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mortality and differ slginlflpandy_fr_om those of countries with better
records.”A study of maternity {JQ|ICIES for working women In seventy-five
countries (Including all Industrialized countries and some developin
nations) found thaf the United States was the only nation that failed to
ensure provision of certain basic health services and social supports
needed during pregnancy, childbirth, and_Infancy. Those services and
supports Include recessities such as medical and nutritional care, and
some form of Income suEport or protection (such as a family allowance or
a parental leave pollcP/). _ _ .

The powerful Influence that a nation's social policies can have on the
health of Inlmts Is evident when one examines the experience of
Immlgrants now living In Sweden who came from Southeastern European
and other countries with heavily depressed economies and high rates of
Infant mortality. As In many countries,_the Immlqrants who Came 0
Sweden In the late 1960s and early 19705) genera Ig had lower Incomes
than native Swedes and experienced lower Standards of living. However,
their mothers were provided with comprehensive health and “social
services. Asa result, babies bom to these Immigrant mothers In recent
¥ears experienced slightly lower Infant martality rates than Infants bom
0 native Swedes, despite their higher social risk and relative economic
disadvantage.*2

State and City Findings

Na.tion.ci ma:irnal and Infant health problems, already serious when
compan i to those ofother countries, mask particularly severe problems in
many states and cities.

State Findings

Irrfant mortality: Clear regional patterns In Infant mortality rates
can be discerned, _ _ _

H In 1984, the states with the hlgnhest_rates of Infant mortaI!%/_
tended to be_concentrated In the South. With the exce_?tlon of Illirois, the
ten states with the highest 1984 overall Infant mortality rates were all
southern (Table 2.1A). o _

m Southern states also exhibit the highest rates of neonatal .
mortality. With the exception of Illinois, the ten states with the_highest
overall neonatal mortality rates In 1984 were all In the South (Table 2,IB).
In contrast. It Is the western states that experienced the most serious
postneonatal mortality problems In 1984, Of the ten states with the
%{e%tlesﬁ i)(\(jrall postneonatal mortality rates In 1984. seven were western

able 2.1C).

These region-specific neonatal and postneonatal mortality rr])atterns
may result In part from the fact that the South has a ﬁreaters are of the
natlon's black births, and the western states have higher concentrations
of Native American and Mexican-American births. These qrou_ps are
desperatelgl poor. Black Infants tend to experignce relatively high neonatal
mortality because of their higher Incidence of low birthweight.” Nafive
American and Mexican-Amefican Infants tend to have a lower Incidence
of low birthweight but relatively greater rates of Postneonatal mortality.

m \While southern states had” high overall infant mortality rates In
1984. five of the ten states with the ‘highest 1984 black Infant mortality
rates were located outside the South. The ten states were Connecticut.
Delaware, Mississippi. Virginia. South Carolina. Washington State.
%rx;sylvama. llinois. Michigan, and the District of Columbia (Table

'Southern states are considered to be: Alabama Arkansas. Delaware, District of Columbia.
Florida. Georgla. Kentucky. Louisiana. Maryland, M_lsslssmdpL Missqur|. North Carolina.
Oklahoma. South Carolina. Tennessee. Texas. Virginia and West Virginia
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Low birthweight: Low birthweight Is the single greatest cause of
death during the neonatal period. Seven of the ten Jurisdictions with the
highest overall Incidence of low birthweight In 1984 also were among the
ten jurisdictions with the highest overall"'neonatal mortality rates that

eaf. These seven were the District of Columbia. South Carolina
:jSSZISSS'IASpI. Louisiana. Georgia, Alabama, and North Carolina (Tables 2.1B
and 25A).

Prenatal care: Of the ten states with the highest overall 8ercentage
of pregnant women who received late or no prenatal care In 1984. the
ercentage of such women actually increased between 1983 and 1984 In
ive of the states. These were Arkansas. Arizona, Florida. Texas, and New
Mexico (Table 2.5C).

Wide variations in state indicators: In 1984 there continued to be
enormous variations from state to state in infant mortality rates, the
Percentage of low-blrthwelght babies, and the proportion of infants bom
o women who had received early or late or no prenatal care.

m For example. In 1984 a white Infant bom In Wyoming was nearlx_
one and a half times more likely to die in the first year of life than a white
Infant bom_in North Dakota E able 2.2A). Ablack [nfant bom In the
District of Columbia was 1.7 times more likely to die in, the first year of
life and more than two times more likely to die In the first twent -elght
days of life than a black infant bom in Massachusetts (Table 2.3B).
black Infant bom in Illinois was nearly 1.6 times more likely than ‘one
bom in Maryland to die during the pdstneonatal period §Ta le 2.3C|).

An infait bom to a black woman In New York in 1984 was more than
three times more likely than one bom to a black woman In Mississippi, .
and more than four times more likely than one bom to a black woman in
%\_/Iraglsaczh%éetts, to have a mother who received late or no prenatal care

able 2.7C).

Among' the states that accounted for 99 percent of all black births in
1984. one out of every four Infants was bom to a woman who failed to
receive early prenatal care (Table 2.7B).

City Finding*

m Between 1983 and 1984, Infant mortality rates rose In six of
Americas twenty-two largest cities. These were the District of Columbia,
San Antonio, Cleveland, Boston, Detroit, and Milwaukee (Table 1.3), The
District experienced an alarming 8.8 percent Increase In‘infant mortality
between 1983 and 1984 alone. ™ _

m Milwaykee, Wisconsin experienced a particularly notable 1984
Infant mortality rate. Milwaukee’s 1984 overall infant martality rate of
14.2 deaths per 1,000 live births stood at the highest point infive years
and was higher than the city’s average infant mortality rate for the
preceding four-year period. = _ N

m [n"generdl. Infant mortality In America’s largest cities tends to be
more seridus than for the nation"as a whole. Only Tive of America’s
twent¥-two largest cities had 1984 infant mortality rates equal to or lower
than the national average, These were Columbus, Phoenix, San Diego, San
Francisco, and San Jose (Tables 1.3 and 2.22A). _

m [n 1984 there was a substantial djsparity In infant mortality rates
from city to C|t¥]. Indianapolis, the city with the’highest black infant
mortality rate, had a rate that was 1.8 times highér than_the black rate In
Columbus and 1.6 times hl_%her than the rate In Dallas (Tables 1.3 and
2.22D1._ Similarly, the District of Columbia’s 1984 nonwhhe Infant
mortality rate, the highest among the twent){-two largest cities, was near_I%
three times greater than the nonwhite rate 1In San Francisco, the city wit
the lowest rate that year (Tables 13 and 2.22C).

m The disparity between black and white infant mor allty rates In
America's twenty-twg largest cities In 1984 was s_tartlln? In Seven cities,
(Philadelphia, San Diego.”Chicago, Cleveland, Indianapolis. Los Angeles.
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likely than one bom
to a black woman in
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received late or no
prenatal care.
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FIGURE 14

Infant Mortality Rates kgy Race. Selected* Cities with 500.000+
opulation. 1984
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-Note:_Ttie cities selectﬁd Lepresent_ those with the two best ratef, two worst rates, and
one mid-level rate for blacks. The cities with the best rates ft mll races (San Jose and
éan Franmfco) were excludfd hecause of an, Insufﬂmen} number of black Infant

eaths to allow accurate ca culﬁtlons: the District of Columbia was excluded hecause
of an Insufficient number of white Infant deaths.

and Memphis) black Infant mortality rates were more than twice as high
as white rates. (The_national_black Infant mortality late Is 1.96 times
higher than the white rate.} The highest white Infant mortality city rate
among the cities In 1984 (13.8 deaths per 1,000 live births InDetroi)
was nearly identical to the lowest black city rate that year 613'5 deaths
per 1,000"live births in Columbus) (Tables2.22B and 2.22D). o

mA black infant bom_In Indianapolis or the Dlstr+t of Columbia in
1984 was more likely to die In the first year of life than an Infant bom in
Trinidad and Tobago, a country much poorer than ours.

m The infant mortality ratés of certain cities stand out. For example,
regardless of whether the District of Columbia Is considered a state or
city, its 1984 black infant mo_rtallt%/ rate was shockingly high. In 1984, the
District’s black Infant mortality rate ranked twenty-first worst out of
twenty-two large American cities, and last among thirty-two states with a
sufficient sample size of black live births (Tables 2.3Aand 2.22D).

m Urban Infant mortality rates can var)idramatlcally on an Intrastate
as well as Interstate basis. For example. In 1984 there was a remarkable
difference In Infant mortality rates between Columbus, Ohio, and
Cleveland. Ohio. Ablack Infant bom In Cleveland was 17 times more
I2|k2ezl5)to die in the first year of life than one bom In Columbus (Table

Findings on Births to Teens and
Unmartied Women

Births to teens and unmarried women were nationwide problems in 1984.

Percent of 1984 Births That Occurred to Teens

m Natjonally In 1984, 13.1 percent of all births, and 23.6 percent of
all black births, “occurred to women younger than twenty (Table 1.12.
These figures varied dramatically from state to state. For example, the
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TABLE 13

Infant Mortality Rates, Cities with 500.000-1- Population, by Race* 'ftA

White Nonwhite Total
Black Total

Baltimore 13.2 18.7 18.5 16.8
Boston 10.4 14.6 134 11.7
Chicago 111 226 215 16.5
Cleveland 10.2 23.2 23.0 16.8
Columbus 8.3 135 128 9.6
Dallas 9.7 15.7 15.2 11.7
Detroit 13.8 23.7 23.3 20.9
District of Columbia — 24.3 24.1 21.0
Houston 10.6 16.7 14.6 119
Indianapolis 9.4 24.5 23.6 133
Jacksonville 9.5 16.8 16.3 119
Los Angeles 9.2 19.9 156 11.0
Memphis 7.8 193 19.2 143
Milwaukee 117 185 181 14.2
New Orleans — 185 179 16.0
New York City 11.7 15.6 146 130
Philadelphia 9.2 223 218 155
Phoenix 9.4 — — 9.9
San Antonio 12.5 — — 128
San Diego 8.8 181 119 9.7
San Francisco 85 — 9.0 8.8
San Jose 8.3 - - 79

*The following cities were not ranked because there were too fewlInfant deaths to calcuate a reliable rate: for whites, the District o;
Columbia and New Orleans; for blacks, Phoenix San Antonio. San Francisco, and San Jose; for all nonwhites. Phoenix. Sar

Antonio, and San Jose.
Source: National Centerfor Health Statistics. Calculations by Children's Defense Fund.
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R/?_rce_ntage_ of ail births that occurred to mothers younger than twenty in
Ississippi was three times higher than In Minnesota(Table 2.13B)."

Low Birthweight Among Infants Bom to Teens

_n Babies bom to teen mothers are more likely to be bom at low
birthweight than those bom to older mothers (Table 1.4(). In 1984. 9.4
percent of births to women gloun%er than twenty were at low birthweight.
compared to 6.7 percent of all births nationally {Table 1.1).

. mThere was wide variation from state to state In the Incidence of low
birthweight among Infants bom to teens In 1984. An infant bom to a
South Carolina teén was 2.5 times more likely to be bom at low .
birthweight than one bom to a North Dakota teen (Table 2.9A). Similar
dramatic state-to-state variations can be seen when the Incidence of low
birthweight to teens Is examined. by race. For example, an Infant bom to a
white teen In Wyoming was 1.9 times more likely to be low birthweight
than one bom In North Dakota (Table 2.10A). Finally, southern teens in
general were maore I|keI3/ to have low birthweight infants than teens In
Other regions (Table 2.9A).

Prenatal Care Among Teens

. ft Despite their greater need for prenatal care, pregnant teens are less
likely than older worhen to begin care early in pregnanCy and are more
likely to receive either no care or none unfil the last trimester of
Rr%gnancr%/ (Table 1.4). In 1984. oply 53.7 percent of infants bom to teens
ad mothers who began care early’in pregnancy, compared to 76.5
Percent of all births &able 1.1). Similarly.” 11.9 percent of infants bom to
eens had mothers who received no prenatal care or none until the last
trimester, compared to 5.6 percent of all infants FTabIe 1.1). _
M |n'some stafes, teens' lacK of access to early prenatal care is

gartlcularly shocking. In 1984, for example, two out of every three black
Irths to téens in New York. South Carolina. Florida. Oklahoma, and West
Virginia occurred to mothers who had received no prenatal care early In
pregnancy (Table 2.11C).

Birtha to Unmarried Teens and Older Women

L Natlonall%/ in 1984, 56.3 percent of all births to teens. 42.0 percent

of births to white teens. 89,5 percent of births to black teens, and 86.4

gercent of births to nonwhite teens were to unmarried mothers (Tables
17B. 2.18B. 2.19B. and 2.20B). Since 1970. both teen birth rates and the

TABLE 14
Birth Outcome and Prenatal Care, by Age, US.. 1984

Under 15 15-19 20-24
Percentage of babies
bom af low birthweight
(5.5 pounds or less) 136 9.3 6.9
Percentage of babies bom to
mothers who received
early prenatal care 34.5 54,1 727

Percentage of babies bom to
mothers who received
late or no prenatal care 21.0 118 o
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ercentage of ail births that are to teen mothers have fallen significantly.
ut the percent_a%e of births to teens that occur to unmarried women has
climbed dramatically. _

m |n the case of white Infants, there was an enormous difference
among the states In the i)ercentage of births to teens that occurred to
unmarried mothers (Table 2.18B) This was not the case with Infants
bom to black teen mathers, however (Table 2.19B). In thirty-eight of forty-
one states with sufficient data on black teen births, more than 80 percent
Sflg'éths to black teens occurred to unmarried mothers In 1984 (Table

m Births to unmarried white teens were less common In squthern
states than In other regions In 1984 (Table 2.18B). However, this means
only that a white teen Was more likely to be married at the time of her
baby's birth. Many of these pregnancies were conceived prior to the
mother's marriagé. Research Indicates that, regardless of the timing of
the marrlage, many of the problems associated with teen pregnancy and
parenthood remain. Including Ignorance about contraception and
prenatal care, and Inadequaté parenting skills, as well as an Increased
risk of poverty. Teen marriages also are more likely to result In divorce,
More than orie-third of all divorces In 1984 occurred among women who
had married while still In their teens. The greatest rate of divorce that
year occurred amon? women who were younger than twenty. B _

mVhlle births To unmarried teens represent an extremele/ disturbing
trend, births to unmarried teenage mothers In 1984 constituted a
minority of all births to unmarriéd women that year. In 1984, teens
accounted for only 35 percent of all births that occurred to unmarried
mothers _(Table 2.17C). This percentage was consistent across racial
groups (Tables 2.18C, 2.19C, and 2.20C). These data suggest that the
phenomenon of births to unmarried teens Is(JJart ofa much larger
childbearing pattern that persists well beyond adolescence.

Progress Toward Meeting The Surgeon
Generals 1990 Infant Health ObjeCtives

In 1978, the Surgeon General of the United States established a set of 1990
Health Objectives for the Nation In the area of Infant health. CDF has
calculated the nation’s and states' rates ofpro%ess In meeting these goals. In
determmmg these rates we have Included the years of greater ?rogress
(generally, 1978 to 1981 las wellas those ofslowerprogress (1982 to 1984). As
a result’the bleak picture described pelow may be Overly optimistic, If the
slower rates of progress that generally prevailéd In 1982, 1983, and 1984
continue throughout all, or most of. the rest of the decade (and_provisional
1985 Infant mortality rates suggest that this maywell be the case?, even fewer
states and fewer subgroups than are described below will meet the Surgeon

General's goals, _
based on_the Infant mortality rate of Rrogre_ss for the

_For example _
nation as a whole from 1978 to 1984, v'e project that the nation will meet

thlsggé)al. Even this Is questionable, however.” If one projects on the basis
of 1982 to 1984 trends. The Public Health Service of the U, S. Department
of Health and Human Services_Itself reported to Congress In 1985 that
the 1990 annual Infant mortality goal would not be met based on 1982-
1984 trends.* In a more recent study. The 1990 Health Objectivesfor the

"On March 20. 1985. the Public Health Seryice erorted to the U, S. House Energy and
Commerce Committee: "Based on a regression of 1982-84 provisional IMRs Elnfa t mortalit
racesl, the av rar%;e %n,nual decline was™2.7 percent Bcom anxl to 4.2 percent for 1978-82 final
data.ng apR ¥| gt 1S 2.1 erCﬁnt decline to the 1982 |qalljrate,t e_1990 projection 1s an
IMR’019.2." Altho %h rovisional rates by race are unavailable, the 2.7 perc né decline was
a%),hed, to the 1982 rates for white and black Infants separately. This resulted ina 1990
T ot o A Sl s e e B o h e
1990 Pr velnt?on (%bpectives.pm Y Pl
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Nation: A Midcourse Review, the U. S. Department of Health and Human
Services concurred that af Its current rate of 1garogress, the United States
will not meet the 1990 Infant mortality goal.

Overall, It Is clear that Inadequate progress toward the Surgeon
General's Objectives Is being made. For some key measurements, a
number of states actually are moving In the wrong dtrectton.

Objective 1: Infant Mortality

Surfleon General's ObJIectlve: By 1990, the national Infant
mortality rate (deaths of children younger than one year old) should be
reduced’to no more than nine dedths per 1.000 live births, with no
county and_ne racial or ethnic subgroup having an Infant mortality rate
In excess of twelve deaths per 1.000 live births.

Findings: Based on CDFs five-year trend calculations, we have
concluded that the nation will meet’the Surgeon General's overall 1990
Infant mortality goal. However. CDFs calculations are more conservative
than those performed by the Department of Health and Human Services
and therefore have yielded a larger average annual rate of progress. The
Department’s recently published midcourse Review 0f the Sufgeon
General’s 1990 Health Objectives, discussed abgve, found that "‘based on
progress to date, achievernent of this objective (Infant mortality) Is

uesthnable._A%pIylng the 1983-85 rate of decline (9 percent) to the final
983 figure yields a projected rate In 1990 of 9.2 per 1.000.” which Is
above the 9.0 goal.b _

m Both CDF and the Department have concluded that the goal will
not be met for key racial an_ ethnic subgroups. First the Surgéon
General’s Objective for Infant mortality among racial and ethnic
subgroups will not be met nationally for blacks.

m Second, while the Departmerit did not chart states' pro?ress
toward the 1990 9oa_ls, CDFs state trend analysis shews that twenty-rwo
of the thlrti/-four Jurisdictions with measurable numbers of black Infant
deaths In 1984 will not meet the Infant mortallgl objective for black
Infants. These are Alabama, Arizona, Colorado, Conriecticut, Delaware,
District of Columbia. Florida Georgia Illinois, Indiana, Kansas, Kentucky,
Michigan. Minnesota MISS_ISSIprpI. ew Jersey. North Carolina, Ohjo,
Pennsylvania South Carolina Tennessee, and Virginia Twg additional
%t_ate%_. Washington and Wisconsin, actually are moving in the wrong

Irection.

m Third, seventeen of the thirty-one jurisdictions (thirty states and
the District of Columbia) with measurable numbers of nonwhite Infant
deaths In 1984 will not meet the ?oal for nonwhite infants. These Include:
Alabama_Alaska Connecticut, Delaware. District of Columbia. Florida,
Georgia Tilnols, Indiana Kentucky. Michigan, M_ISS_ISSIpRI. Ohio,
Penn3ylvania South Carolina, Tennesseg, and Virginia A nineteenth
state. Wisconsin, actually Is moving in the wrong direction, o

m Thirteen Jurisdictions (Alabama Colorado. Connecticut District of
Columbia. Georgia, Indiana, Kentucky. Michigan, Mississippi, New
Hampshire, South Carolina. Virginid and Wyoming) will not meet the
overall Infant mortality goal. Finally many cifies and substate regions will
not meet the goal.

Objective 2: Neonatal Mortality

Surgeon General's Obg'ﬁctive: By 1990, the neonatal mortality rate
(deaths 0f Infants younger than twenty-el%ht days o_faﬁe) should be
reduced to no more than six deaths pér 1,000 live births.

