny cf them
arc “ripping off socicty.” These perceptions, or belicf systems, represent a ‘let
them be" and/or "they are better where thcy are” mentality.

These cynics and skeptics obviously have not really looked into the cyes of
a poor, hungry child who is living ecither in a woefully substandard apartment, or
worse, living on the street. Nor likely bave they talked with a young married
couple, both of whom are working at low-level paying jobs, and who are
attempting to support three young children. This same family is struggling to
survive but is finding it practically impossible because of cxorbitant rental costs
and reduced benefits. This family also cannot afford any health insurance and is
unable to obtain any health insurance coverage from their employers. They
represent the working poor. Do the skeptics aqd cymics really believe that
those individuals living in the sitr.ations described above are choosing f0 live

I l fitions?

The cost of eliminating pover(y

Of course, it will cost money to eliminate, or cven substantially reduce,
poverty in America. To suggest that it won't is totally naive. How much money?
There are so many factors and variables which must be considercd in this regard
that one can only speculate, at best, what the total dollar figure would be.
Nevertheless, it is rcasomable to ask this question with respect to such an
important area, and some advocacy groups have attempted to respond with
projected dollar amounts.

For example, the Children's Defense Fund (1990a) estimated that, based on
1988 figures, relative to the number of persons living below the federal poverty

Itne:
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s¢*Eliminating poverty in families with children would cost
$26.1 Dillion.

*¢*Eliminating poverty among sll persons would cost $53.8
billion (p. 18).
At first glance, 53.8 billion dollars scems unfathomable and overwhelming
to most American citizens, and 26.1 billion dollars likewise represents a
considerable sum of money. Most of us cannot even begin to identify with the
magnitude which these figures represent, leading to the quite understandable
conclusion by many that the cost of climinating or e¢ven significantly reducing

poverty in this nation is prohibitive.

Need 1o Consider Priorities and Values

When the costs of seriously addressing the national crisis of poverty is
compared to the financial commitment our national government has made to
bailing out our unregulated savings-and-loan industry (conservatively estimated
to be $400 billion dollars), they pale in comparison. This decisior was made by our
national leaders. And, strangely, up to this point in time, there appears to be very
little negative reaction from the American public regarding this situation.

Likewise, many of our nation's bankers and business leaders secem very
willing to "bite the bullet" when it comes to providing hefty financial support for
onec of their own. The present financial predicament of billiopaire, real-estate
tycoon, Donald Trump, provides a good ecxample. In an attempt to save Trump from
default or bankruptcy, his bankers have placed him on a bank-supervised
personal allowance of $430.000 a month.

Donald Trump represents power. Donald Trump represents wealth. Power
and wealth beget power and wealth in this country. Free enterprise is heralded as

the American way. The Donald Trumps of our nation often are not criticized nor
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rejected -- they are admired. Yet, contrast Trump's situation to that of tens of
thousands of Americans who ecach day suffer from the physical, social, and
emotional consequences of living in poverty.

Real estate experts cstimate that interest and upkeep on Trump's mansions
in Connecticut and Florida run $4 million dollars a year (USA TQDAY Bl. Junc 26,
1990). Again, the contrast is painfully obvious to all of the "Rachels,” as so
poignantly described by Jonathan Kozol (Rachel snd Her Children: Homeless
Familics ip America, 1988). who cusrently are forced to endure not only the
socioeconomic disadvantages but also the personal humiliation of being homeless
in present-day America.

To be surc, the above savings-and-loan and Donald Trumn analogiés to
poverty and homelessness in this nation are overly simplistic. Clearly, they do
not represent all of the factors and conditions which must be considered if we are
scrious about reducing poverty im America. Most proponents of supply-side,
trickle-down economic policy even will argue that should the present-day efforts
to bail out the savings-and-loan industrics or to "save the Donald Trumps of this
pation from bankruptcy” fail, the present and future conditions of those U.S.
citizens living in poverty will worsen, arguing that there will be less money
available to help them.

Although it is highly unlikely that thc majority of those children and
families who are living at poverty or near poverty levels would accept this
argument, it is clear that there are no simple solutions to the climination of
poverty in this nation. And, most ccrtainly the offering of what possibly are poor
analogies alone will pnot bring about a solution to the problem. The issues are
indeed complex and they will require sound, well-developed policies
to be implemented at all levels of government -- national, state, and

local.
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Nevertheless, as a nation, we must first be willing to rcassess our basic
values, attitudes, and prioritics. We cannot be lulled into believing that the
admittedly difficult task of ecliminating or <=bstantially poverty among our

children and familics "is impossible to accomplish.” Nor, should we be convinced

that there is simply not enough money to reach this goal. The task can be

We must be willing to write the checks that guarantee poor
children a real chance of success, from the moment they are
conceived untii the moment that they receive as much
educetion as they can absorb. Only then will the tragedy of
children deprived from birth of a dignified life be banished
forever from this land (Reed & Sautter, 1990, p. Kl11).

Address the Needs of the Whole Child

As we noted earlier, the factors which place children in jeopardy are
interrelated.  For example, we have argued that the need for imexpensive and
efficient transportation may have a profound impact on the ability of a single-
parent family to obtain adequate child carc and that this affects his or her
chances of finding cmployment. Given the cumulative effect of multiple factors,
it is not time to improve coordination and consolidation among the various
agencies designed to help children in need.

A recent report by the President's and Speaker's Blue Ribbon Commission
on Children and Families (Robison, 1990) indicated that states which had ecither
multiple divisions within one "umbrella” agency or states with one consolidated
service agency reported increased communication and cooperation in meeting
children's needs.

However, simply consolidating children's services at the state level does not

solve the problem. Existing ageacies have limited resources and some protection
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of turf appears incvitable. What we (g need is sensitivity, at all levels in
children's services agencies, to the fact that interagency and multiagency
collaboration is not just desirable, but essential, for disadvantaged
children to receive the services which are necessary to improve
their overall quaslity of life. As Hodgkinson (1989) stated. "If health wins,
education wins as well. If education wins, prisons win sas well" (p.
15).

In other words, human service versonnel must seek collaborative "win-
win” solutions. Fisher and Ury (1981) discussed "brainstorming for mutual gain”
as an essential step in the process of reaching an acceptable and equitable
agreement. Developing creative options for meceting children's needs will be,
therefore, the charge of everyone imvolved in marshalling resources or
programs for tomorrow's children in need. To quote Hodgkinson (1989) again:

The problems are important while the demographics suggest

that a limited amount of time is available for their solution. At

the center of ali our social agencies sits a client who must be

housed, transported, cducated, fed and kept hesithy. For every
agency, it is the same person, the same client (p. 28).

Child CarelParental Leave

Congressional passage of a comprechensive child care bill on October 27,
1990 appears to constitute a major step toward providing safe. effective care for
thousands of our nation's youngest and most vulnerable children, especially those
living in impoverished environments. The bill essentially doubles the maximum
tax credit that poor families are allowed and will provide assistance to 750.000
children in the first year. The bill also requires states to establish health, safety,
and quality requirements.

The patsage of 8 comprehensive child care bill was listed as the top priority

in 1990 by our nation's largest cbildren's advocacy organization, the Children's
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Defense Fund (Ch

1990a, p. 10). Subsidized child care and parental leave policics have recently
received a great deal of attention and support by a large cross-section of

American families. While carlier child day care policies mostly received support
largely from advocates for poor snd disadvantaged families, the changing

patterns of American families in rccent years (¢.g., the significant increase in
the number of singlc-parent families across all socioeconomic levels) have
resulted in a8 much broader-based support for government-assisted family policiesA
and programs.

Banc and Jargowsky (1988) argued that the United States needs policies that
mnvest in children in all types of families, on the ground that socicty has a
legitimate interest in the future of the next generation” (p. 227). Citing that
"policy discussion has generally focused only on the problems of female-headed
houscholds and households on public assistance, tending to ignore the probiems
of intact families and working poor families” (p. 246), Bane and Jargowsky (1988)

stated:

The goal of public policy in this area [families] should be to
shape a socisl and economic climate that values children and
supports family life.  Public policy shouvld in our opinion
sttempt to reflect and reinforce those values and structures in
American society that care for snd invest in children. As part
of this gosl, policymakers might pay particular attention to the
probiems of children in poverty. Such attention might bring
about small shifts in sattitndes and behavior and might, at the
very least, improve the conditions for some of the most
disadvantaged families and children (pp. 246-247).

Policy Trade-Offs
Bane and Jargowsky (1988) stressed the need for asdvocates of more
effective policies for disadvantaged children and families to be keenly aware of

the "policy trade-offs” which are likely 1o be the source of discussion and



concern to politicians and burcaucrats as they wrestle with the development of
broad-based family policies in America. For cxample, Banc and Jargowsky
suggested that one question that neceds to be asked about family support programs
such as parental leave and child care is whether they would contrib. te,
financially and symbolically, to a supportive environment for
families and children. Do they appropriately convey the concern of
the society for the well-being of children and their families?  What
message do they send? There may be two. One is of general support
for families and children; the other is of special attention to working
families, those with a single parent who works or those with {wo
employed parents (p. 248).

The dual nature of the message raises an interesting issue. The minority of

families with two full-ycar, full-time workers tends to be better off than

families with a single carner. Morcover, some American families do not
belicve that full-time work by mothers of young children is appropriate,
although the proportion of mothers who work full time has certainly been
increasing rapidly and attitudes toward mothers’ employment have been

changing. £ i

family over others. and is it appropriate in a pluralistic society to throw the

weight and money of government behind certain work pattems? These

conflicting views must be dealt with as program details are worked out. and
the issue will probably be resolved in the political arena (Bane &

Jargowsky, 1988, p. 248).

