Selected Child Welfare Expenditures by
State and Local Agencies, 1951-52

by MiGNoN SAUBER and Jack WIENER *

Public child welfare services are financed partly from Federal
funds, authorized in title V of the Social Security Act, and partly

from State and local funds.

The amount spent, the source

of funds, and the purposes for which the funds were used in the
fiscal year 1951-52 are reported in the following article.

HE public welfare agencies of
I all 53 States administered
funds for child welfare serv-
ices under the Social Security Act
during the year ended June 30, 1952,
when more than $113 million was
spent for services. The total, which
is an estimate based on reports re-
ceived by the Children’s Bureau
from 45 of the 53 State agencies,
represents funds from Federal, State,
and local sources. An estimated $82
million (about 73 percent of the
total) went for foster care payments
—that is, payments for the support
and care of children in foster family
homes and institutions—and $31 mil-
lion for professional services and for
administration (table 1).1

* Program Analysis Branch, Division of
Research, Children’s Bureau. More detailed
statistics appear in the Children’'s Bureau
report (Statistical Series, No. 19), Selected
Child Welfare Expenditures of State and
Local Public Welfare Agencies, 1952.

1 The term *“foster care payments,” as
used in this article, covers all expenditures
by a public welfare agency for the living
expenses and care of a child living in a
foster family home supervised by the wel-
for one reason or another, he cannot live
with his family. The child may live in a
foster family supervised by the home wel-
fare department, or the department may
purchase care for him in a home or child-
caring institution operated or supervised
by a voluntary agency. Any payment on
his behalf is included.

The phrase “professional services and
administration” covers the services of
child welfare personnel in all phases of
case work for children, as well as educa-
tional leave payments and administrative
costs. The services include, for example,
planning for a child’s foster care or, if
necessary, his adoption; helping to solve
the problems of working mothers and
those of unmarried mothers and their

babies; and working with community
groups to improve their services for
children.
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The information presented here on
public child welfare expenditures
for the fiscal year 1951-52 is the first
that the Children’s Bureau has col-
lected and reported on this subject.
The data include the cost of the
salaries of staff devoting full time
to child welfare services, the appro-
priate share of salaries of staff spend-
ing only part of their time on such
services, staff training, foster care
payments, and the administration of
the child welfare services programs.
Excluded from the data are capital
investments, expenditures for the
operation and maintenance of public
institutions, expenditures by courts
for the care of children, expenditures
of youth authorities, legislative ap-
propriations that go directly to vol-
untary social welfare organizations,
and public assistance payments for
children living in their own homes
or in the homes of relatives.

The data that follow are for the
40 States that submitted substanti-
ally complete reports.2 These States
are reasonably representative of the
country as a whole; they are in all
regions of the country, in high, mid-
dle, and low per capita income groups
of States, and in predominantly ur-
ban and predominantly rural groups
of States.

For their public child welfare serv-
ices during the year ended June 30,
1952, the 40 States making substan-
tially complete reports spent—from
Federal, State, and local funds com-
bined—almost $2 per child under age
21 in the population. This amount

2A report is considered substantially
complete if it includes 90 percent or more
of total child welfare expenditures in the
reporting State.

includes expenditures for payments
for the foster care of children. The
per capita expenditures varied wide-
ly among the States, ranging from
less than 50 cents per child in Ala-
bama, Arkansas, Georgia, Idaho, Mis-
sissippi, South Carolina, Tennessee,
and Texas to more than $5 per child
in Connecticut, the District of Colum-
bia, and New York.

A number of factors contribute to
the State differences in per capita
expenditures for child welfare serv-
ices. A major factor is the State-to-
State variation in the coverage and
characteristics of the program. In
some States, serviees are available
in every county; in others, there are
many counties that are still without
such services. Some States provide
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away from their own homes; others
emphasize serviees to children in
their own homes. Still other factors
influencing the amounts spent for
child welfare services are the extent
of services under voluntary auspices,
the degree of urbanization within a
State, the organizational structures
for providing publie serviees to chil-
dren, and the fiscal capacity of the
State as reflected in its per capita
income.

Possibly the most important fac-
tor, however, is the character of a
State’s foster care program. Per
capita expenditures are bound to be
high when large numbers of children
are in long-time foster care. When
expenditures for foster care are in-
cluded, the average expenditure per
child in the population for the 40
States is almost $2; if foster care ex-
penditures are excluded, the average
is only 54 cents,

Per capita expenditures for public
child welfare services vary rather
consistently with the ineome level
of the State. The States with low
per capita incomes spend less per
child for publie child welfare services
than States with larger per capita



Chart 1,—Public child welfare expenditures per child in the population, by

State, fiscal year 1951~52
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incomes. “The average expenditure
per child: in the population in the
lowest-income States: was only 62
cents, compared. with averages of
$1.10 in the middle-income States
and $3.22 .in the highest—income
States.

