Policies for the Use of Federal Child
Welfare Funds

HE 1950 amendments to the

I Social Security Act authorized

the appropriation of increased
Federal funds for child welfare serv-
ices. To help guide the States in plan-
ning for the expanded services thus
made possible, the Children’s Bureau
needed to develop new policies. As a
first step, the Bureau held four re-
gional conferences between October 2,
1950, and January 5, 1951, with repre-
sentatives of State welfare depart-
ments, other public agencies, and vol-
untary agencies and also held a na-
tional conference with representatives
of national voluntary organizations
concerned with the child welfare
programs.

The purpose of these conferences
was to consider the needs of children
for child welfare services, whether
under public or voluntary auspices;
the problems confronting public and
voluntary agencies in meeting these
needs; and the main points that ought

to be covered in the policies to be’

adopted by the Children’s Bureau for
the guidance of the States and the
Bureau’s child welfare representatives
in developing plans for the use of the
increased funds.

On the basis of the discussions at
the four regional conferences and the
conference - of national voluntary
agencies, the Children’s Bureau de-
veloped a policy manual ! to guide the
States in planning for the use of the
additional Federal funds provided by
the Congress.

The 1950 law made four revisions
in the Federal child welfare provi-
sions:

1. The total amount of Federal
funds authorized annually for child
welfare services was increased from
$3.5 million to $10 million.
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2. The flat amount available to each
State was changed from $20,000 to
$40,000 annually.

3. The basis for allotment of the
balance of the Federal funds was
changed from rural population to
rural population under age 18.

4. Authorization was provided to
use Federal child welfare services
funds “for paying the cost of return-
ing any runaway child who has not
attained the age of sixteen to his own
community in another State in cases
in which such return is in the interest
of the child and the cost thereof can-
not otherwise be met.”

The following proviso was also
added: “Provided, that in developing
such services for children the facilities
and experience of voluntary agencies
shall be utilized in accordance with
child-care programs and arrange-
ments in the States and local com-
munities as may be authorized by the
State.”

To realize the intent of these
amendments, the Children’s Bureau
wished to .develop new policies con-
cerning personnel, professional edu-
cation, foster care of children, return
of runaway children, and community
organization and planning in rural
areas and areas of special need.

In general, regulations and policies
in force for the use of Federal child
welfare services funds have been
broad and allow the States wide lati-
tude in developing plans. The act pro-
vides that such plans shall be devel-
oped jointly by the State agency and
the Administrator of the Federal Se-
curity Agency. One specific require-
ment in the regulations, however,
limited the use of Federal funds for
maintenance of children in foster
care; funds could be used only for
temporary care in boarding homes or
“projects for care in such homes for
special groups of children to meet
particular needs.”

Now that the Bureau faced the ne-
cessity of revising old policies—and

issuing new ones—how could it go
about the task of building the broad,
sound base so essential to children’s
services, how could it be sure that
these expanded services would meet
the needs of children in communities
in all parts of the Nation? The Bureau
needed the help of many persons, par-
ticularly those who would carry the
main responsibility for the expanded
programs. The five conferences were
planned to bring these workers to-
gether to help with the task.

Out of these discussions, the Bureau
hoped, would come important guides
to broad, sound policies on which the
expanded programs could be built.

Regional Conferences

The plan for each of the four re-
gional conferences included, for the
first 2 days, meetings of the Children’s
Bureau personnel with representatives
of the State welfare agencies—the
agencies responsible for the develop-
ment and administration of the child
welfare programs under the Social
Security Act. These meetings were
conducted in an informal fashion.
The agenda for the conferences were
developed by the conferees themselves,
each conference dividing itself into
small groups to bring out the ques-
tions to be discussed. As a result,
there were some variations in the dis-
cussions in each of the four confer-
ences, though at the same time there
was a striking similarity in the topics
selected.

Certain significant trends were ap-
parent in the discussion. There was
general advocacy of the full use of all
resources and interests under both
public and voluntary auspices, and
recognition of the need for more and
better community planning to assure
the expansion of child welfare pro-
grams on a sound and effective basis.
It was recognized that such planning
should be so organized that it would
enlist the effective participation of
representatives from voluntary agen-
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cies, public agencies, and citizen’s
groups.

Priorities in the
Child Welfare Program

All the regional conferences stressed
the importance of community plan-
ning in the establishment of new serv-
ices and in the extension and strength-
ening of existing services. All com-
munity resources and interests, under
both public and voluntary auspices,
should be utilized in programs of so-
cial services for children and youth.

A high priority was also placed on
the development of a balanced pro-
gram with a wide variety of social
services and facilities to meet the
needs of children and youth. In such
programs, particular attention should
be given to services for strengthening
family life and helping children in
their own homes. More adequate
coverage of social services for children
and youth is needed if these services
are to be available in geographic areas
now without such services and in areas
with only limited services. Obviously,
too, the development of personnel with
the necessary skills and knowledge
must have a high priority if these
objectives are to be achieved.

