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mortality and differ slgnlflcandy from those of countries with better 
records. A study of maternity policies for working women In seventy-five 
countries (Including all Industrialized countries and some developing 
nations) found that 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 necessities such as medical and nutritional care, and 
some form of Income support or protection (such as a family allowance or 
a parental leave policy).11

The powerful Influence that a nation's social policies can have on the 
health of ln lm ts Is evident when one examines the experience of 
Immigrants 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 Immigrants (who came ro 
Sweden In the late 1960s and early 1970s) generally had lower Incomes 
than native Swedes and experienced lower standards of living. However, 
their mothers were provided with comprehensive health and social 
services. As a result, babies bom to these Immigrant mothers In recent 
years experienced slightly lower Infant mortality rates than Infants bom 
to native Swedes, despite their higher social risk and relative economic 
disadvantage.*2

State and City Findings
Na.tion.ci m a:irna l and Infant health problems, already serious when 
compan i  to those o f other 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 highest rates of Infant mortality 

tended to be concentrated In the South. With the exception of Illinois, the 
ten states with the highest 1984 overall Infant mortality rates were all 
southern (Table 2.1 A).

■ 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 
greatest overall postneonatal mortality rates In 1984. seven were western 
(Table 2.1C).

These region-specific neonatal and postneonatal mortality patterns 
may result In part from the fact that the South has a greater share of the 
nation's black births, and the western states have higher concentrations 
of Native American and Mexican-American births. These groups are 
desperately poor. Black Infants tend to experience relatively high neonatal 
mortality because of their higher Incidence of low birthweight. Native 
American and Mexican-American Infants tend to have a lower Incidence 
of low birthweight but relatively greater rates of postneonatal mortality.

■ 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. 
Pennsylvania. Illinois. Michigan, and the District of Columbia (Table 
2.3A).*
'Southern states are considered to be: Alabama Arkansas. Delaware, District o f Columbia. 
Florida. Georgia. Kentucky. Louisiana. Maryland. Mississippi. Missouri. North Carolina. 
Oklahoma. South Carolina. Tennessee. Texas. V irg in ia 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 
year. These seven were the District of Columbia. South Carolina, 
Mississippi. Louisiana. Georgia, Alabama, and North Carolina (Tables 2.1B 
and 2.5A).

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

Wide variations in s ta te  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 
to women who had received early or late or no prenatal care.

■ For example. In 1984 a white Infant bom In Wyoming was nearly 
one and a half times more likely to die in the first year of life than a white 
infant bom in North Dakota (Table 2.2A). A black Infant 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 twenty-eight 
days of life than a black infant bom in Massachusetts (Table 2.3B). A 
black Infant bom in Illinois was nearly 1.6 times more likely than one 
bom in Maryland to die during the postneonatal period (Table 2.3C).

An infant 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 
Massachusetts, to have a mother who received late or no prenatal care 
(Table 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*
■ 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.

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

■ In general. Infant mortality In America’s largest cities tends to be 
more serious than for the nation as a whole. Only five of America’s 
twenty-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).

■ In 1984 there was a substantial disparity In infant mortality rates 
from city to city. Indianapolis, the city with the highest black infant 
mortality rate, had a rate that was 1.8 times higher than the black rate In 
Columbus and 1.6 times higher than the rate In Dallas (Tables 1.3 and 
2.22D). Similarly, the District of Columbia’s 1984 nonwhhe Infant 
mortality rate, the highest among the twenty-two largest cities, was nearly 
three times greater than the nonwhite rate In San Francisco, the city with 
the lowest rate that year (Tables 1 3 and 2.22C).

■ The disparity between black and white infant mor allty rates In 
America's twenty-two largest cities In 1984 was startling In seven cities, 
(Philadelphia, San Diego. Chicago, Cleveland, Indianapolis. Los Angeles.

An Infant 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 bem to a 
black woman in 
Massachusetts, to 
have a mother who 
received late or no 
prenatal care.
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A black infant bom 
in Indianapolis or 
the District 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.

FIGURE 1.4
Infant Mortality Rates by Race. Selected* Cities with 500.000+ 
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•Note: The cities selected represent those with the two best rates, two worst rates, and 
one mid-level rate for blacks. The cities with the best rates ft _■ all races (San Jose and 
San Francisco) were excluded because o f an Insufficient number o f black Infant 
deaths to allow accurate calculations: the District o f Columbia was excluded because 
o f an Insufficient number of white In fant 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 In Detroit) 
was nearly identical to the lowest black city rate that year (13.5 deaths 
per 1,000 live births in Columbus) (Tables 2.22B and 2.22D).

■ A 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.

■ The infant mortality rates of certain cities stand out. For example, 
regardless of whether the District of Columbia Is considered a state or 
city, its 1984 black infant mortality 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 2.3A and 2.22D).

■ Urban Infant mortality rates can vary dramatically 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. A black Infant bom In Cleveland was 1.7 times more 
likely to die in the first year of life than one bom In Columbus (Table 
2.22D).

Findings on Births to Teens and 
Unmarried Women
Births to teens and unmarried women were nationwide problems in 1984.

Percent o f 1984  Births That Occurred to Teens
■ Nationally In 1984, 13.1 percent of all births, and 23.6 percent of 

all black births, occurred to women younger than twenty (Table 1.1).
These figures varied dramatically from state to state. For example, the
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TABLE 1.3

Infant Mortality Rates, Cities with 500.000-1- Population, by Race* ’ f t  A

White  Nonwhite Total
Black Total

Baltimore 13.2 18.7 18.5 16.8
Boston 10.4 14.6 13.4 11.7
Chicago 11.1 226 21.5 16.5
Cleveland 10.2 23.2 23.0 16.8
Columbus 8.3 13.5 128 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 11.9
Indianapolis 9.4 24.5 23.6 13.3
Jacksonville 9.5 16.8 16.3 11.9
Los Angeles 9.2 19.9 15.6 11.0
Memphis 7.8 19.3 19.2 14.3
Milwaukee 11.7 18.5 18.1 14.2
New Orleans — 18.5 17.9 16.0
New York City 11.7 15.6 14.6 13.0
Philadelphia 9.2 22 3 21.8 15.5
Phoenix 9.4 — — 9.9
San Antonio 12.5 — — 128
San Diego 8.8 18.1 11.9 9.7
San Francisco 8.5 — 9.0 8.8
San Jose 8.3 — — 7.9

* The following cities were not ranked because there were too fewlnfant 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 Center fo r  Health Statistics. Calculations by Children's Defense Fund.



C H IL D R E N 'S  D E F E N S E  F U N D

percentage of ail births that occurred to mothers younger than twenty in 
Mississippi was three times higher than In Minnesota (Table 2.13B)."

Low Birthweight Am ong Infants B om  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 younger than twenty were at low birthweight. 
compared to 6.7 percent of all births nationally (Table 1.1).

■ There 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 teen 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 more likely to have low birthweight infants than teens In 
other regions (Table 2.9A).

Prenatal Care Am ong Teens
ft Despite their greater need for prenatal care, pregnant teens are less 

likely than older women to begin care early in pregnancy and are more 
likely to receive either no care or none until the last trimester of 
pregnancy (Table 1.4). In 1984. only 53.7 percent of infants bom to teens 
had mothers who began care early in pregnancy, compared to 76.5 
percent of all births (Table 1.1). Similarly. 11.9 percent of infants bom to 
teens had mothers who received no prenatal care or none until the last 
trimester, compared to 5.6 percent of all infants (Table 1.1).

■ In some states, teens' lacK of access to early prenatal care is 
particularly shocking. In 1984, for example, two out of every three black 
births to teens 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
■ Nationally 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 
percent of births to nonwhite teens were to unmarried mothers (Tables 
2.17B. 2.18B. 2.19B. and 2.20B). Since 1970. both teen birth rates and the

TABLE 1.4
Birth Outcome and Prenatal Care, by Age, U.S.. 1984

Under 15 15-19 20-24

Percentage of babies 
bom at low birthweight 
(5.5 pounds or less) 13.6 9.3 6.9

Percentage of babies bom to 
mothers who received 
early prenatal care 34.5 54,1 72.7

Percentage of babies bom to 
mothers who received 
late or no prenatal care 21 .0 11.8 6 . 6
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percentage of ail births that are to teen mothers have fallen significantly. 
But the percentage of births to teens that occur to unmarried women has 
climbed dramatically.

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

■ Births to unmarried white teens were less common In southern 
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 marriage. Research Indicates that, regardless of the timing of 
the marriage, many of the problems associated with teen pregnancy and 
parenthood remain. Including Ignorance about contraception and 
prenatal care, and Inadequate parenting skills, as well as an Increased 
risk of poverty. Teen marriages also are more likely to result In divorce. 
More than one-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 among women who were younger than twenty.13

■ Vhlle births to unmarried teens represent an extremely disturbing 
trend, births to unmarried teenage mothers In 1984 constituted a 
minority of all births to unmarried 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 part of a much larger 
childbearing pattern that persists well beyond adolescence.

Progress Toward Meeting The Surgeon 
General’s 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 of progress In meeting these goals. In 
determining these rates we have Included the years of greater progress 
(generally, 1978 to 1981 las well as those of slower progress (1982 to 1984). As 
a result the bleak picture described below may be overly optimistic. If the 
slower rates of progress that generally prevailed 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 may well be the case), even fewer 
states and fewer subgroups than are described below will meet the Surgeon 
General's goals.

For example, based on the Infant mortality rate of progress for the 
nation as a whole from 1978 to 1984, v'e project that the nation will meet 
this goal. 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 Objectives fo r the

"On March 20. 1985. the Public Health Service reported to the U. S. House Energy and 
Commerce Committee: "Based on a regression o f 1982-84 provisional IMRs (In fant mortality 
racesl, the average annual decline was 2.7 percent (companxl to 4.2 percent fo r 1978-82 final 
data). By applying this 2.7 percent decline to the 1982 final rate, the 1990 projection is an 
IMR o f 9.2. Although provisional rates by race are unavailable, the 2.7 percent decline was 
applied to the 1982 rates for white and black Infants separately. This resulted in a 1990 
projection o f 8.1 fo r whites and 15.7 fo r blacks. Thus. If the latest provisional data alone are 
used to project the Infant mortality rates for 1990. the projections are above those in the 
1990 Prevention Objectives."14
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Twenty-two of the 
thirty-four 
Jurisdictions with 
measurable 
numbers of black 
infant deaths in 
1984 will not meet 
the infant mortality 
objective for black 
infants.