Even when expendltures for foster
care payments are excluded, there
are still -differences:in the per capita
expenditures of the three groups of
States. The Iowest-income States
spent 33 cents per child in the popu-
lation, exclusive of expenditures for
foster care payments; the middle-
income group spent 42 cents; and the
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highest-income States expended 71
cents.

Within the income -classifications,
wide variations occurred among the
States in per capita expenditures.
Among the highest-income States,
for example, Michigan spent less
than $1 per child in the population
for public child welfare services, in-
cluding foster care payments, while
New York spent more than $6 per
child. The range in per capita ex-

‘penditures among the States in one

income classification frequently over-
lapped the range in another (chart
1).

Another factor affecting a State’s
expenditures for public child wel-
fare services, and one closely asso-
ciated with per capita income, is the
“rurality” of a State. As with States
grouped by per capita income, con-
trasts appear between the most rural
States and the most urban States in
per capita expenditures for child
welfare services, whether or not fos-
ter care payments are included. In
general, the most urban States spent
relatively more for these services
for children than did the most rural
States.

As a step toward analyzing ex-
penditures according to the rural or
urban character of the States, the
States were ranked according to the
proportion of the total population of
the State that lived in cities of 50,000
or more. The 40 States submitting
substantially complete reports were
then divided into three groups. States
classified as the “most rural” were
those with the smallest share of their
populations (less than 16 percent)
living in cities of 50,000 or more;3
the “most urban” States were those
with the largest share of their popu-
lation (35 percent or more) living
in cities of 50,000 or more.4 In the
middle group of States, from 16 per-
cent to 35 percent of the population
lived in cities of 50,000 or more.5

When foster care payments are in-
cluded the average amount spent by
the most rural States was $1.01 per
child in the population; the amount
spent by the most urban States was
$2.65. Even when these data are
further analyzed to eliminate the in-
fluence of the foster care programs,
which take a large share of the ex-
penditures in the most urban States,
the difference is still substantial; the
average of 43 cents in the most rural
States is 18 cents less than that in
the most urban States. The semirural

3 Arizona, Arkansas, Idaho, Maine, Mis«
sissippi, Montana, New Hamphire, New
Mexico, North Dakota, South Carolina,
South Dakota, the Virgin Islands, West
Virginia, and Wyoming.

4 California, Colorado, Connecticut, the
District of Columbia, Delaware, Hawalii,
Illinois, Michigan, Missouri, Massachusetts,
New York, Ohio, Rhode Island, Utah, and
Texas,

6 Alabama, Georgia, Indiana, Jowa, Loul-
siana, Minnesota, Oklahoma, Oregon, Puer-
to Rico, Tennessee, and Washington.
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States spent an average of $1.14 for
all the child welfare services pro-
grams and 46 cents when foster care
payments are excluded.

Many of the States defined as most
rural are also in the group with the
lowest per capita income, and many
of the most urban States are in the
group with the highest per capita in-
comes. Thus it is not surprising to
find similarities in average expendi-
tures in the rural and the low-income
States and also in the urban and the
high-income States. It is clear that
in the year ended June 30, 1952, the
rural, low-income States spent less for
public child welfare services than did

the urban, high-income States, even
when expenditures for foster care
payments were excluded.

Expenditures for Foster Care
Payments

In 1951-52 foster care payments
absorbed the major share (nearly
three-fourths) of all public expendi-
tures for child welfare services in
the 40 States from which substan-
tially complete reports were re-
ceived. The total spent by these
States for foster care payments was
nearly $62.5 million. Salaries of
personnel accounted for nearly all
the remaining expenditures.

Among the 40 States, the propor-
tion of total child welfare expendi-
tures that went for foster care pay-
ments ranged from less than 25
percent in Idaho, Mississippi, Texas,
and the Virgin Islands to more than
75 percent in Connecticut, Indiana,
Maine, Massachusetts, New Hamp-
shire, New York, and Oregon. These
groupings suggest the regional dif-
ferences in the extent of foster care
programs. In general, the Northern
States, especially those in the North-
east, have relatively larger foster
care programs than do the States
in the South, where relatively more
of the children receiving child wel-

Table 1.—Amount and percentage distribution of selected expenditures of public child welfare agencies, by purpose and

by State, fiscal year 1951-521
Amount Percentage distribution
3 Educa- Educa-
State Toster tional Foster tional
Total care Personnel leave for Other Total care Personnel | leave for Other
payments training of payments training of
personnel personnel