_Findings: Both CDFs and the Department’s analyses show the
nation will meet this 1990 Objective,
m \While states’ progress generally has been adequate to assure that
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Sur

Infant Mortality

Total
White
Nonwhite
Blac’:

Neonatal Mortality

Total

Postneonatal Mortality

Total

Low Birthweight

Total
White
Nonwhite
Black

Prenatal Care

Total
White
Nonwhite
Black

TABLE 15

rgeon General’s 1990 Goals
act Sheet for the Nation

1984
Rate

10.8
9.4

16.1

18.4

7.0

2.8

6.7

5.6
1.1
12.4

76.5
79.6
64.1
62.2

TABLE 1.6

Average rate
change per year

1978-84

-0.50
-0.43
-0.85
-0.78

-0.42

-0.08

-0.07
-0.05
-0.13
-0.08

0.27
0.23
0.45
0.33

Average race change
needed per year
to reach (he
1990 goal

-0.30
-0.07
0.68
-1.07

-0.08

-0.28
£0.10

-0.35
-0.57

2.25
1.73
4.32
4.63

Progress Toward Meeting the Sur I\gﬂgto(r)lnGeneraIs
|

1990 Objectives for the

Infant Mortality

Change 1983-1984
Projected Change Needed 1983-1984

Low Birthweight

Change 19d3-1984
Projected Rate Change Needed 1983-1984

Early Prenatal Care

Change 1983-1984
Projected Rate Change Needed 1983-1984

All Races

-0.40

«0.31

All Races

0.10
-0.26

+0.30
+1.97

White

-0.30

0.10

White

0.10
0.10

+0.20
+1.51

Black

-0.80
-1.03

Nonwhtte
Total

-0.70
-0.69

Nonwhite

-0.30
-0.34

+0,70
+3.80



18

CDF and the
Department of
Health and Human
Services project that
the nation vdll not
meet the Surgeon
General’s overall
obrjectlve forlow
birthweight and will
not meetthe %oal
for black Infants.

CHILDREN'S DEFENSE FUND

this objective Is attained, five Jurisdictions, (the District of Columbia.
Georgia. Michigan. South Carolina, and Virginia), show inadequate
annual rates of progress to meet the goal.

Objective 3: Fostneonatal Mortality

surgeon Generals Objectiite: By 1990. the postneqnatal mortality
rate (deaths of infants age twent){-elg tda%s to one year) should be
reduced to no more tharm 2.5 deaths per 1.000 live births.

Findings: Both CDF and the Department project that the nation as a
whole will not meet the Surgeon General's 1990 goal. In addition, forty-
fourjurisdictions with sufflcent postneonatal deaths to compute progress
will not meet the goal. These are Alabama. Alaska. Arizona. California
Colorado. Connecticut. Delaware, the District of Columbia. Florida.
Georgila. Hawaii. Idaho. lllinois. Indiana, Kansas. Kentucky. Louisiana.
Maryland. Massachusetts. Michigan. Minnesota. Mississippi, Missouri.
Montana, Nebraska, Nevada New Jersey. New York. North Carolina. North
Dakota Ohio. Oregon. Pennsylvania, Rhode Island. South Carolina South
Dakota Tennesseg. Texas, Utah, Virginia, Washington State. West
Virginia, Wisconsin, and Wyomln?. _ .

m Some of these states actually are maving In the wrong direction,
fhese are Alaska. Colorado, Connetticut ldaho. Kentucky. Maryland.
Missouri. Mantana Nevada Pennsylvania South Dakota. Utah.
Washington State, and Wisconsin.

Objective 4: Low-Birthweight Babies

Surgeon General's Objective: By 1990. low-blrthwelght babies
gthose weighing 5.5 pounds or less at blrt'i) should constitute no more
han 5 percent of all live births, and In no County or racial or ethnic
subgroup of the %opulatlon should more than 9 percent of all live births

be low birthweight

. Findings: Both CDF and the Department project that the nation
will nat meét the Surgeon General’s overall objective for low birthweight
and will not meet thegoal for black Infants.

m CDFs analysis of state trends revealed that only ten states have
met or will meet the objective for all races. These are Alaska, ldaho. lowa.
Minnesota, Nebraska, New Hampshire. North Dakota, South Dakota.
Washington State, and Wisconsin, Six states (Arizona. Delaware. Hawaii.
Maine, Oregon, and West Virginia), are moving In the wrong direction..
inf TOnIy seventeen states will meet the low birthweight goal for white
nfants.,

m Only Ilfteen of the forty-two Jurisdictions with sufficient numbers
of black Infant deaths to comipute trends will reach.the low birthweight
%oal. Ten states actually are maving In the wrong djrection, These are

rizona, Illinois, Kansas. Louisiana, Michigan. North Carolina. Oregon.
Pennsylvania Virginja and West Virginja. . . _ .

. mOnly twenty of the fort%/_-elqhtjurlsdlctlons with statistically
significanf numbeérs of nonwhite low-blrthwelght births will meet the
objective for nonwhite Infants. These Include: Alaska Arizona California
Hawaij. Idaho. lowa Massachusetts. Minnesota Montana. Nebraska
Nevada New Mexico. North Dakota, Oklahoma Oregon._Rhode Island.
South Dakota Utah, Washington State, and VA'oming. The other twenty-
eight Jurisdictions will not neet the goal.
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Process Toward the Early Prenatal Care Goal, All Races. 1984

at the current rate of progress

Will not meet the objective by 1990
t the current rate of progress
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Objective B: Early Prenatal Care

Surgeon General's Objective: By 1990, 90 percent of all v>regnant
women should obtain prenatal care within the first three months of
pregnancy.

Findings: Based on CDFs and the Department's analyses of recent
trends, the nation will not meet the Surgeon General's goal.

. mNp state will reach the goal at Its current rate of progress. Ten
Jurisdictions are moving In the wrong direction. These are Connecticut.
District of Columbia, Maryland, Massachusetts, Pennsylvania. Rhode
Island, South Carolina, Téxas, Virginia and Washington State.

Health and Social Programs for
Mothers and Children

Major public health and soctal programs are Inadequate to meet the
national need created by persistent and widespread maternal and child
poverty and loss ofprivate health Insurance. Stagnation Inthe nation's rate
of progress In Improving Infant health has occurred at a time of persistently
high Unemployment and poverty rates, as well as massive changes In the
American employment structuré. These changes have led to the loss of
millions of Jobs with decent trm%e benefits (such as health Insurance), and
the rapid growth of low-paying Jobs with no health Insurance. Yet public
health Pro rams have not responded to these major trends.

Between 1978 and 1984, the number of uninsured Americans
Increased by more than one-third, from 26 million to 35 milljon (F|Pure
1.5). There are numerous causes of this phenomenan, and all have fong-
term implications, First poverty Increased substantially during this same
time period (usually resulting from unemployment or under-employment),
and poverty ltself results In & significantly greater likelihood that a family
will be uninsured.. . _ _

Second, eligibility for private health Insurance among American
families with children Is doselv related to their employment status, As a
result the perswtenth{]hl%h U'lemplo%ment attern that has prevailed in
the United States In the 19803. and that shows no signs of disappearing,
means greater loss of Insurmce among families, _

Third ma(Jjor economic changes ngw occurring In the United States
carry profound Implication for Americans' access to employer-provided

rivate health Insurance More than 75 percent of the Ameficans who

ave private Insurance tce covered through their employer. Over the past
several years, there has teen a notable shift In American employment
patterns. The nation has begun to move away from higher paying
manufacturing Jobs that furnish decent fringe benefits. Including private
health Insurance, and toward low-paying Jobs (often In the service sector)
that carry few qr no benefits. When tills shift IS added to other trends—
more poverty, rising unemployment, higher number of female-headed
families in which the primary wage earner tends to have a lower paying
servlcc-sector Job, and an Increasé In part-time employment—the
elements ofm%mflcant private dislnsurance are all ’?resent. The employer-
based private health insurance_system—the bedrock of the American
approach to health care financing for the non-elderly—simply has
disappeared for millions of Americans. _

As dependents, children's access to private covera%e depends on their
parents' economic and employment status. And as that econgmic and
employment picture has erodéd for young families, so has children's
health” [nsurance status. By 1984: _ o

. mOne-third of all uninsured Americans younger than sixty-five were
chlldrentyounger than eighteen, even though“children In that age group
represented only 25 percént of all Americans younger than sixty-five.
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FIGURE 15

Growth in the Numper of Americans Without
Health Insurancelg%/elrg a Percent Change.

84. the
Ameri-

Between 1978 and e19
percent

number of uninsured
cans Increased by 35

SOUrce; Margaret Suloetta and Katherine swartz. The Uninsured and Uncompensated Cate. urban institute. 1986.

FIGURE 1.6

Reduction in Child Medlc Id Recipients*
Percent Change, 197 81985

Between 1978 and 1985 the
actual number of ch |d edl-
caid reC|p|ents dro(g)one per-
cent from 11,405,000 to
10,969,300.

*This calculation excludes children whose Medicaid eligibility Is based on their relationship to the
Supplemental Security Income program.

Source: U.S. Health Care Financing Administration, published and unpublished data.
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m One out of eveiy three poor children and one out of eveiy three
women of childbearing age was uninsured. _
a_Three-quarters of uninsured children had a family Income of less
than 200 percent of the federal poverty level (Figure 1.7).,
m The great majority of uninsured children were white, although
black children were more likely to be uninsured (fiqures 1.9 and 110),
m The lack of health Insurance was greatest In“the South, the region
of the country with the highest Infant mortality rates and the least
enerous public assistancé programs. Nearly 55 percent of all uninsured
mericans lived In the southern region of the nation.

FIGURE 1.7

Distribution of Uninsured Children by Family Income Relative
to the Poverty Level; 1984

Source: Margaret Sulvetta and Katherife gwartz, The Uninsured and
Uncompensated Cane. Urban Institute, 193.

Some public health programs have been Improved modestly during
the past several years, but not sufficiently to meet enormous nmaternal
and child healthneeds. In some cases, partlcu'nrly Medicaid, Improve-
ments occurred In one part of a program while funding reductions
occurred In other portions of the same program. Still other health
programs simply were reduced In funding, either In absolute terms or

compared to medical care Inflation. _ .
eginning In 1984, Congress enacted a series of Medicaid reforms for

pregnant worien and children. First, It mandated that states provide
covérage to all pregnant women and all children younger than five whose
family incomes fall’below state AFDC eligibility lévels (Deficit Reduction
Act of 1984, PL 98-369: Consolidated Omnibus Budget Reconciliatipn Act
of 1986, PL 99-272). Then It gave states a new option of covering all
re%nant women angd children younger than five whose family Ihcomes
all Delow the federal proverty level but exceed the st_ates’verly low AFDC
eligibility levels {Slxth Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act PL 99-504). In
addition; since 1982 between fifteen and twenty states on their own
Initiative have expanded the categories of pregnant women and children
eligible for Medicaid. These reforms all have been of critical Importance.
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At the same time, however, there have been other serious and
offsetting cuts In Medicaid ellglb”.ty. Mang states have permitted their
AFDC benefit levels to erode further. In 1986. thirty-twq states maintained
AFDC eli |b|||t¥ levels that were less than 50 percént of the federal poverty
level {Table 2.21A). As a result, a shrinking percentage of poor pregnant
women and children are eligiple for benefits, Moreover, eligibilit
restrictions Imposed on the”AFDC ?rogr_am by Congress since 1981 have
removed virtually all working poor families and many other families from
the program, Because children’s eligibility for Medicaid Is tied closep/ to
AFDC eligibility requirements, long-term erosion and cutbacks In AFDC

FIGURE 1.8

Percentage of Children in Each Familg Income Group
Who Are Uninsured, 1984

Percent

Level Relative to
Poverty Level

Source: Margaret Suluetta and Katherine Swartz, The Uninsured and
Uncompensated Care. ertban Institute, P988.

have undermined the Medicaid expansions enacted by Congress and the
states dyring the past few years. _ _ o

. .Beginning In April 1987, states will haye the option to set Medicaid
eligibility levels for children younger than five.and pregnant women
higher than their AFDC levels. But past experience with states' response
to"Medicaid maternal and child health options suggests that It will be
manz years before such an option Is fully Implemented In all states.

. Féderal and state reforms enacted since 1982 thus have had only the
sll%ltes_t Impact on the number of children and pregnant women enolled
In Medicaid, In Fiscal Year 1985, after the Deficit Réduction Act took
effect and after many states had expanded the categories of children
eligible for Medicaid addltlonalla/ the numbper of children receiving _.
Medicaid benefits totalled 10,9 9,293—0n|g 148,645 more than In Fiscal
Year 1984. This small expansion failed to offset earlier cutbacks and the
effects of program erosion. The total number of children receiving
Medicaid In Fiscal Year 1985 was lower than the number who hdd
rece.'ved benefits in 1978 (Figure 1.6).
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FIGURE 1.9

Racial Distribution of Uninsured Children
(Under 18 Years of Age), 1984

TOTAL 11.0mLLION

ther
49(%0 /0)00

Source: MarqaretSulvet a and Katherine Su”rtz. The Uninsured and
Uncompensated Care. Urhan Institute. 1966.

FIGURE 1.10

Percentage ﬁfChiIdren in Each Racial Group
Who Are Uninsured, 1984

Source: Margaret Sulvetta and Katherine %Wartz, The Uninsured and
Uncompensated Care, Urban Institute. 198



CHILDREN'S DEFENSE FUND

By 1986, states' lifell le public health programs reached only a
fraction of those who needed aid:

_Medicaid.: Thirty-two states maintained eligibility levels for families
with no Income othér than AFDC that were less than"50 percent of the
federal poverty levels (Table 2.21A).

The Swplemental Food Program/or Women, Irrfdnts, and . .
Children S [C): hi no state_are all women and children who are ellg?_lb_le
for WIC actually served. Nationally WIC reached only 40 percent of eligible
women and children in 1986. In eleven states (Nebraska. Arkansas, South
Dakota, Washington State. California, Utah, Arizona, Idaho. Alaska, New
Mexico, and Hawaii) fewer than ope-third of all eligible women and
children were served (Table 2.21D).

The Cost of Infant Death and Disability

By the end ofthis decade, atltscurrentrate ofprogress, the nation will have
spent at least $2.1 billion infirst-year costs alone to carefor the excess
numbers of low-blrthwelght Infants who need extensive medical care and
whose tragic situations could have been averted had the nation moved
more_rapidly to reduce the Incidence oflow birthweight

On average, the nation's annual rate of progress between 1978 and
1984 in reducing low blrthwelqht has been on'lay 40 percent of what It
needs to be if the 1990 goal is To be achieved. At the nation's average
annual rate of progress, we will not meet the Surgeon General's 1990 low
birthweight goal until the year 2044. Given our consistently slow rate of
Progress and the absence 0f any foreseeable, significant Improvement in
he Tate of progress during the rest of the decade, it is evident that, the
nation will continue to experience an_excessive number of low-
birthweight births. We estimate that in light of the nation’s slow rate of
progress’in reducing low birthweight between 1978 and 1990 the nation
will"experience an excess of 300,701 low-birthwelght births (Includin
57,133 very low-hirthweight births) that could have been avoided ha
progress béen sufficient o achieve the goal (Table 1.7).

TABLE 1.7
Low Birthweight Trends and Projections

Actual Actual Projected Projected

Percent Number Percent Nu.nber

OfLow- OfLow- OfLow- OfLow-

Birthwelght Binhwelght Birthwelght Birthwelght

Year Births Births Births Births
1978 7.11% 236.342 7,108% 236,342
1979 6.94% 241,826 6.933% 241,727
1980 6.84% 246,292 6.758% 243.332
P81 6.81% 246,749 6.583% 238.452
1982 6.75% 248,104 6.408% 235,482
1983 6.82% 247,668 6.233% 226,489
1984 6.72% 246.105 6.058% 221.978
1985 6.65% 249,183 5.883% 220,561
1986 6.58% 246,804 5.708% 214.213
1987 6.51% 244.419 5.533% 207,851
1988 6.44% 242,027 5.358% 201.476
1989 6.37% 239,629 5.183% 195.086
1990 6.30% 237,223 5.008% 188,681

TOTAL 3.172,371 2.871,670

25

Excess
Number
OfLow-

Birthweight
Births

©)

99
2,960
8.297
12.622
21.179
24.127

28.622
32.591
36.567
40.552
44.543
48.542

300,701
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These excess low- bIrthweI?ht births represent lost lives. Infants bom
at low birthweight are twenty fimes more likely than normal weight
Infants to die I the first tXearo life. Moreover many of these Infants
become permanently disabled children who need a lifetime of medical care
and supportive services. L_ow-blrthwelght Infants are substantially more
Ikely to'be Impaired for life by autism, retardation, cerebral palsy,
eprIe_Psy learning disabilities,and vision and hearing disabilities.

e’ excess umber of low-blrthwelght births also represents an
enormous financial drain on the nation. Because low-blrthwelght Infants
need far greater levels of hospitalization, rehospitalizatlon. and” Intensive
medical care, we calculate that the Jlrst year costs alone that are Involved
In caring for the 300.701 excess low-blrthwelght babies hom between
1978 and 1990 will amount to 82.103,830, 50 b¥ 1990. This expendrture
does not take Into account the long-term costs ot specialized medical,
educational, and social services that these Infants. may need, nor does it
estimate the value of these children's lost productivity to the natjon.

For the same money that we will spend over thistime period to care
for excessive numbers of low-blrthwelght infants, we could have;

m Provided 60,109,443 WIC monthly supplemental food packages

m Provided comprehensive prenatal care to 3.187.000 women:

m Provided comprehensive maternity care (including delrvery Costs) to
701.277 women: or

* Provided comprehensive basic pediatric care to 4,207.661
additional Infants and children.

By spending S2.1 billion on maternity care. WIC. or primary pediatric
health care, we would have reduced Infarjt low birthweight, disability, and
mortality more rapidly and therefore could have achieved substantial
long- term savings.
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Progress Toward the Infant Mortality Goal, All Races, 1984

WUI meet the objective by 1990
at the current rate of progress

WUI not meet the objective by 1990
t the current rate of progress

29
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Progress Toward the Infant Mortality Goal, Nonwhite. 1984

at the current rate of progress
l:tvu not meet the objective by 1990
t the current rate of progress
Is moving In the wrong direction

Has Insufficient data
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Progress Toward The Objectives:
Infant Mortality

WU the state meet the Surgeon Generals 1990 Objectives for Infant mortality for all races and nonwhites at the

current rate of progress?

AU Races

Yes No
Alabama N
Alaska Y
Arizona Y
Arkansas Y
California Y
Colorado N
Connecticut N
Delaware Y
District of Columbia N
Florida Y
Georgia N
Hawaii Y
Idaho Y
Ilinois Y
Indiana N
lowa Y
Kansas N
Kentucky N
Louisiana Y
Maine Y
Maryland Y
Massachusetts Y
Michigan N
Minnesota Y
Mississippi N
Missouri Y

*nsufficient data.

Nonwhite
Yes No
N
N
Y
Y
Y
Y
N
N
N
N
N
Y
* 9
N
N
Y
N
Y
Y
Y
N
Y
N
Y

Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
"Tennessee
Texas

Utah

Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming
United States

All Races
Yes No
Y
Y
Y
N
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
N
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
N
Y
Y
Y
N
Y

Nonwhite
Yes  No
| ] .

Y
Y
Y
Y
* 9
N
Y
N
N
N
Y
N
Y
N
Y
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Progress Toward the Neonatal Mortality Goal, All Races, 1984

at the current rate of progress

WUI not meet the objective by 1990
at the current rale of progress
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Progress Toward the Postneonatal Mortality Goal. All Races. 1984
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Progress Toward The Objectives:
Neonatal and Postneonatal Mortality

Will the state meet the Surgeon General's 1990 Objectives for neonatal and postneonatal mortality at the current
rate of progress?

Neonatal Postneonatal Neonatal Postneonatal

Mortality ~ Mortality Mortality ~ Mortality

Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No
Alabama Y N Montana Y N
Alaska Y Nebraska Y N
Arizona Y Nevada Y N
Arkansas Y New Hampshire Y ) )
California Y N New Jersey Y N
Colorado Y N New Mexico Y Y
Connecticut Y N New York Y N
Delaware Y N North Carolina Y N
District of Columbia N North Dakota Y N
Florida Y N Ohio Y N
Georgia N Oklahoma Y Y
Hawaii Y N Oregon Y N
Idaho Y N Pennsylvania Y N
[linois Y N Rhode Island Y N
Indiana Y N South Carolina N N
lowa Y South Dakota Y N
Kansas f Tennessee Y N
Kentucky Y Texas Y N
Louisiana Y Utah Y N
Maine Y Vermont Y ' *
Maryland Y N Virginia N N
Massachusetts Y N Washington Y N
Michigan N West Virginia Y N
Minnesota Y N Wisconsin Y N
Mississippi Y N Wyoming Y N
Missouri Y N United States Y N

'Insufficient data.