Nation: A Midcourse Review, the U. S. Department of Health and Human 
Services concurred that at Its current rate of progress, the United States 
will not meet the 1990 Infant mortality goal.15

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

Objective 1: Infant Mortality
Surf/eon General's Objective: By 1990, the national Infant 

mortality rate (deaths of children younger than one year old) should be 
reduced to no more than nine deaths 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 of the Surgeon 
General’s 1990 Health Objectives, discussed above, found that "based on 
progress to date, achievement of this objective (Infant mortality) Is 
questionable. Applying the 1983-85 rate of decline (9 percent) to the final 
1983 figure yields a projected rate In 1990 of 9.2 per 1.000.’’ which Is 
above the 9.0 goal.16

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

■ Second, while the Department did not chart states' progress 
toward the 1990 goals, CDFs state trend analysis shews that twenty-rwo 
of the thirty-four Jurisdictions with measurable numbers of black Infant 
deaths In 1984 will not meet the Infant mortality objective for black 
Infants. These are Alabama, Arizona, Colorado, Connecticut, Delaware, 
District of Columbia. Florida Georgia Illinois, Indiana, Kansas, Kentucky, 
Michigan. Minnesota Mississippi. New Jersey. North Carolina, Ohio, 
Pennsylvania South Carolina Tennessee, and Virginia Two additional 
states. Washington and Wisconsin, actually are moving in the wrong 
direction.

■ 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 goal for nonwhite infants. These Include: 
Alabama Alaska Connecticut, Delaware. District of Columbia. Florida, 
Georgia Tilnols, Indiana Kentucky. Michigan, Mississippi. Ohio, 
Pennsylvania South Carolina, Tennessee, and Virginia A nineteenth 
state. Wisconsin, actually Is moving in the wrong direction.

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

Objective 2: Neonatal Mortality
Surgeon General's Objective: By 1990, the neonatal mortality rate 

(deaths of Infants younger than twenty-eight days of age) should be 
reduced to no more than six deaths per 1,000 live births.

Findings: Both CDFs and the Department’s analyses show the 
nation will meet this 1990 Objective.

■ While states’ progress generally has been adequate to assure that
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TABLE 1.5
Surgeon General’s 1990 Goals 

Fact Sheet for the Nation

Average race change 
Average rate needed per year

1984 change per year to reach (he

Infant M ortality Rate 1978-84 1990 goal

Total 1 0 .8 -0.50 -0.30
White 9.4 -0.43 -0.07
Nonwhite 16.1 -0.85 -0 .6 8
Blac’: 18.4 -0.78 -1.07

Neonatal M ortality
Total 7.0 -0.42 -0.08

Postneonatal M ortality
Total 2 .8 -0.08 -0 .2 2

Low B irthw eight
Total 6.7 -0.07 -0.28
White 5.6 -0.05 -0 . 1 0
Nonwhite 1 1 . 1 -0.13 -0.35
Black 12.4 -0.08 -0.57

Prenatal Care
Total 76.5 0.27 2.25
White 79.6 0.23 1.73
Nonwhite 64.1 0.45 4.32
Black 62.2 0.33 4.63

TABLE 1.6

Progress Toward Meeting the Surgeon General's 
1990 Objectives for the Nation

Nonwhtte

Infant Mortality A ll Races White B lack Total

Change 1983-1984
Projected Change Needed 1983-1984

-0.40
•0.31

-0.30
-0 . 1 0

-0.80
-1.03

-0.70
-0.69

Low Birthweight A ll Races White Nonwhite

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

Early Prenatal Care

-0 . 1 0

-0.26
-0 . 1 0

-0 . 1 0

-0.30
-0.34

Change 1983-1984
Projected Rate Change Needed 1983-1984

+ 0.30 
+ 1.97

+ 0 .2 0  

+ 1.51
+ 0,70 
+ 3.80
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CDF and the 
Department of 
Health and Human 
Services project that 
the nation vdll not 
meet the Surgeon 
General’s overall 
objective for low 
birthweight and will 
not meet the goal 
for black Infants.

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 General’s  Objectiite: By 1990. the postneonatal mortality 

rate (deaths of infants age twenty-eight days to one year) should be 
reduced to no more than 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- 
four jurisdictions 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. 
Georgia. Hawaii. Idaho. Illinois. 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 Tennessee. Texas, Utah. Virginia, Washington State. West 
Virginia, Wisconsin, and Wyoming.

■ Some of these states actually are moving In the wrong direction, 
fhese are Alaska. Colorado, Connecticut Idaho. Kentucky. Maryland. 
Missouri. M ontana Nevada Pennsylvania South Dakota. Utah. 
Washington State, and Wisconsin.

Objective 4: Low-Birthweight Babies
Surgeon General's Objective: By 1990. low-blrthwelght babies 

(those weighing 5.5 pounds or less at blrt'i) should constitute no more 
than 5 percent of all live births, and In no county or racial or ethnic 
subgroup of the population should more than 9 percent of all live births 
be low birthweight

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

■ CDFs analysis of state trends revealed that only ten states have 
met or will meet the objective for all races. These are Alaska, Idaho. Iowa. 
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.

■ Only seventeen states will meet the low birthweight goal for white 
Infants..

■ Only llfteen of the forty-two Jurisdictions with sufficient numbers 
of black Infant deaths to compute trends will reach the low birthweight 
goal. Ten states actually are moving In the wrong direction. These are 
Arizona, Illinois. Kansas. Louisiana, Michigan. North Carolina. Oregon. 
Pennsylvania Virginia and West Virginia.

■ Only twenty of the forty-eight jurisdictions wi th statistically 
significant numbers of nonwhite low-blrthwelght births will meet the 
objective for nonwhite Infants. These Include: Alaska Arizona California 
Hawaii. Idaho. Iowa Massachusetts. Minnesota Montana. Nebraska 
Nevada New Mexico. North Dakota, Oklahoma Oregon. Rhode Island. 
South Dakota Utah, Washington State, and VA'omlng. The other twenty- 
eight Jurisdictions will not meet 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 
at the current rate of progress
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Children’s access to 
private coverage 
depends on their 
parents' economic 
and employment 
status. And as that 
economic and em­
ployment picture 
has eroded for 
young families, so 
has children’s 
health insurance 
status.

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.

■ No 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, Texas, 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 o f private health Insurance. Stagnation In the 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 structure. These changes have led to the loss of 
millions of Jobs with decent fringe benefits (such as health Insurance), and 
the rapid growth of low-paying Jobs with no health Insurance. Yet public 
health programs 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 million (Figure 
1.5). There are numerous causes of this phenomenon, and all have long­
term implications. F irst poverty Increased substantially during this same 
time period (usually resulting from unemployment or under-employment), 
and poverty Itself results In a 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 persistently high u ;iemployment pattern that has prevailed in 
the United States In the 19803. and that shows no signs of disappearing, 
means greater loss of lnsurm ce among families.

Third, major economic changes now occurring In the United States 
carry profound Im plication for Americans' access to employer-provided 
private health Insurance More than 75 percent of the Americans who 
have 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 or 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 Increase In part-time employment—the 
elements of significant private dislnsurance are all present. 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 coverage depends on their 
parents' economic and employment status. And as that economic and 
employment picture has eroded for young families, so has children's 
health Insurance status. By 1984:

■ One-third of all uninsured Americans younger than sixty-five were 
children younger than eighteen, even though children In that age group 
represented only 25 percent of all Americans younger than sixty-five.
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FIGURE 1.5
Growth in the Number of Americans Without 
Health Insurance Coverage, Percent Change. 

1978-1984

Between 1978 and 1984. the 
number of uninsured Ameri­
cans Increased by 35 percent

Source; Margaret Suloetta an d  K atherine Swartz. The Uninsured and Uncompensated Cate. Urban Institute. 1986.

FIGURE 1.6
Reduction in Child Medicaid Recipients* 

Percent Change, 1978-1985

Between 1978 and 1985, the 
actual number of child Medi­
caid recipients dropped 4 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. H ealth  Care F inancing Adm in istra tion, pub lished  and  unpublished data.
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■ 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).

■ The great majority of uninsured children were white, although 
black children were more likely to be uninsured (figures 1.9 and 1.10).

■ The lack of health Insurance was greatest In the South, the region 
of the country with the highest Infant mortality rates and the least 
generous public assistance programs. Nearly 55 percent of all uninsured 
Americans 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 Katherine Swartz, The Uninsured and 
Uncompensated Cane. Urban Institute, 1936.

Some public health programs have been Improved modestly during 
the past several years, but not sufficiently to meet enormous maternal 
and child health needs. 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.

Beginning In 1984, Congress enacted a series of Medicaid reforms for 
pregnant women and children. First, It mandated that states provide 
coverage to all pregnant women and all children younger than five whose 
family incomes fall below state AFDC eligibility levels (Deficit Reduction 
Act of 1984, PL 98-369: Consolidated Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act 
of 1986, PL 99-272). Then It gave states a new option of covering all 
pregnant women and children younger than five whose family Incomes 
fall below the federal proverty level but exceed the states’ very low AFDC 
eligibility levels (Sixth 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. Many states have permitted their 
AFDC benefit levels to erode further. In 1986. thirty-two states maintained 
AFDC eligibility levels that were less than 50 percent of the federal poverty 
level {Table 2.21 A). As a result, a shrinking percentage of poor pregnant 
women and children are eligible for benefits. Moreover, eligibility 
restrictions Imposed on the AFDC program 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 closely to 
AFDC eligibility requirements, long-term erosion and cutbacks In AFDC

FIGURE 1.8
Percentage of Children in Each Family Income Group 

Who Are Uninsured, 1984

Percent

Level Relative to
Poverty Level

Source: Margaret Suluetta a n d  Katherine Swartz, The Uninsured and 
Uncompensated Care. Urban Institute, 1986.

have undermined the Medicaid expansions enacted by Congress and the 
states during the past few years.

Beginning In April 1987, states will have 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 
many years before such an option Is fully Implemented In all states.