Total, 40 States 2. _____ $85,760, 551 $62,489,595 | $19,000,062 $480,807 $3,691,087 100.0 72.9 22.3 0.5 4.3
Alabama. . .. ... 408,476 166, 950 210,913 5,408 25,205 100.0 40.9 51.6 1.3 6.2
Arizona.__ 405,472 3 257,812 126,015 4,217 17,428 100.0 63.6 31.1 1.0 4.3
Arkans: 355,207 187,012 121, 553 6,090 40,552 100.0 52.7 34.2 1.7 11.4
California. _ 49,438,934 6,039,002 | 2,670,812 16,372 711,848 100.0 64.0 28.3 0.2 7.5
Colorado.._.....__ 471,647 3 281,037 158,068 13,000 19, 542 100.0 59.6 33.5 2.8 4.1
Conneecticut._._. 3,330,863 2,658,593 585,966 5,066 81,238 100.0 79.8 17.6 0.2 2.4
Delaware____.__._____ 347,258 210,153 99,761 7,000 30,344 100.0 60.5 28.7 2.0 8.8
District of Columbia 1,177,581 5732,704 429,414 |- ... 15,463 100.0 62.2 36.5 oo 1.3
Georgis. ..o $76,618 67 397,021 228,191 10,472 40,934 100. 0 58.7 33.7 1.5 6.1
Hawail oo o ... 718,412 496,530 197,105 7,995 16,782 100.0 69.1 27.5 1.1 2.3
Tdaho. .. ... 81,102 5,602 66,571 | . aaean.. 8,929 100.0 6.9 82.1 | . 1.0
Hlineis___.__._.___ 4,158.818 2,768,925 81,031,710 88,016 270,167 100.0 66.6 24.8 2.1 6.5
Indiana_____.__.__ 2,003,311 1,834,803 146,269 19,339 2,930 100, 0 91.6 7.3 1.0 0.1
Towa_ . ... 511,428 138,672 259,132 18, 561 05,063 100. 0 27.1 50.7 3.6 18.6
Louisiana__..._. 1,257,521 752,336 454, 561 18,832 31,792 100.0 59.8 36.2 1.5 2.5
Maine.._.__.__.. - 1,205,108 5099,015 221,193 6,464 68,436 100.0 77.1 17.1 0.5 5.3
Massachusetts. - 5,430,411 4,385,767 868,837 1o . eaaoo 176,107 100.0 80.8 16,0 | 3.2
Michigan_.__.. 1,368,351 510,429 705,547 fo oo aeaan 152,375 100. 0 37.3 51.6 1. . 1.1
Minnesota__. 2,944,679 1,435,102 1,287,786 20,483 201,308 100.0 48.7 43.7 0.7 69
Mississippi..oooooooooo 434,618 103,733 265,166 24,765 40,954 100.0 23.9 61.0 5.7 9.4
Missouri. .o coceooomaoan 947, 366 529,454 357,047 9,533 51,332 100.0 55.9 37.7 1.0 5.4
Montana_....... 208,294 139,614 131,829 11,060 15,791 100.0 46,8 44.2 3.7 5.3
New Hampshire_ 665,154 511,312 118,071 1,500 34,271 100.0 76.9 17.7 0.2 5.2
New Mexico._... 449,908 184,138 7200, 950 2,175 62,645 100.0 40.9 44.7 0.5 13.9
New York... 31,643,776 | 627,507,223 83,611,874 4,125 9 520,554 100.0 86.9 11.4 0y 1.7
North Dakota. 266,289 164,831 643 .. 17,815 100.0 61.9 k3 P N D, 6.7
Ohio.__... 5,007,232 73,659,004 1,223,501 26,621 98, 106 100.0 73.1 24. 4 0.5 2.0
Oklahoma_ 435,697 120,040 238,150 9,0 68,462 100. 0 27.5 54.7 2.1 15.7
Oregon._..__..___. 1,477,687 31,115,283 295,970 11,400 55,034 100.0 75.5 20.0 0.8 3.7
Puerto Ricoo........ 614.345 189,208 240,460 12,840 171,837 100.0 30.8 39.1 2.1 28.0
Rhode Island.._.._...__.. 782,699 $ 570,757 181,096 845 30,201 100.0 72.9 23.1 0.1 3.9
South Carolina. _ - 265, 521 126,979 113,571 5,312 19,659 100.0 47.8 42.8 2.0 7.4
South Dakota_.. 215,050 102,725 81,480 4,437 926,408 100. 0 47.8 37.9 2.0 12.3
Tennessee_...... 633,492 182,655 344,380 50,772 55,685 100.0 28.8 54.4 3.0 8.8
Texas_ ..o 670, 510 151,846 415,176 14,559 88,929 100.0 22.6 61.9 2.2 13.3
Utab____.___.._. 415, 561 274,574 109,139 4,744 27,104 100.0 66.1 26.3 1.1 6.5
Virgin Islands. .. 46, 567 10,795 27,001 3,400 5,461 100.0 23.1 57.9 7.3 11.7
Washington..... 2,931,047 1,982,067 771,203 8,858 168,919 100.0 67.6 26.3 0.3 5.8
West Virginia. 1,066,928 548,795 375,605 24,550 117,978 100.0 51.4 35.2 2.3 i1
Wyoming. . ..o 111,493 56,197 44,637 3,160 7,499 100.0 50.4 40.1 2.8 6.7