Progress Toward the Low Birthweight Goal, All Races. 1984

at the current rate of progress

WUI not meet the objective by 1990

Dt the current rate of progress

Is moving In the wrong direction



Progress Toward the Low Birthweight Goal, Nonwhite. 1984

p=qg will meet the objective oy law
at the current rate of progress

— | will not meet the objective by 1990
I Jat the current rate of progress

H | is moving in the wrong direction

| j Has Insufficient data
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Progress Toward The Objectives:
Low Birthweight

37

Will the state meet the Surgeon Genera),'s 1990 Objectives for low birthweight for all races and nonwhites at the

current rate of progress?

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
District of Columbia
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
[llinois
Indiana
lowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri

Hnsufficient data.

All Races

No

Z =22 222222 =2

=222 =222 2

Nonwhite
Yes No
N
Y
Y
N
Y
N
N
N
N
N
N
Y
Y
Y
N
N
N
N
Y
N
Y
N
N

Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

Utah

Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming
United States

All Races
Yes No
N
Y
N
N
N
N
N
N
Y
N
N
N
N
N
N
Y
N
N
N
N
N
Y
N
Y
N
N

Nonwhite
Yes No
Y
Y
Y

N
Y

N

N
Y

N
Y
Y

N
Y

N
Y

N

N
Y

N
Y

N

N
Y

N
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Progress Toward the Early Prenatal Care Goal, All Races, 1984

at the current rate of progress

I jWill not meet the objective by 1990
I lat the current rate of progress
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Progress Toward The Objectives:
Early Prenatal Care

39

MU the state meet the Surgeon General’s 1990 Objectives for early prenatal care for all races and nonwhites at the

current rate of progress?

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
District of Columbia
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
UUnols
Indiana
lowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri

Hnsufficient data.

All Races

Yes

No

=Z =2 Z2 2 2 222222222222222222222

Nonwhite

No

Z2 2 2 2 2 2222222222222 222222=22Z22

Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

Utah

Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Msconsin
Wyoming
United States

All Races

Yes  No

- Z =2 =2 =2 Z

= =2 2 2222222222222 2222Z2

Nonwhite
Yes No
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
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TABLE 2.1A

Infant Mortality Rate, Total, 1984

Rank Slate Name Rate
North Dakota 8.1
2 Maine 8.4
3 Vermont 8.7
4 lowa 8.8
5 Montana 8.8
6 Minnesota 8.9
g LI\J/Ia?]sachusetts 8&)
Infant mortality consists of s g -
alifornia 94
neonafal and postneonatal 10 Arizona oF
"nortality, In southern states, 11 New Mexico 96
where infant mortality rates 2 Nebraska a0
are among the highest in the 1 Oregon 5
country, infant mortality in 5 Rhode Island 99
ff84tvgag %OSth heaV|Iyt | o Hawai 09
difecte neonatal mor- isconsin .
tal |t rateg estern states 18 jouth Dakota 10
rank e amoP the ‘ughest for 20 Colorado 102
postneonatal mortality 21 New Hampshire 10.2
22 Washln?ton 10.2
23 Connecticut 104
24 Missouri 10.4
25 Pennsylvania 104
26 Ohio 104
27 Texas 105
28 Nevada 10.5
29 Delaware 10.8
30 Florida 10.8
31 Arkansas 10.9
32 New Jersey 10.9
33 Oklahoma 11.0
34 West Virginia 11.0
35 New York 11.0
36 Wyoming 111
37 Indiana 11.1
38 Alaska 11.2
39 Kentucky 115
40 Michigan 11.7
41 Maryland 118
42 Tennessee 118
43 Louisiana 121
44 Ilinois 121
45 Virginia 121
46 North Carolina 124
47 Georgia 129
48 Alabama 129
49 Mississippi 144
50 South Carolina 14.7
51 District of Columbia 21.0
United States 10.8

Source: National Centerfor Health Statistics. Calculations by Childrens Defense Fund.
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TABLE 2.1B TABLE 2.1C

Neonatal Mortality Rat ;, Total, 1984 Postneonatal Mortality Rate, Total, 1984
Rank State Name Rate Rank State Name Rate

Montana 4.5 1 Massachusetts 29
2 North Dakota 4.5 2 Connecticut 2.9
3 Oregon 4.8 3 Rhode Island 2.9
4 Idaho 5.0 4 lowa _ 2.9
5 Maine 5.1 5 New Hampshire 3.1
8 Washington 54 6 Pennsylvania 3.2
7 South Dakota 55 7 Delaware 3.2
8 Vermont 55 8 Maine 3.3
9 Minnesota 5.5 9 Hawaii 34
10 Utah 5.6 10 Minnesota 3.4
1 Arizona 5.7 1 "'w Jersey 3.4
12 Alaska Pl 1 12 s, "'mla 35
13 Colorado 5.8 13 Nebraska 35
14 lowa 5.9 14 Virginia 35
15 California 6.0 15 New York 3.5
16 New Mexico 6.0 16 Utah 3.6
17 Nevada 6.0 17 Kansas 3.6
18 Massachusetts 6.1 18 New Mexico 3.6
19 Nebraska 6.2 19 North Dakota 3.6
20 Wisconsin 6.3 20 Wisconsin 3.6
21 Missouri 6.4 21 Michigan 3.7
22 Kansas 6.5 22 Ohio 3.7
23 Hawaii 6.5 23 Maryland 3.7
24 Texas 6.6 24 Oklahoma 3.9
25 Ohio 6.8 25 West Virginia 3.9
26 Arkansas 6.9 26 Arizona 3.9
27 Florida 6.9 27 Tennessee 3.9
28 Rhode Island 7.0 28 Texas 39
29 Oklahoma 7.0 29 Florida 3.9
30 Wyoming 7.1 30 [llinois 4.0
31 New Hampshire 71 31 Inolana 4.0
32 West Virginia 71 32 Missouri 4.0
33 Indiana 71 33 Wyoming 4.0
34 Pennsylvania 1.2 34 Louisiana 4.0
35 Kentucky 74 35 Arkansas 4.0
36 Connecticut 75 36 Kentucky 4.2
37 New York 75 37 Alabama 4.2
38 New Jersey 15 38 Georgia 4.2
39 Delaware 7.6 39 North Carolina 4.3
40 Tennessee 8.0 40 Colorado 4.3
41 Louisiana 8.0 41 Montana 44
42 [llinois 8.1 42 South Dakota 4.5
43 Michigan 8.1 43 Nevada 4.5
44 North Carolina ail 44 Idaho_ 4.7
45 Maryland 8.1 45 Washington 4.8
46 Virginia 8.7 46 South Carolin\ 4.9
47 Georgia 8.7 47 District of Columbia 5.0
48 Alabama 8.7 48 Oregon_ 5.1
49 Mississippl 9.0 49 Mississippi 54
50 South Carolina 9.8 50 Alaska:. as
51 Dls_trlct of Columbia 16.0 United Slates 38

United States 7.0

Sou/re; National Centerfor Health Statistics. Calculations by Children's Defense Fund.
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Among whltes sixteen states
have met the Surgeon Gener-
al’s 1990 goal for mfant mor-
tallty In 1984 most of the
remaining states were within
a percentage paint of reaching
the goal for whites.

Postneonatal infant mortallty
rates In 1934 were h ?
among w |tes In wes ern
states. Some states, such as
Alaska, Colorado, and South
Dakota, rank among the hest
states on nepnatal mortalit
but among the worst states on
p%s%neona al mortality for
whites

CHILDREN'S DEFENSE FUND

TABLE 2.2A

Infant Mortality Rate, White, 1984

Rank

OO N~ WN —

State Name

North Dakota
Hawaii
Delaware
Maine

Florida
Massachusetts
lowa
Vermont
Arizona
Pennsylvania
South Dakota
Louisiana
Montana
Minnesota
Missouri

Utah
California
Wisconsin
Arkansas
Connecticut
Nebraska
Ohio

New Jersey
Alaska
Kansas
Michigan
New Mexico
Rhode Island
lllino'T
Alabama
Texas

New York
Maryland
Tennessee
Idaho
Washington
Virginia
Colorado
North Carolina
Georgia
Oregon
Mississippi
Indiana

New Hampshire
Nevada

West Virginia
Kentucky
South Carolina
Oklahoma
Wyoming

United States

Rate

7.7
7.7
8.4
8.4
8.5
8.6
8.8
8.8
8.8
8.8
8.8

8.9
8.9
9.0
9.0
9.1
9.2
9.2
9.2
9.2
9.3
S.3
9.3

9.4
9.4
9.4
9.5
9.7
9.7
9.8
9.8
9.8
9.8
9.9
9.9
9.9
9.9
10.0
10.0
10.0
10.2
10.2
10.5
10.8
10.9
no
111
11.2

9.4

Source; National Centerfor Health Statistics. Calculations by Children's Defense Fund.
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TABLE 2.2B TABLE 2.2C
Neonatal Mortality Rate. White, 1984 Postneonatal Mortality Rate. White. 1984
Rank State Name Rate Rank State Name Rate
1 North Dakota 45 1 New Jersey 2.5
2 Montana 4.6 2 Connecticut 2.7
3 Alaska 4.7 3 Massachusetts 2.7
4 Oregon 4.9 4 Pennsylvania 2.7
5 Maine 5.0 5 Rhode Island 2.7
6 Idaho 5.0 6 Alabama 2.7
7 South Dakota 5.0 7 Virginia 2.8
8 Washington 5.3 8 Florida 2.8
9 Utah 5.4 9 New York 2.8
10 Missouri 5.5 10 [llinois 2.9
11 Vermont 5.5 11 lowa 2.9
12 Minnesota 5.5 12 Louisiana . 3.0
13 Colorado 5.6 13 Mississippi 3.0
14 Arizona 5.6 14 Michigan 3.0
15 Florida 5.7 15 Maryland 3.1
16 Arkansas 5.7 16 New Hampshire 31
17 Wisconsin 5.8 17 North Dakota 3.2
18 California 5.8 18 New Mexico 3.2
19 lowa 5.9 19 Arizona 3.2
20 Nebraska 59 20 Ohio _ 3.2
21 Massachusetts 5.9 21 North Carolina 3.2
22 Louisiana 5.9 22 South Carolina 3.3
23 Kansas 6.0 23 California 3.3
24 Ohio 6.1 24 Georgia 3.3
25  Delaware 6.1 25 Kansas 3.3
26 Pennsylvania 6.1 26 Nebraska 34
27 Nevada 6.1 27 Wisconsin 34
28 Texas 6.2 28 Minnesota 3.4
29 New Mexico 6.2 29 Maine 3.4
30 Michigan 6.4 30 Tennessee 3.4
31 Tennessee 6.4 31 Arkansas 35
32 Indiana 6.6 32 Missouri 3.5
33 Connecticut 6.6 33 Texas 3.6
34 |lllinois 6.6 34 Utah 3.6
35  Georgia 6.6 35 Indiana 3.6
36 Rhode Island 6.7 36 South Dakota 3.8
37 North Carolina 6.7 37 West Virginia 3.8
38 Maryland 6.7 38 Oklahoma 3.9
39 New Jersey 6.8 39 Kentucky 4.0
40 Kentuck 6.9 40 Wyoming 4.2
41 New Yor 6.9 41 Colorado 4.3
42 Alabama 6.9 42 Montana 4.3
43 West Virginia 7.0 43 Nevada 4.4
44 Mississippi 7.0 44 Alaska 4.6
45  Wyoming 7.0 45 Washington 4.6
46 New Hampshire 71 46 Idaho 4.8
g \6|kr |rr]1|a ;% 47 Oregon 5.0
ahoma . -
49 South Carolina 78 United States 33
United States 6.2

Source: National Centerfor Health Statistics. Calculations by Children's Defense Fund.



46

Infant mortallty |s a particu-
gsenous problem amonq
k Americans. The lowes
re orted state infant mortallty
rate in 1 amontqn lacks
Ig142 was%reater an the
Igheést stale rate among
whites (11.2).

The hlﬁhest rates of infant
morta ten to be concen-
trated |nt e South. Yet the

ighest black neonatal mortal-
|t rates were found In states
outside of the South.

Black postneonatal mortality
rates were generally twice as
high as white postheonatal
rafes.

CHILDREN'S DEFENSE FUND

TABLE 2.3A

Infant Mortality Rate. Black, 1984

Rank State Name

OOONOOUTRWN

Massachusetts
Oklahoma
California
Texas

New York
Arkansas
Arizona
Colorado
Maryland
Louisiana
Ohio
Missouri
Florida

New Jersey
Kentucky
Kansas
Georgia
Wisconsin
North Carolina
Tennessee
Indiana
Alabama
Connecticut
Delaware
Mississippi
Virginia
South Carolina
Washington
Pennsylvania
Ilinois
Michigan

District of Columbia

United States

Rate

142
148
15.6
15.8
16.2
16.7
16.9
17.0
17.0
174
177
183
18.4
184
184
18.5
18.5
18.7
18.8
189
191
19.2
193
194
195
19.6
20.7
21.3
21.3
22.0
23.5
243

184

Source: National CenterJor Health Statistics. Calculations by Children's Defense Fund.
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TABLE 2.3B

Neonatal Mortality Rate, Black, 1984

Rank State Name

Massachusetts
Oklahoma
California
Texas
New York
Arkansas
Florida
New Jersey
ﬁﬂhw. -
ississippi
Mlss_o_urP
Louisiana
North Carolina
Kansas
Maryland
Wisconsin
Alabama
Indiana
Kentucky
Washington
Georﬁla )
South Carolina
Tennessee
Virginia
[llinois
Connecticut
Pennsylvania
Michigan

District of Columbia

United States

Rate

(o]
o

[ el ]l e e SEEN B SEENY SNy HEN RN

e e e s
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[EEN
(o>)
(=)

18.7
11.8
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TABLE 2.3C

Postneonatal Mortality Rate. Black, 1984

20 North Carolina
21 New Jersey

Rank State Name Rate
Maryland 5.2
2 Tennessee 5.4
3 Massachusetts 54
4 District of Columbia 55
5 Oklahoma 5.6
6 Louisiana 5.8
7 Georgia 5.9
8 California 5.9
9 Arkansas 6.0
10 Virginia 6.0
1 Texas 6.1
12 New York 6.2
13 Wisconsin 6.5
14 Ohio ) 6.6
15 Pennsylvania 6.6
16 Michigan 6.6
17 Missouri 6.8
18 Indiana 6.8
19 Alabama 7.0
7.0

_ 74
22 Florida = 7.5
23 South Carolina 1.6
24 Mississippi 8.0
25 [llinois 8.2
6.5

United States

Source: National Centerfor Health Statistics. Calculations by Children's Defense Fund.
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TABLE 2.4A

Infant Mortality Rate, Nonwhite. 1984

Rank State Name Rate

1 Minnesota 8.7

Nonwhite infant mortality 2 Qklahoma 102
rates (including infants who AL Vi 108
were Asian, black, Native 5 Hawaii 108
American, and other races) are 6 Massachusetts 123
not always consistent wit 7 \éVallshlrégton 124
black In ant mortality rates. g Julorado 1
For example, in Washington 10 Texas 4
State fhe 1984 black infant 11 New York 148
mortality rate was 21.3, while g mr;s?asn ] %gg
the nonwhlte rate was 12.4. o Nenand 2%
B R(IjéjstlbaDakOta %g%
17 Newlersey 16.7

16.7

Only one- -third of states had 18 Wisconsin 3
nonwhite neonatal mortality 20 Ohio 16.9
rates better than the national 21 Connecticut 17.2
average 22 Missouri 17.3
23 Kentucky 17.3

B Ind 74

nalana )

26 North Carolina 17.9

PR 21 Georgia 18.2

Postneonatal mortality is not 28 Virginia 183
always a problem among all 29 Tennessee 185
populations within a given 3 Delawars 18.6
state. New Jersey had the best B Moo 189
postneonatal mortalltX rates 33 Pennsylvania 20.0
arrtlong whites In 198 buttlts 3 South Carolina 202
rates were among, ihe Wors inois -
36 Michigan 22.0

for nonwhites and blacks. 3 District of Columbia 21
United States 16.1

Source: National Centerfor Health Statistics. Calculations by Children's Defense Fund.
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TABLE 2.4B TABLE 2.4C
Neonatal Mortality Rate. Nonwhite. Postneonatal Mortality Rate, Nonwhite,
1984 1984

Rank State Name Rate Rank State Name Rate
1 Arizona 5.8 1 Hawaii 3.6
2 Washington 6.4 2 California 4.0
3 Oklahoma 6.5 3 Oklahoma 41
4 California 6.5 4 Massachusetts 4.7
5 Hawaii 7.0 5 Maryland 4.9
6 Massachusetts 7.6 6 Tennessee 5.3
7 Colorado 8.1 7 Virginia 55
8 Texas 8.7 8 District of Columbia 5.6
9 New York 9.1 9 Louisiana 5.6
10 New Jersey 10.2 10 Texas 5.7
11 Kansas 10.3 11 New York 5.7
12 Arkansas 10.3 12 Arkansas 5.7
13 Florida 10.5 13 Georgia 5.7
14 Ohio 10.7 14 Wisconsin 5.9
15 Wisconsin 10.8 15 Washington 6.0
16 Missouri 11.0 16 Ohio 6.3
17 Maryland 11.0 17 Pennsylvania 6.3
18 North Carolina 11.2 18 Missouri 6.3
19 Louisiana 11.2 19 Michigan 6.4
20 Mississippi 11.2 20 Indiana 6.5
21 Indiana 11.3 21 New Jersey 6.5
22 Kentucky 11.8 22 North Carolina 6.7
23 Alabama 12.1 23 Alabama 6.8
24 Georgia 12.5 24 Florida 7.2
25 Connecticut 12.7 25 Arizona 7.4
26 Virginia 12.8 26 South Carolina 7.4
27 South Carolina 12.8 27 lllinois 7.7
28 lllinois 12.8 28 Mississippi 8.0
29 Tennessee 13.1 .
30 Pennsylvania 13.7 United States 58
31 Michigan 15.6
32 District of Columbia 18.5

United States 10.2

Source: National CenterJor Health Statistics Calculations by Children's Dejense Fund.
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Low birthweight is the single
largest_cause 0f neonatal
dedth, Ten of fourteen states
with the highest incidence of
low birthweight also had the
hlghe_st neonatal mortality
rafes in 1984.

As might be expected, the
states’In which higher propor-
tions of pregnant women fail to
receive early prenatal care are
the same states in which
greater proportions of preg-
Nant women receive_no prena-
tal care or none until the last
three months_of pregnancy.
For example, in New Mexico,
two In every five infants bom
In 1984 were bom to women
who had no prenatal care in
the first three months of preg-
nancy, One in ejght New Mex-
Ico Infants was bom fo a
mother who had received late
0r no care.