Increased research in child welfare
was also urged by the conferees, who
realized the need for research as a
tool in comrrunity planning and as
an aid in evaluating the effectiveness
of present methods, techniques, and
organization.

A Comprehensive Program

Each of the regional conferences
discussed briefly the proper scope and
content of State child welfare pro-
grams and accepted as a basic premise
that “children who need services are
found in all economic, social and
ethnic groups, and services should,
therefore, be available to all children
needing them regardless of their eco-
nomic or social status.”

The focus of a program should
always be on the child and his needs.
Children have a wide variety of prob-
lems that call for social services and
for the resources and facilities that
are essential to meet their needs.

The conferees emphasized the ur-
gent need for certain aspects of serv-
ices in child welfare programs,
whether under public or private aus-
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pices—early recognition of problems;
strengthening home life for children;
provision of skilled service; helping
children individually or in groups to
meet social problems through profes-
sional services and adequate resources
to meet needs; and preventive work
in eliminating hazards and causes of
social problems through community
planning.

Adequate legislation, sound organi-
zation, and adequate funds were
considered necessary for effective
services to children.

Community Planning

The conferees recognized the need
for community planning to (1) bring
about better understanding of . pro-
grams and services and to obtain
citizen support; (2) achieve inter-
agency cooperation; (3) promote
effective utilization of all existing
resources, under both voluntary and
public auspices, and encourage the
expansion of such services when nec-
essary; (4) promote a multidiscipli-
nary approach in developing services
and in meeting the problems of chil-
dren; (5) gear social services for
children into differing cultures and
practices; and (6) help citizens ful-
fill their responsibilities in a de-
mocracy.

Community planning in child wel-
fare programs is not new. It has
always been an important part of
these programs. But too often the
planning has been piecemeal and
sometimes after the fact.

The possible structure and organi-
zation for effective State and com-
munity planning was discussed at
some length. Because of the differ-
ences in size, type, and stages of
development among the States, as
well as among the local communities,
flexibility in structure was recognized
as essential. Plans should be made
for the training and utilization of
personnel with special knowledge and
skill in community planning to assist
States and local communities.

The conferees felt that the experi-
ence and interest of groups that had
participated in the Midcentury White
House Conference on Children and
Youth would be an important source
of strength for community planning.
To prepare for that Conference, State
committees had been designated or

appointed in every State and Terri-
tory. They reviewed State-wide needs
and submitted a report to the Confer-
ence. Community-planning groups
had also been organized in at least a
thousand counties. These planning
groups represented widely different
groups——professional and citizen—in
the population, and both voluntary
and public agencies.

Planning is now well under way
for a follow-up program of the White
House Conference. Planning commit-
tees in every State, and a national
citizens’ committee—all under volun-
tary and not governmental auspices—
are being set up to stimulate and
coordinate follow-up efforts. Provision
is being made for an advisory council
on State and local action and an
advisory council of national voluntary
organizations, for liaison with the
Federal Government.

How can a general planning com-
mittee, such as that for the White
House Conference, be used in planning
for an expanded child welfare pro-
gram?

The general consensus was that
planning for children is everybody’s
concern. Not only do public and vol-
untary agencies share responsibility
in community planning, but citizens

~ too should participate. To be effec-

tive, community planning for child
welfare services should be both con-
tinuous and comprehensive; it should
be State-wide as well as local. It is
not enough to develop some initial
plan through a representative meet-
ing and let it go at that. The planning
must be a continuing process that is
capable of adaptation to changing
conditions.

Research

Two types of research were dis-
cussed at the four regional confer-
ences—basic research, which relates to
the study of child growth and
development, and operational re-
search, which relates to methods of
doing the job.

The conferees held that research,
including fact-finding, is an essen-
tial tool in effective community plan-
ning. Skill in evaluating the services
provided, including processes and
methods, and in discovering the unmet
needs of children, should be improved.
Cooperative research on a regional
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basis might be possible, and national
leadership in planning research is one
of the great needs. Because of its
special responsibility for assembling
facts and information on child life,
the groups advocated that the Chil-
dren’s Bureau give more leadership in
this important field.

Use of Child Welfare Funds

For its child welfare program, each
State receives a flat sum from the
Federal Government; in addition, it
shares in the balance appropriated
for this purpose for the Nation ac-
cording to the proportion of its rural
population under age 18 to the total
rural population under that age.

The groups recommended that the
Children’s Bureau consider changing
the definition of rural areas. A rural
area has been defined as a county in
which more than 50 percent of the
population live in nonurban places,
as defined by the Bureau of the Census,
or as a county that has less than 50
percent of its population living in
nonurban places but that does not
have a city of 10,000 or more popula-
tion according to the 1940 census.

Several possible ways of defining
a rural area were suggested, including
(1) developing areas on a district
basis rather than on a county basis;
(2) defining the area on the basis of
where children live who are receiving
services; and (3) raising the limita-
tions on the size of a city within a
rural area from the present definition
of 10,000 population to one of 20,000
or 50,000.