A sccond policy trade-off issue raised by Bane and Jargowsky (1988) is the
question of who will participate in the programs a.d Dbenefit from the
subsidies, and who wili pay for them. Would subsidies be limited to families
in which parents worked a certain number of hours? What about family
preferences relative to specific child carc arrangements? Some families work
split shifts; other use informal care (c.g.. child care provided by a relative or a

nonrelative in either family home or other home). Should only formal group

care be subsidized?
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As further suggested by Banc and Jargowsky (1988), "day care centers, as
opposed to care by rclatives, 'family day care,’ or other informal arrangements,
are used more often by higher-income familics. This means that a8 program that
subsidized only formal, licensed care might not meet the needs of many families”
(p- 249). Even should this problem be resolved by providing subsidies to informal
as well as forma: care, other questions are mised: “the quality of care and
pethaps conflicts with the child development goals that many people hold for
child care programs” p. 249).

Still other sets of questions and concems about f-mily support programs

neced to be considered according to Bane and Jargowsky (1988):

The direct effects of parental leave and child care programs on families
and children (e.g.. given the lack of firm conclusions in child development
research and given the varying preferences of families for their children,
it is hard to argue for limiting subsidies to a fixed package of parental leave
for a cenain period of time plus day carc of a given type -- it seems more
prudent to design policies that offer familics a fair amount of choice about
child care....

The indirect effects: e.g.. would requiring employers to provide parental
leave disproportionately hurt certain kinds of employers, for example

small businesses? Are employers likely to start discriminating against
parents?....

S 0
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ing that most of the subsidies would go to low- or
middle-income families), "it is important to ask about trade-offs between
spending money on day carc for these families and spending it on other
services, cash transfers, or tax reductions. Formal day care for a welfare
family with two children could easily cost $5,000 a year, whereas yearly
AFDC benefits for a family of three in many states are lower than that
amount, Subsidized day care may have substantial long-term benefits in
helping families achieve or maintain financial self-sufficiency; nursery
school-like scttings may represent important investments in children.
Nonetheless, these trade-offs need to be weighed in assessing policies” (pp.
248-250).

In June 1990, the U.S. House of Representatives passed the Family Medical

Leave Act which would require business and govemment employers to provide

i



&

148

workers with up to 12 weeks of unpaid medical leave or with leave for the care of
a new child, or an ill child, parent, or spouse. Co-sponsored by Senator Thomas
Dodd of Connecticut and Representative Marge Roukema of New Jersey, this bill
excmpted businesses with fewer than 50 workers and workers who arc among the
highest-paid 10 percent in a company. However, on June 29, 1990, President Bush,
despite strong bipartisan support, vetoed this picce of legislation,

The U.S. Chamber of Commerce and other business groups lobbied hara
against passage of this bill, and President Bush in a written statement said, °I
strongly object ... to the federal government mandating leave policies for
America’s employers and work force ... we must ensurc that federal policies do not
stifle the creation of new jobs mor result in the climination of existing jobs” (cited
in S. Kurkjian, The Boston Globe, June 30. 1990, p. 1).

President Bush's veto of the Family Medical Leave Act is likely to receive
somewhat mixed reactions from advocates who arc concemed with the overall
well-being of children and families in America. Advocacy groups which arc
primarily concemned with the well being of poor, disadvantaged children and
familics, although probably disappointed in the veto as a genmeral indication of
Bush's apparent unwillingness to support progressive children’s and family
policies, may feel that this particular bill, would bave had most benefit for those

ex unpai - with only minimal benefit
for poor and near poor families.

On the other hand, critics of the President's veto most assuredly will point
out that the United States continues to be one of the very few of industrialized
nstions in the world which does not provide its workers with parenmtal leave
benefits. Clearly, the profile of the American worker has been transformed in
recent years, with women pow constituting 45 percent of the work force,

projected to be 50 perceat of all workers by the mid-1990s. Thus, working women
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-- and their children -- will likely be viewed as the single group which will be

most negatively impacted by Bush's veto.

Saofe. Affordable Housing

Currently, one of the greatest threats to children's well-being in America
is the inability of poor and near-poor families to obtain, safe, affordable housing.
As indicated by Hodgkinson (1989), the demand for low income rental units,
caused by major increases in the number of Americans who work full-time and
yet are in poverty, will push rents on low income units up another 2§ percent by
1993, given the rcalities of demand being twice the supply.

Poor and near poor families continue to pay a disproportionate
amount of their monthly income for rent, and in many cases, all they
receive for this outlay is the "opportunity to live in substandard
dwellings.” Or, worse -- many children in families are forced to
move into temporary, emergency shelters -- or live on the street.

No state pays a monthly AFDC (Aid to Families with Dependent Children)
benefit that ensures that typical inexpensive housing costs will be less than 30
percent of income, as recommended by HUD. In 38 states, the cost of the lowest
priced rental units cxceeds the family's gntire monthly AFDC payment (Children's
Defense Fund, 1990a, p. 8).

Action is needed at all governmental levels, especially at the national and
state levels, to ensure that those American children and their families who
presently are homeless or "precariously housed” can afford decent, safe housing.
More affordable housing must be made available to our nation's poor
families if they are to have any hope of breaking out of their cycle
of disadvantsge. It Is estimated that 45 percent of all poverty

families pay more than 70 percent of their annual income in rent --



leaving the typical poor family of three in America with only $3,000

left to pay for everything else -- medical care, transportation, and

food.”

Need for Increased State Involvemeat

More states need to take advantage of federal funding designed to improve
the overall well-being of disadvantaged children and their families -- when and
where it ig available. For example: (1) only 15 states at the end of 1989 were
covering all pregnant women and infants with incomes below 185 percent of the
federal poverty level, as permitted by federal law (Medicaid coverage). and (2)
only nine states and the District of Columbia supplemented their federal WIC
allotment to provide food and nutrition services to additional women and children.
Only 59 percent of all eligible women and children receive WIC
benefits (Children's Defense Fund, 1990a, pp. 8-9).

Employment Training

Job training, apprenticeship, and community service programs
that equip young adults with job skills necessary to become as self-
sufficient as possible in today's and tomorrow's society must be
expanded. Currently only 3 percent of the 1.2 million teenagers officially
counted as unemployed are served. For cxample, every $1 invested in Job Corps
yields $1.45 in benefits to American society. Other outh employment and
training programs have raised post-program cmployment rates by nearly one-
fourth and annual camings by more than $1,300 per participant (Children's
Defense Fund, 1990a, p. 13).

A living family wage and income supplements for low-income familics

must be ensured. An increase in the nation's migimum _wage must be
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implemented. In 1991, after scheduled increases take effect, a worker employed
full-time, year-round at the minimum wage still will cam lcss than 90 percent of
a poverty-level income for a family of three.

An increase in the pational minimum wage will increase parental
camings and financial incentives to work, and it will provide an adequate
economic basc to support children. The cost savings will likely be in several
arcas: reduced expenditures for income support programs targeted onm low-
income families; increased persopal income and payroll tax revenues associated

with increased employment and camings etc. (Children's Defense Fund, 1990a, p.
13).

Early Intervention

Broven success

Successful early intervention programs for disadvantaged
children and their families must be expanded and more adequately
subsidized. Project Head Start, initiated in 1965 as pant of President Lyndon B.
Johnson's "War on Poverty”, has been widely acclaimed as one of the most popular
and successful programs in the history of our country for its long-term positive
impact on the lives of poor disadvantaged children. Designed to give poor
children a "head start” on school with a comprehensive program that not omly
offers preschool cducation, but also provides health care services and screening,
nutritional guidsnce, parental cducstion and substantial parcntal involvement,
Head Start has served approximately 11 million children and their families since
its inception.

Despite its strong, well-established record in helping disadvantaged

children overcome many of major obstacles to early success in school, primarily

ins
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in the areas of health care, nutrition, language stimulation and acquisition, and
parental support, Head Start currently serves only 1 in § eligible
children, aged 3 to §. At it peak in 1987, Head Stant reached ome quarter of
cligible children, and at its nadir, in 1983, it reached 16 percent.

In October of 1990, a bill intended to provide full funding for the Head Start
program passed both Houses of Congress. The bill, HR. 4151, called for Head Start
to serve all eligible three-and four-year olds and thinty percent of five year-olds
by 1994. The 1991 reappropriation, which allows for full-day, full-year
participation and represents an increase of more than $400 million over funding
for the program last year, triggers an carly childhood intervention program in
the form of Parent-Child Centers which arc designed to provide comprehensive
social, health, and education services.

Priority for grants will go to Head Start programs that certify that they will
strive to provide continuous services to children until compulsory school age. In
addition, in passing the reauthorization, Congress cmphasized the need for more
cffective coordination between Head Start and elementary school programs. The
bill sets aside $20 million each year for Head Start transition projects.

Also, a major feature of the reauthorization is $156 million a year for
quality improvement; the money will go to all Head Start grantees and may be
used for training or facilities improvement. The funds are intended to meke up
for a 13 percent funding cut that Head Start agencies took from 1981 to 1989.

In addition, 2 percent of the appropriation, or $40 million, will go to Head
Start agencies for training personnel. By 1994, Head Start programs will be
required to have at least one teacher with a Childhood Development Associate
(CDS) degree in cvery classroom.

The reauthorization calls for a study of various approaches to providing

early, continuous, and comprehensive services to low-income, at-risk children
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from birth to age three, as well as a comprehensive report on the Head Stan

program as 8 whole.

Fiscal/iBudgetary Conceras

Clearly, despite what appears to be solid bipartisan political suppont, as well
as genecral public endorsement, for substantial financial increases for our
nation's carly childhood intervention programs, there is no guarantec that this
will occur. Certainly, present concemn over the size of the national budget deficit,
along with the significant costs of the Persian Gulf crisis, could prove extremely
detrimental in this regard. As a result, Congress and/or the President may look
less favorably upon significantly increased spending on social programs.