Federal and state reforms enacted since 1982 thus have had only the 
slightest Impact on the number of children and pregnant women enrolled 
In Medicaid. In Fiscal Year 1985, after the Deficit Reduction Act took 
effect and after many states had expanded the categories of children 
eligible for Medicaid additionally, the number of children receiving 
Medicaid benefits totalled 10,969,293—only 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 had 
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 11.0 mLLION

Other
47Z000

(4%)

Source: Margaret Sulvetta and Katherine Su^rtz. The Uninsured and 
Uncompensated Care. Urban Institute. 1966.

FIGURE 1.10
Percentage of Children in Each Racial Group 

Who Are Uninsured, 1984

Source: Margaret Sulvetta and Katherine Swartz, The Uninsured and 
Uncompensated Care, Urban Institute. 1986
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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 other than AFDC that were less than 50 percent of the 
federal poverty levels (Table 2.21 A).

The Supplem ental Food Program /or Women, Irrfdnts, and  
Children (WIC): hi no state are all women and children who are eligible 
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 one-third of all eligible women and 
children were served (Table 2.21D).

The Cost of Infant Death and Disability
B y  th e  e n d  o f  th is  decade , a t  Its  cu rre n t ra te  o fprogress, th e  n a tio n  w i l l  h ave  
sp en t a t  le a s t $2.1 b il l io n  in  f i r s t - y e a r  costs a lo n e  to ca re  f o r  the  excess 
n um be rs  o f  lo w -b lr th w e lg h t  In fa n ts  w h o  need  e x ten s ive  m e d ic a l ca re  a n d  
w hose tra g ic  s itu a t io n s  c o u ld  h a ve  been a v e rte d  h a d  the  n a tio n  m oved  
m ore ra p id ly  to reduce  th e  In c ide nce  o f  lo w  b ir th w e ig h t

On average, the nation's annual rate of progress between 1978 and 
1984 in reducing low birthweight has been only 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 of any foreseeable, significant Improvement in 
the rate 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 (Including 
57,133 very low-birthweight births) that could have been avoided had 
progress been sufficient to achieve the goal (Table 1.7).

TABLE 1.7

Low Birthweight Trends and Projections

Year

Actua l 
Percent 
O f Low- 

Blrthw elght 
Births

Actual
Number
O fLow-

B lnhw e lgh t
B irths

Projected
Percent
O fLow -

B lrthw e lgh t
Births

Projected 
Nu.nber 
O f Low- 

Blrthwelght 
Births

Excess 
Number 
O f Low- 

Birthw e igh t 
Births

1978 7.11% 236.342 7,108% 236,342 (0 )
1979 6.94% 241,826 6.933% 241,727 99
1980 6.84% 246,292 6.758% 243.332 2,960
P 81 6.81% 246,749 6.583% 238.452 8.297
1982 6.75% 248,104 6.408% 235,482 12.622
1983 6.82% 247,668 6.233% 226,489 21.179
1984 6.72% 246.105 6.058% 221.978 24.127

1985 6.65% 249,183 5.883% 220,561 28.622
1986 6.58% 246,804 5.708% 214.213 32.591
1987 6.51% 244.419 5.533% 207,851 36.567
1988 6.44% 242,027 5.358% 201.476 40.552
1989 6.37% 239,629 5.183% 195.086 44.543
1990 6.30% 237,223 5.008% 188,681 48.542

TOTAL 3.172,371 2.871,670 300,701
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These excess low-blrthwelght births represent lost lives. Infants bom 
at low birthweight are twenty times more likely than normal weight 
Infants to die In the first year of life. Moreover, many of these Infants 
become permanently disabled children who need a lifetime of medical care 
and supportive services. Low-blrthwelght Infants are substantially more 
likely to be Impaired for life by autism, retardation, cerebral palsy, 
epilepsy, learning disabilities, and vision and hearing disabilities.

The excess number 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 bom between 
1978 and 1990 will amount to 82.103,830,500 by 1990. This expenditure 
does not take Into account the long-term costs of 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 nation.

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

■ Provided 60,109,443 WIC monthly supplemental food packages;
■ Provided comprehensive prenatal care to 3.187.000 women;
■ Provided comprehensive maternity care (including delivery 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 Infant low birthweight, disability, and 
mortality more rapidly and therefore could have achieved substantial 
long- term savings.

References
1. National Center fo r Healf’ -. Statistics. "Annual Summary o f Births. Marriages. Divorces, 
and Deaths: United States. 1985.”  Monthly Vital Statistics Report U.S. Department o f Health 
and Human Services. Vol. 34. No. 13. Sept 19. 1986.
2. Starfield. Barbara. "Postneonatal Mortality.” Annual Review o f Public Health. 6:21-40, 
1985.
3. Miller. C. Arden. "In fant Mortality In the U.S." Scientific American. Vol. 253 , No. 1. 31-37. 
Ju ly 1985.
4. Public Health Service, Healthy People: The Surgeon General's Report on Health 
Promotion and Disease Prevention. U.S. Department o f Health and Human Services. 1979.
5. "Morbidity and Mortality Weekly Report”  Massachusetts Medical Society. Vol. 35. No. 40. 
625-628. O ct 10. 1986.
6. Ibid.
7. Miller, op. cit
8. Public Health Service. The 1990 Health Objectives fo r  the Nation: A Mtdcourse Review. 
U.S. Department o f Health and Human Services. Office o f Disease Prevention and Health 
Promotion. 1986
9. Miller, op. d t
10. Heir. Herman A .. "Secrets from Sweden." JAMA Vol. 247 . No. 7. 985-986. Feb. 19, 1982.
11. Kammerman. Sheila. "Maternity and Parental Benefits and Leaves: An International 
Review." Columbia University Center for the Social Sciences. 1980.
12. Miller, op. c it
13. National Center fo r Health Statistics, "Advance Report o f Final Divorce Statistics. 1984." 
U.S. Department o f Health and Human Services. Vol. 35. No. 6. Supplement Sept 25. 1986.
14. Mason, James O. (acting Assistant Secretary o f Health. Public Health Service. U.S. 
Department o f Health and Human Services), letter to U.S. Representative John D. Dlngell, 
Chairman. Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigations, Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. U.S. House o f Representatives. April 1985.
15. Midcourse Review, op. c it
16. Ibid.



State and City Data



rTW fSw

C H IL D R E N 'S  D E F E N S E  F U N D 2 9

Progress Toward the Infant Mortality Goal, All Races, 1984

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

□ WUl not meet the objective by 1990 
at the current rate of progress
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Progress Toward the Infant Mortality Goal, Nonwhite. 1984

□
m□

at the current rate of progress

WUl not meet the objective by 1990 
at the current rate of progress

Is moving In the wrong direction

Has Insufficient data
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Progress Toward The Objectives:
Infant Mortality

WUl the state meet the Surgeon General’s  1990 Objectives for Infant mortality for all races and nonwhites at the 
current rate of progress?

AU Races Nonwhite

Yes No Yes No

Alabama N N
Alaska Y N
Arizona Y Y
Arkansas Y Y
California Y Y
Colorado N Y
Connecticut N N
Delaware Y N
District of Columbia N N
Florida Y N
Georgia N N
Hawaii Y Y
Idaho Y * 9

Illinois Y N
Indiana N N
Iowa Y • 9

Kansas N Y
Kentucky N N
Louisiana Y Y
Maine Y • 9

Maryland Y Y
Massachusetts Y Y
Michigan N N
Minnesota Y Y
Mississippi N N
Missouri Y Y

All Races Nonwhite

Yes No Yes No

Montana Y • 9

Nebraska Y ■ •

Nevada Y • •

New Hampshire N • •

New Jersey Y Y
New Mexico Y Y
New York Y Y
North Carolina Y Y
North Dakota Y * 9

Ohio Y N
Oklahoma Y Y
Oregon Y • 9

Pennsylvania Y N
Rhode Island Y 9 •

South Carolina N N
South Dakota Y N
'Tennessee Y N
Texas Y Y
Utah Y • •

Vermont Y • •

Virginia N N
Washington Y Y
West Virginia Y • •

Wisconsin Y N
Wyoming N • •

United States Y Y

*Insu ffic ien t d a ta .
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Progress Toward the Neonatal Mortality Goal, All Races, 1984

at the current rate of progress

WUl 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 
Mortality Mortality

Yes No Yes No

Alabama Y N
Alaska Y N
Arizona Y N
Arkansas Y Y
California Y N
Colorado Y N
Connecticut Y N
Delaware Y N
District of Columbia N N
Florida Y N
Georgia N N
Hawaii Y N
Idaho Y N
Illinois Y N
Indiana Y N
Iowa Y Y
Kansas f N
Kentucky Y N
Louisiana Y N
Maine Y Y
Maryland Y N
Massachusetts Y N
Michigan N N
Minnesota Y N
Mississippi Y N
Missouri Y N

Neonatal Postneonatal 
Mortality Mortality

Yes No Yes No

Montana Y N
Nebraska Y N
Nevada Y N
New Hampshire Y • •

New Jersey Y N
New Mexico Y Y
New York Y N
North Carolina Y N
North Dakota Y N
Ohio Y N
Oklahoma Y Y
Oregon Y N
Pennsylvania Y N
Rhode Island Y N
South Carolina N N
South Dakota Y N
Tennessee Y N
Texas Y N
Utah Y N
Vermont Y • •

Virginia N N
Washington Y N
West Virginia Y N
Wisconsin Y N
Wyoming Y N
United States Y N

'Insufficient data.



Progress Toward the Low Birthweight Goal, All Races. 1984

at the current rate of progress

□ WUl not meet the objective by 1990 
at the current rate of progress

Is moving In the wrong direction



Progress Toward the Low Birthweight Goal, Nonwhite. 1984

p=q will meet the objective oy la w  
at the current rate of progress

|— | w ill not meet the objective by 1990 
I J at 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

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

All Races Nonwhite

Yes No Yes No

Alabama N N
Alaska Y Y
Arizona N Y
Arkansas N N
California N Y
Colorado N N
Connecticut N N
Delaware N N
District of Columbia N N
Florida N N
Georgia N N
Hawaii N Y
Idaho Y Y
Illinois N N
Indiana N N
Iowa Y Y
Kansas N N
Kentucky N N
Louisiana N N
Maine N • •

Maryland N N
Massachusetts N Y
Michigan N N
Minnesota Y Y
Mississippi N N
Missouri N N

All Races Nonwhite

Yes No Yes No

Montana N Y
Nebraska Y Y
Nevada N Y
New Hampshire N • •

New Jersey N N
New Mexico N Y
New York N N
North Carolina N N
North Dakota Y Y
Ohio N N
Oklahoma N Y
Oregon N Y
Pennsylvania N N
Rhode Island N Y
South Carolina N N
South Dakota Y Y
Tennessee N N
Texas N N
Utah N Y
Vermont N • •

Virginia N N
Washington Y Y
West Virginia N N
Wisconsin Y N
Wyoming N Y
United States N N

*Insufficien t data.
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Progress Toward the Early Prenatal Care Goal, All Races, 1984

at the current rate of progress

I j Will not meet the objective by 1990 
I— I at the current rate of progress
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Progress Toward The Objectives:
Early Prenatal Care

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?