The conferences also wanted clari-
fication of the definition of an area
of special need, particularly with re-
spect to the requirement that Federal
funds be used in such areas for devel-
oping State services for the “encour-
agement and assistance of adequate
methods of community child-welfare
organization.”

The conferees discussed at length
how Federal funds might be used so
that they would not lessen or supplant
State or local funds already appro-
priated for the child welfare programs.
There was general agreement that
Federal funds should not be substi-
tuted for funds already available but
that, in keeping with the purpose of
the Social Security Act, they should
be used for establishing new services
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or for extending and improving exist-
ing services to children.

Personnel

The groups agreed that social serv-
ices to children cannot be extended
and strengthened unless skilled, pro-
fessionally trained personnel are
available. In staffing the programs,
States are faced with a variety of
problems, such as an insufficient
supply of trained personnel; the in-
equality of salaries among States
(States that pay low salaries lose
competent personnel to States that
are able to pay more); difficulties in
providing for competent supervision;
difficulties in securing and retaining
staff for rural areas; and the inability
of professional schools to supply
enough workers.

Because of the importance and,
at the same time, the serious shortage
of qualified personnel, the conferences
agreed that the development of a
long-range plan for the employment,
training, and improvement of essen-
tial personnel should be given a high
priority in the expansion of child wel-
fare programs. When trained persons
are not available, only persons with
general aptitude and ability who are
qualified to obtain professional train-
ing should be employed. States have
found it unwise to recruit persons
who could not acquire the necessary
skills or be eligible for professional
training.

Skilled supervision was considered
vital. How can such supervision be
brought closer to local workers, par-
ticularly in rural areas? Some States
have been developing plans for using
a local supervisor for county workers
in a district composed of two or three
counties. Thus the geographical area
and the supervisory load are kept
small enough to permit staff meetings,
group discussions, and other methods
of supervision that give workers the
stimulation they so often lack in iso-
lated rural areas. Although State con-
sultation is needed on various aspects
of the program, it cannot take the
place of local supervision. A plan for
the training of supervisors should be
part of the long-range training pro-
gram; it might be set up in cooperation
with schools of social work, or other
methods of increasing skills in super-
vision might be used.

The importance of extending and
strengthening staff development pro-
grams was emphasized in ail the
conferences. There is great need for
broadening and strengthening the
skills and techniques of the staff cur-
rently employed—especially the skills
involved in community planning and
organization, in work with children
living in groups, and in research.

It was recommended that the Bu-
reau consider the use of Federal funds
to extend in-service training prozrams
beyond the public welfare agencies—
to training schools for delinguent
youth, to probation departiments, and
to voluntary agencies.

Professionel Education

Professional education was a major
topic of discussion in all the regional
conferences. There was general agree-
ment that programs for professional
education in social work for the child
welfare staff should be expanded.

One of the basic guestions con-
sidered was whether professional
education should be provided, as at
present, through payment of a stipend
covering the cost of such education, or
whether it should be provided through
payment of salary to staff members
granted leave for professional educa-
tion. Young workers who have depen-
dents have great difficulty in using
leave for professional education when
the stipend is based on the cost of
education. For this reason, some
provision should be made for the use of
Federal funds under either plan. A
State agency might then choose the
plan it would follow, which should be
used uniformly throughout the State.
TFederal funds, it was agreed, should be
used for professional education in a
graduate school, but not for under-
graduate education.

One serious problem in planning
professional education for a greater
number of workers arises from the
lack of opportunity for field-work
placements of students in schools of
social work. Policies should permit
the use of Federal funds to extend
opportunities for field-work placement
in cooperation with schools of social
work; in this area, State public wel-
fare agencies have a responsibility to
cooperate with the schools.

The greater use of field-work place-
ments in juvenile courts, child-care



institutions, day nurseries, and de-
partments of public welfare in rural
areas was advocated. This arrange-
ment would facilitate the extension
of training opportunities and would
benefit both public and voluntary
agencies.

Training for specialists other than
caseworkers, including staff with skill
in group work, research, and commu-
nity organization, is needed. Other
personnel, such as cottage parents,
should also receive in-service training
—through institutes, workshops, and
other methods—as part of the
agency’s total program of staff devel-
opment.

Foster Care

All four regional conferences con-
sidered the use of the increased Fed-
eral funds for the provision of foster
care for children through the further
development of foster-care services
within the public welfare agency and
also the use of voluntary agencies for
the care of those children who are
the responsibility of the public welfare
agency. Localities where there are
child welfare workers but no funds
available for foster care should re-
ceive first consideration. The second
priority should be given to localities
where funds are available but not
sufficient to meet the need, and the
third, to localities where additional
funds would raise the standard or
level of care—for example, by increas-
ing boarding home rates, providing
clothing, or meeting other needs.