Rank

© O N UTAWN —
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CHILDREN'S DEFENSE
TABLE 2.5A
Percent of Births_that Were
Low Birthweight, Total, 1984
State Name Rate
North Dakota 4.8
Alaska 4.8
lowa 4.9
Minnesota 4.9
New Hampshire 5.0
South Dakota 5.1
Washington 5.1
Idaho 5.1
Wisconsin 5.1
Oregon 5.2
Nebraska 5.4
Maine 55
Utah 5.6
Montana 5.8
California 5.9
Massachusetts 5.9
Rhode Island 6.0
Kansas 6.1
Vermont 6.1
Arizona 6.1
Indiana 6.3
Oklahoma 6.3
Ohio 6.4
Connecticut 6.6
Pennsylvania 6.6
Missouri 6.7
Nevada 6.7
Texas 6.8
West Virginia 6.9
Kentucky 6.9
Michigan 7.0
New Jersey 7.0
New York 7.0
Wyoming 7.1
lllinois 7.1
Virginia 7.2
Hawalii 7.2
Delaware 7.4
Florida 7.4
Maryland 7.4
Arkansas 75
New Mexico 7.6
Colorado 7.6
North Carolina 7.8
Alabama 7.9
Tennessee 7.9
Georgia 8.3
Louisiana 8.5
Mississippi 8.7
South Carolina 8.8
District of Columbia 125
United States 6.7

Source: National CenterJor Health Statistics. Calculations by Children's Dejense Fund.
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Percent of Births by Timing of Mother’s Entry into Prenatal Care, Total. 1984

TABLE 2.5B TABLE 2.5C
Early Care Late or No Care

Rank State Name Rate Rank State Name Rate
1 Connecticut 85.6 1 lowa 22
2 Massachusetts 85.6 2 Rhode Island 22
3 Rhode Island 85.5 3 New Hampshire 23
4 lowa 85.3 4 Massachusetts 23
5 New Hampshire 84.6 5 Maine 24
6 Wisconsin 84.1 6 Wisconsin 26
7 Maine 828 7 Connecticut 26
8 Vermont 823 8 Vermont 27
9 North Dakota 820 9 North Dakota 27
10 New Jersey 820 10 Michigan 3.0
11 Utah 820 11 Utah 3.1
12 Ohio 81.7 12 Nebraska 35
13 Kansas 81.5 13 Minnesota 3.6
14 Michigan 814 14 Ohio 3.6
15 Wyoming 80.6 15 Kansas 3.7
16 Virginia 80.3 16 Delaware 3.7
17 Nebraska 79.9 17 Virginia 3.8
18 Missouri 79.9 18 North Carolina 3.9
19 Minnesota 79.9 19 Maryland 4.0
20 Maryland 79.3 20 Missouri 4.0
21 Montana 79.0 21 New Jersey 4.0
22 Pennsylvania 78.9 22 Wyoming 4.1
23 North Carolina 78.2 23 Montana 4.2
24 Washington 78.1 24 Mississippi 4.4
25 Indiana 78.0 25 Illinois 4.4
26 Delaware 78.0 26 Pennsylvania 4.4
27 Illinois 77.9 27 Indiana 4.4
28 Louisiana 77.6 28 Hawaii 4.7
29 Colorado 77.2 29 Louisiana 4.8
30 Oregon 77.1 4.8
31 California 76.9 31 Idaho 4.8
32 Idaho 76.5 32 Washington 5.0
33 Georgia 75.8 33 Georgia 51
34 Hawaii ¢ 75.8 34 California 5.1
35 Nevada 75.8 35 Oregon 5.2
36 Tennessee 75.7 36 Tennessee 5.3
37 Alaska 75n'f 37 Kentucky 5.3
38 Kentucky 75.6 38 Colorado 5.4
39 Mississippi 74.8 39 Alabama 5.9
40 Alabama 73.6 40 Nevada 6.0
41 South Dakota 727 41 West Virginia 6.3
42 New York 722 42 South Dakota 6.6
43 Arizona 71.7 43 South Carolina 7.7
44 West Virginia 71.2 44 Arkansas 7.9
45 Oklahoma 69.4 45 Arizona 8.2
46 Arkansas 68.9 46 Oklahoma 8.5
47 Texas 68.1 47 Florida 8.9
48 Florida 67.7 48 New York 9.2
49 South Carolina 67.6 49 District of Columbia 10.0
50 New Mexico 61.2 50 Texas 10.6
51 District of Columbia 60.3 51 New Mexico 13.2

United States 76.5 United States 5.6

Source: National Centerfor Health Statistics. Calculations by Children's Defense Fund.
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Low blrthwel_?ht_ IS a problem
for many white infants. Low-
birthweight rates among white
Infants that exceed the
national average are not con-
fined to any onie region of the
country.

Aﬂlo 0. the nine states in
which the greatest percentage
of white Pregnant women
received late or no prenatal
care in 1984, seven had
Increases in_the proportion of
women receiving late or no
prenatal care between 1983
and 1984,

CHILDREN'S DEFENSE FUND

TABLE 2.6A

Percent of Births that Were
Low Birthweight, White, 1984

Rank State Name Rate
1 Alaska 4.3
2 North Dakota 4.5
3 Wisconsin 4.6
4 Washington 4.7
5 Minnesota 4.7
6 lowa 4.7
7 South Dakota 4.8
8 New Hampshire 5.0
9 Oregon 5.0
10 Idaho 5.0
11 Nebraska 5.0
12 California 5.1
13 District of Columbia 5.1
14 Illinois 5.3
15 Utah 5.4
16 Maryland 5.4
17 Maine 5.4
18 Ohio 55
19 Massachusetts 5.5
20 Kansas 5.5
21 Michigan 5.5
22. Pennsylvania 5.5
23 Missouri 5.6
24 Rhode Island 5.6
25 Connecticut 5.6
26 Indiana 5.7
27 New Jersey 5.7
28 Virginia 5.7
29 Montana 5.7
30 Louisiana 5.7
31 Alabama 5.7
32 New York 5.7
33 Oklahoma 5.8
34 Arizona 5.9
35 Georgia 5.9
36 Texas 6.0
37 Florida 6.0
38 Arkansas 6.0
39 Mississippi 6.0
40 Nevada 6.1
41 Hawaii 6.1
42 Delaware 6.1
43 North Carolina 6.1
44 Vermont 6.2
45 South Carolina 6.2
46 Kentucky 6.4
47 Tennessee 6.4
48 West Virginia 6.6
49 Wyoming 7.1
50 Colorado 7.3
51 New Mexico 7.8

United States 5.6

Source: National Centerfor Health Statistics. Calculations by Children's Defense Fund.
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Percent of Births by Timing of Mother’s Entiy into Prenatal Care, White, 1984

TABLE 2.6B TABLE 2.6C
Early Care Late or No Care
Rank Stats Name Rate Rank State Name
| ConnetJcut 88.5 1 Rhode Island
2 Rhode Island 87.4 2 lowa
3 Massachusetts 86.6 3 Connecticut
4 Wisconsin 86.1 4 North Dakota
5 lowa 86.0 5 Massachusetts
6 Louisiana 85.8 6 Wisconsin
7 New Jersey 85.5 7 New Hampshire
8 Maryland 85.4 8 Maine
9 Mississippi 85.3 9 Mississippi
10 Njw Hampshire 84.7 10 Michigan
11 Virginia 84.4 11 North Carolina
12 Ohio 84.1 12 Maryland
13 North Carolina 84.0 13 Vermont
14 North Dakota 83.5 14 Utah
15 Michigan 83.3 15 Delaware
16 Kansas 83.1 16 Ohio
17 Utah 82.9 17 Louisiana
18 Maine 82.9 18 Minnesota
19 Georgia 82.6 19 Virginia
20 Vermont 82.4 20 Nebraska
21 Missouri 82.3 21 Montana
22 Delaware 81.9 22 New Jersey
23 Pennsylvania 81.9 23 Kansas
24 Montana 81.7 24 Missouri
25 Nebraska 81.6 25 Pennsylvania
26 lllinois 81.6 26 lllinois
27 Alabama 81.5 27 Hawaii
28 Minnesota 81.5 2 81 Mlaska__ o
29 Wyoming 81.0 29 ““Georgia
30 Indiana 79.9 30 Indiana
31 Washington 79.5 31 Alabama
32 Tennessee 79.5 32 Wyoming
.33- ..Alaska 33 South Dakota
34 Hawaii 78.5 34 Tennessee
35 New York 78.2 35 Washington
36 Colorado 77.9 36 South Carolina
37 Nevada 77.9 37 Idaho
38 Oregon 77.8 38 Kentucky
39 California 77.5 39 Oregon
40 Kentucky 77.2 40 District of Columbia
41 Idaho 76.8 41 California
42 South Carolina 76.7 42 Colorado
43 South Dakota 76.7 43 Nevada
44 District of Columbia 75.7 44 West Virginia
45 Arizona 7a.l 45 Arkansas
46 Arkansas 73.8 46 New York
47 Oklahoma 73.6 47 Oklahoma
48 Florida 73.3 48 Florida
49 West Virginia 71.9 49 Arizona
50 Texas 69.6 50 Texas
51 New Mexico 63.5 51 New Mexico
United States 79.6 United States

Source: National Centerfor Health Statistics. Calculations by Children's Defense Fund.
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Rate

1.8

2.0

2.0

2.1

2.1

2.2

2.3
2.4
2.4
2.4
2.5
2.5
2.6
2.7
2.8

2.8

2.8
2.9
2.9
3.0
31
31
3.1
3.4
3.5
3.5
3.6

3.8
3.9
3.9
4.0
4.0
4.2
4.5
4.6
4.7
4.9
4.9
5.0
5.0
51
5.4
6.1
6.4
6.6
6.9
7.2
7.2
10.3
121

4.7
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In 1984, there was wide varia-
tion amon states in the per-
centage of black Infants bom
at low bll’thWEIR/fl’l
Infant bom In |ch| an or the
District of Col umbla was twice
as likely as a black infant bom
In Alaska to have a low
blrthwelgh

In those states that accounted
for 99 percent of all blac
births In 1984, fewer than 75
Bercent of all infants were

om to mothers receiving
early prenatal care.

In states that accounted for
two-thirds of all black births
In 1984, 10 percent or more of
black infants were bom to
maothers who received no care
before the seventh month of
pregnancy or none at all.

Rank

CHILDREN'S DEFENSE FUND

TABLE 2.7A

Percent of Births that Were
Low Birthweight, Black, 1984

State Name

Alaska
Hawaii

New Mexico
Nevada
Washington
lowa
Minnesota
Oregon
Massachusetts
California
Oklahoma
Rhode Island
Nebraska
New York
Mississippi
Indiana
Delaware
Florida
Arizona
Virginia
Kentucky
Maryland
Alabama
Wisconsin
Kansas

North Carolina
Ohio

Texas
Arkansas
New Jersey
Missouri
Georgia
South Carolina
Connecticut
Colorado
Louisiana
Tennessee
West Virginia
lllinois
Pennsylvania
District of Columbia
Michigan

United States

Rate
VTyvri?2r7.1"

9.0

9.8
10.2
10.5
10.6
10.6
10.9
11.0
114
115
11.6
11.6
11.7
11.7
11.7
11.8
11.9
11.9
r2.0
12.0
12.0
12.1
121
121
12.2
12.2
12.2
12.3
12.4
12.6
12.6
12.7
12.9
13.0
131
13.2
13.4
13.8
13.9
14.2
14.2

12.4

Source: National CenterJor Health Statistics. Calculations by Children's Defense Fund.
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Percent of Births by Timing of Mother’s Entry into Prenatal Care, Black, 1984

Rank

© N UAWN —

BNoS©

15
16
17
18
19
20
21

22

23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41

43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50

TABLE 2.7B

Early Care

Stale Name

New Hampshire
Wyoming
Montana
Massachusetts
Maine

North Dakota
lowa

Hawaii
Michigan
Rhode Island
California
Idaho

Kansas

Colorado
Wisconsin
Virginia

New Jersey
Utah

Missouri
Ohio
Connecticut
Washington
lllinois
Maryland
Oregon
Arizona
Louisiana
North Carolina
Delaware
Mississippi
Minnesota
Georgia
South Dakota
Tennessee
Nevada
Nebraska
Kentucky
Pennsylvania
Alabama
Indiana
Texas
District of Columbia
West Virginia
South Carolina
Arkansas
New Mexico
Oklahoma
New York
Florida

United States

Rate

81.0
79.8
79.7
75.5
74.3
74.2
73.3
73.0
72.3
71.9
71.9
71.8
70.1
69.8J
69.7
68.5
68.0
67.9
67.7
67.1
66.8
66.3
65.7
65.3
65.2
65.2
64.9
64.8
64.8
64.4
63.5
63.4
63.2
63.0
62.7
62.4
61.6
61.1
59.0
58.8
58.5
58.2
56.7
53.9
53.5
53.2
52.7
51.4
50.6
50.1

62.2

ank
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TABLE 2.7C
Late or No Care

State Name

Hawaii
Massachusetts
lowa
California
Michigan
Rhode Island
Virginia
Kansas
Mississippi
Wisconsin
Delaware
Connecticut
North Carolina
Missouri
Maryland
lllinois
Georgia
Louisiana
New Jersey
Colorado
Oregon

Ohio

Nevada
Nebraska
Tennessee
Alabama
Arizona
Washington
Indiana
Kentucky
Minnesota
Pennsylvania
District of Columbia
West Virginia
South Carolina
Texas
Arkansas
Florida

New Mexico
Oklahoma
New York

United States

Source: National Centerfor Health Statistics. Calculations by Children's Defense Fund.

Rate

3.8
4.4
4.5
5.4
5.5
5.6
6.2
6.4
6.4
6.5
6.7
6.8
7.2
7.3
7.3
7.5
7.5
7.8
8.0
8.0
8.5
8.5
8.8
8.9
8.9
9.5
9.5
9.5
9.8
10.0
105
li.1
11.4
12.2
12.5
12.7
12.7
14.3
14.5
15.4
19.2

9.6

55
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The record for earlg/ 8renata|
care among Infant§ bom to
nonwhite mothers was poor_In
all states In 1984. However, in
some states, lack of adequate
gre_natal care IS a artlcularlg
serious problem. For examplé,
In New Mexico and South
Dakota only half of all non-
white bahies were bom to
mothers who received early |
?_are In South Dakota, oné in
Ive babies was hom 10 a
mother who received late or no
care.

CHILDREN'S DEFENSE FUND

TABLE 2.8A

Percent of Births that Were

Low'Birthweight, Nonwhite, 1984

Rank State Name Rate
ri~r—re.Alaska o " . 6.1;
°2 South Dakota 6.3

3 New Mexico 6.6

4 Montana 6.9

5 North Dakota 7.3

6 Arizona 7.4

7 Oregon 7.4

8 Hawaii 7.6

9 Minnesota 7.8

10 Idaho 7.9

11 Washington 8.0

12 Oklahoma 8.3

13 Utah 8.7

14 California 8.7

15 lowa 8.8

16 Nevada 9.6

17 Nebraska 9.7

18 Massachusetts 9.8

19 Rhode Island 10 .1

20 Wisconsin 10.3

21 Kansas 10.9

22 New York 10.9

23 Colorado 11.0

24 Indiana 11.2

25 Virginia 11.4

26 Delaware 11.4

27 Texas 115

28 Mississippi 11.6

29 Maryland 11.6

30 Florida 11.6

31 New Jersey 11.6

32 North Carolina 11.7

33 Kentucky 11.7

34 Ohio 11.8

35 Arkansas 12.0

36 Alabama 12.0

37 Connecticut 12.2

38 Missouri 12.3

39 Georgia 12.5

40 South Carolina 12.6

41 West Virginia 12.8

42 Louisiana 12.8
43 Tennessee 13.0

44 Illinois 131

45 Pennsylvania 13.3

46 Michigan 135

47 District of Columbia 14.2

United States 11.1

Source: National Centerfor Health Statistics. Calculations by Children's Defense Fund.
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Percent of Births by Timing of Mother’s Entry into Prenatal Care, Nonwhite. 1984

Rank
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20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51

TABLE 2.8B

Early Care

State Name

New Hampshire
Maine
Massachusetts
Hawaii
California
Wyoming
Michigan
lowa

New Jersey
Virginia
Kansas
Colorado
Rhode Island
Connecticut
Washington
Ohio

Oregon
Missouri
Alaska _ . —
Idaho
Maryland
North Dakota
lllinois
Wisconsin
Nevada
Delaware
North Carolina
Louisiana
Vermont

Utah

Georgia
Mkslsslpp!
Ten nessee
Kentucky
Indiana
Pennsylvania
Nebraska
Texas
Montana
Alabama
Arizona
Minnesota
District of Columbia
West Virginia
Arkansas
South Carolina
Oklahoma
New York
Florida

New Mexico
South Dakota

United States

Rate

79.5
76.9
76.6
74.9
74.6
73.2
72.7
70.3
70.0
69i0
68.9
68.9
68.8
68.2
68.0
67.8
67.8
67.7
67.4J
67.3
66.7
66.7
66.2
66.2
65.9
65.4
65.3
65.1
64.5
64.1
63.6
63.5
63.0
61.5
60.2
60.2
60.1
60.0
59.5
59.0
58.9
58.0
56.8
56.0
53.8
53.7
53.3
53.1
51.1
50.8
50.4

64.1

TABLE 2.8C
Late or No Care

Rank

1 Massachusetts
2 Hawaii

3 Michigan

4 California

5 Virginia

6 Connecticut

7 Rhode Island
8 Mississippi

9 Delaware

10 Wisconsin

11 North Carolina
12 Maryland

13 lowa

14 Missouri

15 Illinois

16 New Jersey

17 Georgia

18 Louisiana

19 Wyoming
t.20j3£k [Alaska il
21 ' Kansas

22 Ohio

23 Washington

24 Tennessee

25 Oregon

26 Colorado

27 Nevada

28 Indiana

29 Alabama

30 Nebraska

31 North Dakota
32 Idaho

33 Kentucky

34 Utah

35 Pennsylvania
36 District of Columbia
37 West Virginia
38 Texas

39 Montana

40 South Carolina
41 Arkansas

42 Minnesota

43 Arizona

44 Florida

45 Oklahoma

46 New York

47 New Mexico

48 South Dakota

United States

Source: National Centerfor Health Statistics. Calculations by Children's Dejense Fund.

Rate

4.4
5.1
5.5
5.5
6.1
6.4
6.4
6.5
6.6
6.9
7.0
7.0
7.0
7.1
7.3
7.4
7.5
7.8
7.9
8.0.

8.2
8.8
8.8
8.9
9.1
9.3
9.4
9.5
9.5
9.5
9.6
9.7
9.8
10.7
11.2
11.2
12.2
12.3
12.4
12.5
131
13.2
14.0
14.6
17.8
17.9
21.5

9.3
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Babies bom to teen mothers
are more li e¥]to experlence
low |rthwe| t th an those
bom to older mot ers. How-
ever, In 1984 there was wide
variation among states In the
In(:ldence of low birthweight
amon? Infants bom to teéns.
An infant hom o a teen
mother in South Carolina In
84 was two and one-half

times, more Jikely to be bom at

low birthweight than one bom

to a teen in North Dakota

Teen mothers are among
those least likely to receive
adequate prenatal care. Even
In the state with the best
rankings on this table, one in
three bahies bom to teens in
1984 had mothers who did
not receive early prenatal care.
In states representing more
than half of teen births. 10
percent or more received late
0r No care.