i

1 For year ended June 30, 1952, with the following exceptions: Ohio, calendar
year 1951; Washington, year ended Mar. 31, 1952; Connecticut, year ended
Sept. 30, 1951, for local expenditures; New York, calendar year 1951 for local ex-
penditures and year ended Mar, 31, 1952, for State expenditures.

2 States making substantially complete reports (including at least 80 percent
of the total selected child welfare expenditures). Kansas, Nebraska, Nevada,
Pennsylvania, and Wisconsin transmitted incomplete reports. No reports were
received from Alaska, Florida, Kentucky, Maryland, New Jersey, North Caro-
lina, Vermont, and Virginia.
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! Excludes some expenditures for medical care and services.
4 Includes & small amount for licensing of boarding homes and institutions

for the aged.

s Includes some payments in behalf of children living with relatives.
¢ Includes payments from relatives and other private sources.

7 Partly estimated.

8 Excludes some expenditures for part-time and other personnel,

9 Excludes some expenditures for rent, light, heat, ete.

1 Less than 0.05 percent.
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fare services live in their own homes
or the homes of relatives.

Source of Funds

State and local funds met almost
the entire cost of the foster care pay-
ments for children in foster family
homes and institutions. In the 40
States represented in these data,
Federal child welfare services funds
were used for less than 1 percent of
these costs.

How these costs were divided
among Federal, State, and local
funds is shown in the following tab-
ulation.

Source of funds States

Federal, ! State, and

local funds.—o_..._.._ Arkansas, Illinois, Michi-
gan, Mississippi, Okla-
homa, South Carolina,
South Dakota.
Federal! and State .
fundsonly......_.._. Idaho, Louisiana, Maine,
Puerto Rico, the Virgin
Islands.
Federal! and local

fundsonly-._.....___
State and local funds

Georgia, Ohio, Texas.

Alabama, California, Col-
orado, éonnecticut, Mas-
sachusetts, Minnesots,
Missouri, Montana, New
York, North Dakota, Or-
egon, Tennessee, West
Virginia, Wyoming.

Arizona, Delaware, the
District of Columbia,

State funds only_._.._.

Hawaii, New Mexico,
Rhode ' Island, TUtah,
‘Washington.

Local funds only......- Indiana, Iowa, New
Hampshire.

1 Federal child welfare services funds.

Only 15 of the 40 States used Fed-
eral child welfare services funds for
foster care payments. The amounts
ranged from $175 in Idaho to more
than $50,000 in Georgia and Missis~
sippi. In Georgia the Federal share
represented only 13 percent of all
the public money spent for this pur-
pose; in Mississippi it represented
nearly half the total. In the four
States in which Federal funds pro-
vided for as much as 15 percent of
the total public funds for foster care
payments, the Federal share was as
follows—Mississippi, 49 percent; Ok-
lahoma, 20 percent; South Carolina,
15 percent; and South Dakota, 27
percent.

The tabulation shows that in 13
States no local funds were spent for
foster care payments, while in six
States no State revenues were spent
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Table 2.—Percentage distribution of selected expenditures of public child
welfare agencies, by purpose, source of funds, and State, 1951-52 1

Foster care payments Professional services and administration
State Federal | Stat Local Federal | St Local
ederal tate 0ca, edera ate 0c4)]
Total funds funds funds Total funds funds funds