The conferences brought out the
need for expanding resources for spe-
cialized care, such as detention care,
or temporary care preceding long-
time placement. The development of
foster-family homes for these pur-
poses might meet the need for such
resources in rural areas. Consicderable
interest was expressed in using Fed-
eral funds to establish group homes
for children with special needs not
now being met, such as emotionally
disturbed children or children in need
of detention. Group homes were
thought of as homes caring for a com-
paratively small number of children—
possibly 12 or 15—in contrast to in-
stitutions, which usually care for
larger numbers of children.

The relationship between public and

voluntary agencies in providing foster-
family care or group care on either
a temporary or a long-time basis re-
ceived much attention. A wide vari-
ety of arrangements now prevails. The
basis for a good relationship between
the two types of agency, it was felt,
rests in cooperative planning, in rela-
tion to both community planning to
provide needed services and the ways
in which voluntary and public agencies
should develop their programs.

The regional conferences recog-
nized that casework service must be
assured to every child receiving foster
care and that, if the voluntary agency
providing the care does not have case-
work service—most often true for
institutions-—a plan would have to be
made for such service, either through
the voluntary agency itself or through
the public agency. If such service were
provided by the voluntary agency,
some kind of cooperative planning
would need to be worked out as to the
initial decision to place the child and
peariodic evaluation and review of the
child’s needs and progress. This area
is one of the most difficult and com-
plicated. Certain general guidance is
clearly needed from the Federal Gov-
ernment with relation to the use of
Federal funds, but, at the same time,
there must ke a wide variety in State
and local patterns of service.

Use of Voluntary Agency for
Foster Care

All four regional conferences dis-
cussed the use of voluntary agencies
in caring for children who are the
responsibility of the public welfare
agency. Underlying this discussion
were concern as to how the needs of
individual children could best be met
and recognition of the fact that public
and voluntary agencies have a con-
tribution to make.

The discussion brought out the wide
variations in the arrangement under
which voluntary agencies now provide
care for children for whom the public
agencies have responsibility. Some
voluntary agencies do not receive, and
do not wish to receive, any public
funds for the care of children. Others
have long had a pattern of providing
care on a purchase basis.

That the public agency should have
continuing responsibility for the chil-

dren for whom it purchases care and
that it should not be merely a dis-
bursing agency was generally recog-
nized. What is meant by “continuing
responsibility” was discussed at all
four conferences. The following re-
sponsibilities of the public agency
were then delineated:

(1) Study and determination of the
needs of the individual child; (2) de-
cision as to how the child’s needs can
best be met; if through care offered by
a voluntary agency, then selection of
the voluntary agency best able to
provide this care for the particular
child; (3) determination as to whether
public funds should be used to pay for
such care and, if so, in what amount
and to cover what part of the care
and services; (4) planning for case-
work services to the child and his
family to make sure that they are pro-
vided by the public or voluntary
agency and that duplication or con-
fusion of services is avoided; (5) peri-
odic evaluation of the child’s needs
and progress, through reports from
the voluntary agency and consulta-
tion between the two agencies; and (6)
decision as to when care provided by
the voluntary agency should be ter-
minated and a different plan made
for the child.

Runaway Children

One of the first questions raised in
this area was whether the use of Fed-
eral funds for the return of runaway
children is mandatory under the pro-
visions of the Social Security Act. It
was pointed out by the Bureau that
these provisions are permissive rather
than mandatory.

Do the provisions of the Act with
respect to rural areas and areas of
special need apply to the use of Fed-
eral funds for the return of runaways?
Here the answer is “No.” The pro-
visions concerning runaways offer
State public welfare agencies a real
opportunity to base their plan for the
child’s return on his best interests.

How is a runaway defined? After
reviewing the provisions of the Act,
the groups accepted the following
tentative definition proposed by the
Children’s Bureau: “A runaway child
is defined as a child under the age of
16 who, without consent of his parents,
guardian, or other person or agency
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who has accepted responsibility for
his care and protection through legal
or voluntary action, shall leave his
home or other place of abode in one
State and go into another State.”
Can abandoned or deserted children
be considered runaways? The law
apparently does not cover this group
of children.

A number of participants asked for
further interpretation of the phrase
“to his own community”; would this
necessarily mean to the child’s place
of local residence? 'The problem of
determining the child’s own com-
munity, particularly when his parents,
although they had legal residence in
one State, have moved to another
State, might often be difficult. Which
State should pay for the child’s care—
the State in which the child was found
or the State to which he was returned?
Actually, the law does not specify
which State should pay. But regard-
less of which State pays for the child’s
return, both States will be involved
in working out plans that are to the
best interests of the child. All four
conferences emphasized the impor-
tance of an adequate social study in
determining the plans of care for the
child.

Who would be responsible for de-
termining that the return of the child
is to his best infterest and that the
cost cannot otherwise be met? Ob-
viously this responsibility would rest
with the agency that made the funds
available.