All Races Nonwhite

Yes No Yes No

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

All Races Nonwhite

Yes No Yes No

Montana N N
Nebraska N N
Nevada N N
New Hampshire N N
New Jersey N N
New Mexico • • • •

New York N N
North Carolina N N
North Dakota N N
Ohio N N
Oklahoma N N
Oregon N N
Pennsylvania N N
Rhode Island N N
South Carolina N N
South Dakota N N
Tennessee N N
Texas N N
Utah N N
Vermont N N
Virginia N N
Washington N N
West Virginia N N
Msconsln N N
Wyoming N N
United States N N

*Insu ffic ien t da ta .
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Infant mortality consists of 
neonatal and postneonatal 
'.nortality. In southern states, 
where infant mortality rates 
are among the highest in the 
country, infant mortality in 
1984 was most heavily 
affected by high neonatal mor­
tality rates. Western states 
ranked among the highest for 
postneonatal mortality.

TABLE 2.IA

Infant Mortality Rate, Total, 1984

R ank Sla te  Name Rate
1 North Dakota 8.1
2 Maine 8.4
3 Vermont 8.7
4 Iowa 8.8
5 Montana 8.8
6 Minnesota 8.9
7 Massachusetts 9.0
8 Utah 9.1
9 California 9.4
10 Arizona 9.5
11 New Mexico 9.6
12 Nebraska 9.6
13 Idaho 9.8
14 Oregon 9.9
15 Rhode Island 9.9
16 Hawaii 9.9
17 Wisconsin 9.9
18 South Dakota 10.0
19 Kansas 10.1
20 Colorado 10.2
21 New Hampshire 10.2
22 Washington 10.2
23 Connecticut 10.4
24 Missouri 10.4
25 Pennsylvania 10.4
26 Ohio 10.4
27 Texas 10.5
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 11.1
37 Indiana 11.1
38 Alaska 11.2
39 Kentucky 11.5
40 Michigan 11.7
41 Maryland 11.8
42 Tennessee 11.8
43 Louisiana 12.1
44 Illinois 121
45 Virginia 12.1
46 North Carolina 124
47 Georgia 129
48 Alabama 129
49 Mississippi 14.4
50 South Carolina 14.7
51 District of Columbia 21.0

United States 10.8

Source: National Center for Health Statistics. Calculations by Childrens Defense Fund.
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TABLE 2 .IB  TABLE 2.1C

Neonatal Mortality Rat ;, Total, 1984 Postneonatal Mortality Rate, Total, 1984

R ank State Name Rate Rank Sta te  Name Rate

1 Montana 4.5 1 Massachusetts 2 9
2 North Dakota 4.5 2 Connecticut 2.9
3 Oregon 4.8 3 Rhode Island 2.9
4 Idaho 5.0 4 Iowa 2.9
5 Maine 5.1 5 New Hampshire 3.1
8 Washington 5.4 6 Pennsylvania 3.2
7 South Dakota 5.5 7 Delaware 3.2
8 Vermont 5.5 8 Maine 3.3
9 Minnesota 5.5 9 Hawaii 3.4
10 Utah 5.6 10 Minnesota 3.4
11 Arizona 5.7 11 ” 'w Jersey 3.4
12 Alaska 3671 1 12 s, "'mla 3.5
13 Colorado 5.8 13 Nebraska 3.5
14 Iowa 5.9 14 Virginia 3.5
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 3.9
29 Oklahoma 7.0 29 Florida 3.9
30 Wyoming 7.1 30 Illinois 4.0
31 New Hampshire 7.1 31 Inolana 4.0
32 West Virginia 7.1 32 Missouri 4.0
33 Indiana 7.1 33 Wyoming 4.0
34 Pennsylvania 7.2 34 Louisiana 4.0
35 Kentucky 7.4 35 Arkansas 4.0
36 Connecticut 7.5 36 Kentucky 4.2
37 New York 7.5 37 Alabama 4.2
38 New Jersey 7.5 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 4.4
42 Illinois 8.1 42 South Dakota 4.5
43 Michigan 8.1 43 Nevada 4.5
44 North Carolina ai 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 Mississippi 9.0 49 Mississippi 5.4
50 South Carolina 9.8 50 Alaska:. as
51 District of Columbia 16.0 United Slates 3.8

United States 7.0

S o u / re ; National Centerfor Health Statistics. Calculations by Children's Defense Fund.

x iig iw w H i
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TABLE 2.2A

Infant Mortality Rate, White, 1984

Among whites, sixteen states 
have met the Surgeon Gener­
al’s 1990 goal for infant mor­
tality. In 1984 most of the 
remaining states were within 
a percentage point of reaching 
the goal for whites.

Postneonatal infant mortality 
rates in 1934 were high 
among whites in western 
states. Some states, such as 
Alaska, Colorado, and South 
Dakota, rank among the best 
states on neonatal mortality 
but among the worst states on 
postneonatal mortality for 
whites.

Rank State Name Rate

I North Dakota 7.7
2 Hawaii 7.7
3 Delaware 8.4
4 Maine 8.4
5 Florida 8.5
6 Massachusetts 8 .6
7 Iowa 8 .8
8 Vermont 8 .8
9 Arizona 8 .8
1 0 Pennsylvania 8 .8
1 1 South Dakota 8 .8
1 2 Louisiana 8.9
13 Montana 8.9
14 Minnesota 8.9
15 Missouri 9.0
16 Utah 9.0
17 California 9.1
18 Wisconsin 9.2
19 Arkansas 9.2
2 0 Connecticut 9.2
2 1 Nebraska 9.2
2 2 Ohio 9.3
23 New Jersey S.3
24. Alaska 9.3
25 Kansas 9.4
26 Michigan 9.4
27 New Mexico 9.4
28 Rhode Island 9.4
29 llllno'T 9.5
30 Alabama 9.7
31 Texas 9.7
32 New York 9.8
33 Maryland 9.8
34 Tennessee 9.8
35 Idaho 9.8
36 Washington 9.9
37 Virginia 9.9
38 Colorado 9.9
39 North Carolina 9.9
40 Georgia 1 0 .0
41 Oregon 1 0 .0
42 Mississippi 1 0 .0
43 Indiana 1 0 .2
44 New Hampshire 1 0 . 2
45 Nevada 10.5
46 West V irg in ia 1 0 .8
47 Kentucky 10.9
48 South Carolina 11.0
49 Oklahoma 1 1 . 1
50 Wyoming 1 1 . 2

United States 9.4

S ou rc e ; National Center fo r  Health Statistics. Calculations by Children's Defense Fund.
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TABLE 2.2B
Neonatal Mortality Rate. White,

R ank State N am e
1 North Dakota
2 Montana
3' Alaska
4 Oregon
5 Maine
6 Idaho
7 South Dakota
8 Washington
9 Utah
10 Missouri
11 Vermont
12 Minnesota
13 Colorado
14 Arizona
15 Florida
16 Arkansas
17 Wisconsin
18 California
19 Iowa
20 Nebraska
21 Massachusetts
22 Louisiana
23 Kansas
24 Ohio
25 Delaware
26 Pennsylvania
27 Nevada
28 Texas
29 New Mexico
30 Michigan
31 Tennessee
32 Indiana
33 Connecticut
34 Illinois
35 Georgia
36 Rhode Island
37 North Carolina
38 Maryland
39 New Jersey
40 Kentucky
41 New York
42 Alabama
43 West Virginia
44 Mississippi
45 Wyoming
46 New Hampshire
47 Virginia
48 Oklahoma
49 South Carolina

United States

TABLE 2.2C

1984 Postneonatal Mortality Rate. White. 1984

Rate Rank Sta te  Name Rate
4.5 1 New Jersey 2.5
4.6 2 Connecticut 2.7
4.7 ^ 3 Massachusetts 2.7
4.9 4 Pennsylvania 2.7
5.0 5 Rhode Island 2.7
5.0 6 Alabama 2.7
5.0 7 Virginia 2.8
5.3 8 Florida 2.8
5.4 9 New York 2.8
5.5 10 Illinois 2.9
5.5 11 Iowa 2.9
5.5 12 Louisiana 3.0
5.6 13 Mississippi 3.0
5.6 14 Michigan 3.0
5.7 15 Maryland 3.1
5.7 16 New Hampshire 3.1
5.8 17 North Dakota 3.2
5.8 18 New Mexico 3.2
5.9 19 Arizona 3.2
5.9 20 Ohio 3.2
5.9 21 North Carolina 3.2
5.9 22 South Carolina 3.3
6.0 23 California 3.3
6.1 24 Georgia 3.3
6.1 25 Kansas 3.3
6.1 26 Nebraska 3.4
6.1 27 Wisconsin 3.4
6.2 28 Minnesota 3.4
6.2 29 Maine 3.4
6.4 30 Tennessee 3.4
6.4 31 Arkansas 3.5
6.6 32 Missouri 3.5
6.6 33 Texas 3.6
6.6 34 Utah 3.6
6.6 35 Indiana 3.6
6.7 36 South Dakota 3.8
6.7 37 West Virginia 3.8
6.7 38 Oklahoma 3.9
6.8 39 Kentucky 4.0
6.9 40 Wyoming 4.2
6.9 41 Colorado 4.3
6.9 42 Montana 4.3
7.0 43 Nevada 4.4
7.0 44 Alaska 4.6
7.0 45 Washington 4.6
7.1 46 Idaho 4.8
7.2 47 Oregon 5.0
7.2 
7.8
6.2

United States 3.3

Source: National Center for Health Statistics. Calculations by Children's Defense Fund.
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Infant mortality is a particu­
larly serious problem among 
black Americans. The lowest 
reported state infant mortality 
rate in 1984 among blacks 
(14.2) was greater than the 
highest state rate among 
whites (11.2).