At the time of this writing, the White House projected an increase in next
year's budget deficit to approximately $168.8 billion dollars -- $231.4 billion if
savings and loan costs are counted -- and wamed of devastating cuts in programs
without a quick budget compromise with Congress. This new estimate was more
than two-thirds higher than the administration's projection six months ago.
Unless the budget deficit issue is resolved satisfactorily and quickly, it is
predictable that the necessary funding increase for Head Start and other related
programs will be in jeopardy. Legitimately or not, many burcaucrats likely will
use the budget deficit and/or the Persian Gulf crisis as a rationale to curtail
projected spending on these social programs.

Schorr (1989), however, cautioned against "allowing the chilling effects of
budgetary deficits to deter action” [appropriating the nccessary financial
resources to support social programs]. Schomr cited an apalysis of this issue by
Isabel Sawhill, senior economist at Washington's Urban Institute:

Large deficits make it difficult to argue for new social spending

[because they] lower the rate of economic growth sand threaten
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future standards of living. Unfortunately, a failure to invest in
the next generation has precisely these same effects (cited iIn
Schorr, 1989, p. 294).

Increased support for effective carly childhood programs such as Head

Start also is required at the state level. Clearly, as we enter the 1990s, many

individual states are suffering severe financial difficulties. A large share of

these cconomic problems at the state level frequently are blamed onm recent
reductions of federal support for programs which were predominantly subsidized
in the past by federal funds but which now must be pgid for with state dollars.

Nevertheless, despite the proven effectivencss of Head Start or other early
childhood education programs in reducing subsequent school failure, the number
of school dropouts, and lifetime¢ dependency, only 28 states and the District
of Columbia invest their own funds in thesebprograms (Children's
Defense Fund, 19908, p. 35). Breaking the vicious, interrelated cycles of economic,
social, and ecducational disadvantage cannot be left entirely up to federal action
and support. Firm commitments and actions arc also needed at the statc and local
levels. Spending priorities need to be re-asscssed as well as the willingness
demonstrated to raise additional revenues to support programs which have
already proven their efficacy in aiding disadvantaged children and their
families.

Schorr (1989) argued strongly for both the expansion and the increased
financial support of successful early childhood education programs such as Head
Start if our nation is truly serious about "breaking the cycle of disadvantage™
which currently prevents many childicn from ever reaching their potential as
fulfilled individuals as well as contributing members of society. Schorr, citing
the well-documented successes of Head Start and other early childhood

intervention programs for disadvantaged populations, stated:

1§3)!
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We now know that the education, health, nutrition, social services and
parent support provided by these programs have prevented or ameliorated
many of the educational handicaps associsted with growing up in poverty.
We now know that children who have attended quality early childhood
programs develop social and and academic competencies later manifested
in increased school success. They "enter school healthier, better fed and

with parents who are better equipped to support their cducational
development.”

The basic Head Start model has proved to be sound. When three to five-year

old children are systematically helped to think, recason, and speak clearly;

when they are provided hot meals, social services, health cvaluations, and
health care; when families become partners in their children's leamning
experiences, are helped toward self-sufficiency, and gain greater

confidence in themsclves as parents and as contributing members of the

community, the results are measurable and dramatic (p. 192).

Ingredicnss  for Successful Programs and Intervestions

Given what we already know about what works relative to disadvantaged
populations, and further, assuming that we have the necessary will and
commitment to act upon this knowledge base, why have we as 2 nation failed to
reverse the cycle of disadvantage which has for many years existed in this
country -- and which, based upon current projections, is likely to rcach alarming
proportions in the decades ahead? Will we truly become a two-ticred nation of
"haves” and "have-nots” by the year 2020, or even soomer, as is predicted by some
rescarchers?

Schorr (1989) in her comprehensive analysis of the policies, programs, and
practices involving disadvantaged children and families in America suggested,
"the programs that succeeded in changing outcomes for high-risk
children sre different, in fundamental ways, from prevailing
services, and we cannot build upor these programs unless we
understand the differences” (p. 256). Schorr (1989) identified three major

attributes of programs which have been successful for this population:

(1) iptensity, (2) comprehensivengss, and (3) flexibility (p. 256-259).
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As suggested by Schorr (1989), successful programs offer a broad spectrum
of services and they rccognize that social and emotional support and concrete
help (e.g., housing, food, income, employment ctc.) may have to be provided
before a family can make use of other interventions such as help with parenting
skills. Further, interventions cannot be routinely or applied uniformly. There
must exist flexibility in swiaf€ and program structures, and receivers of ihe
interventions must be actively involved in the decision-making processes
relative to what constitutes their most immediate and critical needs, as well as
their specific type of participation in the overall program (p. 257).

Schorr (1989) further suggested that successful programs "see the child
in the context of family and the family in the comntext of its
surroundings” (p. 257). Professionals working with disadvantaged families
nced to sce beyond the isolated client or problem which they are primarily
responsible for and be more awarc of the larger or the more immediate neecds
which may exist within the family situation (c.g., the physician or public health
nurse treating a sick child may need to take action to arrange for counseling or
social services for the family). Successful programs are abie to offer
services and support to parents who need help with their lives as
adults before they can make good use of services for their children
(pp. 257-258).

Still another major attribute of successful programs for disadvantaged
families with multiple problems is 'that the services which are provided are
coherent and easy to use. Continuvity in professional-client relationships is
required.  Often, potentially successful programs are jeopardized by the large
tumover of staff, seriously destroying a trust rclationship which has been

developed. Family members frequently feel they are little more than faceless
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entities, bounced among several different professionals or agencies (Schorr,
1989),

Someone nceds to take responsibility for assuring that child and family
nceds are in fact met, regardiess of bureaucratic or professional
compsriments.  Successful programs "find ways to adapt or
circumvent traditional professional and buresucratic limitations
when necessary to meet the needs of those they serve” (Schorr, 1989, p.

258).

Why Programs Fail

Program services that are inaccessible generally are of little value to
disadvantaged families. Often payment arrangements and eligibility
determinations pésc sccmingly insurmountable obstacles. The paperwork usually
required to "enter” many programs can be a major deterrent.  Also, preconditions
which are frequently established in order to receive services often screen out
those most in need. Successful programs make a concerted cffort to reduce those
barriers and obstacles (c.g., moncy, time, _fragmcntation, geographic and
psychological remoteness) which make heavy demands on those with limited
resources, cnergy, and organizational skills (Schorr, 1989, p. 259).

The distinct needs of society's most disadvantaged families -- those familics
which are generally regarded as having the most serious, multiple problems --
must be taken into consideration when developing intervention strategies. Most
of these families have special needs which will not usually be adequately met by
"normal, routine inmterventions.” Interventions must be tailored to the
complexity and specificity of individual families.  General models of
service delivery often do pot work with these families. Well-intentioned services

such as counseling and parent training often become irrelevant because they are
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too isolated, fragmented, of insufficient intensity, and/or because they faii to
address more pressing, immediate needs which are present.

Schorr (1989) suggested still other reasons why so many program
interventions for high-risk, disadvantaged populations fail:

First, many programs are based on diluted models. In the cffort to
replicate a successful model, some programs are organized in 3 local community
in a very mechanistic and often, highly watered-down manner. Frequently the
original concept is lost. Often replicators are asked to obtain the same results with
severely reduced funds. Also, in the replication process, the unique
characteristics and needs of the "new population” may be quite different from
those upon which the original model was based. If these arc not taken into
consideration, the likelihood of program success is significantdy reduced. A
voietsr of replication strategies must be devised which take into full
qeincol etsun the unique and diverse needs of various disadvantaged populations.

S:cond, the -valuation procedures which are often employed to
measure he succrss of various programs for disadvantaged
populations often tend to detract from the real, more important issues
which are involved -- "energy is diverted into evaluation research
that asks trivial questions and sacrifices significance to precision”
(Schorr, 1989, p. 268). The rcasonable demand for evidence that the investment of
funds is producing benefits frequently exerts unreasonable pressures to convert
both program input and ouicomes into whatever can be readily measured.

This rush to qﬁantlfy, which engages funders, policymakers,

academics, policy analysts, and program administrators alike,

has had damaging effects on the development of sound
interventions aimed at Ilong-term outcomes. Programs are
driven inte building successes by ducking hard cases. Agencies

shy away from high-risk youngsters who provide scant payoff
for effort expended when it comes to bottom-line totals.

b
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Pressures to quantify have crippling effects on the
development of the kind of programs most likely to help high-
risk families ... Organizations are pressed to shape their
objectives and methods of intervention with an eye to easy
measurement, and cannot be blamed for choosing to nsarrow
rather than to broaden their efforts (Schorr, 1989, p. 268).

y

Emphasizing that many of the most ecffective interventions with high-risk
families arc inherently unstandardized and idiosyncratic. Schorr (1989) raised a
pertinent question:

Are program objectives like the acquisition of trust or the

development of warm personal relationships, found to be

essential attributes of virtually all programs serving high-risk
families, to be sacrificed because they are so much harder to
reduce to quantifiable terms than is performance on multiple-

choice or IQ tests (p. 269)?

Third, programs which are designed to belp severely disadvantaged
populations frequently are ineffective because the personnel that are
involved in their implementation are often undertrained, underpaid,
suffer from pervasive feelings of hopelessness and low seif-esteem,
and are forced to work in isolation. In this regard, Schorr (1989) stated:

When it comes to professional status and cconomic compensatiom, the direct

provision of basic services to the least powerful has little prestige. The

development of better methods to accomplish such important public
purposes as reaching bard-to-reach populations with effective services is

also not sufficiently prized (p. 273).

Many persons who work with disadvantaged populations often feel that
what they are doing is pot truly valued. It is not uncommon for many dedicated
professionals to leave their positions because cither they cannot afford to remain
in those positions due to extremely low wages or because they fecl that they are
not baving any substantial positive impact upon the lives of their clients
(students). They often feel isolated, frustrated, and devalued.