Several participants asked what
would be done with the child while the
social study and plan were being com-
pleted. Can Federal funds for the
return of runaways be used to cover
the costs of care for the child during
this period? The law does not permit
the use of the funds for this purpose,
but Federal funds for child welfare
services in rural areas and, under
certain conditions, in areas of special
need may be used to provide emer-
gency or detention care.

Are Federal funds to be used only
for the transportation of the child
being returned? Can these funds also
be used for the fare and services of an
escort for the child if needed? Al-
though the reports of the congres-
sional committee do not indicate the
intent of Congress in this respect, the
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Children’s Bureau believes that Fed-
eral funds may be used for an escort
as well as for the transportation and
incidental expenses for the return
of the child.

Some of the groups asked whether
runaway children would need to be
brought before the courts when Fed-
eral funds were used. The consensus
was that runaway children can be
referred directly to the public welfare
agency without requiring referral to
the court, though many States include
running away in the statutory defini-
tion of delinquency.

Role of Voluntary Agencies

Throughout the discussions in the
four regional conferences, the impor-
tant role of the voluntary agencies
in the total program of social services
to children was recognized. Because of
their long experience, these agencies
can make a rich contribution in the
total community planning for child
welfare. Public agencies, in carrying
out their responsibilities, can profit-
ably use the voluntary agencies’
knowledge of costs of services and care
and their established media for in-
terpretation. The cooperation of vol-
untary agencies in legislative pro-
grams for establishing and strength-
ening child welfare services has proved
extremely valuable in many States.

Because of the importance of as-
suring the fullest possible consider-
ation of the resources of voluntary
agehcies, especially in view of the
proviso added by the 1950 amend-
ments, each regional conference gave
particular attention to the ways in
which the two types of agency could
reinforce each other. In addition,
public and voluntary agencies share
the responsibility for ensuring that
adequate provisions are developed for
meeting the needs of children.

There are many ways in which the
experience and resources of voluntary
agencies may be used in child welfare
programs. The agencies can partici-
pate with public agency representa-
tives and citizens in broad community
planning and in working on particular
problems in individual communities,
through interagency committees;
serve on advisory committees of State
and local public welfare agencies;
provide consultation to public welfare

agencies on matters affecting the wel-
fare of children; participate in joint
staff meetings of public and voluntary
agencies to discuss common problems;
and serve on official policy boards of
public agencies.

Role of Other Public Agencies

The important role of public agen-~
cies, such as training schools for de-
linquent youth and the juvenile
courts, in providing social services to
children and youth was recognized
at all four regional conferences. Safe-
guards as to the quality of service
and coordination of the programs with
other services for children and youth,
however, were considered essential.

The use of Federal funds to provide
professional education for staff of
other public agencies was suggested as
a means of improving the services of
these agencies. In considering pos-
sible plans for the use of Federal
funds for this purpose, it was proposed
that the State public welfare agency
employ staff for the period of profes-
sional training, or that it grant schol~

. arships to persons employed by other

public agencies.

Two possible plans for using Federal
funds for the employment of staff for
these agencies were considered—the
loan of professional personnel em-
ployed by State welfare departments
to such agencies; and the granting of
funds by the State welfare agency to
other public agencies. Since some
State laws do not permit one agency
to grant funds to another public
agency, the consensus seemed to be
that the most effective method would
be the employment of professional
staff by the State welfare agency with
(1) joint planning hetween the agen-
cies involved in meeting the need for
additional professional services; (2)
the assignment of staff by the State
welfare agency; (3) continuing super-
vision by or consultation with the
State welfare agency; and (4) periodic
reevaluation of the plan for the use
of staff assigned to other public
agencies.

Meeting With National
Voluntary Agencies

The meeting of the Children’s Bu-
reau representatives of the national
voluntary agencies followed the re-



gional conferences. The meeting was
held to review the discussions and the
general suggestions made at the four
regional conferences and to give the
Children’s Bureau an opportunity to
secure the adyice of the national agen-
cies on the policy statements to be de-
veloped for the use of the increased
Federal child welfare services funds.

State-Wide Planning

The group spent much time discus-
sing whether consultation on a State-
wide basis with broadly representative
groups, including representatives of
voluntary agencies, public officials,
and citizen groups, should be manda-
tory in setting up the State plan.

Some of the conferees favored a
mandatory requirement. The Chil-
dren’s Bureau, they pointed out, is
required to have evidence of coopera-
tive planning and must assure itself
that there has been such planning
and that Federal funds are not used
for duplicate services. Since title V
of the Social Security Act does not
require the development of a com-
prehensive plan of child welfare serv-
ices, and since the funds are limited,
representative groups should be
consulted. Title V is designed, more-
over, to encourage experimentation
and research, which involves coopera-
tion and consultation, and the decision
as to the development of the plan for
the use of Federal funds should not be
left solely to the States. A final rea-
son that was advanced was the failure
of public agencies to take as much
leadership in cooperative planning
with voluntary agencies as is desir-
able, and the need for steps to assure
such planning.