The highest rates of infant 
mortality tend to be concen­
trated in the South. Yet the 
highest black neonatal mortal­
ity rates were found in states 
outside of the South.

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

TABLE 2.3A

Infant Mortality Rate. Black, 1984

R ank Sta te  Name Rate

1 Massachusetts 14.2
2 Oklahoma 14.8
3 California 15.6
4 Texas 15.8
5 New York 16.2
6 Arkansas 16.7
7 Arizona 16.9
8 Colorado 17.0
9 Maryland 17.0
10 Louisiana 17.4
11 Ohio 17.7
12 Missouri 18.3
13 Florida 18.4
14 New Jersey 18.4
15 Kentucky 18.4
16 Kansas 18.5
17 Georgia 18.5
18 Wisconsin 18.7
19 North Carolina 18.8
20 Tennessee 18.9
21 Indiana 19.1
22 Alabama 19.2
23 Connecticut 19.3
24 Delaware 19.4
25 Mississippi 19.5
26 Virginia 19.6
27 South Carolina 20.7
28 Washington 21.3
29 Pennsylvania 21.3
30 Illinois 22.0
31 Michigan 23.5
32 District of Columbia 24.3

United States 18.4

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

Neonatal Mortality Rate, Black, 1984 Postneonatal Mortality Rate. Black, 1984

R ank State Name Rate R ank State Name Rate
1 Massachusetts 8.8 1 Maryland 5.2
2 Oklahoma 9.2 2 Tennessee 5.4
3 California 9.7 3 Massachusetts 5.4
4 Texas 9.7 4 District of Columbia 5.5
5 New York 10.0 5 Oklahoma 5.6
6 Arkansas 10.8 6 Louisiana 5.8
7 Florida 10.9 7 Georgia 5.9
8 New Jersey 11.0 8 California 5.9
9 Ohio 11.1 9 Arkansas 6.0
10 Mississippi 11.4 10 Virginia 6.0
11 Missouri 11.5 11 Texas 6.1
12 Louisiana 11.6 12 New York 6.2
13 North Carolina 11.8 13 Wisconsin 6.5
14 Kansas 11.8 14 Ohio 6.6
15 Maryland 11.8 15 Pennsylvania 6.6
16 Wisconsin 12.2 16 Michigan 6.6
17 Alabama 12.2 17 Missouri 6.8
18 Indiana 12.3 18 Indiana 6.8
19 Kentucky 125 19 Alabama 7.0
20 Washington 126 20 North Carolina 7.0
21 Georgia 127 21 New Jersey 7.4
22 South Carolina 13.1 22 Florida 7.5
23 Tennessee 13.5 23 South Carolina 7.6
24 Virginia 13.6 24 Mississippi 8.0
25 Illinois 13.8 25 Illinois 8.2
26 Connecticut 14.2
27 Pennsylvania 14.6 United States 6.5
28 Michigan 16.9
29 District of Columbia 18.7

United States 11.8

Source: National Centerfor Health Statistics. Calculations by Children's Defense Fund.
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Nonwhite infant mortality 
rates (including infants who 
were Asian, black. Native 
American, and other races) are 
not always consistent with 
black infant mortality rates. 
For example, in Washington 
State the 1984 black infant 
mortality rate was 21.3, while 
the nonwhite rate was 12.4.

Only one-third of states had 
nonwhite neonatal mortality 
rates better than the national 
average.

Postneonatal mortality is not 
always a problem among all 
populations within a given 
state. New Jersey had the best 
postneonatal mortality rates 
among whites in 1984, but its 
rates were among ihe worst 
for nonwhites and blacks.

TABLE 2.4A

Infant Mortality Rate, Nonwhite. 1984

R an k Sta te  Name Rate
1 Minnesota 8.7
2 Oklahoma 10.2
3 California 10.6
4 New Mexico 10.6
5 Hawaii 10.6
6 Massachusetts 12.3
7 Washington 124
8 Colorado 125
9 Arizona 13.2
10 Texas 14.4
11 New York 14.8
12 Kansas 15.8
13 Maryland 15.9
14 Arkansas 16.0
15 South Dakota 16.1

Alaska . s . 16.1.
17 New Jersey 16.7
18 Wisconsin 16.7
19 Louisiana 16.9
20 Ohio 16.9
21 Connecticut 17.2
22 Missouri 17.3
23 Kentucky 17.3
24 Florida 17.7
25 Indiana 17.8
26 North Carolina 17.9
27 Georgia 18.2
28 Virginia 18.3
29 Tennessee 18.5
30 Delaware 18.6
31 Alabama 18.9
32 Mississippi 13.2
33 Pennsylvania 20.0
34 South Carolina 20.2
35 Illinois 20.5
36 Michigan 22.0
37 District of Columbia 24.1

United States 16.1

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

Neonatal Mortality Rate. Nonwhite. 
1984

Rank State Name Rate

1 Arizona 5.8
2 Washington 6.4
3 Oklahoma 6.5
4 California 6.5
5 Hawaii 7.0
6 Massachusetts 7.6
7 Colorado 8 . 1
8 Texas 8.7
9 New York 9.1
1 0 New Jersey 1 0 .2
1 1 Kansas 10.3
1 2 Arkansas 10.3
13 Florida 10.5
14 Ohio 10.7
15 Wisconsin 1 0 .8
16 M issouri 11.0
17 Maryland 11.0
18 North Carolina 1 1 . 2
19 Louisiana 1 1 . 2
2 0 Mississippi 1 1 . 2
2 1 Indiana 11.3
2 2 Kentucky 1 1 . 8
23 Alabama 1 2 . 1
24 Georgia 12.5
25 Connecticut 12.7
26 V irg in ia 1 2 .8
27 South Carolina 1 2 .8
28 Illino is 1 2 .8
29 Tennessee 13.1
30 Pennsylvania 13.7
31 Michigan 15.6
32 D is tric t o f Columbia 18.5

United States 1 0 . 2

TABLE 2.4C

Postneonatal Mortality Rate, Nonwhite,
1984

Rank State Name Rate

1 Hawaii 3.6
2 California 4.0
3 Oklahoma 4.1
4 Massachusetts 4.7
5 Maryland 4.9
6 Tennessee 5.3
7 V irg in ia 5.5
8 D is tric t o f Columbia 5.6
9 Louisiana 5.6
1 0 Texas 5.7
1 1 New York 5.7
1 2 Arkansas 5.7
13 Georgia 5.7
14 Wisconsin 5.9
15 Washington 6 .0
16 Ohio 6.3
17 Pennsylvania 6.3
18 Missouri 6.3
19 Michigan 6.4
2 0 Indiana 6.5
2 1 New Jersey 6.5
2 2 North Carolina 6.7
23 Alabama 6 .8
24 Florida 7.2
25 Arizona 7.4
26 South Carolina 7.4
27 Illino is 7.7
28 Mississippi 8 .0

United States 5.8

Sou rce : National CenterJor Health Statistics Calculations by Children's Dejense Fund.
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Low birthweight is the single 
largest cause of neonatal 
death. Ten of fourteen states 
with the highest incidence of 
low birthweight also had the 
highest neonatal mortality 
rates 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 eight New Mex­
ico infants was bom to a 
mother who had received late 
or no care.

TABLE 2.5A
Percent of Births that Were 

Low Birthweight, Total, 1984
Rank State Name Rate

1 North Dakota 4.8
2 Alaska 4.8
3 Iowa 4.9
4 Minnesota 4.9
5 New Hampshire 5.0
6 South Dakota 5.1
7 Washington 5.1
8 Idaho 5.1
9 Wisconsin 5.1
1 0 Oregon 5.2
1 1 Nebraska 5.4
1 2 Maine 5.5
13 Utah 5.6
14 Montana 5.8
15 California 5.9
16 Massachusetts 5.9
17 Rhode Island 6 .0
18 Kansas 6 . 1
19 Vermont 6 . 1
2 0 Arizona 6 . 1
2 1 Indiana 6.3
2 2 Oklahoma 6.3
23 Ohio 6.4
24 Connecticut 6 .6
25 Pennsylvania 6 .6
26 Missouri 6.7
27 Nevada 6.7
28 Texas 6 .8
29 West V irg in ia 6.9
30 Kentucky 6.9
31 Michigan 7.0
32 New Jersey 7.0
33 New York 7.0
34 Wyoming 7.1
35 Illino is 7.1
36 V irg in ia 7.2
37 Hawaii 7.2
38 Delaware 7.4
39 Florida 7.4
40 Maryland 7.4
41 Arkansas 7.5
42 New Mexico 7.6
43 Colorado 7.6
44 North Carolina 7.8
45 Alabama 7.9
46 Tennessee 7.9
47 Georgia 8.3
48 Louisiana 8.5
49 Mississippi 8.7
50 South Carolina 8 .8
51 D is tric t o f Columbia 12.5

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

1 Connecticut 85.6
2 Massachusetts 85.6
3 Rhode Island 85.5
4 Iowa 85.3
5 New Hampshire 84.6
6 Wisconsin 84.1
7 Maine 8 28
8 Vermont 8 2 3
9 North Dakota 8 20
1 0 New Jersey 8 20
1 1 Utah 8 2 0
1 2 Ohio 81.7
13 Kansas 81.5
14 Michigan 81.4
15 Wyoming 80.6
16 V irg in ia 80.3
17 Nebraska 79.9
18 M issouri 79.9
19 Minnesota 79.9
2 0 Maryland 79.3
2 1 Montana 79.0
2 2 Pennsylvania 78.9
23 North Carolina 78.2
24 Washington 78.1
25 Indiana 78.0
26 Delaware 78.0
27 Illino is 77.9
28 Louisiana 77.6
29 Colorado 77.2
30 Oregon 77.1
31 California 76.9
32 Idaho 76.5
33 Georgia 75.8
34 Hawaii • 75.8
35 Nevada 75.8
36 Tennessee 75.7
37 Alaska 7 5 ^ ' f
38 Kentucky 75.6
39 Mississippi 74.8
40 Alabama 73.6
41 South Dakota 727
42 New York 722
43 Arizona 71.7
44 West V irg in ia 71.2
45 Oklahoma 69.4
46 Arkansas 68.9
47 Texas 6 8 . 1
48 Florida 67.7
49 South Carolina 67.6
50 New Mexico 61.2
51 D is tric t o f Columbia 60.3