CHILDREN'S DEFENSE FUND

TABLE 2.9A

Percent of Births to Teens that Were

Rank
1

127 A "

© 0N 01w

10

12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51

Low Birthweight, Total. 1984

State Name

North Dakota
"Alaska Y,
New Hampshire
Idaho
Oregon
Washington
Arizona
Montana
South Dakota
Minnesota
lowa
California
Nebraska
Nevada
Wisconsin
Maine
Oklahoma
West Virginia
New Mexico
Utah
Indiana
Massachusetts
Ohio
Kentucky
Texas
Vfyoming
Rhode Island
Kansas
Missouri
Vermont
Arkansas
Pennsylvania
Michigan
Delaware
Maryland
Colorado
lllinois
Virginia
New York
Hawaii
Connecticut
North Carolina
Tennessee
Florida
Alabama
Georgia
New Jersey
Mississippi
Louisiana
District of Columbia
South Carolina

United States

Rate

5.1
6.2*
6.3
6.7
7.1
7.2
7.2
7.3
7.4
7.4
7.4
7.6
7.8
7.8
7.9
8.1
8.4
8.6
8.7
8.8
8.8
8.9
9.0
9.0
9.2
9.2
9.3
9.3
9.4
9.4
9.7
9.8
9.9
9.9
10.0
10.0
10.1
10.1
10.1
10.2
10.2
10.2
10.4
10.5
10.7
10.8
11.2
115
11.6
12.2
12.5

9.4

Source: National Centerfor Health Statistics. Calculations by Children's Defense Fund.
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Percent of Births to Teens by Timing of Mother's Entry into Prenatal Care. Total. 1984

TABLE 2.9B
Early Care
Rank State Name
1 Maine
2 Utah
3 lowa
4 Rhode Island
5 Wisconsin
6 North Dakota
7 Massachusetts
8 Kansas
9 Wyoming
10 Michigan
11 Ohio
12 Vermont
13 New Hampshire
14 Louisiana
15 Connecticut
16 Kentucky
17 Mississippi
IS-"rrAlaflka *— KSSit
19 Montana
20 California
21 Missouri
22 Virginia
23 North Carolina
24 Idaho
25 Delaware
26 Minnesota
27 Indiana
28 Hawaii
29 Maryland
30 New Jersey
31 Georgia
32 Nebraska
33 Tennessee
34 Illinois
35 Washington
36 Nevada
37 Pennsylvania
38 Oregon
39 Arizona
40 Colorado
41 Alabama
42 Arkansas
43 South Dakota
44 West Virginia
45 Oklahoma
46 Texas
47 New York
48 District of Columbia
49 South Carolina
50 Florida
51 New Mexico

United States

Rate

67.1
65.9
65.2
64.2
61.7
61.3
61.2
61.1
60.8
60.5
60.2
60.1
60.1
60.0
58.8
58.3
57.6
57.5-/

57.3
57.3
57.2
57.0
56.8
56.6
56.3
56.1
55.8
55.5
55.3
55.3
54.9
54.4
54.3
54.2
53.9
53.7
52.3
51.8
51.6
51.5
50.6
50.6
48.8
48.3
45.7
44.1
43.3
42.9
41.4
39.9

53.7
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TABLE 2.9C
Late or No Care

State Name

Maine

Rhode Island
lowa

New Hampshire
Utah
Vermont
Wisconsin
North Dakota
Mississippi
Massachusetts
Michigan
Ohio
Delaware
Hawaii
Kansas
Louisiana
North Carolina
Missouri
Connecticut
Indiana
Minnesota
Montana
Maryland
Wyoming
Virginia
Kentucky
Georgia
Nebraska
California
Tennessee
lllinois
Alaska,—
Idaho
Pennsylvania
New Jersey
Washington
Alabama
Nevada
Oregon
Colorado
West Virginia
Arkansas
South Dakota
Oklahoma
District of Columbia
South Carolina
Arizona
Florida

Texas

New York
New Mexico

United States

Source: National Centerfor Health Statistics. Calculations by Children's Defense Fund.

Rate

5.0
5.7
6.2
6.2
6.5
6.9
7.4
7.5
7.8
7.8
7.9
8.0
8.1
8.4
8.5
8.5
8.6
8.8
8.8
8.9
9.0
9.2
9.4
9.5
9.5
9.7
9.8
9.9
9.9
10.3
10.3
104
10.5
10.6
11.3
11.8
12.0
12.2
12.9
12.9
131
13.5
14.3
154
15.7
15.7
16.0
17.6
19.3
20.7
22.8

11.9
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TABLE 2.10A

Percent of Births to Teens that Were
Low Birthweight, White, 1984

Rank State Name Rate

rorrr> —Alaska"" J*-'S.Q -

3 New Hampshire 6.2
4 Nebraska 6.5
5 California 6.5
6 Wisconsin 6.6
LOWbIrthWEI?ht among 7o ano o6
Infants bom to white téens in : Marylarg o
1984 was not concentrated in 0 Nevada 6.9
any one reglon in the countr 1L Alabama 7.0
Furthermore, there Was wid e 2 Oregon 09
disparity between the best and 13 Arzona "
\(I)Vfolgsvtvslg?}t SWIQ|t e |r["0 Ortlon 15 Minnesota 7:1
16 Louisiana 7.4
?mong white in ants bom 0 17 Virginia 74
eens .
19 South Dakota 7.5
20 Arkansas 7.6
21 Ohio 7.6
22 Oklahoma 7.7
In 1984, white teens were less 2 Montana ve
likely than, older white moth- 25 Michigan 78
?rls fo recelve adec&uate prena- 26 Rhode lsland 7
al care, However, they were :
moreﬂl]lkeh{hto receive early 20 Moaaieere oo
care than tnelir 30 Pennsylvania 8.0
counterparts. W ?e only 50.3 31 North Carolina 8.0
Percent of black births 1o 2 yane o
eens In Mississippi in 1984 34 Mississippi 8.2
occyrred to mothers who 35  Georgia 8.3
received early prenatal care, 36 New York 83
70.6 percent’of infants bom to 3T kenuely 53
white Mississippi teens had West Virginia |
39 g 8.3
mothers whgq received care 40 Utah 8.4
during the first trimester of 4 Temessee 8.6
nn | 8.6
pregnancy. 43 New Mexico 87
44 South Carolina 8.8
45 New Jersey 8.9
46 Delaware 8.9
47 Hawaii 9.4
48 Colorado 9.5
49 Vermont 9.5
50 Wyoming 9.6
United States 7.7

North Dakota

Source: National Centerfor Health Statistics. Calculations by Children's Defense Fund.
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Percent of Births to Teens by Timing of Mother’s Entiy into Prenatal Care, White, 1984
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TABLE 2.10B

Early Care

State Name

Mississippi
Louisiana
Utah

Maine

lowa

Rhode Island
Wisconsin
Georgia

North Carolina
North Dakota
Kansas

Ohio

Maryland
Michigan
Connecticut
Virginia
Montana
Wyoming
Massachusetts
Vermont
Alabama

New Hampshire
Kentucky
Delaware
Hawaii
Indiana
Missouri
Minnesota

29 mAlaska

30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50

Tennessee"-------
California
Pennsylvania
Idaho

Nevada
Illinois

New Jersey
Nebraska
Arkansas
South Dakota
Washington
Arizona
Oregon

Sou'h Carolina
Oklahoma
Colorado
West Virginia
New York
Texas

Florida

New Mexico

United States

Rate

70.6
69.1
67.5
67.1
65.9
65.6
64.4
63.3
63.6
63.5
63.1
63.0
62.9
62.2
61.8
6?.5
61.4
61.1
61.0
60.2
60.0
60.0
59.7
59.1

. 58.8

58.7
58.5
58.4
58.4s

57.5
57.3
57.1
57.1
56.5
56.4
56.3
55.7
55.4
55.1
53.2
53.1
52.1
52.0
51.9
49.6
48.8
47.2
46.2
41.2

56.7
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22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49

TABLE 2 IO
Late or No

State Name

Maine

North Dakota
Rhode Island
lowa
Mississippi
Utah
Louisiana
North Carolina
New Hampshire
Wisconsin
Maryland

Ohio

Vermont
Michigan
Delaware
Minnesota
Kansas
Montana
Massachusetts
Indiana

Alaska— i-arytvi.iti. M {»

Missouri
Connecticut
Georgia
Virginia
Pennsylvania
Alabama
Tennessee
South Dakota
Wyoming
Kentucky
Nebraska
Illinois
California
Idaho
Washington
Nevada

New Jersey
South Carolina
Arkansas
Oregon
Colorado
West Virginia
Oklahoma
Arizona
Florida

New York
Texas

New Mexico

United States

Source: National Centerfor Health Statistics. Calculations by Children's Defense Fund.

Rate

4.9
5.5
5.7
5.7
5.8
5.9
6.1
6.2
6.4
6.4
6.6
6.7
6.9
7.1
7.5
7.5
7.6
7.6
7.7
7.9
7.9
8.1
8.2
8.5
S5
8.6
8.9
9.1
9.1
9.2
9.2
9.4
9.8
9.9
105
1.1
114
114
11.5
11.6
12.3
12,5
12.6
13.6
15.2
16.2
17.5
19.3
21.9

10.9
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Infants bom to black teen
mothers are at greater risk of
low blrthwelght than those
bom to other teen mothers.
For example, in 1984 the low-
estﬁ er- state percentage of low
blrt welg ht among infants

bom to w hite teen mothers
(North Dakota) was about half
as large as the lowest per-state
percentage of low birthweight
among infants bom to blac
teen mothers (Nevada).

In 1984, two in three black
bi.-ths to teens in West Vlrﬂl-
nia occurred to mothers who
did not receive early prenatal
care, compared to one in three
black births to teens in Mas-
sachusetts. One in four
infants bom to black teens in
New York in 1984 had a
mother who received late or no
prenatal care.

CHILDREN'S DEFENSE FUND

TABLE 2.1 1A

Percent of Births to Teens that Were

Rank

© O N0 AWN —

Low Birthweight, Black, 1984

State Name

Nevada
Delaware
Washington
lowa
California

District of Columbia

Minnesota
New York
Missouri
Maryland
Wisconsin
North Carolina
Ohio

Illinois
Georgia
Indiana
Oklahoma
Mississippi
Texas
Massachusetts
Arizona
Arkansas
Connecticut
New Jersey
Florida
Virginia
Kentucky
Kansas
Michigan
Tennessee
Pennsylvania
Nebraska
Alabama
Louisiana
South Carolina
Colorado

United States

Rate

10.1
11.3
11.5
115
12.2

124
126

12.8

12.8

129
13.0
131
13.2
13.3
13.3
13.4
13.4
13.4
13.6
13.6
13.6
13.7
13.8
13.8
13.9
14.0
141
141
14.2
14.4
14.6
14.6
14.6
15.2
15.5
16.5

13.6

Source: National CenterJ<orHealth Statistics. Calculations by Children's Defense Fund.
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Percent of Births to Teens by Timing of Mother’s Entry Into Prenatal Care, Black, 1984

Rank

0 N bW —

©

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
'28~!
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41

TABLE 2.1 1B

Early Care

State Name

Massachusetts
lowa
Rhode Island
California
Michigan
Wisconsin
Missouri
New Jersey
Delaware
Hawaii
Kansas
Louisiana
Connecticut
Colorado
lllinois
Ohio
Virginia
Mississippi
Arizona
Kentucky
Nebraska
North Carolina
Maryland
Tennessee
Minnesota
Georgia
_Washlngton
Alaska
Oregon
Nevada
Pennsylvania
District of Columbia
Indiana
Alabama
Arkansas
Texas
New York
South Carolina
Florida
Oklahoma
West Virginia

United States

Rate

62.7
60.6
60.1
57.6
57.3
55.6
54.3
54.1
53.3
53.3
52.8
52.3
52.2
51.7
51.6
51.6
51.1
50.3
49.3
49.0
48.9
48.7
48.3
47.7
47.2
47.0
46.9

"e46.2'V
4f
4 .

]
-3
42.4
41.0
40.3
36.4
35.4
34.6
34.4
32.3

47.0

ank
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TABLE 2.11C

Late or No Cale

State Name

Massachusetts
Mississippi
Delaware
California
Michigan
Wisconsin
Connecticut
Missouri
Louisiana
Kansas

Illinois
Virginia
Georgia

New Jersey
Nebraska
North Carolina
Ohio

Maryland
Nevada
Tennessee
Kentucky
Indiana
Washington
Colorado
Alabama
District of Columbia
Pennsylvania
Arizona
Minnesota
Arkansas
South Carolina
Texas

Florida
Oklahoma
West Virginia
New York

United States

Source: National Centerfor Health Statistics. Calculations by Children's Defense Fund.

Rate

8.2
8.8
8.8
9.2
9.4
9.9
10.0
10.1
10.5
10.7
10.8
10.9
11.0
11.2
11.6
11.7
11.9
121
12.2
12.8
12.9
13.9
14.6
15.2
15.3
15.5
16.2
16.2
17.1
17.2
19.1
19.3
19.6
21.6
22.6
25.8

14.0
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One in six infants bom to
nonwhite teens in Rhode
Island in 1984 Was low birth-
welg , compared to one In
sev nteen Infants bom that
gear to all mothers in the

More than half of all nonwhite
teen births in 1984 occurred
In states in which more than
half such infants were bom to
mothers who did not receive
early prenatal care. Further-
mare, one in four nonwhite
infants bom to teens in New
York, New Mexico, and South
Dakota in 1984 had mothers
who received no care or none
before the seventh month.

CHILDREN'S DEFENSE FUND

TABLE 2.12A

Percent of Births to Teens that Were
Low Birthweight, Nonwhite, 1984

Rank
n~_

©®go U hwN

11

12

13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43

State Name

m"mAlaska
Arlzona
Oregon
New Mexico
Minnesota
Washington
Oklahoma
Nevada
Hawaii
Delaware
lowa
California
Wisconsin
District of Columbia
New York
Missouri
North Carolina
Maryland
Utah
Ohio
Indiana
Illinois
Georgia
Mississippi
Massachusetts
Arkansas
Texas
Nebraska
New Jarsey
Kansra
Connecticut
Virginia
Florida
Michigan
Kentucky
Tennessee
Colorado
West Virginia
Pennsylvania
Alabama
Louisiana
South Carolina
Rhode Island

United States

Rate

[r~~yr,

7.8
7.9
8.4
8.9
10.0
10.1
10.4
10.4

111
111
112
12.0
12.2
12.8
12.8
12.9
12.9
13.0
131
13.2
13.3
13.3
13.3
135
135
135
135
13.7
137
138
13.9
13.9
13.9
13.9
143
14.3
14.4
145
14.6
15.1
15.5
15.8

13.1

Source: National Centerfor Health Statistics. Calculations by Children's Defense Fund
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Percent of Births to Teens by Timing of %ghher’s Entry into Prenatal Care, Ncnwhite,
TABLE 2.12B TABLE 2.12
Early Care Late or No Care
Rank State Name Rate Rank State Name Rate
1 Massachusetts 62.3 1 Massachusetts 8.5
2 Wyoming 57.6 2 Hawaii 8.6
3 Michigan 57.2 3 Mississippi 8.8
4 Rhode Island 56.9 4 Delaware 8.9
5 California 56.8 5 Michigan 9.4
6 lowa 56.7 6 California 9.7
7 Connecticut 10.0
g~" Hawaii 54.7 8 Missouri 10.2
9 Missouri 54.4 9 Wisconsin 10.4
10 New Jersey 54.2 10 Louisiana 10.6
11 Wisconsin 53.5 11 Ilinois 10.9
12 Delaware 53.5 12 Virginia 11.0
13 Kansas 52.6 13 Georgia 11.0
14 Louisiana 52.4 14 New Jersey 11.2
15 Connecticut 52.3 15 North Carolina 11.4
16 North Dakota 52.1 16 lowa 11.5
17 Ohio 51.8 17 Ohio 11.8
18 lllinois 51.6 18 Nebraska 11.9
19 Idaho 515 19 Maryland 12 1
20 Virginia 51.2 20 Kansas 12.3
21 Mississippi 50.4 21 Tennessee 12.8
22 Colorado 49.3 22 Kentucky 12.9
23 North Carolina 49.2 >23 Alaska.f 1&4
24 Washington 49.1 24 Indiana 13.9
25 Kentucky 49.0 25 Nevada 14.1
26 Nebraska 48.6 26 Utah 14.2
27 Maryland 48.5 27 Montana 14.5
28 Tennessee 47.7 28 Alabama 15.3
29 Georgia 47.0 29 District of Columbia 15.5
30 Arizona 46.4 30 Washington 15.5
31 Nevada 45.7 31 North Dakota 16.0
32 Minnesota 451 32 Pennsylvania 16.1
33 Utah 44.7 33 Colorado 16.3
34 Oregon 44 .4 34 Arkansas 17.0
35 Montana 44.2 35 Minnesota 17.0
36 Pennsylvania 43.9 36 Oregon 17.7
37 Indiana 43.6 37 Arizona 18.8
38 District of Columbia 43.5 38 South Carolina 19.1
39 Alabama 42.4 39 Texas 19.4
40 Arkansas 41.2 40 Florida 19.6
41 Texas 40.3 41 Oklahoma 20.2
42 South Dakota 38.9 42 West Virginia 21.9
43 Oklahoma 38.9 43 New York 25.7
44 New York 36.7 44 New Mexico 26.3
45 South Carolina 35.5 45 South Dakota 26.9
3673 l;lﬁ)v;/idl\gexmo gi? United States 14.1
48 West Virginia 32.8
United States 47.3

Source: National CenterJor Health Statistics. Calculations by Children's Defense Fund.
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In southern states low-
blrthwelght births to teens
account for a lar er;t) opartion
of all low-birthwgight births
than in other states.

The proportions of all births
to teens'in 1984 were highest
in southern states. The pro-
portion ofblrths to teenagers
oun er than fifteen was also
Ig hest |n the South. In Mis-
BI H)gpl the percentage of
Irths to teens younger than
fifteen was three times the
national average in 1984.

CHILDREN'S DEFENSE FTIND

TABLE 2.13A

Percent of All Low-Birthweight Infants

Rank

Bom to Teens, Total,

State Name

North Dakota
New Hampshire
Minnesota
Alaska
Montana
Massachusetts
Utah
Colorado
Nebraska
Idaho

Nevada

lowa
Connecticut
California
Hawaii
Washington
Oregon

New York
Wyoming
Vermont
Wisconsin
South Dakota
Rhode Island
New Jersey
Arizona
Maryland
Pennsylvania
Michigan
District of Columbia
Virginia

New Mexico
Maine

Kansas
lllinois
Delaware
Ohio

Indiana
Missouri
Florida

Texas
Oklahoma
North Carolina
West Virginia
Tennessee
Georgia
Louisiana
Kentucky
Alabama
South Carolina
Arkansas
Mississippi

United States

984

Rate

9.1
10.9
11.9

123 »

13.0
13.6
13.7
14.0
14.0
14.0
14.4
14.4
14.6
14.6
14.6
14.6
15.0
15.0
15.1
155
15.6
15.7
15.7
16.3
16.8
17.1
17.2
175
17.5
17.7
18.0
18.1
18.1
18.4
18.5
16.8
19.7
19.9
20.8
21.1

21.4
21.6

22.2
22.8

23.2
23.8
23.9
24.5
24.6
25.8
28.2

18.4

Source: National Centerfor Health Statistics. Calculations by Children's Defense Fund.
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TABLE 2.13B

Percent of All Births to Mothers

Rank

~NOoO O~ wN

1
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51

Under 20, Total, 1984

State Name

Minnesota
North Dakota
New Hampshire
Utah
Massachusetts
Connecticut
lowa

AaaU-a [L|-} M ... -a,-M-.

Nebraska
Vermont
Wisconsin
New Jersey
Rhode Island
Montana
Hawaii
Washington
New York
Colorado
Idaho

South Dakota
Oregon
California
Wyoming
Pennsylvania
Kansas
Maine
Nevada
Michigan
Virginia
Maryland
Illinois

Ohio
Delaware
Missouri
Indiana
Arizona
Florida
Texas

New Mexico
Oklahoma
North Carolina
South Carolina
Tennessee
Louisiana
West Virginia
Georgia
District of Columbia
Alabama
Kentucky
Arkansas
Mississippi

United States

Rate

7.9
8.5
8.6
8.7
9.0
9.4
9.4

9.7
10.0
10.1
10.2
10.3
10.3
104
10.4
10.4
10.7
10.7
10.8
10.9
11.2
11.6
11.7
11.8
12.2
12.2
12.4
12.6
12.8
13.0
13.4
13.8
14.0
141
14.3
14.7
15.7
15.7
16.2
16.5
17.2
17.4
17.6
17.7
17.8
18.0
18.2
18.3
19.9
21.2

131

TABLE 2.13C

67

Percent of All Births to Mothers
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Under 15, Total, 1984

State Name

Minnesota
lowa
Massachusetts
Colorado
Nebraska
Wisconsin
Oregon
Washington
Kansas
Connecticut
Arizona

New York
California
Missouri

West Virginia
Pennsylvania
Indiana

Ohio

New Mexico
Nevada
Michigan
Virginia

New Jersey
lllinois
Oklahoma
Maryland
Texas

Florida
Tennessee
Kentucky
Delaware
North Carolina
Alabama
South Carolina
Arkansas
Georgia
Louisiana
District of Columbia
Mississippi

United States

Source: National Centerfor Health Statistics. Calculations by Children's Defense Fund.