Others believed that the provi-
sion should not be mandatory. They
claimed that cooperation can best be
achieved on a voluntary basis and that
a mandatory requirement might re-
sult in routine, ineffective planning.
Another reason was their belief that
primary responsibility should rest
with the States rather than with the
Federal Government for cooperative
planning within the States. Moreover,
since it would be difficult, and in some
States impossible, to select individuals
on a State basis who were representa-
tive of voluntary agencies, it was held
that the State plan may have to be

composed of the sum of local plans. A
mandatory requirement is unneces-
sary, it was pointed out, because the
Children’s Bureau, through joint
planning with the States, can review
the programs and obtain information
as to consultation and cooperative
planning; and the Bureau, of neces-
sity, must be assured that a State plan
is developed on a sound community
organization basis, with consideration
of all parts of the program.

The conferees agreed as to the de-
sirability of consultation and coop-
erative planning with broadly repre-
sentative groups. The major question
was “How can this goal be achieved?”
The first alternative considered was
continued reliance on joint planning
between the Children’s Bureau and
State agencies, with more emphasis
on consultation and cooperative plan-
ning. Under the second proposal, the
Bureau’s policy statement would carry
a strong recommendation that there
be consultation and cooperative plan-
ning. Under the third, consultation
and cooperative planning would be
made mandatory. The second and
third alternatives would require the
development of criteria.

The group finally recommended
that the Bureau policy include a
strong statement as to the desirability
of consultation and cooperative plan-
ning on a State-wide basis with
broadly representative groups. It also
recommended that the instructions
for submitting plan material contain
an outline of information to be in-
cluded in the plan concerning State
and community planning and how the
different groups are to be brought in-
to this planning. These recommenda-~
tions would also apply to local com-
munity planning.

How can the Bureau determine that
cooperative planning has taken place?
The group concluded that it would
not be desirable for the Bureau to try
to set up definite criteria, but that
the States should be encouraged to
use various methods of assessing
needs and planning to meet needs.

Role of Voluntary Agencies
It was proposed that the Children’s

‘Bureau include, in the material pre-

pared for use in developing joint
plans with State agencies, suggestions

of areas—recruitment of staff, for ex-
ample—in which public and volun-
tary agencies have common objectives
and cooperation would be practical.

In considering the possibility of co-
operative projects with voluntary
agencies, the question was raised as
to whether the use of'the term “en-
courage” in relation to such projects
might imply a kind of priority to the
State departments of welfare. Prob-
lems might thus be created in some
States where the amount of Federal
funds and other funds is so limited
that the States would feel that they
could not afford to use their funds for
cooperative projects. The needs of
children and the ways of meeting
these needs should be the determin-
ing factor in relation to such projects.

Role of Other Public Agencies

In the discussion of cooperative
projects in relation to the courts in
particular, and at some points to other
bublic agencies within the States, sev-
eral questions were raised. In view
of the limited Federal funds and the
great needs in these agencies, is it
advisable to undertake such projects?

Because, under the present law,
Federal funds must be administered
under a merit system, it is necessary
to find a way of relating appoint-
ments to other public agencies to the
merit system and relating the State
welfare agency to the services pro-
vided by other agencies, not in the
sense of dictation of case decisions,
but in the sense of providing consul-
tation.

The gquestion was also raised as to
whether the Federal funds can go to
more than one State agency. There
is no State where Federal child wel-
fare services funds have gone to more
than one State agency; the Federal
Security Agency has interpreted the
law to mean that the agency to ad-
minister the funds is the State de-
partment of public welfare.

Other questions and problems were
raised in relation to assignment of
staff to other public agencies, such as
the courts—whether funds would be
spread too thin by trying to cover too
many areas of service; whether the
court should be built up as an ad-
ministrative agency by developing
expanded casework services; the
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“fuzzy”’ administration that might re-
sult from lending workers from the
department of welfare to the courts;
and, a basic question, the direction
in which to move in the building up
of services to children.

The group stated that if the courts
‘can establish conditions satisfactory
to the administrative agency—the
State department of welfare—they
should have the service of qualified
staff on assignment.

Staff Development

Questions were raised as to what
is meant by ‘“staff development.”
Greater attention to recruitment is
needed, it was felt, particularly in the
light of the increasing competition
for personnel as the mobilization pro-
gram expands. The need for creative
imagination, particularly in the area
of training, was noted. The group
agreed that experimentation in meth-
ods of training on the job was an
urgent need, and that such training
projects, when feasible and advisable,
should be open to staff members of
both public and voluntary agencies.

For workers going into rural areas,
training should be broadened to give
them an understanding of the par-
ticular situation in which they will be
working-—for example, the under-
standing that is gained by training
in rural sociology.

In the consideration of scholarships
for professional education, the dis-
cussion started with a question as to
whether Federal funds were available
only to public welfare departments.
There was a division of opinion on
whether or not scholarships from
Federal funds should be granted to
workers from the voluntary agencies;
a series of reasons was given for each
point of view.