United States 76.5

R ank State Name Rate

1 Iowa 2 2
2 Rhode Island 2 2
3 New Hampshire 2 3
4 Massachusetts 2 3
5 Maine 2 4
6 Wisconsin 2 6
7 Connecticut 2 6
8 Vermont 2 7
9 North Dakota 2 7
1 0 M ichigan 3.0
1 1 Utah 3.1
1 2 Nebraska 3.5
13 Minnesota 3.6
14 Ohio 3.6
15 Kansas 3.7
16 Delaware 3.7
17 V irg in ia 3.8
18 North Carolina 3.9
19 Maryland 4.0
2 0 Missouri 4.0
2 1 New Jersey 4.0
2 2 Wyoming 4.1
23 Montana 4.2
24 Mississippi 4.4
25 Illino is 4.4
26 Pennsylvania 4.4
27 Indiana 4.4
28 Hawaii 4.7
29 Louisiana 4.8

4.8
31 Idaho 4.8
32 Washington 5.0
33 Georgia 5.1
34 California 5.1
35 Oregon 5.2
36 Tennessee 5.3
37 Kentucky 5.3
38 Colorado 5.4
39 Alabama 5.9
40 Nevada 6 .0
41 West V irg in ia 6.3
42 South Dakota 6 .6
43 South Carolina 7.7
44 Arkansas 7.9
45 Arizona 8 .2
46 Oklahoma 8.5
47 Florida 8.9
48 New York 9.2
49 D is tric t o f Columbia 10 .0
50 Texas 1 0 .6
51 New Mexico 13.2

United States 5.6

Source: National Center fo r Health Statistics. Calculations by Children's Defense Fund.
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Low birthweight is a problem 
for many white infants. Low- 
birthweight rates among white 
infants that exceed the 
national average are not con­
fined to any one region of the 
country.

Among 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.

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 Iowa 4.7
7 South Dakota 4.8
8 New Hampshire 5.0
9 Oregon 5.0
1 0 Idaho 5.0
1 1 Nebraska 5.0
1 2 California 5.1
13 D is tric t o f Columbia 5.1
14 Illino is 5.3
15 Utah 5.4
16 Maryland 5.4
17 Maine 5.4
18 Ohio 5.5
19 Massachusetts 5.5
2 0 Kansas 5.5
2 1 Michigan 5.5
2 2 . 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 V irg in ia 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 V irg in ia 6 .6
49 Wyoming 7.1
50 Colorado 7.3
51 New Mexico 7.8

United States 5.6

Source: National Center fo r 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 Rate

I C onnetJcut 88.5 1 Rhode Island 1 .8
2 Rhode Island 87.4 2 Iowa 2 .0
3 Massachusetts 8 6 .6 3 Connecticut 2 .0
4 Wisconsin 8 6 . 1 4 North Dakota 2 . 1
5 Iowa 8 6 .0 5 Massachusetts 2 . 1
6 Louisiana 85.8 6 Wisconsin 2 .2
7 New Jersey 85.5 7 New Hampshire 2.3
8 Maryland 85.4 8 Maine 2.4
9 M ississippi 85.3 9 M ississippi 2.4
1 0 Njw Hampshire 84.7 1 0 Michigan 2.4
1 1 Virgin ia 84.4 1 1 North Carolina 2.5
1 2 Ohio 84.1 1 2 Maryland 2.5
13 North Carolina 84.0 13 Vermont 2 .6
14 North Dakota 83.5 14 Utah 2.7
15 M ichigan 83.3 15 Delaware 2 .8
16 Kansas 83.1 16 Ohio 2 .8
17 Utah 82.9 17 Louisiana 2 .8
18 Maine 82.9 18 Minnesota 2.9
19 Georgia 82.6 19 V irg in ia 2.9
2 0 Vermont 82.4 2 0 Nebraska 3.0
2 1 Missouri 82.3 2 1 Montana 3.1
2 2 Delaware 81.9 2 2 New Jersey 3.1
23 Pennsylvania 81.9 23 Kansas 3.1
24 Montana 81.7 24 M issouri 3.4
25 Nebraska 81.6 25 Pennsylvania 3.5
26 Illino is 81.6 26 Illino is 3.5
27 Alabama 81.5 27 Hawaii 3.6
28 Minnesota 81.5 2 8 ^ .^Alaska____ __________ --------------3.6 /
29 Wyoming 81.0 29 “ “’Georgia 3.8
30 Indiana 79.9 30 Indiana 3.9
31 Washington 79.5 31 Alabama 3.9
32 Tennessee 79.5 32 Wyoming 4.0
. 3 3 -  ..Alaska 33 South Dakota 4.0
34 Hawaii 78.5 34 Tennessee 4.2
35 New York 78.2 35 Washington 4.5
36 Colorado 77.9 36 South Carolina 4.6
37 Nevada 77.9 37 Idaho 4.7
38 Oregon 77.8 38 Kentucky 4.9
39 California 77.5 39 Oregon 4.9
40 Kentucky 77.2 40 D is tric t o f Columbia 5.0
41 Idaho 76.8 41 California 5.0
42 South Carolina 76.7 42 Colorado 5.1
43 South Dakota 76.7 43 Nevada 5.4
44 D istric t o f Columbia 75.7 44 West V irg in ia 6 . 1
45 Arizona 7 a . 1 45 Arkansas 6.4
46 Arkansas 73.8 46 New York 6 .6
47 Oklahoma 73.6 47 Oklahoma 6.9
48 Florida 73.3 48 Florida 7.2
49 West V irg in ia 71.9 49 Arizona 7.2
50 Texas 69.6 50 Texas 10.3
51 New Mexico 63.5 51 New Mexico 1 2 . 1

United States 79.6 United States 4.7

Source: National Center for Health Statistics. Calculations by Children's Defense Fund.
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In 1984, there was wide varia­
tion among states in the per­
centage of black Infants bom 
at low birthweight. A black 
Infant bom In Michigan or the 
District of Columbia was twice 
as likely as a black infant bom 
in Alaska to have a low 
birthweight.

In those states that accounted 
for 99 percent of all black 
births in 1984, fewer than 75 
percent of all infants were 
bom 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 
mothers who received no care 
before the seventh month of 
pregnancy or none at all.

TABLE 2.7A

Percent of Births that Were 
Low Birthweight, Black, 1984

Rank State Name Rate

h Alaska V T ,v r i ? r 7 .l '
2 Hawaii 9.0
3 New Mexico 9.8
4 Nevada 1 0 . 2
5 Washington 10.5
6 Iowa 1 0 .6
7 Minnesota 1 0 .6
8 Oregon 10.9
9 Massachusetts 11.0
1 0 California 11.4
1 1 Oklahoma 11.5
1 2 Rhode Island 1 1 . 6
13 Nebraska 1 1 . 6
14 New York 11.7
15 Mississippi 11.7
16 Indiana 11.7
17 Delaware 1 1 . 8
18 Florida 11.9
19 Arizona 11.9
2 0 V irg in ia r 2 .0
2 1 Kentucky 1 2 .0
2 2 Maryland 1 2 .0
23 Alabama 1 2 . 1
24 Wisconsin 1 2 . 1
25 Kansas 1 2 . 1
26 North Carolina 1 2 .2
27 Ohio 1 2 .2
28 Texas 1 2 .2
29 Arkansas 12.3
30 New Jersey 12.4
31 Missouri 1 2 .6
32 Georgia 1 2 .6
33 South Carolina 12.7
34 Connecticut 12.9
35 Colorado 13.0
36 Louisiana 13.1
37 Tennessee 13.2
38 West V irg in ia 13.4
39 Illino is 13.8
40 Pennsylvania 13.9
41 D is tric t o f Columbia 14.2
42 Michigan 14.2

United States 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

TABLE 2.7B TABLE 2.7C

Early Care Late or No Care
Rank Stale Name Rate Rank State Name Rate

1 New Hampshire 81.0 1 Hawaii 3.8
2 Wyoming 79.8 2 Massachusetts 4.4
3 Montana 79.7 3 Iowa 4.5
4 Massachusetts 75.5 4 California 5.4
5 Maine 74.3 5 Michigan 5.5
6 North Dakota 74.2 6 Rhode Island 5.6
7 Iowa 73.3 *71 V irg in ia 6 .2
8 Hawaii 73.0 3 Kansas 6.4
9 Michigan 72.3 9 M ississippi 6.4
1 0 Rhode Island 71.9 1 0 Wisconsin 6.5
1 1 California 71.9 1 1 Delaware 6.7
1 2 Idaho 71.8 1 2 Connecticut 6 .8
13 Kansas 70.1 13 North Carolina 7.2

___ 69.8 J 14 M issouri 7.3
15 Colorado 69.7 15 Maryland 7.3
16 Wisconsin 68.5 16 Illino is 7.5
17 V irg in ia 6 8 .0 17 Georgia 7.5
18 New Jersey 67.9 18 Louisiana 7.8
19 Utah 67.7 19 New Jersey 8 .0
2 0 Missouri 67.1 2 0 Colorado 8 .0
2 1 Ohio 6 6 .8 2 1 Oregon 8.5
2 2 Connecticut 66.3 2 2 Ohio 8.5
23 Washington 65.7 23 Nevada 8 .8
24 Illino is 65.3 24 Nebraska 8.9
25 Maryland 65.2 25 Tennessee 8.9
26 Oregon 65.2 26 Alabama 9.5
27 Arizona 64.9 27 Arizona 9.5
28 Louisiana 64.8 28 Washington 9.5
29 North Carolina 64.8 29 Indiana 9.8
30 Delaware 64.4 30 Kentucky 1 0 .0
31 Mississippi 63.5 31 Minnesota 105
32 Minnesota 63.4 32 Pennsylvania l i . l
33 Georgia 63.2 33 D is tric t o f Columbia 11.4
34 South Dakota 63.0 34 West V irg in ia 1 2 . 2
35 Tennessee 62.7 35 South Carolina 12.5
36 Nevada 62.4 36 Texas 12.7
37 Nebraska 61.6 37 Arkansas 12.7
38 Kentucky 61.1 38 Florida 14.3
39 Pennsylvania 59.0 39 New Mexico 14.5
40 Alabama 58.8 40 Oklahoma 15.4
41 Indiana 58.5 41 New York 19.2
42 Texas 58.2
43 D is tric t o f Columbia 56.7 United States 9.6
44 West V irg in ia 53.9
45 South Carolina 53.5
46 Arkansas 53.2
47 New Mexico 52.7
48 Oklahoma 51.4
49 New York 50.6
50 Florida 50.1

United States 62.2

Source: National Center fo r  Health Statistics. Calculations by Children's Defense Fund.
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The record for early prenatal 
care among Infants bom to 
nonwhite mothers was poor In 
all states In 1984. However, in 
some states, lack of adequate 
prenatal care is a particularly 
serious problem. For example, 
in New Mexico and South 
Dakota only half of all non­
white babies were bom to 
mothers who received early 
care. In South Dakota, one in 
five babies was bom to a 
mother who received late or no 
care.