Total, 40 States__. 100.0 22,0 56.9 22.1

Alabama_.._.. .. ... 100.0 92.6 3.7 3.7

Arizona_ oo 100.0 49.5 50.5 |occncceees

Arkansas____ 100.0 88.0 7.2 4.8

California. 100.0 6.8 65.7 27.5

Colorado._._ 100.0 42.9 14.4 42.7

Connecticut. 100.0 14.8 84.4 0.8

Delaware - 100.90 34.6 65.4 e

District of Columbia. . 100.0 8.6 [2) 0 0 O,

Georgia - 100.0 44.8 11.8 43.4

Hawall oot 100.0 14.6 85,4 |oeacean
Idahoooooo__..o..... 100,07  3.1) 96,9 ... ... 100.0 46.2
Illinois. . 27.7 100.0 156.3
Indiana 100.0 100.0 62.8
Iowa_... 100.0 100.0 54.1
Louisiana............. 100.0 | 2.3 977 [cccceaio.- 100. ¢ 37.7
Maine..eeeooooo_.-.] 1000} 03]  99.7 |eeoeo__- 100.0 28.5
Massachusetts. . 27.3 100.0 6.0
Michigan 5.3 100.0 24.8
Minnesota. . 72.2 100.0 10.2
Mississippi 21.2 100.0 53.8
Missouri.... 76.4 100.0 53.1
Montana. 64.8 100. 0 31.5
New Hampshire. . 100.0 100.0 37.3
New Mexico.__..._...}] 100.0 i .. ...l 100.0 |-_coo... 100.0 36.9
New York... 96.2 100.0 3.1
North Dakota. . . 46.6 100. 0 3.7
Ohio._..__... . 99.7 100.0 10.6
Oklahoma.. - 13.9 100.0 60.9
Oregon____... . 17.0 100.0 18.1
Puerto Rico__.........| 100.0} 26|  97.4 .. .... 100.0 411
Rhode Island._.._....| 100.0 {oceeoreoas! 1000 jocecvnooen 100.0 18.7
South Carolina - 30.1 100.0 77.9
South Dakota.__ _ 38.6 100.0 65.2
Tennessee._.. . 58.9 100.0 69.4
.0 100.0 67.5
100.0 46.2
100.0 89.2
100.0 10.8
100.0 54.1
100.0 64.7

1 For scope and limitations of data, see table 1.

for the purpose. In part, this fact re-
flects the difference in basic admin-
istrative organization between States
with State-administered public child
welfare programs and those with lo-
cally administered programs.

In the 21 States in which both
State and local governments shared
the cost of foster care, the proportion
borne by each level of government
varied from State to State (table 2).

Type of Foster Care

Only 35 States provided informa-
tion on the auspices of the agency
supervising the children for whom
foster care payments were made. In
these States the payments were clas-
sified as (a) foster care payments
for children living in foster family
homes supervised by the public wel-
fare departments; and (b) foster care
payments for children living in fos-
ter family homes supervised by vol-
untary social agencies or in insti-

tutions operated under the auspices
of such agencies.

Fifty-eight percent of the money
spent for foster care payments in
these 35 States went for children
living in foster family homes super-
vised by the public welfare depart-
ment. Forty-two percent was for
children living in the foster homes
or institutions of voluntary organi-
zations. Large expenditures for chil-
dren in voluntary agency homes and
institutions in New York alone ac-
counted for $21 million of the $25
million spent for this purpose
throughout the country. When infor-
mation for New York is eliminated,
the picture is much different; the
proportion of foster care payments
going for children in foster homes
supervised by public welfare agen-
cies in the other 34 States is 87 per-
cent. Only 13 percent of the money
spent for foster care payments in
those 34 States went for chiidren in

Social Security



voluntary agency homes and institu-
tions. The proportion of total foster
care expenditures going for children
in the homes and institutions of vol-
untary organizations in the 35 States
reporting this information is shown
in the following tabulation.

Percent States

New York.
Idaho, North Dakota.

.................... Illinois, Oregon, South Da-
kota,

10 percent but less than
2 District of Columbia,
Georgia, Hawaii, Indi-
ana, Michigan, Mon-
tana, New Mexico, Ohio,
the Virgin _ Islands,
‘Washington, West Vir-
ginia.

Arizona, Arkansas, Cali-
fornia, Delaware, Loui-
siana, Maine, Massa-
chusetts, Minnesota,
Mississippi, Missouri,
Rhode Island, Texas,
Utah, Wyoming.

Less than 10 percent...

None. o cooiccecmcaaan Alabama, Oklahoma,
Puerto Rico, South Ca-
rolina,

Thirty-three States indicated how
public funds going to voluniary or-
ganizations were divided between
payments for institutional care and
payments for foster family care.
Most of this money was for the care
of children living in institutions. In
these 33 States, twice as much money
was spent for the children in the in-
stitutions as for the children living
in the foster family homes of volun-
tary agencies. In only five of these
33 States (Illinois, Michigan, Min-
nesota, North Dakota, and Utah) was
the amount of public money paid to
voluntary agencies for foster care
payments for childaren living in fos-
ter family homes larger than the
amount spent for those living in in-
stitutions. Eighteen of the 33 States
purchased institutional care from
voiuntary organizations, but in pro-
viding foster family care they used
only the boarding homes they them-
selves supervised.