Further, programs for disadvantaged populations regularly suffer from

lack of appropriately trained personmel. Because of common bigh position

tumovers, front-line staff often are hired in entry level positions with minimal,
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if any, training. Lacking both the necessary awareness and the skills to work
successfully with difficult populations, many potentially "good employees”
become frustrated, physically and emotionally stressed, and, at times, even
cynical. They perceive the prbblems of their clientele to be overwhelming and
often irrcmediable. These individuals frequently are not provided with the
supervision, the ecmotional s.uppon systems and/or the quality of training which
are necessary for them to carry out their job responsibilities in an effective
manner -- both for their clients as well as for their own personal/professional
growth.

Professionals representing several disciplines including medicine,
psychology, social work, and education, typically receive a very narrow traiming
focus. They may be prepared to deal with problems which are more directly
related to "their profession,” but they are generally not equipped to deal with
broader problems manifesied by their cliemts or students. As disadvantaged
populations typically present a multitude of complex problems, professionals
working with these groups often find themselves in the position of cither
becoming extremely frustrated, sensing that what they are doing is having
minimal, relevant impact, or as Schorr (1989) suggested, "they are inclined to
retreat to more familiar ground [their own specific area of expertise] rather than
to mobilize the help of others” (p. 274).

Teachers, for example, often are ineffective working with various
disadvantaged populations because they have not had the appropriate training to
truly understand the complex, multiple needs usually presented by these studernts.
Beginning teachers, in particular, often become victims of a lack of adequate
preparation for working effectively with disadvantaged students and their
familiecs. Many beginning teachers, as well as veteran teachers, have

not been exposed to the complexity of psychological, social, and

167



161

economic issues and obstacles faced by disadvantaged populations --
issues and obstacles which can have a direct impact uwpon the ability
of students to perform successful academic work.

The lack of adequate awarcness and training on the part of educators to
work successfully with seriously disadvantaged students and their families

certainly is not a new issue. It has beem recognized and discussed in the

| professional litcrature for many years. Yet, this critical issue is often given little

more than token consideration in many personnel preparation programs

throughout the country,

Preparing for the 21st Century:

Conceptions of Schooling Must Change

Tomorrow's workers will encounter the realitics of a rapidly changing
work place that requires "tooling and retooling” in order 1o stay competitive
(Rumberger, 1984). The growth of technology will almost cenainly result in
substantiai changes in the structure of education. As Hodgkinson (1985) stated:
"Diversity is the American hallmark, and recent successes of the military and
business worlds in their educational endeavors suggests [sic] a very different
postsecondary world. Most institutions with which we are involved, from
hospitals and local governments to museums and the workplace, today have an
educational arm. Lifclong leaming is here today for about half of the American
adult population -- ready or not” (p. 16).

Educational Reform and the Future
Once again pleas for needed cducationa]l refonm are receiving considerable

asttention throughout our nation. Many contemporary educational reformers
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argue for major changes in how our nation's schools instruct students as well as
what they teach students. Declining student SAT scores, especially within the
verbal area, are pointed to as strong measurable evidence by critics of public
education in America that "our schools simply are not doing 8 satisfactory job of
preparing our nation’s ‘most talented’ youth.”

Our nation's schools also have been severely criticized for their poor
preparation of American youth in the arcas of mathematics and science.
Concerns are regularly cxpressed that students who are in the college-bound
track have been receiving an increasingly inferior education in recent years --
judged to be far below that received by students in many other countrics. One of
the five major goals cstablished at the Educational Summit is for "American
students to rank first in the world in achicvement in matuematics and science by
the year 2000."

However, much of the recent cducational reform ecfforts has focused upon
what is regarded as a more serious and pervasive problem in American education:
the poor academic achievement records of students in the general or noncollege
bound track. The basic concern which has been raised in increasing
regularity is that the majority of American students are leaving
school academically and vocationally unprepared to hold even entry-
level jobs in our nation's workplace.

Further, cducational reformers such as Willard Daggett have argued
strongly that our pation's students are not receiving those skills which will be
necessary for them to compete in a changing international job market of the
future. Daggett has stated that our nation's schools peed to be more visionary, and
they must institute substantial changes in curriculum in order to provide students

with those skills mecessary to compete in a high tech national and international
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cconomy. No longer. according to Daggett, can the American economy depend on
unskilled labor.

Very simply, the unskilled U.S. labor market .s far too expensive, and it is
expected that this segment of our overall labor force will represent onmly 15
percent of our nation's workforce by the year 2000. Thus, unless schools change,
many cducational reformers argue, not only will students be ill-prepared to enter
the futare workforce, the overall socioeconomic future of our nation will be
severely jeopardized.

Well-intentioned scholars, researchers, and educators -- as well as the
general public -- often disagree regarding the specific paths which educational
reform efforts should follow. Some would even argue that drastic educational
reform is not nccessary. Yet, regardless of the differences which may exist in
this area, there¢ is growing and convincing evidence that the face of America has
changed in recent decades -- and that it is very likely to change even more
drastically by the beginning of the 21st century.

Qur nation'< schools must be prepared to meet the complex
challenges which they will almost surely face in the future. To
ignore the projections involving disadvantaged children gand their
families which have been cited in this document would be
intellectually and morally indefensible. It is cur position that the
contemporary pleas for educational reform will prove to be little
more than hollow echoes unless major consideration be given to the
broader societal indicators which have been clearly shown to place
such large and growing nur.bers of American youth at risk of
educational failure. To attempt to "improve our public educational
system” in the absence of full understanding and consideration of

brosder-based socioeconomic conditions and factors, will result only
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in piecemeal, short-term solutions at best. The underlying, more
pervasive problems will remain.

American education actually has been in an extended beriod of reform
since A Nation at Rigsk was published in 1983. Not surprisingly, opinions vary
widely relative to what our schools should look like -- what roles they should
assume and what responsibilitics they should have to meet the needs of a
changing American socicty -- and finally, upon what should the progress of our
schools be measured.

Many of the recent recommendations put forth to improve schools have
involved establishing more rigorous student performance standards, establishing
stricter grélduation requirements, establishing a rigorous core curriculum and so
forth, These cfforts may prove to be beneficial to many students. Striving for
excellence in our schools certainly is an admirable gor*  Yet, caution must be
taken.

The larger and more basic questions must be asked. Simply
raising student standards -- without giving serious consideration to
the complex and multiple factors which have been shown to place
such large and growing numbers of our children at risk of
educational disadvantage -- along with the firm commitment and
actions necessary to reduce these factors -- will likely produce even
larger numbers of at-risk students, The excelience-equity issue

needs to be firmly addressed.

Excell | Eaui
Although it is dangerous to attempt to draw a dichotomy between the basic
philosophies of those who advocate for gxcellence in_gducation and those who

advocate for ¢ —in eduycation -- we nced to recognize that proponents of these
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two prevailing philosophies basically view the overall purpose of education in
distinctly different ways. They generally reflect drastically different belief
systems.

The tension between equity and excellence in educstion is a
reflection of a tension between two basic societal values. "Equity is
concemmed with the assurance that gll individuals im society be given an
opportunity to succeed. Excellence is concermed with the assurance that there
will be an adequate pool of well-trained individuals to control society's vital
functions. Thus exceclience implies that the "best” students reach their full
potential.  Although it would appear that equity and excellence do not imply a
zero-sum game, they are rooted in different social philosophies” (Bacharach.
1990, p. 418).

As stated by Bacharach (1990), gxcelience is based on a
rationalistic/functionalist model that assumes that unless a society, as a
competitive nation-state, creates a core of skilled, and constantly self-improving
individuals, it will fail to compete successfully in the world market. Unless
students arc held to high standards and compete for grades, are placed in the
"best” schools, and are rewarded for competence, our nation will lose its
competitive edge. Conversely, the gquity movement implies that the goal of
educa’’ m is to preparc all individuals intellectually and socially for cconomic and
social survival. The inherent inequality to which certain social groups are
subjugated is taken into consideration. Schools are viewed as playing a major
ameliorating role.

The 1980s clearly were dominated by conservative thinking relative to
educational reform at the national level. The "problems” of the U.S. educational
system frequently were attributed to the "excessive equity emphasis” placed on

education policies which were developed and implemented during the 1960s and
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1970s. Our schools were said to be failing our most capable students because of the
heavy cmphasis on cquity-based policies, ©.g., programs for minority and
handicapped children. With respect to this specific issue, the Heritage
Foundation, a Washington, D.C.-based conservative think-tank stated:

The most damaging blows to scicnce and mathematics education have come

from Washington. For the past 20 years, federal mandates have favored

"disadvantaged” pupils at the cxpense of those who have the highest

potential to contribute positively to society . . . . By catering to the demands

of special-interest groups -- racial minoritics, the handicapped, women,
and non-English speaking students -- America’s public schools have
successfully competed for government funds, but have done so at the

expense of education as a whole (cited in Pincus, 1985).

Clearly, some of the goals and objectives formulated at the President’s and
Govemors Educational Summit address broad equity issucs and concerns.
However, the overall thrust of this ecducation reform initiative is heavily
weighted ioward gxcellence goals. Many observers of past and recent education
reform movements have raised strong caution that an overemphasis on
excellence in education can result in severc negative conscquences for our
pation's children and youth who are considered to be educationally disadvantaged
(e.g.. Boyer, 1990; Cubzn, 1990; Futrell, 1989; Hawley, 1990; Howe, 1990; Medina,
1990; National Coalition of Advocates for Students, 1985).

In brief, the major concern expressed by these critics is that educational
reform, should it be excessively driven by excellence in education goals, may
benefit the "bright, advantaged students” but it could causc our nation's
disadvantaged youth to fall even further behind. It is argued that the gap
between the "haves” and "have-nots” will widen -- not lessen -- unless the cycles
which place students at disadvantage are broken.