TABLE 2.8A

Percent of Births that Were 
Low'Birthweight, Nonwhite, 1984

Rank State Name Rate
r  i ~ r —"•Alaska ' ' " • 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
1 0 Idaho 7.9
1 1 Washington 8 .0
1 2 Oklahoma 8.3
13 Utah 8.7
14 California 8.7
15 Iowa 8 .8
16 Nevada 9.6
17 Nebraska 9.7
18 Massachusetts 9.8
19 Rhode Island 1 0 . 1
2 0 Wisconsin 10.3
2 1 Kansas 10.9
2 2 New York 10.9
23 Colorado 11.0
24 Indiana 1 1 . 2
25 V irg in ia 11.4
26 Delaware 11.4
27 Texas 11.5
28 M ississippi 1 1 . 6
29 Maryland 1 1 . 6
30 Florida 1 1 . 6
31 New Jersey 1 1 . 6
32 North Carolina 11.7
33 Kentucky 11.7
34 Ohio 1 1 . 8
35 Arkansas 1 2 .0
36 Alabama 1 2 .0
37 Connecticut 1 2 .2
38 M issouri 12.3
39 Georgia 12.5
40 South Carolina 1 2 .6
41 West V irg in ia 1 2 .8
42 Louisiana 1 2 .8
43 Tennessee 13.0
44 Illino is 13.1
45 Pennsylvania 13.3
46 M ichigan 13.5
47 D is tric t o f Columbia 14.2

United States 1 1 . 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

TABLE 2.8B
Early Care

R ank State Name Rate R ank

1 New Hampshire 79.5 1

2 Maine 76.9 2

3 Massachusetts 76.6 3
4 Hawaii 74.9 4
5 California 74.6 5
6 Wyoming 73.2 6
7 M ichigan 72.7 7
8 Iowa 70.3 8

9 New Jersey 70.0 9
1 0 V irg in ia 69i0 1 0

1 1 Kansas 68.9 1 1

1 2 Colorado 68.9 1 2

13 Rhode Island 6 8 .8 13
14 Connecticut 6 8 .2 14
15 Washington 6 8 .0 15
16 Ohio 67.8 16
17 Oregon 67.8 17
18 M issouri 67.7 18

Alaska _  . — 67.4J 19
2 0 Idaho 67.3 t.20j3£k
2 1 Maryland 66.7 2 1  '
2 2 North Dakota 66.7 2 2
23 Illino is 6 6 .2 23
24 Wisconsin 6 6 .2 24
25 Nevada 65.9 25
26 Delaware 65.4 26
27 North Carolina 65.3 27
28 Louisiana 65.1 28
29 Vermont 64.5 29
30 Utah 64.1 30
31 Georgia 63.6 31
32 M kslsslpp! 63.5 32
33 Ten nessee 63.0 33
34 Kentucky 61.5 34
35 Indiana 60.2 35
36 Pennsylvania 60.2 36
37 Nebraska 60.1 37
38 Texas 60.0 38
39 M ontana 59.5 39
40 Alabama 59.0 40
41 Arizona 58.9 41
42 Minnesota 58.0 42
43 D is tric t o f Columbia 56.8 43
44 West V irg in ia 56.0 44
45 Arkansas 53.8 v 45
46 South Carolina 53.7 46
47 Oklahoma 53.3 47
48 New York 53.1 48
49 Florida 51.1
50 New Mexico 50.8
51 South Dakota 50.4

United States 64.1

TABLE 2.8C
Late or No Care

Massachusetts 
Hawaii 
M ichigan 
California 
V irg in ia  
Connecticut 
Rhode Island 
M ississippi 
Delaware 
Wisconsin 
North Carolina 
Maryland 
Iowa 
M issouri 
Illino is  
New Jersey 
Georgia 
Louisiana 
Wyoming 

[Alaska j I "  
Kansas 
Ohio
Washington
Tennessee
Oregon
Colorado
Nevada
Indiana
Alabama
Nebraska
North Dakota
Idaho
Kentucky
Utah
Pennsylvania
D is tric t o f Columbia
West V irg in ia
Texas
Montana
South Carolina
Arkansas
Minnesota
Arizona
Florida
Oklahoma
New York
New Mexico
South Dakota

United States

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 .

—  8.0
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
13.1
13.2 
14.0
14.6
17.8
17.9 
21.5

9 . 3

S o u rc e : National Centerfor Health Statistics. Calculations by Children's Dejense Fund.
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Babies bom to teen mothers 
are more likely to experience 
low birthweight than those 
bom to older mothers. How­
ever, In 1984 there was wide 
variation among states In the 
Incidence of low birthweight 
among Infants bom to teens. 
An infant bom to a teen 
mother in South Carolina In 
1984 was two and one-half 
times more likely 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 babies 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 
or no care.

TABLE 2.9A

Percent of Births to Teens that Were 
Low Birthweight, Total. 1984

R ank State Name Rate
1 North Dakota 5.1

1 2 ’ ^ " "A laska V: 6 .2 *
3 New Hampshire 6.3
4 Idaho 6.7
5 Oregon 7.1
6 Washington 7.2
7 Arizona 7.2
8 Montana 7.3
9 South Dakota 7.4
1 0 Minnesota 7.4
1 1 Iowa 7.4
1 2 California 7.6
13 Nebraska 7.8
14 Nevada 7.8
15 Wisconsin 7.9
16 Maine 8 . 1
17 Oklahoma 8.4
18 West V irg in ia 8 .6
19 New Mexico 8.7
2 0 Utah 8 .8
2 1 Indiana 8 .8
2 2 Massachusetts 8.9
23 Ohio 9.0
24 Kentucky 9.0
25 Texas 9.2
26 Vfyomlng 9.2
27 Rhode Island 9.3
28 Kansas 9.3
29 M issouri 9.4
30 Vermont 9.4
31 Arkansas 9.7
32 Pennsylvania 9.8
33 M ichigan 9.9
34 Delaware 9.9
35 Maryland 1 0 .0
36 Colorado 1 0 .0
37 Illino is 1 0 . 1
38 V irg in ia 1 0 . 1
39 New York 1 0 . 1
40 Hawaii 1 0 . 2
41 Connecticut 1 0 . 2
42 North Carolina 1 0 . 2
43 Tennessee 10.4
44 Florida 10.5
45 Alabama 10.7
46 Georgia 1 0 .8
47 New Jersey 1 1 . 2
48 M ississippi 11.5
49 Louisiana 1 1 . 6
50 D is tric t o f Columbia 1 2 .2
51 South Carolina 12.5

United States 9.4

Source: National Center fo r  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

R ank State Name Rate

1 Maine 67.1
2 Utah 65.9
3 Iowa 65.2
4 Rhode Island 64.2
5 Wisconsin 61.7
6 North Dakota 61.3
7 Massachusetts 61.2
8 Kansas 61.1
9 Wyoming 60.8
1 0 Michigan 60.5
1 1 Ohio 60.2
1 2 Vermont 60.1
13 New Hampshire 60.1
14 Louisiana 60.0
15 Connecticut 58.8
16 Kentucky 58.3
17 Mississippi 57.6
lS -^ r^ A la f lk a  *— • KSSft 5 7 .5 -/
19 Montana ...................57.4
2 0 California 57.3
2 1 M issouri 57.3
2 2 Virg in ia 57.2
23 North Carolina 57.0
24 Idaho 56.8
25 Delaware 56.6
26 Minnesota 56.3
27 Indiana 56.1
28 Hawaii 55.8
29 Maryland 55.5
30 New Jersey 55.3
31 Georgia 55.3
32 Nebraska 54.9
33 Tennessee 54.4
34 Illino is 54.3
35 Washington 54.2
36 Nevada 53.9
37 Pennsylvania 53.7
38 Oregon 52.3
39 Arizona 51.8
40 Colorado 51.6
41 Alabama 51.5
42 Arkansas 50.6
43 South Dakota 50.6
44 West V irg in ia 48.8
45 Oklahoma 48.3
46 Texas 45.7
47 New York 44.1
48 D is tric t o f Columbia 43.3
49 South Carolina 42.9
50 Florida 41.4
51 New Mexico 39.9

United States 53.7

TABLE 2.9C
Late or No Care

Rank State Name Rate

1 Maine 5.0
2 Rhode Island 5.7
3 Iowa 6 .2
4 New Hampshire 6 .2
5 Utah 6.5
6 Vermont 6.9
7 Wisconsin 7.4
8 North Dakota 7.5
9 M ississippi 7.8
1 0 Massachusetts 7.8
1 1 M ichigan 7.9
1 2 Ohio 8 .0

13 Delaware 8 . 1
14 Hawaii 8.4
15 Kansas 8.5
16 Louisiana 8.5
17 North Carolina 8 .6
18 Missouri 8 .8
19 Connecticut 8 .8
2 0 Indiana 8.9
2 1 Minnesota 9.0
2 2 Montana 9.2
23 Maryland 9.4
24 Wyoming 9.5
25 . V irg in ia 9.5
26 Kentucky 9.7
27 Georgia 9.8
28 Nebraska 9.9
29 California 9.9
30 Tennessee 10.3
31 Illino is 10.3
3 2 .-0 , „ A laska,— ____ 10.4 /
33 Idaho 10.5
34 Pennsylvania 1 0 .6
35 New Jersey 11.3
36 Washington 1 1 . 8
37 Alabama 1 2 .0
38 Nevada 1 2 .2
39 Oregon 12.9
40 Colorado 12.9
41 West V irg in ia 13.1
42 Arkansas 13.5
43 South Dakota 14.3
44 Oklahoma 15.4
45 D is tric t o f Columbia 15.7
46 South Carolina 15.7
47 Arizona 16.0
48 Florida 17.6
49 Texas 19.3
50 New York 20.7
51 New Mexico 2 2 .8

United States 11.9

Source: National Centerfor Health Statistics. C a lc u la t io n s  b y  Children's Defense Fund.
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Low birthweight among 
infants bom to white teens in 
1984 was not concentrated in 
any one region in the country. 
Furthermore, there was wide 
disparity between the best and 
worst states in the proportion 
of low-birthweight births 
among white infants bom co 
teens.