In the course of the discussion, it
was suggested that, in any coopera-
tive planning of ftraining between
public and voluntary agencies, and
particularly between public and re-
ligious agencies, there should be no
interference with the basic philos-
ophy of church-sponsored agencies.

Foster Care

The group agreed that, in provid-
ing foster care, priority should be
given to areas, primarily rural, where
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there are neither public nor voluntary
facilities for such care or where these
facilities do not meet the need. Where
voluntary facilities exist to provide
the necessary service, the public de-
partment should work out cooperative
arrangements with the voluntary
agency for the care of children for
whom the public department is re-
sponsible. Duplication of casework
service should be avoided; if possible,
the basic casework service should be
provided by the voluntary agency on
the basis of joint planning with the
public welfare department. In work-
ing out such cooperative arrange-
ments, some of the conferees believed
that the public agency should make
full payment for the cost of care,
though it was noted that the actual
cost of service was often difficult to
determine.

Public and voluntary agencies
should sit down together and, deter-
mine, community by . community,
what is public and what is private
responsibility. The point was also
made that, in many instances, chil-
dren would not need to be placed in
foster homes if basic services were
available.

Sometimes voluntary agencies were
freer to do experimental work; such
demonstration or experimentation
should be in consultation with the
public agencies.

Some of the serious unmet needs
identified by the group in relation to
group care included the need for serv-
ices for after-care of children in
training schools for delinquent youth
and the need for facilities for Negro
children.

In relation to group care, it was
agreed that the development of strong
basic services in the local community
should be emphasized. Since there is
such a variety of problems to be met
on the basis of community planning,
the Children’s Bureau should encour-
age the development of a variety of
services through the use of Federal
funds. .

Is it advisable to use Federal funds
to develop group homes for emotion-
ally disturbed children? Certain fac-
tors would seem to be against it, such
as the limited experience in the use
of such homes; the importance of
providing highly qualified, specialized

staff; and the high cost of adequate
service, which might deter States in
using funds in this way.

The members of the group agreed
that the policy of the Children’s Bu-
reau should be flexible enough to per-
mit experimenting in various types of
care, taking into account the prob-
lems in different communities and the
importance of cooperative planning
with other agencies and the necessity
for developing basic child welfare
services.

Mobilization and Defense

Considerable time was given at the
meeting of the national voluntary
agencies to the ways in which chil-
dren would be affected by mobiliza-
tion and defense activities, the serv-
ices that ought to be developed to
minimize as much as possible the im-
pact of these conditions on child life,
and how the opportunities for young
people in the teen-age group could be
safeguarded. All these questions were
considered against a background of
increasing urgency.

What are the personnel problems
likely to be faced by the child wel-
fare services during this emergency
period? It was the sense of the group
that child welfare services are essen-
tial services, and that, as far as pos-
sible, personnel for them should be
considered essential. Steps should be
taken immediately through appropri-
ate channels to point out the impor-
tance of giving special consideration
to institutions and other child welfare
services in the matter of equipment of
various kinds.

The reluctance of the Armed Forces
to accept boys for induction who had
been residents of training schools or
who were on probation should be ex-
plored, it was agreed. The ability of
these boys to take their place as citi-
zens is of tremendous importance in
their rehabilitation.

Standards

The discussion on standards was
extremely brief because the time for
the conference was running out. The
consensus was that standards are pri-
marily the responsibility of the States
and local communities, and that they
should be worked out cooperatively by

(Continued on page 20)



Table 2.—Contributions and taxes collected under
selected secial insurance and related programs, by
specified period, 1948-51

[In thousands]

Retirement, disability,

and ;
survivors insurance Unemployment insurance

Rail-

road
Taxes

Federal on

un-
Period State un- | Federallemploy-
un-

irf:lg?g(]:e civil-  |carriers | employ- ment,
contribu-| Service | and ment  lemploy-! insur-
tions 1| contribu-| their )contribu- | ment | ance
tions 2 |employ-| tiens ® | taxest| eon-

ces tribu-

tions &

Fiscal year: ’
104849 ou oo $1,690,206| $553, 461|$563, 833 $988, 965{$222, 850 $9, 816

194950 - ooaeo 2,106,388  662,262] 550,172 1,094, 406] 226,306| 18,855
10 months ended:

April 1949. ____.__ 1,293,079 490, 755! 427,613 841,338| 209,709| 7,519
April 1950. .. _.__. 1,609,596 597,134] 419,120! 876,392| 210,308| 13,384
April 1951 _.____. 2,305, 334 623,305 433, 518| 1,052, 425| 214,462 18,246
85, 657 29,554  3,220] 104,439 3,602 363

274, 447 32,642 5, 881 211,946 14,275 197

222, 345 32, 486| 125,171 6, 068 1,723 5,273

200, 876 32,326 875 121, 218 1,785 222

316, 310 31,398 10,492 205,106| 13,470 127

185,074] 6333,303| 125,988 6,035 1,347 5,665

181, 498 34,085 3 116,786 1,980 17
November.________ 287, 928 32,168 9,817 191,143; 12,398, 168
December.._.___.__ 239, 131 29, 178 132, 961 9,980l 2,716 5,837