Although past educational reform efforts sporadically have addressed

equity issues, they usually have focused upon those students who were considered

to represent a distinct minority of our nation’s overall school-age population. For
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example, scveral past reform movements referred to the noed to address the
"bottom quartile” of students. Basically these efforts were directed at what was
assumed to be a relatively small and stable number and proportion of our nation's
youth. Although not usually stated, the underlying message of much recent
reform has been fairly clear: even should efforts being directed at "the
disadvantaged” not be fully, or cven partially successful, the end-result would not
be too serious overall. The majority of U.S. students -- approximately 75 percent to
80 percemt would benefit.

However, as much of the information presented in this document strongly
suggests -- the numbers and proportions of disadvantaged students are
increasing steadily, and they are projected to rise even more
dramatically during the next tem io thirty years. We no longer are
talking about “rilatively small numbers.”

The American public school population in the year 2000 will be more
ethnically and linguistically diverse than ever before. It will represent a
population that is poorer, more precariously housed, and more vulnerable to the
myriad pressures and stressors of socioeconmomic disadvantage. Further, it will
include the large and growing numbers of "crack-cocaine babies” and other
substance-impaired babies which are now being borm at an alarming rate in the
United States. Educational reform cannot afford to ignore this
population. Unless several current trends are reversed, we could be
talking about the majority of our nation's youth -- not the minority
== by the year 2010.

Emest Boyer (1990) succinctly addressed this specific concem:

The United States, if it is to remain an economically vital

nation, cannot tolerate a system that divides the winners from

the losers. We must affirm that ail children, even those from

the most difficult backgrounds, will have available to them the
conditions to ensure that they will academically and socially
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succeed. The goal must be equity for asill... When all is said and

done, the reform movement must be measured not by what

happens to students in our privileged schools, but by what
happens to the rural poor and to neglected children in the

inner city (p. 37).

The excellence vs. equity issuc is at the very core of much of the current
school reform rhetoric. Can equity and excellence co-exist? Or, are they mutually
exclusive? Although conceptually this may not be true, pragmatically it may well
be the case. In a society with limited resources, the expaasion of programs to
achieve exccllence may necessitate (or be used as an cxcuse for) the climination
of programs that aspire toward equity (Bacharach, 1990).

The question of cxcellence yersus equity may be a moot point and it may be
forcing policymsakers to choose between two goals: gxcellence and gquity, which
cannot, and should not, be scparated. Mary Futrell (1989), former president of the
National Education Association, addressed this specific issuc: "We've only begun to
address the basic issues of schooling in America. For example, we've just begun to
redefine the goals of public education. We've just begun 10 accept the fact that
our schools can -- and must -- offer both cducational equity and educational
excellence” - (p. 10).

Yet, clearly policies will be shaped -- and programs in our schools will be
developed -- which essentially reflect the "prevailing political mood” of the
nation at a given point in time. Perhaps, Bacharach (1990) is comect:

It appears st times that the advocates of excellence and the

advocates of equity are talking past each other. The problem

for the advocates of equity in education is how to achieve
equity without appearing to support socialism; the problem for
tiae advocates of excellence In education Is how to achieve

excellence wi‘hout appesring to support social Darwinism (p.
420).
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We arc unlikely to witness any substantisl improvement in the quality of
programs for cducationally disadvantaged youth unless schools are structured and
operated very differently. Many educators and certainly most advocates for the
cducationally disadvantaged are calling for schools to respond to the needs of
these students in a very comprehensive and intensive manner.

Cooperative leamning, highly individualized and small group instruction,
ungraded placement, full and meaningful parental involvement, and differential
"time blocks for instruction”, as well as the ovemsll viewing of school as a true
facilitator (and, in some cases, the deliverer) of social, family, and community
services to children --all have been widely suggested as being necessary
ingredients of successful programs for disadvantaged children. Some of our
nation's schools already have begun to implement such programs with marked
success. However, for the large part, we continue to measure the success of
students -- as well as the success of schools in general -- by a very narrow

standard: standardized multiple-choice tests.

Moving Beyond St dardized Testing

If we are asking schools to change, to assume broader social roles and
responsibilities, to provide a wide array of services and programs to students
which are not essentially gcademic in nature, then it would appear to be
extremely unjust to employ a one dimensional measure (standardized academic
tests) as the sole yardstick of a school's, or for that matter, an individual student's,
progress. The creation of student assessment alternatives to
standardized multiple-choice tests must be an essential feature of our

future redesigned schools.
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The results of student performance on SAT and NAEP tests centainly yield
valuable information, and they may represent a fairly reliable indicator of
overall academic accountability. However, such test results provide absolutely no
measure of a school's progress, for example, toward meeting the needs of its
pregnant teecnagers' acquisition of appropriate parenting skills. Nor do these
tests provide any feedback to the students themselves in such arcas. This may be
the grcatc; tragedy. Large numbers of young, often very fragile and vulnerable
tecnagers may, in fact, be lecaming some very critical, life-long skiils (how to
parcni) but they receive "mo scores or grades” for their cfforts. For many of
these students, their "perfornance in school” is measured solely by the grades
which they obtain in scademic subjects.

The dissatisfaction with traditional multiple-choice tests as the sole method
by which schools measure student abilitics already has resulted in the
development of performance-based assessments in many states. These
assessments, which are designed to measure students' abilities to perform tasks
such as conduct science experiments or write cssays, presemtly are being used in
at least one subject area in seven states: Delaware, Hawaii, Msinc, Massachusetts,
Michigan, New York, and North Carolina. Several other states currently are in
the process of actively developing such performance measares. In addition, the
NAEP has included performance components on its 1990 tests, and it plans to
expand them in 1992 (Rothman, 1990d).

This rush to embrace performance-bascd assessments as alternatives to
traditional multiple-choice tesis has been criticized by several rescarchers,
claiming that it is prematurc to climinate the more traditional tests as
performance-based tests represent an essentially untried and unproven method
of measuring student abilitics, are extremely costly, and they may not prove to be

a better measure of student abilities. For example, Chester Finn, former Assistant
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U.S. Secretary of Education for educational research and improvement, referred to
performance assessment as beiny "similar to 'Star Wars: the idea remains to be
demonstrated as feasible” (cited in Rothman, 19904, pp.- 1, 10).

It is our perspective, however, that even the performance-
based student assessments currently in use, as well as those presently
being developed, do not go far enough. They continue to represent a

very restrictive view of schooling. They faili to take into

consideration the much broader aspects of students' lives, learning

styles, and needs. They are not designed to address, and certainly

Schools traditionally have operated in a very narrow paradigm relative to
measuring individual student intelligence and achievement. Schools tend to
reinforce linguistic and logical-mathematical forms of intelligence while
neglecting other ways of kmowing. Teacuers tend 2o respond very favorably to
children who are sdept with words and logic but, at the same time, tend to ignore
children who, for example, demonstrate proficiency in social rclations, intuition,
art, music, and other forms of self-expression.

Individual leaming styles possessed by many students frequently are not
taken into consideration when icachers and administrators (as well as
psychologists and educational diagnosticians) plan instructional methodologies
snd curricula. The contributions of such scholars as Robert Sternberg and
Howard Gardner are extremely important in assisting educators develop a broad=r
understanding of intelligence and individual lcarning styles.

Ste.nberg, in his book, The Triarchic Mind (1988), argued that there are
not one but three kinds of intelligence. Componential intelligence is the kind
that can be iacasured by an IQ test. The others are contexiugl, the kind you use in

crealing new environments, and cxperiential, s practical or strect-smans kind of
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intelligence. Only the first kind of intclligence shows up on standardized tests.
And yet, it is the contextual and experiential intelligences that are now being
demanded by the workplace (cited in Satin, 1990).

Gardner, in his work, Frames of Mind (1983) suggested that individuals
possess scven distinct forms of intelligence:  linguistic, logical-mathematical,
spatial, bodily-kinesthetic, musical, interpersonal, and intrapersonal. Again,
schools traditionally have omly been concerned with the first two intelligences
when attempting to instruct students -- and measure their rate of progress. The
theory of multiple intelligences as proposed by Gardmer has interesting and
important implications for educators. In accordance with Gardner's theory,
schools and parents need to become much more sensitive to individual differences
in how children learn; and therefore, provide them with those specific methods
and matenais which are tailored to their own unique learning styles.

Schools, as they continue to struggle with some of the many broader issues
involved in school reform and school restructuring, may do well to give attention
to the very bacic issue of "how individual students best learn -- and how schools
can best help them develop those skills, irrespective of the domain in which they
may be located.”

Should IQ tests and multiple-choice, standardized academic
achievement tests continue to constitute the sole measures of a
student’s ability as well as his/her sachievement in school, a great
deal of human potential will likely continue to go unrecognized and
never be given the opportunity to grow and develop. The loss will be
significant -- not only to those children themselves, many of whom
will likely continue to view themselves as "losers” (because they
were not able to perform successfully according to the established

IQ/academic achievement test standard) -- but also to society. The
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potentisl contributions of these students might never be realized.

Certainly, the larger and more difficult questions involve the purpose of
cducation. Clearly, there are different views as to what the goals of education
should be for American public schools. Nevertheless, it would be both illogical
and unfair to ask schools to change and become much more involved in the
holistic needs of children and their families in a changing society -- while
continuing to employ such an extremely limited and narrow measure of success as
academic performance as measured by standardized academic tests.

Pallas, Natricllo, and McDill (1989) argued, "educators must become more
aware of and involved in the family and community contexts of their students,
both to understard the problems these contexts present for the education of
students, and to learn to draw on the strengths of families and communities to
enhance the education of students” (p. 21). In this cra of a s;rict emphasis on
academics, this will requirc educators to display considerable courage.

Cléarly, schools canpot and should not be expected to solve all of the social
and economic ills of society. Very simply schools lack the resources, fiscal and
human, as well as the sole mission to accomplish this end. Nor should major
carefully measured efforts designed to improve our nation's schools be
abandoned. Of course, our schools must improve. Certainly, we as a nation must
strive to develop the best possible educational programs for all of our present and
future students.