Rate
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CHILDREN'S DEFENSE FUND

TABLE 2.14A
Percent of All Low- BntRwelglht Infants
Bom to Teens, White, 1984
Rank State Name Rate
1 North Dakota 8.6
m Alaska == mA -m9.8'
3 New Jersey 10.7
4 New Hampshire 10.8
5 Minnesota 10.8
Nebrask .
In some states In 1984 a 7 Commectiout 114
re atlve X lowy percenta e of 8 Maryland 1.6
low-Dirt WEI? |rths was o Rawal 2.0
attributable fo teen mothers. U Nevads o
For example, Whlle New Mex- 12 Massachusetts 122
co Colorado and Wyoming 13 Wisconsin 123
the highest Bercentages of 14 Montana 123
ow -birthweight births among o Virgma o
all white mothers, white teens 17 Utah 132
in these states made only a 18 Colorado 13.4
moderate contribytion to all 19 Rnode Island 135
yoe\étvr birthweight births that e Dakota e
. Idah .
;:2% Cslif(())rnia ﬁg
24 Washington 14.2
25 Pennsylvania 14.2
. . 26 Michigan 14.2
Of the ten states in 1984 in 27 Delaware 14.4
WhIC the hlﬁhest percentage 25 Oregon 129
of white blrt soccurre to 0 Fordae e
teen mothers, eight were 31 Vermont 15.6
southern states. 32 Arizona 16.0
33 Kansas 16.4
34 Ohio 16.4
35 North Carolina 171
36 Missouri 17.1
37 Louisianat 17.2
3 ann 174
40 Alabama 17.6
41 South Carolina 17.8
42 Maine 18.1
43 Georgia 19.2
Oklah .
jg Texzsoma 132
46 Mississippi 19.8
47 Tennessee 20.3
8 Ark .
29 erestn\iiarsginia ?3213
50 Kentucky 23.1
United Stater 15.3

Source: National Center/or Health Statistics. Calculations by Children's Dejense Fund.
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TABLE 2.14B

Percent of All Births to Mothers Under
20, W 1984

Rank

[OS I e

K)OO\IOVU:1

10

12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

22

23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51

Ite.

State Name

District of Columbia

New Jersey
Minnesota

Connecticut
North Dakota
Hawaii
Massachusetts
New York
Wisconsin
Utah

New Hampshire
Nebraska
South Dakota
Montana
lowa
Maryland
lllinois

Rhode Island
Pennsylvania
Delaware
Washington
Vermont
Michigan
Virginia
Colorado
Idaho

Oregon
Nevada
Kansas
California
Wyoming
Florida

Ohio
Missouri
Maine

South Carolina
Indiana

North Carolina
Louisiana
Arizona
Georgia
Alabama
Mississippi
Texas
Oklahoma
Tennessee
New Mexico
Arkansas
West Virginia
Kentucky

United States

Rate

4.1
6.8
7.1

7.5
7.6
7.8
8.3
8.3
8.5
8.5
8.6
8.6
9.0
9.0
9.0
9.2
9.3
9.5
9.8
9.9
10.0
10.0
10.0
10.0
10.3
10.5
10.6
10.7
10.8
11.0
11.1
11.4
11.8
11.9
12.2
12.6
12.8
13.0
13.3
13.3
13.8
14.4
145
145
14.6
15.3
15.4
17.0
17.6
17.7

111

Percent of
Uné)e

69

TABLE Z14C

Rank State Name

B OOy UTAWN -

Massachusetts
Kansas
lllinois
Virginia

New Jersey
Pennsylvania
Connecticut
Michigan
Ohio
Missouri
Washington
Colorado
Maryland
New York
Oregon
Indiana
Florida
South Carolina
North Carolina
Mississippi
Arizona
Louisiana
Georgia
Tennessee
Alabama
California
Arkansas
West Virginia
New Mexico
Oklahoma
Texas
Kentucky

United States

Source: National Centerfor Health Statistics. Calculations by Children's Defense Fund.

All Bir
r 15, W

hhs to I\/Iothers
Ite, 1984

Rate

0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.3
0.3

0.1



CHILDREN'S DEFENSE FUND

TABLE 2.15A

Percent of All Low- Blrthwel%ht Infants
Bom to Teens, Black, 1984

Rank State Name Rate

1 Washington 17.9

2 District of Columbia 18.7

3 California 19.6

4 New York 20.8

5 Colorado 21.5

N states re resenting nearl S et o s
60 ercen fasl %‘ac teen e Miemean o
B JITNS 1IN 4 9 Connecticut 24.4
t rthweight ni rhfs to bllack 0 Jovada 25.0
gens a OU or af least 'irnr',m '
oneIn foyr *a!]black low- 5 Kansae ¥y
birthweignt birt 14 Ohio 25.6
15 Pennsylvania 25.7

16 Arizona 25.7

17 Delaware 25.8

18 Illinois 26.1

In 1984 there was Wlde varla 19 lowa 20.8
tion amon%1 %\tes In the p 20 Dllanoma 209
gortlon | Ck b”ths that 22 North Carolina 27:0
ccurred to mot ers r¥]0lll %r 23 Georgia 27.1
than twenty. Forexa 24 New Jersey 27.2
ercentage |n Arkansas was 23 Jonnessee o7s
our timés that in Hawail. 27 Louisiana 286
28 Kentucky 29.1

29 Indiana 29.4

30 Florida 29.4

31 South Carolina 30.0

32 Alabama 30.6

33 Wisconsin 31.0

34 Arkansas 32.8

35 Mississippi 33.0

36 Nebraska 34.2

United States 26.0

Source: National Centerfor Health Statistics. Calculations by Children's Defense Fund.
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TABLE 2.15B

PercentgeAll Blrthﬁ(to Mothers

r 20. Bla

Rank State Name
1 Hawaii

2 Utah

13 a»u”»Alaska

4 Washington
5 Colorado

6 California

7 Massachusetts
8 New York

9 Rhode Island
10 New Mexico
11 Oregon

12 Minnesota
13 Virginia

14 District of Columbia
15 Maryland

16 West Virginia
17 Kansas

18 Arizona

19 Connecticut
20 Oklahoma

21 Ohio

22 Michigan

23 New Jersey
24 Pennsylvania
25 South Carolina
26 lowa

27 Louisiana

28 Texas

29 Kentucky

30 Tennessee
31 Florida

32 North Carolina
33 Nei'ada

34 Alabama

35 Indiana

36 Georgia

37 Missouri

38 Delaware

39 Illinois

40 Nebraska

41 Mississippi
42 Wisconsin
43 Arkansas

United States

Rate

7.2
12.3

16.3
171
18.3
18.8
18.9
19.5
19.5
20.5
21.2
21.5
21.5
21.6
21.7
21.9
22.5
22.8
23.0
23.6
23.8
24.5
24.5
24.6
24.6
24.7
24.8
24.8
25.0
251
25.2
25.4
25.4,
25.7
25.7
2135
2:7.0
'27.0
27.3
28.8
28.9
29.4

23.6

71
TABLE 2.15C
Percent of Al Bwthito Mothers
Under 15, Black, 1984

Rank .'State Name Rate
1 New York 0.6
2 Connecticut 0.6
3 California 0.6
4 District of Columbia 0.7
5 Oklahoma 0.8
6 Missouri 0.8
7 Virginia 0.8
8 Maryland 0.9
9 Michigan 1.0
10 Alabama 1.0
I New Jersey 1.0
J.2 Ohio 1.0
13 Texas i.o
.4 South Carolina 1,0
15 Pennsylvania 1.0
16 lllinois i.o
17 Indiana 1.1
18 Louisiana 1,1
19 Florida 1.2
20 North Carolina 1.2
21 Georgia 1.2
22 Tennessee 1.2
23 Wisconsin 1,3
24 Kentucky 1.3
25 Arkansas 1.4
26 Delaware 1.5
27 Mississippi 1,8

United States 1.0

Source: National CenterJor Health Statis tics. Calculations by Children's Defense Fund.
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TABLE 2 ISA

Percent of All Low-Birthweight Infants
Bom to Teens, Nonwhité, 1

Hank Slate Name Rate
1 Hawaii 15.3
2 Oregon 15.6
3 Calif i 15.8
In three states in 1984, nearly 6 District of Columbia 18.4°
one |n ever%/t ree_ nonwhite 7 Colorado 18.4
low- blrth weight births s N g
occurred to a woman younger 10 Arizona 201
than twenty 11 Minnesota 20.5
2 M h 20.8
15 Newada o© 213
14 West Virginia 22.2
15 Maryland 224
tThe hlgrh |tn0{dence of births 16 Now Mexico 22.4
0 nonwnite teens IS a . ‘
national problem. In every o vigmeteut o
state in 1984 more than one 20 lowa 247
In ten ndortlwhlte tt)r|1rths 21 Pennsylvania 24.7
gccurrea 10 a motner younger 23 ohil 249
than twenty. 24 ilinois 254
25 Deliaware 25.4
26 .
2 Texas 262
28 Missouri 26.2
29 Rhode Island 26.3
30 Georgia 26.7
31 North Carolina 26.8
32 Tennessee 26.8
33 Oklahoma 27.3
34 Kentucky 27.6
35 Louisiana 28.3
.36 Indi 28.3
37 Fnlo :?dnaa 28.8
36 Wisconsin 29.0
39 South Carolina 29.8
40 Alabama 30.4
41 Nebraska 321
42 Arkansas 32.3
43 Mississippi 32.9
United States 24.4

Source: National Centerfor Health Statistics, \1alculations by Childrens Defense Fund.
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TABLE 2.16B

Percent of All Births to Mothers

State Name

Hawaii
California
Utah
Washington
Maine
Colorado
Oregon
Massachusetts

Idaho

Rhode Island
New York
New Mexico
Minnesota
North Dakota
Arizona

lowa

Nevada
Virginia
Kansas

West Virginia
Montana
Maryland
South Dakota
Connecticut
District of Columbia
Wyoming
New Jersey
Texas
Oklahoma
Ohio
Michigan
Pennsylvania
Nebraska
Kentucky
Louisiana
Indiana
Florida
South Carolina
North Carolina
Tennessee
Wisconsin
lllinois
Alabama
Georgia
Missouri
Delaware
Mississippi
Arkansas

'nlted States

Under 20, Nonwhite, 1984

Rate

11.2
12.2
124
13.3
142
142
14.7

a«5fcl::l|§'.%-

158
16.7
17.0
17.7
18.0
18.1
19.1
19.5
19.6
19.7
19.7
19.7
20.1
20.1
20.6
20.8
212
21.6
218
22.1
224
22.5
22.5
22.1
23.1
23.3
24.1
24.1
24.2
24.3
24.4
24.4
25.0
25.0
25.1
25.1
25.1
26.2
28.5
28.6

20.8

TABLE 2.16C

Rank State Name

© Oy UAWN R

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30

California
Washington
Arizona

New York
Connecticut
Oklahoma
Minnesota
Kansas
Missouri
Virginia
Maryland
Teras

New Jersey
Michigan
Ohio
Pennsylvania
Illinois
Wisconsin
Alabama
South Carolina
Indiana
Louisiana
North Carolina
Florida
Georgia
Tennessee
Kentucky
Arkansas
Delaware
Mississippi

United States

Source: National Centerfor Health Statistics. Calculations by Children's Defense Fund.

Percent of All Births to Mothers
Under 15, Nonwhite, 1984

Rate

0.4
0.4
0.5
0.5
0.5
0.6
0.6
0.7
0.7
0.8
08
(19

0.9
0.9
1.0
1.0
1.0
1,0
1,0
1.0
1.1
1.1
1.1
1.1
1.1
1.2
1,4
1.4
1.8

0.8

73
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States show wide variation In
the percentage of bliJis to
unmarried nothers, In 1984,
the percentage of births that
occurred to unmarried mothers
in the District of Columbia
was more than seven times
greater than that in Utah.

In 1984 the percentage of
births to teens that Were to
unmarried mothers varied
dramatically from state to
state. Although the teen birth
rate and the proportion of all
blrths that are to teens have
ecreased over the past several
ears, |rt rates to unmarried
eens and the proportion of all
births to unmarried women
that are to teen mothers have
Increased.

\t/Vhlle the prop%ortlon otl;]blrths
0 ynmarrieqd teen mo
varied sig nndcantl In 1984,
there was far greater COHSIS-
tenc in th erﬁercentage ofall
births to un arried women
accounted for by teens. In no
state in 1984 did teens
account for even half of all
births to unmarried women.

CHILDREN'S DEFENSE FUND

TABLE 2.17A

Percent of Infants Bom to
Unmarried Mothers, Total, 1984

Rank Slate Name Rate
1 Utah 7.7
2 Idaho 9.3
3 North Dakota 10.8
4 Wyoming 11.2
5 lowa 12.6
6 New Hampshire 12.6
7 Minnesota 13.5
8 Kansas 13.8
9 Nebraska 14.0
10 Nevada 14.1
11 Montana 15.1
12 Colorado 15.3
13 Texas 15.3
14 Vermont 15.9
15 Oklahoma 16.1
16 West Virginia 16.2
17 Maine 16.3
18 South Dakota 16.4
19 Wisconsin 16.6
20 Washington 16.9
21 Oregon 17.4
22 s« Alaska '17.61
23 Kentucky 17.7
24 Massachusetts 17.7
25 Michigan 17.7
26 Rhode Island 17.7
27 Indiana 18.7
28 Hawaii 19.1
29 Ohio 20.4
30 Missouri 20.5
31 Virginia 20.8
32 Pennsylvania 20.9
33 North Carolina 21.2
34 Connecticut 21.2
35 Arkansas 21.8
36 New Jersey 22.1
37 Tennessee 22.9
38 Arizona 23.2
39 California 23.8
40 Alabama 24.5
41 New Mexico 24.7
42 Delaware 24.8
43 lllinois 25.0
44 Florida 25.1
45 Georgia 25.1
46 South Carolina 25.6
47 Louisiana 26.6
48 New York 26.9
49 Maryland 28.5
50 Mississippi 32.3
51 District of Columbia 56.9
United States 21.0

Source: National Centerfor Health Statistics. Calculations by Children's Defense Fund.
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TABLE 2.17B

Percent of Births to Teens that Were
to Unmarried Mothers, Total, 1984

Rank

PR R R OONOONWNPR
wiN ko

=
i

16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51

State Name

Utah

Idaho

West Virginia
Wyoming
Texas
Kentucky
Oklahoma
Nevada
Kansas

North Dakota
Arkansas
Tennessee
South Dakota
lowa

Colorado
Maine

Indiana
Montana

New Hampshire
Oregon

New Mexico
North Carolina
Washington
Michigan
Alabama
Vermont
Missouri
Nebraska
Georgia
Virginia

Ohio

Arizona
California
Florida
Louisiana
Hawaii

South Carolina
Minnesota
Wisconsin
Pennsylvania
Delaware
Rhode Island
Mississippi
Massachusetts
lllinois
Connecticut
Maryland

New York

New Jersey

District of Columbia

United States

Rate

33.4
33.5
38.6
38.8
38.9
39.1
39.3
43.1
44.3
46.4
47.4
49.7
49.9
51.3
-*51.6/
51.8
52.2
52.3
52.9
53.2
53.3
53.7
53.9
54.6
54.7
55.0
55.2
55.5
56.0
56.5
56.7
57.1
57.9
58.0
58.8
59.0
60.6
61.5
61.8
62.5
62.9
63.8
64.8
66.1
67.5
68.8
70.3
72.6
73.0
75.2
91.6

56.3

TABLE 2.17C

75

Percent of Al Unmarried Mothers

Rank State Name

1 California
S>$*Alaska »

3 New York

4 District of Columbia

5 Connecticut

6 Maryland

7 Hawaii

8 South Dakota

9 Oregon

10 Washington

11 New Mexico

12 Massachusetts

13 Florida

14 Virginia

15 New Jersey

16 Vermont

17 Pennsylvania

18 Delaware

19 Arizona

20 Illinois

21 Minnesota

22 Montana

23 Colorado

24 New Hampshire

25 North Dakota

26 Nevada

27 Rhode Island

28 Ohio

29 Utah

30 Tennessee

31 Kansas

32 Wisconsin

33 Missouri

34 Michigan

35 lowa

36 Idaho

37 Nebraska

38 Louisiana

39 Maine

40 Indiana

41 Oklahoma

42 Texas

43 Georgia

44 Wyoming

45 Kentucky

46 Alabama

47 South Carolina

48 North Carolina

49 West Virginia

50 Arkansas

51 Mississippi

United States

Source: National Centerfor Health Statistics. Calculations by Children's Defense Fund.

"okA

who Were Teens, Total. 1984

Rate

27.4
—-28.3/

28.3

29.0

311

32.6

32.9

32.9

33.3

33.7
34.3
34.3

34.4
34.4
34.6

34.9

35.0
35.4
35.6
35.8
36.1

36.1

36.2
36.3
36.7
37.4
37.5
37.6
37.6
37.7
37.9
38.1

38.2
38.3
38.5
38.7
38.9
39.0
39.1
39.5
39.5
40.0
40.1

40.4
40.5
40.7
41.4
42.1
42.1
4C-2
43.4
35.1
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While the proportion of births

to unmarried white women in
984 was far lower than that

among black women, the state

with the highest percentage of

births to uimarried white
women had a rate nearly three
times greater than the state
with the lowest percentage.

In 1984, births to unmarried
white_teens were not as com-
mon in southern states as
elsewhere. However, this
means only that white teens
were more”likely to be married
at the time of their baby's
birth. Regardless of the“timing
of the marriage, many of the
problems asspclated with teen
parenthood, including_ignor-
ance about coo[nrace[ﬁ) jon, pre-
natal care, and parenting

skills, as well as an mcreased
risk of poverty, affected white
teen mothers:

CHILDREN'S DEFENSE FUND

TABLE 2.18A
Percent of Infants Bom to

Unmarried Mothers, White, 1984

Rank

©WONDUAWN -

=
o

1
12
13
14
15
16
17
18

20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43

14
45
46
47
48
49
50
51

State Name Rate
Utah 7.1
Alabama 7.3
Mississippi 7.5
North Dakota 7.9
North Carolina 7.9
Georgia 8.3
South Carolina 8.3
Louisiana 8.8
Idaho 8.9
South Dakota 9.3
Arkansas 9.7
Virginia 9.9
Michigan 10.1
Nevada 10.2
Kansas 10.2
Wyoming 10.3
Texas 10.4
Nebraska 10.5
Oklahoma 10.8
Montana 10.9
lowa 11.2
Tennessee 11.2
Minnesota 11.2
Missouri 11.8
Wisconsin 121
New Jersey 125
New Hampshire 12.6
lllinois 12.6
Hawaii 12.7
Delaware 12.9
Indiana 13.0
Florida 13.0
Ohio 13.1
Kentucky 13.3
Pennsylvania 13.6
Maryland 13.9
Colorado 14.0
Massachusetts 14.8
West Virginia 14.9
Connecticut 14.9
Rhode Island 15.0
Washington 15.1
Vermont 15.8
Maine 16.1
Oregon 16.2
District of Columbia 17.1
New York 17.7
Arizona 135
New Mexico 20.4
California 21.1
United States 134

Source: National Center/or Health Statistics. Calculations by Children's Defense Fund.
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TABLE 2.18B TABLE 2.18C
Percent of Births to Teens that Were Percent of All. Unmarried Mothers
to Unmarried Mothers, White, 1984 who Were Teens, White, 1984
Rank State Name Rate Rank State Name Rate
1 Alabama 22.8 District of Columbia 16.3
2 Mississippi 23.4 a X m.hG
3 Georgia PP 23.8 \? NW ﬁ@f
4 Arkansas 249 California 27.3
5 North Carolina 26.7 5 New York 28.5
6 Louisiana 27.5 6 Connecticut 30.4
7 Texas 27.6 7 New Jersey 321
8 South Carolina 28.6 8 Florida 321
9 Tennessee 29.5 9 Maiyland 32.5
10 Oklahoma 30.3 10 Oregon 33.2
11 Hawaii 30.8 11 Washington 34.0
12 Kentucky 32.0 12 Delaware 345
13 Utah 321 13 Nevada 34,8
14 Nevada 33.0 14 Vermont 35,0
15 Idaho 33.1 15 Virginia 35.2
16 Virginia 34.7 16 lllinois 354
17 West Virginia 36.2 17 Massachusetts 35.4
18 New Mexico 36.1
19« @ %%lg')a cib.b 19 New Hampshi 36.5
pshire
20 Kansas 37.5 20 Minnesota 36.8
21 Wyoming 37.7 21 Pennsylvania 36.8
22 South Dakota 38.4 22 Colorado 36.8
23 Missouri 39.6 23 Arizona 37.1
24 North Dakota 40.0 24 South Dakota 371
25 Michigan 40.5 25 Montana 37.1
26 Indiana 42.2 26 Wisconsin 38.1
27 Delaware 44.9 27 North Dakota 38.6
28 Montana 45.0 28 Utah 38.6
29 Ohio 45.3 29 Texas 38.7
30 New Mexico 47.8 30 lowa 38.7
31 lllinois 48.0 31 Rhode Island 38.8
32 lowa 48.1 32 Idaho 39.0
33 Nebraska 48.6 33 Georgia 39.4
34 Maryland 49.5 34 Maine 39.4
35 Colorado 50.0 35 Kansas 39.6
36 Oregon 50.9 36 Missouri 39.7
37 Pennsylvania 51.2 37 Nebraska 39.7
38 Arizona 51.4 38 Tennessee 40.1
39 Washington 51.4 39 Michigan 40.1
40 Maine 52.4 40 Wyoming 40.4
41 California 52.5 41 Ohio 40.7
42 New Hampshire 53.4 42 Oklahoma 41.0
43 Wisconsin 54.4 43 Indiana 41.6
44 Vermont 55.2 44 Louisiana 41.6
45 Minnesota 57.9 45 Kentucky 42.6
46 New Jersey 58.7 46 West Virginia 42.9
47 Connecticut 60.9 47 South Carolina 433
48 New York 61.0 48 Arkansas 43,7
49 Rhode Island 61.1 49 North Carolina 440
50 Massachusetts 63.0 50 Alabama 44,8
51 District of Columbia 68.5 51 Mississippi 45,1
United States 42.0 United States 34.8

Source: National Centerfor Health Statistics. Calculations by Children's Defense Fund.
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Black infants were far more
likely than other infants to be
bom to unmarried women in
1984, The proBortlon of births
to unmarried black women In
the state with the highest
Percentage was more than six
imes gréater than that in the
state with the lowest
percentage.