1951

January_ - __._.___ 131,331 33,9058 1,567 96,405 16,319 22
February 373,787 29,752 6,508 153,307 146,981 155
March__. 239,310 31, 874| 139, 527 12,151 13,963 5, 847
Aprilo___.oo... 150, 089 35,264] 3,021] 140,294| 3,502 186

1 Represents contributions of employees and employers in employments
covered by old-age and survivors insurance. N

2 Represents employee and Government contributions to the civil-service
retirement and disability fund (including Alaska Railroad, Canal Zone, and
Office of the Comptroller of the Currency retirement and disability funds
integrated since July 1949 with principal fund); Government contributions
are made in 1 month for the entire fiscal year.

3 Represents deposits in State clearing accounts of contributions plus penal-
ties and interest collected from employers and, in 2 States, contributions from
employees; excludes contributions collected for deposit in State sickness in-
surance funds. Data reported by State agencies; corrected to May 21, 1951,

4 Represents taxes paid by employers under the Federal Unemployment
Tax Act.

5 Beginning 1947, also covers temporary disability insurance.

8 Represents contributions of $28.3 million from employees, and contributions
for fiscal year 1950-51 of $305.0 million from the Federal Governient.

Source: Daily Statement of the U. 8. Treasury, unless otherwise noted.

Table 3.—Total Federal cash income and outgo! and
amounts for programs under the Social Security Act,
1950, by quarter, and January-March 1951

[In millions; corrected to May 14, 1951]

1950
o _ 1951,
Classification Jan.-

E Jan.- | April- | July~ | Oct.- | Mar.
Total | “Nrar. | Jane | Sept. | Deo.
Cashincome ! .. ________ $42, 451 ($12, 242 | $9,309 ($10, 499 [$10,401 | $18, 062
Social security. ... .| 4,081 1,064 924 1,051 1,042 1,186
Federal insurance
contributions. _____ 2,667 674 582 702 709 744
Federal unemploy-
ment taxes.____.___ 224 170 20 17 17 177

Deposits in unem-
ployment trust
fund2 ... . ... 1,191 220 322 332 316 264

Other..___ 38,370 1 11,178 | 8,385 | 9,448 | 9,350 | 16,876
Cash outgo & 41,969 | 10,760 | 11,105 ; 9,351 | 10,754 | 11,179
Social security 3,726 | 1,076 959 752 938 1,058

Administrative ex-
penses, Social Se-
curity Administra-
tions___________..__ 50 12 11 13 14 15

Administrative ex-
penses, Bureau of
Employment Se-
curity, Department .
of Labor_ . ______.__ 6 1 2 1 1 2

Grants to States4____| 1,329 320 350 306 354 356

State withdrawals
from unemploy-
ment trust fund_.__| 1,366 553 399 233 180 233

Old-ageand survivors
insurance benefit
payments_________. 961 186 194 196 385 448

Administrative ex-
penses, Departient
of the Treasurys..__ 15 4 4 4 4

Other. . ..cco._. 38,243 | 9,684 | 10,146 | 8,599 | 9,816

4
10,122

1 Cash income and outgo represent flow of cash, exclusive of borrowed cash,
into and out of the general fund and trust accounts of the Treasury.

2 Deposits by States of contributions collected under State unemployment
insurance laws.

3 Includes administrative expenses of the Bureau of the Census in connection
with searching census records for old-age and survivors insurance.

4 Grants for employment security administration (including employment
offices), for old-age assistance, aid to the blind, aid to dependent children, and
for maternal and child health and welfare services; and, beginning in the last
quarter of 1950, for aid to the permanently and totally disabled.

% In connection with old-age and survivors insurance.

Source: Total Federal cash income and outgo from Treasury Bulletin; other
data from Daily Statement of the U. S. Treasury.
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(Continued from page 9) nonexistent.

public and voluntary agencies. Never- Conclusions

and, in some instances, practically

agencies, such as juvenile courts and
training schools for delinquent youth;
representatives from local, State, and
national voluntary agencies and from

theless, the group believed that the
Children’s Bureau has a function to
perform in reporting to the various
agencies the efforts made in other
areas and in helping them set stand-
ards through the interchange of in-
formation.

The group also pointed out that the
present standards in the child welfare
field are for the most part minimal
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The policies developed during the
discussions at the four regional con-
ferences and the conference of na-
tional voluntary agencies formed the
basis of the Policy Manual issued in
April by the Children’s Bureau.

These policies represent a consen-
sus on the part of the representatives
of State departments of public wel-
fare; consultants from other public

the Children’s Bureau. With the co-
operation and good-will of profes-
sional workers in public and volun-
tary agencies, and of citizen groups,
these policies should do much to re-
enforce the child welfare program.
They mark a positive approach to the
setting up of policies governing the
use of Federal child welfare services
funds.
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