However, educaional reform cannot take place in a vacuum. For reform
efforts to realize any substantive long-term bencfits, they must consist of much
more thap “interral restructuring.”  Simply establishing wmore rigorous
student standards asd r:lonal performance goals will not be
sufficient. Without .he simui:aneous attention to the broader societsl

factors snd conditions which have been shown to place children at
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risk of educational disadvantage, e.g., persistent poverty, lack of
affordable housing, inadequate health csre etc., these "educational
reform efforts” arguably will result in an even larger number of
future American children being regarded as "educationslily
disadvantaged.” The gap between our country's haves and h:+ -nofs

predictably will widen even further under these conditions.

Parental Involvement

lmportgnce of Parer-al Involvement

The importance of parental ipvolvement in the ecducational process for
their children has been long been recognized, and generally widely accepted as a
critical element for promoting student academic success. Effective parent-school
partnerships often is suggested by both educators and parents as the §ine Qua npon
ingredient necessary for students to obtain optimal benefit from their formal
schooling. Clearly, in many of our nation's school systems, educators and parents
have been extremely successful in developing meaningful and cooperative
relationships which have had a very positive impact upon students.

Several states bave developed and implemented large-scale programs
designed to encourage parents to become full pantners in the education of their
children. Likewise, through creative planning and a strong commitment on the
pant of parents, educators, and researchers, successful parental involvement
programs have been implemented at the individual school and district levels
(Interested readers can find several of these "successful programs” described in
the October 1989 issue of Educational Leadership, Vol. 47, Number 2).

Nevertheless, despite these recognized successes, Olson (1990b) stated what many

observers feel is a more accurate portrayal of the contemporary status of parent-
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school relationships -- especially for the majority of poor and socially

disadvantaged parents:

The sad truth is that far too many parents and teachers find

themselves strangers. Separated by vast bureaucracies, mutual

fear, and the lack of time and energy, parents and educators

have slid into a polite, but distant relationship (Olson, 1990b, p.

1).

It is beyond the scope of this document to provide a comprehensive
analysis of the parent-school involvement issue. It is possible to offer only a very
brief overview and analysis of some of the more relevant concerns, problems and
issues in this extremely complex arca. For a more in-depth treatment of critical
issues involving parent-school relationships as well as for some programming
recommendations in this specific area, the following resources should prove to be
informative and helpful:

Center on Parent Involvement

The Jonns Hopkins University

¢/o Joyce Epstein

3505 N. Charies Street

Baltimore, MD 21218

The Home and School Institute, Inc.

1201 16th St., N.W.

Washington, DC 20036

Institute for Responsive Education

605 Commonwealth Avenue
Boston, MA (2215

Despite the fact that nearly every significant report on schooling in
America released in recent years has emphasized the critical role which parents
must play ir their child's overall education, there continues to exist a major gap
between theory and practice in this regwrd. The importance of meaningful
pa.ental involvement in their children's educational programs has been viewed

ns being especially critical for disadvantaged families. Yet. it is this specific
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group of children and parents — those considercd to be at the greatest risk failure
because of poverty and social disadvantage -- for which attempts at forming
effective parent-school partnerships have, with some clear exceptions, been least
successful. Researchers, educators, and parents alike have agrecd upon some

generally consistent reasons for these harricrs obstacles,

(a) Lack of agreement over specific roles and responsibilities: Parents and
educators often bhave conflicting views relative to the very purposes of schooling
as well as to the specific roles and responsibilities which each of them should
have in this process. Sara Lawrence Lightfoot, in her widely cited study, Worlds
Apart: Relationships Between Families and Schools, suggested, "parents want
what is best for their children while teachers search for standards of faimess
that apply to all the youngsters in their classroom ... {as parents and teachers
argue about who should control a child's life in school, conflict is inevitable] the
ambiguous, gray areas of authority and responsibility between parents and
teachers exacerbate the distrust between them ... the distrust is further
complicated by the fact that it is rarely articulated, but usually remains

smoldering and silent” (cited in Olson, 1990b, pp. 18-19)

(b) Lack_of Awareness of Changing Family Configurations and Dynamics:
Many educstors are fully aware of the vastly different family configurations and
dynamics which presently exist in America as compared with those of the 1950s;
yet, others are not. Some teachers are painfully aware of the negative
consequences upon the academic and social performance of students which often
result from living in a single-parent family, a racial/ethnic minority family, a
limited-English family, a persistently poor family, and/or a homeless family.

Unfortunately, other teachers are not as aware,
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Even in those situations wherein educators are fully aware of the often
devastating conscquences of the above conditions, frustration and anger
frequently occur. Teachers understandably feel helpless at times to reverse some
of the physical and psychological conditions which they may, very correctly,
identify as impeding their ability to provide their students with appropriate and
meaningful instructional programs. It is not uncommon to hear some teachers
state: “these students already have two strikes -- and in some cases, three strikes,
against them when they enter the classroom -- what can I possibly do to help
them?

The frustration and anger that many teachers feel in these situations is
understandable.  Often, teachers feel that they are being asked to assume
responsibilities for problems which are well beyond their ability to solve -- and
they arc often asked to do this with limited resources -- and without the
cooperation apd active involvement of the pareni(s) of these students. It is
understandable why so many contemporary teachers, particularly those who are
expected to work on a daily basis with seriously disadvantaged students, become, if
not totally cynmical, extremely frustrated and angry.

It is important, nevertheless, that educators avoid being overly judgmental
regarding what they perceive to be a lack of interest or caring on the pant of
many parents of their "disadvantaged students.” What they may be
interpreting as lack of interest or caring on the part of these

parents may be something totally different.

(c) False Assumptions Regarding Perceived Lack of Parenmt Interest: Many
teachers often develop false assumptions about the parents of the children that
they teach -- especially poor and minority parents. They assume that these

parents either cannot or will not contribute to their child's education. Many of
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thesc parents, it is assumed, are incapsble of rcally participating in a
collaborative effort to promote their child's best educational efforts.

Still many other parents who fall within this category, it is assumed, don't
really carc enough about their child to expend the cncrgy and cffort necessary to
bring about optimal academic gains. Thesc assumptions may be totally falsc and
extremely dangerous. In fact, the results of scveral recent rescarch studies
appear 10 suggest that this is preciscly the situation that obtains. "Studies of
poor and minority parents in Maryland, New England, and the
Southwest have found that they care deeply about their children's
education, but may not know how to help" (Olson, 1990b, p. 21).

Joyce Epstein, Principal Research Scientist and Director, Effective Middle
Grades Program, Center for Rescarch on Elementary and Middle Schools, T
Johns Hopkins University, has been conducting research on teachers’ practices
of parent involvement and the effects of family-school connections on students,
parents, and teackers for over a decade. Epstein disagrees with the assumption
held by some educators [poor families don't have the same goals for their children
as middle-class families]:

Data from parents in the most economically depressed

communities simply don't suppert that assumption. Parents say

they want their children to succeed; they want to heip them;
and they need the school's and teacher's help to know what to
do with their children at each grade level. Our data suggest
that schoois will be surprised by how much help parents can be
if the parents are given useful, clear information about what
they can do, especially at home.

We're seeing the same results emerge from many studies by

different researchers using different methods of data collection

and analysis. If schools don't work to involve parents, then
parent education and family social ciass are very important for
deciding who becomes involved. But if schools take parent
involvement seriously and work to involve all parents, then
soclal class and parents' level of education decrease or

disappear as important factors (Joyce Epstein, cited in R.
Brandt, 1989, p. 27).
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There are numerous other examples of programs which have been
operating successfully throughout our nation which provide a strong,
convincing argument against the assumption that poor, disadvantaged parents
don't care about their children's education or are pot capable of being effective
participants in school-parent pannerships. Among some of the most widely
recognized of these programs are the following:

The Accelerated Schools Program. which presently operates in two
schools in Califomia and seven schools in Missouri, attempts to raise
parents’ expectations about what their children can do, while it focuses on
giving literacy training to the parents. The goal is to empower parents so
they can become more involved in their children's education.

The Schools Reaching Out Project. organized by the Institute for
Responsive Education (IRE) at the Boston University School of Education,
conducted a3 two-year pilot study of ways to develop new relationships
between low-income parents and schools in two inner-city communities
(Roxbury, Massachusc..s and the west side of Manhattan, New York) with
generally positive results. Among the strategies employed by this project
to foster more positive parent-school relationships were the establishment
of an on-site parents’ center in one of the schools; the hiring of a full-time
"key teacher” to serve as a link between the school, the students' families,
and the community; the offering of ESL classes for parents; the formation
of parent support groups to study for high school equivalency cxams, etc.
(Reed and Sautter, 1990, p. K9).

The School Development Program, an experimental project headed
for 18 years by James P. Comer, Yale University's Child Study Center,
provides solid evidence that the barrier of distrust between low-income

parents and schools can be broken down effectively. By bringing together
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mental-health professionals, educators, parents, and others to focus on

! %fp’-}; .

children's academic, social, and emotional development, Comer and his

collcagues were able to reduce parental spathy and improve student

achicvement and attendance at two predominantly jow-income elementary
schools in New Haven, Connecticut. This project also has had spinoff
benefits for parents as well, with many of them eventually obtaining their

GED diplomas (Olson, 1990b; Schorr, 1989).

Yet, despitc clear successes involving parent-school involvement such as
those illustrated above, why is it that so many of our schools generally have
cxperienced difficuity forming more positive relationships with many poor,
disadvantaged parents?

Some poor parents may feel very intimidated by their children's schools.
Many of them likely did not enjoy especially rewarding experiences when they
themselves were students. Many parents are school dropouts. They tend to
associate schools not only with their own academic failure but also with their
feelings of low self-worth. For many poor parents, their own past
negative associations with schools, administrators, and teachers
prevent them from becoming more active participants in their own
children's educational programs. There simply exists too much
distrust and past hart.