Expenditures for Professional
Services and Administration

More than $23 million was re-
ported spent for professional serv-
ices and administration in the public
child welfare programs of the 40
States submitting substantially com-
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plete reports for the year ended
June 30, 1952, Expenditures for pro-
fessional services and administration
cover the salaries of personnel who
provide casework services to chil-
dren; the salaries of supervisors, con-
sultants, and others essential to the
effective provision of these services;
educational leave payments for pro-
fessional training of staff; the salaries
of administrative and clerical per-
sonnel; expenditures for travel, com-
munication, and office space and its
maintenance; and other expenditures
necessary to the operation of the
public child welfare program.

Source of Funds

The extent to which the different
levels of government share in meet-
ing the costs of the public child wel-
fare services program varies with
different aspects of the program as
well as from one State to another.
As was stated previously, foster care
payments are made almost entirely
from State and local funds. Federal
child welfare services funds, on the
other hand, often contribute heavily
to payments for professional services
and administration. It is for these
purposes—for personnel and admin-
istrative costs—that Federal funds
are most often used.

Federal child welfare services
funds in 1951-52 accounted for a
little more than $1 out of every $5
spent for public child welfare serv-
ices, exclusive of foster care pay-
ments. Specifically, Federal funds
accounted for roughly 22 percent of
the reported $23 million spent by the
40 States for professional services
and administration. State and local
funds were used to pay the remain-
ing cost in a ratio of nearly $3 of
State funds to every $1 of local funds.

The State and local share of these
costs ranged from 25 percent or less
in Alabama, Arkansas, South Caro-
lina, and the Virgin Islands to 90
percent or more in California, the
District of Columbia, Massachusetts,

‘Minnesota, and New York (tible 2).

All 40 States used some State rev-
enues to meet the cost of child wel-
fare personnel and administration.
In Alabama, Arkansas, and Ohio,
State financial participation was
small—less than 10 percent of the
costs.

Eighteen States reported that, ex-
cept for payments for foster care, no
local funds were used to pay for pub-
lic child welfare services.6 In these
States the cost of staff and adminis-
tration was met entirely from State
and Federal funds. Among the
States in which local funds were
used, the extent of local participation
varied. In only nine States? did
local funds meet as much as one-
fourth the cost of public child wel-
fare services other than foster care
payments.

In general, the States with the
highest per capita incomes met a
larger share of the cost of profes-
sional services and administration in
the public child welfare program
from State and local funds than did
the lowest-income States. The Fed-
eral share was only 9 percent in the
highest - income States, compared
with 57 percent in the lowest-income
States. Similarly, in the most urban
States, the Federal share of the cost
of professional services and adminis-
tration was considerably less (13
percent) than in the most rural
States (51 percent),

The contrast in per capita expendi-
tures between low -income, rural
States and high-income urban States
has already been described. When
the source of funds for the expendi-
tures for professional services and
administration in the rural and ur-
ban States are compared, the picture
is as follows:

Expenditures per child under
age 21 in the population 1
Urban or rural State Federal
character of States d ehild
All and welfare
funds local Services
funds
funds
Total, 40 States._ $.54 $.42 $.12
Most rural States..... .43 21 .22
Semirural States..._ .46 .31 .15
Most urban States. _ .61 .53 .08

3 Excludes foster care payments.

6 Arizona, Delaware, the District of Co-
lumbia, Hawaii, Idaho, Louisiana, Maine,
Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New Mex-
ico, Oregon, Puerto Rico, Rhode Island,
Tennessee, Utah, the Virgin Islands, Wash-
ington, and West Virginia,

7California, Colorado, Georgia, Minne-
sota, Montana, Missouri, New York, North
Dakota, and Ohio.
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Thus, Federal child welfare serv-
ices funds are helping rural and
low-income States to provide serv-
ices to children—services that might
not otherwise be available since
these States, even with Federal help,
spend relatively less for children
than do the urban and high-income
States.

Purpose of Expenditures

Eighty-two percent of the money
expended for professional services
and administration was for salaries,
2 percent went for payments to staff
granted educational leave, and 16

percent was for the other costs of
operating the public child welfare
services program.