In all states with a significant
number of black births to
teens In 1984, the vast

majorit occurred to un-
married women. In twenty of
forty-one states, 90 percent or
more occurred to unmarried
women, However, in all states
In 1984, the majority of births
to black unmarried women
occurred to those older than
fwenty.

CHILDREN'S DEFENSE

TABLE 2.19A
Percent of All Infants Bom to

FUND

Unmarried Mothers, Black, 1984

Hank
1

O©oO~NT 0w

10

12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44

State Name

Hawaii

Wyoming
New Mexico
Colorado
Utah
Washington
Texas
Nevada
Kansas

West Virginia
Arizona
South Carolina
Oklahoma
North Carolina
Rhode Island
Michigan
Massachusetts
California
Louisiana
Virginia
Oregon
Georgia
Alabama
Minnesota
Mississippi
Arkansas
lowa

New York
Kentucky
Maryland
New Jersey
Florida
Tennessee
Connecticut
Ohio
Delaware
Nebraska
Indiana
District of Columbia
Missouri
Wisconsin
Pennsylvania
Illinois

United States

Rate
11.6

34.0
34.9
39.8
39.9
41.2
47.7
48.9
51.6
52.0
52.5
53.0
53.2
53.4
54.8
55.0
55.4
55.6
55.8
55.8
56.4
56.8
57.0
58.1
59.9
60.3
60.7
61.4
61.5
61.9
62.7
63.1
64.0
64.2
64.7
65.2
66.2
66.5
66.8
68.3
69.8
70.2
70.9

59.2

Source: National Center/or Health Statistics. Calculations by Children's Defense Fund.
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TABLE 2.19B

Percent of Births to Teens that Were
to Unmarried Mothers, Black, 1984

Rank
\1weqee

State Name

New Mexico
Colorado
Washington
Texas

Kansas
Nevada
Michigan
Oklahoma
California
Louisiana
Delaware
West Virginia
Arizona
North Carolina
Arkansas
South Carolina
Virginia
Georgia
Alabama
Kentucky
Mississippi
Florida
Connecticut
New York
Massachusetts
Rhode Island
Nebraska
Oregon

Ohio

lowa
Tennessee

District of Columbia

New Jersey
Minnesota
Indiana
Pennsylvania
Wisconsin
Maryland
lllinois
Missouri

United States

Rate

74.6
79.3
80.6
80.8
81.5
83.4
84.4
84.6
85.6
86.5
86.7
87.1
88.1
88.2
88.3
88.3
88.8
89.0
89.3
89.7
90.0
90.4
91.6
91.7
92.1
92.4
92.5
92.5
92.6
92.7
92.8
92.8
93.8
93.9
93.9
94.0
94.2
94.6
94.7
94.8

89.5

Percent of All Unmarried I\/{

ank

R

1
2
P.A
4
5
6
7
8

79

TABLE 2.19C

thers

0
who Were Teens, Black, 1984

State Name Rate
California 28.2
New York 28.3
laska . 28.8
District of Columbia ---29.8
Massachusetts 31.2
Washington 31.9
Connecticut 32,5
Pennsylvania 32.8
Rhode Island 32.8
Maryland 33.0
Oregon 33.7
Ohio 33.8
Virginia 34.1
Colorado 34.1
Minnesota 34.3
Kansas 34.6
Delaware 35.8
Florida 35.9
lllinois 36.1
Kentucky 36.1
Tennessee 36.2
Indiana 36.3
West Virginia 36.3
Oklahoma 36.5
Michigan 36.6
New Jersey 36.6
Missouri 36.8
lowa 37.6
Arizona 37.8
Nebraska 38.1
Louisiana 38.4
Wisconsin 38.9
Alabama 39.7
Georgia 40.4
South Carolina 41.0
North Carolina 41.6
New Mexico 41.8
Texas 42.0
Arkansas 43.0
Mississippi 43.2
Nevada 43.2
United States 35.7

Source; National Centerfor Health Statistics. Calculations by Children's Defense Fund.
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BJrths to unmarried mothers

were far more common among

nonwhites than whites in

1984. In twenty-five states and

the District of Columbia 50
percent or more of all non-
white births were to unmar-
ried women.

In all but one state in 1984,
more than 50 percent of
births to nonwhite teens were
to unmarried women.

Out of all births to nonwhite,
unmarried women, only about
%B%Ath”d occurred to teens in

CHILDREN'S DEFENSE FUND

TABLE 2.20A

Percent of Infants Bom to
Unmarried Mothers, Nonwhite, 1984

Rank Slate Name Rate
1 New Hampshire 12.9
2 Idaho 19.5
3 Utah 20.2
4 Hawaii 21.2
5 Maine 22.6
6 Wyoming 27.1
7 Colorado 29.0
8 Washington 29.6
9 Oregon 32.3
10 Nevada 33.1
11 California 33.6
12A~AAlaska-" 1 A~ N.e-A?23C71r35.0
13 Oklahoma 36.8
14 North Dakota 41.1
15 Rhode Island 41.4
16 Texas 41,8
17 Kansas 42.0
18 Minnesota 44.1
19 Massachusetts 44.1
20 lowa 45.0
21 New Mexico 46.0
22 Montana 46.1
23 West Virginia 46.3
24 Arizona 47.4
25 Michigan 50.7
26 North Carolina 50.8
27 Virginia 50.9
28 South Carolina 52.1
29 =m Louisiana 53.7
30 New York 54.8
31 South Dakota 54.9
32 Georgia 55.2
33 Nebraska 55.3
34 New Jersey 55.5
35 Alabama 56.1
36 Wisconsin 57.4
37 Kentucky 57.5
38 Maryland 57.9
39 Arkansas 58.0
40 Connecticut 58.4
41 Mississippi 59.1
42 Florida 60.5
43 Ohio 60.8
44 Indiana 61.9
45 Tennessee 61.9
46 Delaware 62.9
47 Missouri 64.1
48 Pennsylvania 64.6
49 Illinois 65.2
50 District of Columbia 66.0

United States 50.8

Source: National Centerfor Health Statistics. Calculations by Children's Defense Fund.
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TABLE 2.20B

Percent of Births to Teens that Were
Nonwhite,

to Unmarried Mothers,
1984

ank

R
1
2
3
4
5
6

8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48

State Name

Idaho
Utah
Wyoming
Oklahoma
Colorado
Hawaii

Nevada
Washington
Kansas

North Dakota
Oregon
California
South Dakota
Texas

New Mexico
Montana
Arizona
Minnesota
Michigan
Rhode Island
West Virginia
Louisiana
lowa

North Carolina
Delaware
Arkansas
Wisconsin
Virginia
South Carolina
Georgia
Alabama
Kentucky
Nebraska
Mississippi
Florida
Massachusetts
Connecticut
New York
Ohio
Tennessee

District of Columbia

Indiana

New Jersey
Pennsylvania
Missouri
Illinois
Maryland

United States

av'tVIi.R

Rate

42.2
50.4
50.5
62.0
66.9
67.5
QS

69.7
72.1
73.5
74.5
75.2
75.9
77.1
78.S
78.9
79.1
80.8
82.1
82.3
82.8
85.1
85.4
86.1
86.3
86.5
87.0
87.4
87.8
87.8
88.7
88.9
89.0
89.0
89.6
89.7
90.2
90.3
90.9
91.6
91.9
92.6
93.0
93.0
93.2
93.8
94.0
94.0

86.4

1’ABLE 2.20C

Percent of Al Unmarried Mothers
who Were Tee ns, Nonwhite, 1984

R
1
2
3
4

5

State Name

California
New York
South Dakota

District of Colu. mbla

New Mexico

fcp.-iatj-L.Alaska.__*

7
8

9

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48

Massachusetts
Utah
Connecticut
Washington
Maryland
Arizona
Colorado
North Dakoti!
Pennsylvania.
Rhode Island
Minnesota
Ohio

Virginia
Idaho

Oregon
Montana
Kansas
Hawaii
Florida
Delaware
lllinois
Kentucky
Tennessee
Indiana

West Virginia
New Jersey
Michigan
Missouri
Nebraska
lowa
Oklahoma
Wisconsin
Louisiana
Alabama
Wyoming
Georgia
South Carolina
Nevada

North Carolina
Texas
Arkansas
Mississippi

United States

Source; National CenterJor Health Statistics. Calculations by Children's Defense Fund.

tI\

Rate

27.6
28.1
28.9
29.8
30.3

81

30.9-*

30.9
30.9
32.2
325
32.6
32.7
32.7
32.8
32.8
33.5
33.6
33.9
34.0
34.1
C4.2
34.4
34.6
35.6
35.9
36.0
36.0
36.0
36.2
36.2
36.3
36.6
36.6
36.7
37.2
37.2
37.8
38.1
38.3
39.7
40.3
40.3
40.9
41.2
41.4
41.7
42.9
43.2

35.3
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In 1986, levels for AFDC
payment and | vledicaid
coverage for f2unllies with no
other Income were extremely
low. The unw elghted national
average among states was only
47.4 percent of the federal
poverty IeveI In no state did
Pa(}/ment evels ireach_the
ederal ovelrty level. Thirty-
two sta e? in tained
payment eves 1ess than 50
ercento the federal Ipoverty
evel fora familjrof th

The standard o fneed is the
threshold fordetermmm% _
AFDC and M?d |cald eligibility
for most familieis with
children. In the oiy it reflects
the amount a family would
need to subsis’cbuf in most
states 1t is mu ch lower. In
1986 the standard of need in
Alabama was $$'384 a month
for a family of three 5505
Per?ent of the: federa poverty
evel).

In 1986, payment levels to
AFDC recipi ents were so low
that in mofe than half of the
states, actu al payments did
not. meet their own official
definition of the amount a
family would need to subsist.
The payme nt level in Alabhama
was only 31 percent of its
standard. of need, which was
only 50J5 percent_of the federal
poverty level (see Table 2.21b).
In dolfcirs, |d||s meant a
Pa m nt? $118 per month
or a family of three.

CHILDREN'S DEFENSE FUND

TABLE 2.21A

AFDC Maximum Payment Levels*
and Medicaid Coverage for Families

with No Ot

her Income as a Percent

of the Federal Poverty Level, 1986

Rank

© O ~NOUOP~,WN

10
11
12
Wz
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51

State Name

California
Vermont
Connecticut
Wisconsin
Minnesota
Rhode Island
New York
Washington
Michigan
Massachusetts
Hawaii

New Jersey
Oregon
Kansas

Maine

New Hampshire
Pennsylvania
lowa

Utah

North Dakota
Wyoming
Montana
Virginia
Nebraska
Colorado
Illinois
Maryland
South Dakota
District of Columbia
Oklahoma
Idaho

Ohio

Delaware
Arizona
Nevada
Missouri

New Mexico
Indiana
Florida

West Virginia
North Carolina
Georgia

South Carolina
Kentucky
Arkansas
Louisiana
Texas
Tennessee
Mississippi
Alabama

Percent

77.2
76.7
74.9
72.9
69.5
66.2
65.4
64.7
63.9
56.8
53.5
53.2
52.2
51.8
51.2
51.2
50.3
50.1
49.5
48.8
47.4
46.6
46.6
46.1
45.5
44.9
43.3
43.3
43.0
40.8
40.0
39.7
39.2
38.6
37.5
36.1i
33.9
33.7
33.2
32.8
324
29.3
26.2
25.9
25.3
25.0
24.2
20.1
15.8
155

*AU AFDC recipients are entitled to Medicaid coverage.

Source: National Center/or Health Statistics. Calculations by Children's Defense Fund.



CHILDREN'S DEFENSE FUND

States’ Standard of Need as a

TABLE 2.21B

Percent of the Federal Poverty Level,
1986

Rank

R R OO~NOOOOR~WNR
o

=

14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29

31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51

State Name

Vermont
Washington
Utah

lllinois
District of Columbia
Ohio
Wisconsin
Michigan
Arizona
Pennsylvania
Louisiana

California
Texas
Connecticut
Idaho

Maine
Minnesota
Rhode Island
lowa

New York

West Virginia
North Carolina
Oklahoma
Maryland
Massachusetts
Montana
Colorado
Hawaii

New Jersey
Florida
Oregon
Kansas
Virginia

New Hampshire
Alabama
North Dakota
South Carolina
Georgia
Wyoming
Nebraska
Tennessee
South Dakota
Missouri
Indiana
Delaware
Mississippi
Nevada

New Mexico
Arkansas
Kentucky

Rate

116.2
102.2
91.2
89.5
86.1
85.8
84.3
82.8
81.7
80.8
78.9

77.2
75.5
74.9
72.9
70.5
69.5
66.2
65.4
65.4
65.4
64.7
62.0
59.9
57.8
56.3
55.4
53.5
53.2
52.6
52.2
51.8
51.7
51.2
50.5
48.8
48.6
48.2
47.4
46.1
44.6
43.3
41.1
40.4
39.2
37.6
37.5
33.9
30.8
25.9

,_,
- X
@
>
=~

© 0O ~NO O WN

GO PAPEPPEEPPELEDDEDDDPWOWWWWWWWWWNNNNNNNDNDNDDN [

TABLE 2.21C

AFDC Payment Level as a Perce
the AFDC Standard of Nee

State Name

Alaska..- . .. L
California
Connecticut
Delaware
Hawaii

Kansas
Kentucky
Minnesota
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Dakota
Oregon

Rhode Island
South Dakota
Wyoming
Massachusetts
Virginia
Missouri
Wisconsin
Indiana
Montana
Colorado
Arkansas
Michigan

lowa

Maine
Maryland
Vermont
Oklahoma
Washington
Florida
Pennsylvania
Georgia

Idaho

Utah

South Carolina
lllinois

West Virginia
District of Columbia
Norih Carolina
Arizona

Ohio
Tennessee
Mississippi
Texas
Louisiana
Alabama

Source: National CenterJor Health Statistics. Calculations by Children's Defense Fund.

e
d

83

nt of
. 1986

Rate

. _ 100.0J
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0

98.4
90.1
87.8
86.4
83.4
82.7
82.2
82.1
77.3
76.7
72.6
72.3
66.0
65.8
63.3
63.0
62.2
60.9
54.9
54.3
53.9
50.1
50.1
50.0
50.0
47.2
46.3
45.1
42.0
32.1
31.7
30.7



CHILDREN'S DEFENSE FUND

TABLE 2.21D

Percent of WIC Financially Eligible
Population Served, 1986

Rank State Name Rate
1 Vermont 76.5
2 Connecticut 65.3
3 Wyoming 628
4 Mississippi 57.1
5 Ohio 56.9
6 Nevada 53.2
In no state were all women 7 Rhode Island 50.1
and Ch”dren W 0 were 8 District of Columbia 49.8
flnan?lally ellglble for WIC S0 el oshire oy
actually serve y the program 11 Minnesota 48.7
In 1986. In forty-four statés, 12 Wisconsin 48.3
fewer than 50 percent of 13 Minois are
eligible women and children e e I
Were Served 16 North Carolina 43.2
17 West Virginia 42.7
18 lowa 420
19 Massachusetts 41.5
20 Louisiana 41.1
21 New York 40.8
22 Alabama 40.7
23 Maryland 40.7
24 Maine 40.6
25 North Dakota 40.4
26 South Carolina 39.5
27 Kansas 39.2
28 Delaware 39.1
29 Tennessee 39.0
30 Virginia 39.0
31 Montana 38.6
32 Kentucky 38.1
33 New Jersey 37.9
34 Colorado 37.3
35 Texas 36.5
36 Oklahoma 36.0
37 Indiana 35.8
38 Oregon 35.1
39 Florida 34.8
40 Missouri 34.5
41 Nebraska 33.8
42 Arkansas 32.8
43 South Dakota 32.4
44 Washington 315
45 California 31.1
46 Utah 31.1
47 Arizona 28.4
48 Idaho 28.1
49'wr—Alaska- --H
50 New Mexico 24.9
51 Hawaii 227
Uhlted States 40.4

Source: National Centerfor Health Statistics. Calculations by Children's Defense Fund.
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TABLE Z22A

Infant Mortality Rates for Cities of
500,000+ Population, All Races, 1984

Rank City Name

1 San Jose

2 San Francisco
3 Columbus

4 San Diego

5 Phoenix

6 Los Angeles

7 Boston

8 Dallas

9 Jacksonville
10 Houston

11 San Antonio
12 New York City
13 Indianapolis
14 Milwaukee

15 Memphis

16 Philadelphia
17 New Orleans
18 Chicago

19 Baltimore

20 Cleveland

21 Detroit

22 District of Columbia

In general, infant mortality in
the’United States’ largest Cit-
les tends to be more Serious

than for the nation as a whole.

Only five of the twen%y-two
largest cities had 1984 infant
mortality rates e(i

than thé national average
(10.8 deaths per 1,000 live
births).

ual to or less

Rate

7.9

8.8

9.6

9.7

9.9
11.0
11.7
11.7
11.9
11.9
12.8
13.0
13.3
14.2
14.8
155
16.0
16.5
16.8
16.8
20.9
21.0

TABLE 2.22B

85

Infant Mortality Rates for Cities of
500,000+ Population, White* 1984

Rank City Name

1 Memphis

2 Columbus

3 San Jose

4 San Francisco
5 San Diego

6 Los Angeles
7 Philadelphia
8 Indianapolis
9 Phoenix

10 Jacksonville
11 Dallas

12 Cleveland

13 Boston

14 Houston

15 New Orleans
16 Chicago

17 Milwaukee
18 New York City
19 San Antonio
20 Baltimore
21 Detroit

The disparity between black
and white infant mortality
rates in the United States
twenty-two Iar?_est cities in
1984 was startling. The
hlghest white infant mortality
rafe among the cities (13.8 |
deaths per” 1,000 live births in
Detroit) was nearly identical to
the lowest large Ci Y black rate
that year (13.5 deaths per
1,000 live births in -~
Columbus). In seven cities
black infant mortality rates
were more than twice as high
as white rates.

* Washington, D.C. was not ranked because there were too few white Infant deaths to calculate a reliable rate.

Source: National Centerfor Health Statistics. Calculations by Children's Defense Fund.