Other factors and conditions may lead educators to incurrectly assume that
poor disadvantaged parents lack a true interest in their children's education. For
some parents, lack of (ransportation may constitute a very formidable
obstacle. Very simply, they are not able to get to school to attend parent-teacher
conferences or panicipate in normal school activities. This is especially true in
rural, isolated regions w':re the schoolbus may very effectively meet the

transportation needs of the siudemt but not those of his or her parents. Yet, even
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in many inner-cities in order for a parent to attend a school activity, several
inconvenient transfers on public transportation are often required.

Family living arrangements also play s major mle in preventing
many well-intentioned, concerned disadvantaged parents from participating
more actively in their children's educational programs. Many poor students live
in single-parent families in which either the sole parent is working or must stay
at home to take care of other children. Childcare costs are often
prohibitive for many of these families. Even temporary babysitting
which would allow the parent to attend school functions is not a possibility for
many parents because of the cost involved or its lack of availability.

Likewise, even in two-parent houschold situations in which one or both
parents are working, poor familics often find it difficult to attend school events,
including important teacher conferences. Frequently under these conditions,
cither one or both parents hold down entry level, low-paying jobs -- positions
which gencrally are much more inflexible relative to getting time off as
compared to positions held by most middle and upper-income families. It is
generally much easier for a psrent who is employed in a professional
or semi-professional capacity to arrange his/her work schedule to
accommodate most school schedules. This is not the case for most
poor or near poor working parents.

Certainly, many educators are very much aware of the problems of
disadvantaged students, and schools throughout the country have been very
responsive to parents’ needs regarding meeting times. Many schools have made a
concerted cffort to offer parents extremely flexible meeting times and do
everything possible to make it as easy as possible for parents to participate fully
in their own child's education program. Yet, unfortunately this is not true in

many other school systems. [Educators must guard against misinterpreting what
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on the surface may appear to be a lack of parental interest for what, in actuality,
are real obstacles and impossible circumstances for many parents to overcome.

What is often perceived to be a lack of parental interest or
concern may, in many cases, be due to a totsl misunderstanding of, as
well as 8 major lack of appreciation for, the complexity aof
intertwined negative circumstances, in which many disadvantaged
children and their parents find themselves. Many poor parents are
struggling for survival on many levels. For maany of these parents, their most
basic human needs are not being adequately met -- food, shelter, and health care.
Under these conditions, it is difficult for many parents to "become active
participants in their children's educational programs.”

"I know how educators feel when they see kids come to school
who haven't been fed or look like they've been neglected or sbused...
it makes them sick... when you see a kid who's way behind in school,
who has problems learning and so on, you just tend to blame it on the
family -- it's the natural thing to do" stated Anne T. Henderson, National
Committee for Citizens in Education (cited in Olson, 1990b, pp. 20-21). Perceptions
among parents and teachers of the other side as uncaring or irresponsible serve
to heighten the distance between them. Such images can lead to an escalating
cycle of mutuai blame and recrimination that is largely unproductive.

It is our contention, which is largely supported in the majority of the
available literature on this topic, that most parents -- including those in
the most destitute of circumstances -- want the very best for their
children. They do care about their children's education, but often they are
unable to act upon these positive feelings because ecither (1) they are so
entrapped by their own problems and ti'cir need for basic survival, and/or (2)

they simply lack sufficient information as to what specifically to do. Many poor
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disadvantaged parents may not fully understand or trust their children's schools
but still the large majority of them continue to view public schooling as the one
possible saviour of their children., One parent, a resident in a Chicago public-
housing project, may most accurately have captured the essence of the feelings of
the majority of these parents in this respect:

We poor parents have dreams for our children’s future...

education is crucisl to us; it is our kids' only legal ticket to 2
better life (cited in Olson, 1990b, p. 21).

S in i ire,

Despite a proliferation of studies in recent years which have focused on
attempting to determice which programming modcls and strategies are most
effective for producing more positive cooperation between parcats and schools,
which, in tum, will lead to increased student achicvement, little hard rescarch
evidence presently cxists. Much of the past and current rescarch on this topic
suffers from the fact that there has been a wide diversity of reasons offered why
parents should be involved in schools. Parent invoivement programs often
have very different goals and objectives, making evaluative
comparisons among programs extremely difficult.

Many programs have focused on encouraging parents to work with their
children within the home environment, while others have been primarily, if not
exclusively school-based. Some programming strategies have depended heavily
upon the usc of parcnts as tutors and school-based volunteers; other programs
have focused on developing various strategics for improving communication
between the school and the home; while still other programs have actively sought
to involve disadvantaged parents in the actual govermance of their children’s

schools -- at various levels.
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As suggested by Kagan (1990) in her review of several rescarch studies on
parent involvement, "Although the correlation between parent involvement in
education and student achievem:ent has been well documented, there is little
evidence of any direct, causal link... For the most par, correlation studies
[between parent involvement and student achicvement] are not sufficiently
precise to determine the mechanism by which achicvement is influcnced... What
we need is & more robust rescarch basec... while some organizations are doing
wonderful work, one or two organizations will not be able to counter decades of
malaise” (cited in Olson, 1990b, p. 21).

However, Epstein (1989) asserted that we arc now beginning to collect some
valuable data regarding the cfficacy of various types of parent involvement
programs and we presently have a much better developed knowledge base in this
arca than we have had in the past. Epstein, based upon her sid her colleagues’
research, identified five major types of parent involvement. These five types
(Figure 10) occur in different places, require different materials and processes,
and lead to different ouicomes (cited in Brandt, 1989, pp. 24-25).

Bascd upon her rescarch on parent involvement, Epstein concluded that in
large messure parents do want to be more involved in their
children's learning, especially at home, but that they need clear
direction from the school regarding how to be most effectively
involved in the overall education process. Epstein also stressed the need
for schools to be creative in their methods for developing effective parent
involvement programs at each of the five major levels which she proposed.

Conceding that a very small number of parents (about 2 to 5 percent) may

have problems which are so severe that their school involvement, at least for a
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Five Major Types of Parent Involvement J

Type 1. The basic obligations of parents refers to the responsibilities
of families to ensure children's health and safety; to the
parenting and child-rearing skills needed to prepare children
for school; to the continual need to supervise, discipline; and to
the need to build positive home conditions that support school
learning and behavior appropriste for each grade level.

Type 2. The Dasic obligations of schools refers to the communicaticns
from school to home about school programs sand children’s
progress. Schools vary the form and frequency of
communications such as memos. notices, report cards, and
conferences, and greatly affect whether the Information about
school programs and children's progress can be understood by
all parents.

Type 3. Parent involvement at school refers to parent volunteers
who assist teachers, administrators, and children in classrooms
or in other areas of the school. It also refers to parents who
come to school to support student performances, sports, or other
events, or to attend workshops or other programs for their own
education or training.

Type 4. Parent involvement in learning activities at home refers to
parent-Initiated activities or child-initiated requests for help,
and ideas or instroctions from teachers for parents to monitor or
assist their ownm children at home on learning activities that are
coordinated with the children's classwork.

Type §. Parent involvement in governance and eadvocacy refers to
parents' taking decision-making roles in the PTA/PTO, advisory
councils, or other committees or groups at the school, ‘istrict, or
state level. It also refers to parent and community activists in

independent advocacy groups that monitor the schools and work
for schoo! Iimprovement.

R E—

Figure 10. Sowrce: Educational Leadership. "On parens and schools: A
conversation with Joyce Epstein,” 1989
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time, may not be possible, Epstcin suggested that in the vast majority of cases,
effective and strong parent-school partnerships can be developed -- as long as
parents receive the necessary information and guidance from school personncl
(cited in Brandt, 1989, p. 27).

Although at the present no solid rescarch base cxists which would suggest
that any one model of parent-school involvement is clearly superior to any other,
there is emerging evidence that successful programs are gemerally characterized
by some common attributes. In brief, the following program attributes are likely

to significantly increase the chances for successful parent-school partnerships.

S Pareat- Y o

*** Parents sre treated with respect and their views and
opinions are valued.

**+ Assumptions about why parents aren't more actively
involved in their children's programs are made with
considerable caution. Parental motives are not prejudged.

* ¢+ School personnel maintain varied and open lines of
communication with parents. Communication is honest,
relevant, meaningful, and frequent.

® ¢+ School personnel make a concerted effort to remove as
many obstacles and barriers as possible, For example,
parent meetings are scheduled at flexible and convenient
times, transportation is provided when necessary, and
potential language barriers are considered.

*+*¢+ Parents are provided with clear, specific, and relevant
information and guidance regarding how they can Dbest
help their children at school and at home.

*+#* Programs take into full consideration the complexity of
needs and problems which many disadvantaged parents
have and sattempt to assist parents with these basic needs
and problems. For example, a school might initiate an
adult literacy class for parents or help parents "connect”
with other social service agencies.

1493
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¢+ Efforts at promoting positive parent-school partnerships

are not limited to the early grades. These efforts often

are even more important for students during middle and
high school years.

Parents are trested as adults and as equal partners in
their children's educational process. They are not only
listened tc and valved but are also empowered to act
responsibly and forcefully on their children's behalf.
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XII. CONCLUDING PERSPECTIVE

One of the major objectives of this document has been to collect and
synthesize information gathered from recent reports and studies involving the
current status of children and youth in the United States. Another major
objective has been to identify several emerging trends involving our nation's
youth and their families -- trends, which if not reversed, are likely to have a
significant adverse impact upon not only the futures of American children and
youth themselves but also upon the social and ecconomic future of our nation.

Policymakers, as they attempt to resolve many of the problems facing
today's and tomorrow's American youth, will need to have both vision and
courage. The problems are multiple and complex, and they clearly do not lend
themselves to simple solutions.

In attemyting to present and analyze the large amounts of information
contgined in this document -- slong with the offering of suggested
recommendations for resolving some of the problems cited -- several issues
appear to be especially critical, and we present them as a “concluding
perspective” to this investigation.