Salary expenditures include the
salaries of child welfare caseworkers,
supervisors, consultants, and admin-
istrators who participate directly in
the provision of services to individual
children and the salaries of clerical,
fiscal, stenographic, and other per-
sonnel essential to the efficiency and
effectiveness of that service.

In a service program, such as that
of child welfare, personnel are the
program in action—the individuals
through whom the agency provides

its services, The staff make living
realities of the policies and programs
of the agency, and the availability
and quality of the staff determine to
a large extent the availability and
quality of the service provided.
The 40 States submitting substan-
tially complete reports spent $19 mil-
lion for staff salaries. Expenditures
for this purpose ranged from less
than 75 percent of public child wel-
fare expenditures, exclusive of pay-
ments for foster care, in Arkansas,
Delaware, Illinois, Iowa, Puerto
Rico, South Dakota, and West Vir-
ginia to 90 percent or more in the

Table 3.—Amount and percentage distribution of foster care payments made by public child welfare agencies, by type
of foster care and by State, fiscal year 1951-521

Amount of foster care payments for children Percentage distribution of {oster care payments
ving in— for children living in—
Homes and institutions supervised Homes and institutions supervised
State Total Foster or administered by private Total Foster or administered by private
family organizations 0 family organizations
homes homes
B abii Fost Sy ubic Fost
y public oster Institu- y public oster Institu-
agencies Total family agencies Total family s
homes tions homes tions
Total, 40 States... 2$62,480,505 | $34,017,640 | 2 $24,699,866 $1,086,215 $2,437,176 100.0 457.9 42,1 ®) ®
Alabama.._._. 166,950 166,050 |--.. - I ISR 100.0 100.0 ||
Arizona. 257,812 246,207 11,605 11,605 100.0 95.5 4. 4.5
Arkansag 187,012 186,850 162 162 100.0 99.9 0. 0.1
California. 8,038,802 €6,028,111 611,761 11,791 100.0 S 99.8 8 0. 0.2
Colorado. ... 281,037 ("; (M (7; 100.0 0} O] M
Connecticut. .. 2,658,593 Y Q] g 100.0 (0] () U]
Delaware........ 210,153 200,823 9,330 3,255 8,075 100.0 95.6 4.4 L5 2.9
Dist. of Col.._... 732,704 583,019 148,785 |oeooeceae 148,785 100.0 79.7 20.3 fooeocicaaae 20,3
Georgia. ... 397,021 327,716 ) 3,377 65,920 6 100.0 82.5 17.5 0.9 16 6
Hawall...ooooooeicavnanas 496, 377,58 118,974 feveimiacanes 118,974 100.0 76.0 24,0 foooenes 2.0
3,812 100.0 32.0 68.0 |coaaaane. 68.0
514,819 100.0 60.4 39.6 21.0 18.6
356, 599 100.0 80.6 19.4 | oLaeol 19.4
o 100.0 ® ) ®
50,573 100.0 93.3 6.7 6.7
72,887 100.0 92.7 7.3 7.3
213,237 100.0 95.1 4.9 4.9
10,271 100. 0 78.7 21.3 2.0
52,306 100. 0 90.7 9.3 83.6
172 100.0 99.8 6.2 0.2
15,345 100.0 97.1 2.8 2.9
18,358 100.0 86,9 13.1 13.1
Y] () U] 100.0 Q] U] ™
New Mexico. 84 V8411 28,797 | 23,797 100.0 87.1 12.9 12.9
New York.. 27,607,223 6,815,140 20,692, ) 100.0 24.8 76.2 @
North Dakota. 164,831 78,513 86,318 47,055 30,263 100.0 47.6 52. 23.8
|, 3,659,004 3,254,180 404,84 64,612 340,312 100.0 88.9 11.1 9.3
Oklahoma. ... 120,040 120,040 fovnee oo ocndom e e 100.0 100.0 f-voeommmefomceccnecncs -
Oregon.._....... . 1,115,283 631,071 484,212 ® Q) 100.0 56.6 43.4 ) Y]
Puerto RiC0..cvveeamoaeoos 189,208 189,208 ——— JER SR 100.0 b (1, V1 RN RN AU,
570,757 659,006 13,661 Jeeiivnmamannot 11,661 100.0 08.0
126,979 126,976 - [ 100.0 100.0
102, 728 73,670 920,156 fecmemeenananne 929,155 100.0 71.6
182,655 Y] 7 @) 100.0 ™
151,846 146,214 5,632 198 5,434 100.0 96.3
Utsh.____.____ 274,574 253,629 20,945 20,045 | 100.0 92.4
Virgin Islands. 10,795 8,395 2,400 fo_______._. 2, 100.0 77.8
W&shinﬁton._- 1,982,067 1,580,571 8431,496 8 183,936 ¥247, 560 100.0 78.2
West Virginia. 548, 486,541 62,254 |oooiiil. 62,254 100.0 88.7
Wyoming...cveceranveenns 56,197 52,567 640§ 3, 100.0 3.6

1 For scope and limitations of data, see table 1.

2 Includes $3,772,269 In § States that cannot be allocated by ¢
$ Inc'udes $21,176,295 in 2 Btates where it i3 not reported whether payments
to voluntary organizations went for children in foster family homes or in insti-

tutions.