Rate

7.8
8.3
8.3
8.5
8.8
9,2
9.2
9.4
9.4
9.5
9,7
10.2
10.4
10.6
10.8
li.i
11.7
11,7
125
13.2
13.8
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TABLE 2.22C TABLE 2.22D
Infant Mortality Rates for Cities of Infant Mortality Rates for Cities of

500,000+ Population, Nonwhite* 1984 500,000+ Population, Black* 1984
Rank City Name Rate Rank City Name Rate
1 San Francisco 9.0 1 Columbus 135
2 San Diego 11.9 2 Boston 14.6
3 Columbus 12.8 3 New York City 15.6
4 Boston 134 4 Dallas 15.7
5 New York City 14.6 5 Houston 16.7
6 Houston 14.6 6 Jacksonville 16.8
7 Dallas 15.2 7 San Diego 18.1
8 Los Angeles 15.6 8 New Orleans 185
9 Jacksonville 16.3 9 Milwaukee 185
10 New Orleans 17.9 10 Baltimore 18.7
11 Milwaukee 18.1 11 Memphis 19.3
12 Baltimore 18.5 12 Los Angeles 19.9
13 Memphis 19.2 13 Philadelphia 22.3
14 Chicago 215 14 Chicago 22.6
15 Philadelphia 21.8 15 Cleveland 23.2
16 Cleveland 23.0 16 Detroit 23.7
17 Detroit 23.3 17 District of Columbia 24.3
18 Indianapolis 23.6 18 Indianapolis 245
19 District of Columbia 24.1

Infant mortality rates can vaiy
dramatically even within
states. For example, in 1984

In 1984 there was a substan-
tial disparity in infant mortal-

|[t)y rates among cities. The
istrict of ColUmbia's non-
white infant mortality rate, the
highest among the twenty-two
Iarg?stt(r:]ltlestm 1984, V\t/as
nearly three times greater
than ){he nonwh_ltegrate In San
Francisco, the city with the
lowest rate_that year. Similarly,
Indianapolis, the city with the
highest black infant mortality
rae, had a rate that was 1.3
times higher than the black
rate in Columbus and 1.6
times higher than the rate in

Dallas.

there was a remarkable differ-
ence in infant mortality rates

between Colum

Cleveland, Ohio.
Cleveland was 1.7
I%/hto die in the

hom In
times more like
first year of life
In Columbus.

bus, ORlo and

Ablack infant

an one bom

*The following cities were not ranked because there were too few Infant deaths to calculate a reliable rate: for nonwhites. Phoenix
San Antonio, and San Jose; for blacks, Phoenix. San Antonio. San Francisco, and San Jose.

Source: National Centerfor Health Statistics. Calculations by Children's Defense Fund.
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TABLE 2.23A
Percent of All

Ahs to Mothers

Under 20, for CIt!* of 500,000 +

Population, All Races, 1984

Rank City Name

1 Staten Island
2 Queens

3 San Francisco
4 San Diego

5 San Jose

6 Manhattan

7 New York City *
8 Los Angeles

9 Boston

10 Brooklyn

11 Columbus

12 Jacksonville
13 Phoenix

14 Houston

15 Indianapolis
16 Bronx

17 Milwaukee

18 Philadelphia
19 District of Columbia
20 Memphis

21 San Antonio
22 New Orleans
23 Dallas

24 Chicago

25 Cleveland

26 Detroit

27 Baltimore

There were substantial dispar-
ities among the nation’s larg-
est cities In the percentage, Of
births_to teens of all races in

4. The proportion in Balti-
more is nearly four times
higher than that In Staten
Island. Baltimore had the
highest progortlon of births to
teens In 1 2 percent),

n 1982 (24.2 ercent) and’in
1984 (23.7 percent).

'These tables Include glata on blr%hs to teens L r New Y rk City
yn. Ma attan

boroughs of the city ot New York (Bronx. Broo

Rate

6.1

8.0

8.1

9.6
10.7
111
121
12.5
133
13.4
14.4
16.1
16.1
16.2
16.6
17.2
17.6
17.9
18.0
18.5
18.6
18.7
191
19.1
19.6
20.4
23.7

TABLE 2.23B

Percent of All Births to Mothers
Under 20, for Cities of 500,000 +

Population, White, 1984

Rank City Name

1 District of Columbia
2 Staten Island
3 Queens

4 San Francisco
5 New Orleans
6 Manhattan

7 San Diego

8 Memphis

9 New York City*
10 Milwaukee

11 Boston

12 Brooklyn

13 Chicago

14 Philadelphia
15 Columbus

16 Los Angeles
17 San Jose

18 Jacksonville
19 Detroit

20 Indianapolis
21 Dallas

22 Houston

23 Phoenix

24 Baltimore

25 Cleveland

26 Bronx

27 San Antonio

The disparities between the
Percentage of black births to
eens and the percentage of
white births to teens varied
greatly among cities. For
example, the proportion of
births to teens was five times
greater for blacks than for
whites in the District of
Columbia three times (I;reater
for blacks than for whites In
I\/Illwaukee and |n New Orleans,
and onl ¥ a small fraction

greater Tor blacks than for
whltes in the Bronx and in
San Jose.

sawhole nd. In adtliitio . break out the data for the five
ueens, an Staten Isandy.

Source: National Centerfor Health Statistics. Calculations by Children's Defense Fund.

Rate

4.1
4.6
5.1
6.3
7.7
8.2
8.6
8.9
9.5
10.0
10.0
10.3
11.4
11.6
11.7
11.7
11.8
12.4
13.0
131
14.2
14.3
14.9
151
15.2
16.8
18.3

87
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TABLE 2.23C TABLE 2.23D
Percent of All Births to Mothers Percent of All Births to Mothers
Under 20, for Cities of 500,000 + Under 20, for Cities ?<f 500,000+
Population, Nonwhite, 1984 Population, Black, 1984
Rank City Name Rate Rank City Name Rate
1 San Jose 7.6 1 San Jose 14.9
2 San Francisco 9.6 2 Queens 16.0
3 San Diego 12.0 3 Brooklyn 175
4 Queens 12.6 4 New York City* 17.6
5 Staten Island 14.3 5 San Diego 17.7
6 Los Angeles 14.6 6 Manhattan 18.1
7 Manhattan 15.2 7 Staten Island 18.4
8 New York City* 15.7 8 Bronx 18.7
9 Brooklyn 16.6 9 Los Angeles 19.5
10 Boston 17.4 10 Boston 19.8
11 Bronx 17.8 11 District of Columbia 215
12 Houston 20.1 12 San Francisco 21.9
13 Columbus 211 13 Columbus 22.6
14 District of Columbia 21.2 14 Houston 23.0
15 San Antonio 21.8 15 Detroit 23.2
16 New Orleans 22.8 16 New Orleans 235
17 Detroit 23.0 17 Jacksonville 235
18 Jacksonville 23.0 18 San Antonio 23.7
19 Cleveland 23.6 19 Cleveland 24.0
20 Philadelphia 24.2 20 Memphis 24.6
21 Memphis 24.3 21 Philadelphia 25.3
22 Phoenix 24.6 22 Indianapolis 26.7
23 Indianapolis 25.9 23 Chicago 21.6
24 Chicago 26.3 24 Baltimore 28.1
25 Dallas 27.5 25 Phoenix 28.1
26 Baltimore 27.8 26 Dallas 29.0
27 Milwaukee 29.0 27 Milwaukee 30.2

The composition of a city’s
nonwhlte_pQPuIatlon ma)é_be
reflected in its trends in Dirths
to_teens. For example, cities
with Iargée Asian populations,
such as™San Jose and San
Francisco, had the lowest pro-
partions of births tq teens in
1984. This pattern is consist-
ent with national trends in
Asian births to teens.

Some cities had startlingl
high proportions of b_IaCC1<y _
births tQ teens. In Philadelphia
and Indiapapolis one in four
black births was to a teen
mother in 1984. In Dallas and
Milwaukeg births to teens
accounted for nearly one-third
of all black births.

‘These tables Include data on birt(rés to teens for New York City as a whole and. In additiogl, break out the data for the five

boroughs of the city of New York

ronx. Brooklyn, Manhattan. Queens, and Staten Islana).

Source: National Center/or Health Statistics. Calculations by Children's Dejense Fund
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ALABAMA
State Fact Sheet, 1984

. White Nonwhlte Total
BII’thS Black Total
To all women 38,291 20,553 20.926 59.217
To all women age 19 and under 5.519 5,213 5,243 10.762
To women under age 15 62 202 204 266
(As percentage ofall births)
To women age 19 and under 14.4% 25.4% 25.1% 18.2%
To women under age 15 0.2 1.0 1.0 0.4
Percentage of births that are low birthweight
To all women 5.7% 12.1% 12.0% 7.9%
To women age 19 and under 7.0 14.6 14.6 10.7
Percentage ofall low-bIrthwelght births:
To women age 19 and under 17.6% 30.6% 30.4% 24.5%
Percentage of babies bcm to women who began
prenatal care In thefirst trimester
To all women 81.5% 58.8% 59.0% 73.6%
To women age 19 and under 60.0 42.4 42.4 51.5
Percentage of babies bom to women who began
prenatal care In the third trimester or not at alt
To all women 3.9% , 9.5% 9.5% 5.9%
To women age 19 and under 8.9 15.3 15.3 12.0
Infant deaths per 1.000 line births
Total Infant deaths 9.7 19.2 18.9 12.9
Neonatal deaths 6.9 12.2 121 8.7
Postneonatal deaths 2.7 7.0 6.8 4.2

To meet the Surgeon General's 1990 goal for Infant mortality for all races, Alabama will have to Improve Its
rate of progress slightly. It will meet the goal for whites, but for nonwhites and blacks will have to Increase lIts
rate of progress by 1.5 times. The state will meet the goal for neonatal mortality. To meet the goal for
postneonatal mortality, the state will have to double Its current rate of progress, To meet the goal for low-
birthwelght births for all races, Alabama will have to Improve Its rate of progress by 6 times, and for blacks
and nonwhites by a multiple of 10. The state will have to Improve Its rate of progress by 1.5 times for whites to
meet the low birthweight goal To meet the goal for prenatal care, the state will have to multiply Its current rate
of progress by 7.

Source: National Centerfor Health Statistics. Calculations by Children's Defense Fund.
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ALABAMA
Medicaid, AFDC, and WIC Fact Sheet, 1986

Medicaid Coverage Standards AFDC Financial Standards

Benefits provided to: Yes No AFDC monthly standard
ofneedfor afamily ofthree:

¢ All children under age 18
who meet AFDC financial $38400
eligibility requirements o u

¢ As a percent of the

¢ Medically needy children monthly federal poverty

and pregnant women o u level ($760.00):

AFDC Coverage Standards >L

Program Includes benefits to: AFDC monthly benefit level

for afamily ofthree:

* Pregnant women, with no $118 00

other children, from the

sixth month or later O ]
¢ As a percent of the

monthly federal poverty
level ($760.00):

16%

¢ Two-paient unemployed
families ug =

State-Funded Cash Assistance
For Pregnant \WWomen

State offers non-AFDC cash
assistance to pregnant women:

* As apercent of the
monthly standard of
need ($384.00):

31%

* From medical verification
If prior to sixth month O B

WIC Coverage

Women and children served
as a percentage of the
eligible population:

41%

* Based on pregnancy status
alone*

*Some states that have elected to make cash payments to pregnant women prior to the sixth month of pregnancy set
additional eligibility criteria such as disability, thereby disqualifying many pregnant women. Other states require only
financial eligibility and proof of pregnancy.



MWidiCjud ~ 'd

CHILDREN'S DEFENSE FUND

ALASKA
State Fact Sheet, 1984

. White Nonwhite Total
BII’thS Black Total
To ail women 8,921 512 3,534 12.455
To all women age 19 and under 649 70 550 1,199
To women under age 15 4 — 4 8
Teen Births
(As percentage of all births)
To women age 19 and under 7.3% 13,7% 15.6% 9.6%
To women under age 15 — — 0.1 0.1
Low-Blrthwelght Births
Percentage of births that are low birthweight

t/r

To all women 4'3% *7.1% ,.y 4.8%
To women age 19 and under 6.2

Percentage ofall low-blrthwelght births:

To women age 19 and under fSISO/CB[ S S S I 12.3%
Prenatal Care

Percentage of babies bom to women who began
prenatal care In thefirst trimester:

To all women 78.8% 69.8% 67.4% 75.7%
To women age 19 and under 58.4 f48.2 56.5 57.5

Percentage of babies bom to women who began
prenatal care In the third trimester or not at alb

To all women 3.6% - 8.0% 4.8%
To women age 19 and under 7.9 13-4 10.4

Infant Mortality

Infant deaths per 1,000 Hue births

Total Infant deaths 9.3 - '16,1"i 11.2
Neonatal deaths 4.7 - - 5.7
Postneonatal deaths 4.6 — - 55

Alaska will meet the Surgeon General's 1990 goal for Infant mortality for all races and whites but will have to
increase the rate of progress by 7 times for nonwhitcs. The'3tate'already has met the goal for neonatatf
mortality but will not meet the goal for postneonatal mortality because It Is moving in the wrong direction. It
»already has met the goals for low-birthwelglit births for all races, whites, nonwhites, and blacks, TcHneet"*thd'

. . . H "k
f goal for prenatal care, the state will r.la\./evtﬁ |E_%Ir<((enalsee“{t|srvc_u«rlre nt rate o?f progress-by 35t|m es.

Source: National Centerfor Health Statistics. Calculations by Children's Defense Fund.
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ALASKA
Medicaid, .AFDC, and WIC Fact Sheet, 1986

Medicaid Coverage Standards AFDC Financial Standards

Benefits provided to: Yes No AFDC monthly standard
ojneedJorafamily ofthree:

* All children under age 18
who meet AFDC finagncial $74000
eligibility requirements m 0

¢ As a percent of the

¢ Medically needy children monthly federal poverty

and pregnant women o = level ($950.00):

AFDC Coverage Standards 1o

) AFDC monthly benefit level
Program Includes benejlts to:

for afamily ofthree:

¢ Pregnant women, with no $74000

other children, from the

sixth month or later =0 * As a percent of the
monthly federal poverty
. Two.-.parent unemployed level ($950.00):
families o =

. 78%
State-Funded Cash Assistance ’
For Pregnant Women As a percent of the

monthly standard of
State offers non-AFDC cash need ($740.00):

assistance to pregnant women:
. e 100%
« From medical verification
if prior to sixth month n 0O

WIC Coverage

Women and children 3erved
as a percentage of the
eligible population:

28%

« Based on pregnancy status
alone* 0

’Some states that have elected to make cash payments to pregnant women prior to the sixth month of pregnancy set
addlUonal eligibility criteria such as disability, thereby disqualifying many pregnant women. Other states require only
financial eligibility and proof of pregnancy.
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Year

1940
1941
1942
1943
1944
1945
1946
1947
1948
1949
1950
1951
1952
1953
1954
1955
1956
1957
1958
1959
1960
1961
1962
1963
1964
1965
1966
1967
1968
1969
1970
1971
1972
1973
1974
1975
1976
1977
1978
1979
1980
1981
1982
1983
1984

TABLE 3.1

Infant Mortality Rates, by Race, US., 1940-1984

All

Races

47.0
45.3
40.4
40.4
39.8
38.3
33.8
32.2
32.0
31.3
29.2
28.4
28.4
27.8
26.6
26.4
26.0
26.3
27.1
26.4
26.0
25.3
25.3
25.2
24.8
24.7
23.7
22.4
21.8
20.9
20.0
19.1
18.5
17.7
16.7
16.1
15.2
14.1
13.8
13.1
12.6
11.9
115
11.2
10.8

Source: National CenterJar Health Statistics.

White

43.2
41.2
37.3
375
36.9
35.6
31.8
30.1
29.9
28.9
26.8
25.8
25.5
25.0
23.9
23.6
23.2
23.3
23.8
23.2
22.9
22.4
22.3
22.2
21.6
'21.5
20.6
19.7
19.2
18.4
17.8
171
16.4
15.8
14.8
14.2
13.3
12.3
12.P
11.4
11.0
10.5
101
9.7
9.4

Black

72.9
74.1
64.2
615
59.3
56.2
48.G
47.7
45.7
46.8
43.9
44.3
46.9
44.5
42.9
43.1
42.4
44.2
46.3
44.8
44.3
41.8
42.6
42.8
42.3
41.7
40.2
37.5
36.2
34.8
32.6
30.3
29.6
28.1
26.8
26.2
25.5
23.6
23.1
21.8
21.4
20.0
19.6
19.2
18.4

Nonwhite

Total

73.8
74.8
64.6
62.5
60.3
57.0
49.5
48.5
46.5
47.3
445
44.8
47.0
44.7
42.9
42.8
42.1
43.7
45.7
44.0
43.2
40.7
41.4
41.5
41.1
40.3
38.8
35.9
345
32.9
30.9
28.5
27.7
26.2
24.9
24.2
235
21.7
211
19.8
19.1
17.8
17.3
16.8
16.1

195

Ratio of
Black to
White

1.69
1.80
1.72
1.64
161
1.58
153
1.58
1.53
1.62
1.64
1.72
1.84
1.78
1.79
1.83
1.83
1.90
1.95
1.93
1.93
1.87
191
1.93
1.96
1.94
1.95
1.90
1.89
1.89
1.83
1.77
1.80
1.78
181
1.85
1.92
1.92
1.93
191
1.95
1.90
1.94
1.98
1.96
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TABLE 3.2
Neonatal I\/Ioréallte)/ Rates5 by Race, U.S,
Selected Years, 1950-1984

Ratio of

All Nonwhite Black to

Year Races W hite Black Thbtal White
1950 20.5 19.4 27.8 27.5 1.43
1955 19.1 17.7 273 27.2 1.57
1960 18.7 17.2 27.8 26.9 1.62
1961 18.4 16.9 26.2 26.2 1.55
1962 18.3 16.9 27.1 26.1 1.60
1963 18.2 16.7 27.0 26.1 1.62
1964 17.9 16.2 27.4 26.5 1.69
1965 17.7 16.1 26.5 25.4 1.65
1966 17.2 15.6 25.9 24.8 1.66
1967 16.5 15.0 25.0 23.8 1.67
1968 16.1 14.7 24.3 23.0 1.65
1969 15.6 14.2 23.9 22.5 1.68
1970 15.1 13.8 22.8 21.4 1.65
1971 14.2 13.0 21.0 19.6 1.62
1972 13.6 12.4 20.7 19.2 1.67
1973 13.0 11.8 19.3 17.9 1.64
1974 12.3 111 18.7 17.2 1.68
1975 11.6 10.4 18.3 16.8 1.76
1976 10.9 9.7 17.9 16.3 1.85
1977 9.9 8.7 16.1 14.7 1.85
1978 9.5 8.4 155 14.0 1.85
1979 8.9 7.9 14.3 12.9 1.81
1980 8.5 7.5 14.1 12.5 1.88
1981 8.0 7.1 13.4 11.8 1.89
1982 7.7 6.8 13.1 11.3 1.93
1983 7.3 6.4 12.4 10.8 1.94
1984 7.0 6.2 11.8 10.2 1.90

Source: National Centerfor Health Statistics.
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TABLE 3.3

Postneonatal Mortality Rates, by Race, U.S,
Selected Years, 1950-1

Ratio of
. Nonwhtte
mi
Year Races W hite Black Total White
1950 8.7 7.4 16.1 17.0 2.18
1955 7.3 5.9 15.3 15.6 2.59
1960 7.3 5.7 16.5 16.3 2.89
1961 6.9 5.5 14.7 14.5 2.67
1962 7.0 5.4 15.5 15.3 2.87
1963 7.0 5.5 15.8 15.4 2.87
1964 6.9 5.4 14.8 14.6 2.74
1965 7.0 54 15.2 14.9 2.81
1966 6.5 5.0 14.3 14.0 2.86
1967 5.9 4.7 125 12.1 2.66
1968 5.7 4.5 11.9 11.5 2.64
1969 5.3 4.2 10.8 104 2.57
1970 4.9 4.0 9.9 9.5 2.48
1971 4.9 4.1 9.3 8.9 2.27
1972 4.9 4.0 8.9 8.5 2.23
1973 4.7 4.0 8.8 8.3 2.20
1974 4.4 3.7 8.1 7.7 2.19
1975 45 3.8 7.9 7.4 2.08
1976 4.3 3.6 7.6 7.2 2.11
1977 4.2 3.6 7.6 7.0 211
1978 4.3 3.6 7.6 7.1 2.11
1979 4.2 3.5 7.5 «.9 2.14
1980 4.1 3.5 7.3 6.6 2.09
1981 3.9 3.4 6.6 6.0 1.94
1982 3.8 3.3 6.5 6.0 1.97
1983 3.9 3.3 6.8 6.0 2.06
1984 3.8 3.2 6.6 5.9 2.06

Source: National Centerfor Health Statistics.