First, Re_musl_move bhevord the swareness level Action s
needed. To simply bemoan many of the current and projected worsening
conditions of our nation's children and youth which are portrayed in commission
reports will not solve the problem. Both immediate and long-term actions are
needed. Certainly, there exists the need to take action to solve some of the more
immediate, critical problems facing children in such areas as health care and

housing. However, policies and actions which are directed at long-term solutions
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to the complex problems facing disadvantaged children and youth are cven more
important.

Traditionally most of our country’s efforts in this regard have been short-
term and primarily rem:dial in approach. We need to focus much more oD
prevention and long-tsrm _approaches. Action is required at all levels of
government: federal, state and local.

It is very unlikely that the multiple, complex *.roblems facing poor and
near-poor families in the United States can be substantially reduced without
strong leadership and commitment at the national level. The problems are so
comprehensive and pervasive that substantial fiscal resources will be needed.
Our values and prioritics as a nation will require reassessment. At the same time,
we should not ignore the successful interventions which are occurring at the
state, and ecspecially at the local levels, throughout the country. We need to
analyze successful programs in schools and communities, ¢.g., those designed to
keep teenage parents in school, and to replicate them to whatever extent possible
in other communities which sharc similar demographics.

Second, policymakers, professionals, and advocates collectively must
recognize that M fa 9
m__ﬂumm_n_mh__ummuww
Wuw_mmww Narrow
w“mwwum Many young
children and their families find themselves in growing jeopardy today due to a
series of interrelated factors and conditions.

The most well-intentioned school reform efforts designed to
improve the academic performance and to reduce the dropout rates of
educationally disadvantaged students in our nation predictably will

hsve minimal impact unless the broader conditions and factors

) 9f¢ /
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affecting these children and youth are rigorously addressed: Iliving
in poverty, lacking safe and affordable sheiter, poor nutrition,
ingdequate heaith care etc. Clearly, the instructional and curriculum needs
of students must continue to be a majority responsibility of our nastion's public
school educators. Yet, changing demographics, conditions, and emerging trends
strongly suggest ihat new concepts of schooling may be needed.

As suggested by Pallas, Natricllo, and McDill' (1989), schools should be
viewed as only one of several educating institutions that simultancously affect an
individual's growth (the family and the community being the other major
institutions) and that remediation cannot be confined to the school. We agree
with this perspective. Certainly, schools cannot be expected to solve all of the
nation's social and economic problems. In fact, many observers feel that our
nation's public schools already have been criticized too harshly and are being
asked to assume T"unrealistic responsibilities” -- responsibilities for which they
are not cquipped to handle.

Our schools have been described as the convenient whipping boy for our
nation's economic and social ills. Clearly, our schools, as they are not the only
cause of the problems facing many of today's youth, cannot be expected to solve
these problems alone.

Yet, our schools are, or could be, in an extremely critica! position to serve
as a primary facilitator for a broad spectrum of services to disadvantaged children
and their families. Some basic shifts in educators’ roles and responsibilities will
be required, but nevertheless, our nation's schools -- assuming that they are
provided with sufficient fiscal and buman resources (and, this is a major
assumption) could function in a major facilitator role for the organization,
collaboration, and delivery of comprehensive programming services to this

population.
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Third, the prablems facing disadvantaged children are not sg
averwhelming that they capnot he overcome. Given the multitude and
complexity of problems presently facing large segments of children and youth
which have been addressed in this document, it is understandable why many
readers might feel that these problems simply 2 - so overwhelming and
pervasive that they cannot be substantially alleviated, and certainly not
climinated. It is understandable why feeclings of hopelessness and helplessness
persist.

Yet, we already know what nceds to be done. We are not beginning from a
zero knowledge base. For example, we possess clear evidence that carly
intervention with children and familics works. Likewise, we have solid evidence
that intensive instruction, maintained over time, significantly reduces a student’s
chances for educational failure. And, we know that early and frequent maternal
and infant health care substantially reduces the likelihood of later health risks
for both mother and child.

We know much more also. It isn't a question of not knowing what works to
help break the cycle of disadvantage: It is a question of whether or not we
as & nation are committed -- politically, socially, economically,
educationslly, and morally -- to effect those changes necessary to
allow our country to develop Inte a pluralistic, economically
sufficient and productive, and compassionate one -- rather than into
a8 two-tiered class society of the haves and the bhave-nots: the
advantaged and the disadvantaged.

We wish to offer one final observation/perspective. In spite of our best
efforts, unpredictable cvents can divest the attention of policymakers and the
American public very rapidly from one set of problems and issues to others --

those perceived as being "more critical”, and, therefore, requiring not only our
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attention but also our action. The current crisis in the Middle East represents a
good cxample in this regard.

Prior to the invasion of Kuwait by Iraq and the subscquent massive
deployment of U.S. troops to the Middle East, our nation's media had been giving
almost daily attention to some aspect of tke "problems being faced by U.S. children
and youth." Whether the issuc was childhood poverty, teenage homicide,
homeless children, pediatric AIDS, or tcemage pregnancy, substantial public
attention was being directed to "these crises.” Since tensions in the Middle East
have escalated, there has been very little mention of these "crises” facing
thousands of American children and their families.

It is understandable why media and public attention has been diverted to
the serious situation in the Middle East. Clearly, there exists almost universal
opinion that events in the Persian Gulf are extremely serious and that they
demand close attention by the American public. Yet, while our nation's attention
tuns to events in the Middle East, thc problems facing its children and youth
have mot gonc away. They remain as critical, or likely are even more Critical, as
they were prior to Saddam Hussein's takeover of Kuwait.

President Bush, in response to questions and concems relative to what the
financial costs to the American public which our involvement in the Middie East
would be, responded that "cost camnot be an issue -- whatever it costs, we will
have to pay for it -- our future American lifestyle is being threcatened” [referring
to our dependence on foreign oil]. In our efforts to deal with the serious Middle
East crisis, we cannot lose sight of the fact that the lifestyles of large and growing
numbers of American children and youth have already been adversely affected
by our past and present failures to develop effective policies and programs to help

them improve the overall quality of their lives.

129
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Therefore, while we cannot ignure the seriousness of cvents in the Middle
East, we also cannot ignore the seriousness of the problems facing our children
and youth at home. Hopefully, the crisis in the Middle East wil! lessen
considerably.  Yet, surcly there will be other crises in the futvre, possibly not of
the same magnitude as the present situation, but nevertheless, serious enough to
once again divert attention away from domestic problems.

It is not our intent to minimize the importance of events ia the Middle East
to all Americans, most certainly including the very children and routh who are
the focus of this document. Rather, we strongly caution against iais population
being inadvertently forgotten in the process. That these children rre no longer
receiving the attention in the public media that they did just a very brief time
ago, docs not in any way mean that they are no longer in jeopardy. They are --
and they cannot be ignored by policymakers and the American public.

Lisbeth Schorr (1989) described the task before us very well:

Knowing now that effective social interventions ¢an reduce the

number of children hurt by cruel beginnings and

simultaneously promote the national welfare, we must be
certain that these newly available tools are put to work. We
have the knowledge we need. We know how to organize health
programs, family supports, child care, and early education to
strengthen families and prevent casualties in the transition
from childhood to adulthood. We know how to intervene to
reduce the rotten outcomes of adolescence and to help break the
cycle that reaches into succeeding generations. Unshackied
from the myth ihat nothing works, we can assure that children
without hope today will have 3 real chance to become the

contributing citizens of tomorrow (p. 294).

We are currently amidst yet another wave of educational reform in the
United States. The issues and concerns being discussed as part of this reform
movement certainly are important ones -- as are the issues and concerns

presently being discussed as part of broader discourses being conducted: those

involving poverty, homelessness, health care, and the budget deficit.
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Policymakers must continue to be provided with important information in
order for them to develop appropriate and meaningful policies for our nation's
children and their families. Amendments to current pieces of legisiation
involving disadvantaged children, ¢.g., PL 94-142, will continue to be proposed.
Likewise, present policies involving disadvantaged children and their families
must continue to be evaluated for their efficacy -- and, new more effective
policies developed and implemented.

The development of meaningful cooperative agrcements among agencies
involved with at-risk children and their families likewise are necessary at all
levels of government: federal, state, and local. Yet, none of these efforts unto
themselves, or even collectively, will likely produce any substantive changes in
the future lives of our nation's at-risk children. For many years now, these very
same "remedics” have been offered. And, unfortunately, the problems facing
disadvantaged populations not only remain, but in many cases, they have become
worse. Minor adjustments in the current system arc not enough. Short-term,
band-aid remedies will not work.

New, creative visions of how to utilize and implement the information that
we already have in order to reverse the cycles of disadvantage -- as well as the
willingness and commitment to take those actions which are necessary to really
effect chapge in these areas -- are required. Yes, some of the rcasons why so
many children fall through the cracks of our nation's ecducational, social, health,
and economic systems arc due to inmadcquate or ineffective policies and inadequate
levels of funding for necessary programs. These arcas clearly require our
attention and action.

However, underlying all of this are issues of yalues, attitudes, and

priorities. The real questions which need to be asked are:

2Vl
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How much do we as a people truly value the quality of life of
our nation's children and youth, particularly those who are
most disadvantaged?

Where do our priorities lie relative to supporting those policies
and actions which are necessary to improve the coverall quality

of life for these children #nd their families -- today and in the
future?

Finding the answers to these questions is clearly a complex and formidable
task. For each day that we deliberate, however, increasing numbers of children
become educationally disadvantaged. For each day that we deliberate, an
increasing number of children suffer from abuse, neglect, and preventable
illness. For each day that we deliberate -- and not act -- increasing numbers of
children and youth join the ranks of the hungry, homeless, and poor.

A crisis is ypon us: The future of our children hangs in the
balance. Do we as a nstion, snd as individuals, have the concern,

compassion, and courage to face the challenge?
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