¢ Computations based on data for the 35 States for which complete information

was available,

$ For the 33 States reporting this information, the proportion of total foster
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care payments to voluntary organizations for children in foster family homeg

e of foster care.
¢ A small ex

was 3.6 percent; for children in institutions, it was 8.1 percent.
nditure for the care of children in foster homes supervised by
private organizations cannot be segregated and is included with expenditures

for foster homes supervised by public agencies.

¢ Estimated.
schools.

7 Distribution not avallable,
" Includes some payments for children in hospitals, camps, and boarding
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District of Columbia, Louisiana, and
Ohio. '

Many factors affect the amount of
money an agency spends for staff.
Chief among these are the salary
level, the number of clients served,
and the ratio between the number of
clients and the number of workers
providing the service. The amount
spent is also influenced by the ratio
between the number of caseworkers
and the number of supervisors, con-
sultants, and others; the availability
and use of special consultants; the
complexity of the program admin-
istered; and the geographic coverage
of the agency’s services.

Closely associated with expendi-
tures for personnel are expenditures
for such current operating costs as
rent, heat, light, office supplies, and
communication costs. The 40 States
spent $3.7 million for this purpose.
This amount represented about 16
percent of their child welfare expend-
itures, exclusive of foster care pay-
ments.

All but five of the 40 States sub-
mitting substantially complete re-
ports provided educational leave
with pay to staff members for pro-
fessional study. In the year ended
June 30, 1952, the 35 States spent
for this purpose $481,000—only about
2 percent of all expenditures for pub-
lic child welfare services, exclusive
of foster care payments. Only in
Indiana, Tennessee, and the Virgin
Islands did expenditures for the pro-

fessional training of staff amount to.

as much as 10 percent of the total
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expenditures for professional services
and administration. These States
spent $19,300, $50,800, and $3,400 re-
spectively.

Some States 'make educational
leave payments in the form of month-
ly stipends to cover the costs of a
staff member’s maintenance, tuition,
and travel {0 and from the profes-
sional school. Other States continue
to pay all or part of the staff mem-
ber’s salary while he is on educa-
tional leave.

Connecticut, Mississippi, and Puer-
to Rico used some State funds for
educational leave payments. All
other money spent by the 35 States
to help staff obtain professional train-
ing came from Federal child welfare
services funds. None of them reported
spending any local funds for this pur-
pose.

The amount of money a State
spends for educational leave stipends
depends to a large extent upon the
agency’s conviction about the need
for professionally qualified staff and
the availability of such staff for em-
ployment by the agency. Agencies
frequently cannot secure enough per-
sonnel already professionally trained.
They must therefore recruit persons
with potential skills for soecial work
and help them to get the required
professional training. Other factors
affecting the amount of money spent
for educational leave are the size of
the monthly stipend; whether or not
the agency makes additional pay-
ments . for tuition, travel, or other
costs of education; and the avail-

ability of funds for this purpose in
relation to the many other pressing
demands for funds in the public child
welfare services program

vero sl

Concluswn

Several facts stand out in this an-
alysis of public child welfare expen-
ditures. First, there is the large
share that goes for. foster .care pay-
ments for children receiving care
away from their own homes. This
cost is met almost entirely from State
and local funds. To the cost, how-
ever, of professional services and ad-
ministration — also met . primarily
through expenditures from.State and
local revenues—Federal child wel-
fare services funds contribute about
$1 out of every $5. :

There is great vanatiOn from one
State to another in the amount of
money spent for the child welfare
services program. High-income and
urban States spend relatively more
and meet proportionately . more of
the costs of their programs out of
State and local funds. Low-income
and rural States spenad relatively less
for publie child welfare services and
use Federal child welfare services
funds to a greater extent to help pay
for their programs. Part of this dif-
ference between the high-income
and urban States and the low-income
and rural States results from the
more extensive and costly foster care
programs in the former. Even when
foster care expenditures are exclud-

-.ed, . the  contrasts..ave..still. clearly

evident.
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