In 1984, white teens were less 
likely than older white moth­
ers to receive adequate prena­
tal care. However, they were 
more likely to receive early 
care than their black 
counterparts. While only 50.3 
percent of black births to 
teens in Mississippi in 1984 
occurred to mothers who 
received early prenatal care, 
70.6 percent of infants bom to 
white Mississippi teens had 
mothers who received care 
during the first trimester of 
pregnancy.

TABLE 2.10A

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

Rank State Name Rate

I North Dakota r
r 2 r r r > —Alaska"" -

• " J*
- ' 5 .9  -g

3 New Hampshire 6 .2  '
4 Nebraska 6.5
5 California 6.5
6 Wisconsin 6 .6
7 Idaho 6 .6
8 Washington 6 .6
9 Maryland 6 .8
1 0 Nevada 6.9
1 1 Alabama 7.0
1 2 Oregon 7.0
13 Arizona 7.1
14 Iowa 7.1
15 Minnesota 7.1
16 Louisiana 7.4
17 V irg in ia 7.4
18 Illino is 7.5
19 South Dakota 7.5
2 0 Arkansas 7.6
2 1 Ohio 7.6
2 2 Oklahoma 7.7
23 Indiana 7.7
24 Montana 7.8
25 Michigan 7.8
26 Rhode Island 7.9
27 Texas 7.9
28 Massachusetts 8 .0
29 M issouri 8 .0
30 Pennsylvania 8 .0
31 North Carolina 8 .0
32 Maine 8 . 1
33 Florida 8 . 1
34 M ississippi 8 .2
35 Georgia 8.3
36 New York 8.3
37 Kentucky 8.3
38 Kansas 8.3
39 West V irg in ia 8.3
40 Utah 8.4
41 Tennessee 8 .6
42 Connecticut 8 .6
43 New Mexico 8.7
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

Source: National Center fo r  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

TABLE 2.1 OB
Early Care

Rank State Name Rate

1 Mississippi 70.6
2 Louisiana 69.1
3 Utah 67.5
4 Maine 67.1
5 Iowa 65.9
6 Rhode Island 65.6
7 Wisconsin 64.4
8 Georgia 63.3
9 North Carolina 63.6
1 0 North Dakota 63.5
1 1 Kansas 63.1
1 2 Ohio 63.0
13 Maryland 62.9
14 Michigan 62.2
15 Connecticut 61.8
16 V irg in ia 6 ?.5
17 Montana 61.4
18 Wyoming 61.1
19 Massachusetts 61.0
2 0 Vermont 60.2
2 1 Alabama 60.0
2 2 New Hampshire 60.0
23 Kentucky 59.7
24 Delaware 59.1
25 Hawaii . 58.8
26 Indiana 58.7
27 Missouri 58.5
28 Minnesota 58.4
29 ̂ ^ ■ A la s k a  58.4s
30 Tennessee''------- —---- —
31 California 57.5
32 Pennsylvania 57.3
33 Idaho 57.1
34 Nevada 57.1
35 Illino is 56.5
36 New Jersey 56.4
37 Nebraska 56.3
38 Arkansas 55.7
39 South Dakota 55.4
40 Washington 55.1
41 Arizona 53.2
42 Oregon 53.1
43 Sou'h Carolina 52.1
44 Oklahoma 52.0
45 Colorado 51.9
46 West V irg in ia 49.6
47 New York 48.8
48 Texas 47.2
49 Florida 46.2
50 New Mexico 41.2

United States 56.7

TABLE 2  IOC
Late or No Carc

R ank State Name Rate

1 Maine 4.9
2 North Dakota 5.5
3 Rhode Island 5.7
4 Iowa 5.7
5 M ississippi 5.8
6 Utah 5.9
7 Louisiana 6 . 1

8 North Carolina 6 .2

9 New Hampshire 6.4
1 0 Wisconsin 6.4
1 1 Maryland 6 .6

1 2 Ohio 6.7
13 Vermont 6.9
14 M ichigan 7.1
15 Delaware 7.5
16 Minnesota 7.5
17 Kansas 7.6
18 Montana 7.6
19 Massachusetts 7.7
2 0 Indiana 7.9 i

A laska—  i - a r y t v i . i t i .  M :(.:• 7.9 /
2 2 M issouri 8 . 1

23 Connecticut 8 .2

24 Georgia 8.5
25 V irg in ia S.5
26 Pennsylvania 8 .6

27 Alabama 8.9
28 Tennessee 9.1
29 South Dakota 9.1
30 Wyoming 9.2
31 Kentucky 9.2
32 Nebraska 9.4
33 Illino is 9.8
34 California 9.9
35 Idaho 10.5
36 Washington 1 1 . 1

37 Nevada 11.4
38 New Jersey 11.4
39 South Carolina 11.5
40 Arkansas 1 1 . 6

41 Oregon 12.3
42 Colorado 12.5
43 West V irg in ia 1 2 .6

44 Oklahoma 13.6
45 Arizona 15.2
46 Florida 16.2
47 New York 17.5
48 Texas 19.3
49 New Mexico 21.9

United States 10.9

Source: National Centerfor Health Statistics. Calculations by Children's Defense Fund.
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Infants bom to black teen 
mothers are at greater risk of 
low birthweight than those 
bom to other teen mothers. 
For example, in 1984 the low­
est per-state percentage of low 
birthweight among infants 
bom to white teen mothers 
(North Dakota) was about half 
as large as the lowest per-state 
percentage of low birthweight 
among infants bom to black 
teen mothers (Nevada).

In 1984, two in three black 
bi.-ths to teens in West Virgi­
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.

TABLE 2.1 IA

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

R ank State Name Rate

1 Nevada 10.1
2 Delaware 11.3
3 Washington 11.5
4 Iowa 11.5
5 California 1 2 .2
6 D is tric t o f Columbia 124
7 Minnesota 126
8 New York 1 2 .8
9 Missouri 1 2 .8
1 0 Maryland 129
1 1 Wisconsin 13.0
1 2 North Carolina 13.1
13 Ohio 13.2
14 Illino is 13.3
15 Georgia 13.3
16 Indiana 13.4
17 Oklahoma 13.4
18 M ississippi 13.4
19 Texas 13.6
2 0 Massachusetts 13.6
2 1 Arizona 13.6
2 2 Arkansas 13.7
23 Connecticut 13.8
24 New Jersey 13.8
25 Florida 13.9
26 V irg in ia 14.0
27 Kentucky 14.1
28 Kansas 14.1
29 Michigan 14.2
30 Tennessee 14.4
31 Pennsylvania 14.6
32 Nebraska 14.6
33 Alabama 14.6
34 Louisiana 15.2
35 South Carolina 15.5
36 Colorado 16.5

United States 13.6

S ou rc e : National Center J<or 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, Black, 1984

TABLE 2.1 IB  TABLE 2.11 C
Early Care Late or No Ca/e

Rank State Name Rate Rank State Name Rate

1 Massachusetts 62.7 1 Massachusetts 8 .2
2 Iowa 60.6 2 Mississippi 8 .8
3 Rhode Island 60.1 3 Delaware 8 .8
4 California 57.6 4 California 9.2
5 M ichigan 57.3 5 M ichigan 9.4
6 Wisconsin 55.6 6 Wisconsin 9.9
7 M issouri 54.3 7 Connecticut 1 0 .0

8 New Jersey 54.1 8 M issouri 1 0 . 1

9 Delaware 53.3 9 Louisiana 10.5
1 0 Hawaii 53.3 1 0 Kansas 10.7
1 1 Kansas 52.8 1 1 Illino is 1 0 .8

1 2 Louisiana 52.3 1 2 V irg in ia 10.9
13 Connecticut 52.2 13 Georgia 1 1 . 0

14 Colorado 51.7 14 New Jersey 1 1 . 2

15 Illino is 51.6 15 Nebraska 1 1 . 6
16 Ohio 51.6 16 North Carolina 11.7
17 V irg in ia 51.1 17 Ohio 11.9
18 Mississippi 50.3 18 Maryland 1 2 . 1

19 Arizona 49.3 19 Nevada 1 2 .2

2 0 Kentucky 49.0 2 0 Tennessee 1 2 .8

2 1 Nebraska 48.9 2 1 Kentucky 12.9
2 2 North Carolina 48.7 2 2 Indiana 13.9
23 Maryland 48.3 23 Washington 14.6
24 Tennessee 47.7 24 Colorado 15.2
25 Minnesota 47.2 25 Alabama 15.3
26 Georgia 47.0 26 D is tric t o f Columbia 15.5
27 _W ashlngton 46.9 27 Pennsylvania 16.2
'28~! Alaska "'•46.2’ V 28 Arizona 16.2
29 Oregon 4 f 29 Minnesota 17.1
30 Nevada 4 • 30 Arkansas 17.2
31 Pennsylvania 31 South Carolina 19.1
32 D is tric t o f Columbia .'.o 32 Texas 19.3
33 Indiana -,,’.3 33 Florida 19.6
34 Alabama 42.4 34 Oklahoma 2 1 .6

35 Arkansas 41.0 35 West V irg in ia 2 2 .6

36 Texas 40.3 36 New York 25.8
37 New York 36.4 United States 14.0
38 South Carolina 35.4
39 Florida 34.6
40 Oklahoma 34.4
41 West V irg in ia 32.3

United States 47.0

S ou rc e : National Centerfor Health Statistics. Calculations by Children's Defense Fund.
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TABLE 2.12A

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

R ank State Name

One in six infants bom to 
nonwhite teens in Rhode 
Island in 1984 was low birth­
weight, compared to one in 
seventeen infants bom that 
year to all mothers in the 
state.

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
more, 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.

n ~ — ■"■Alaska
2 Arlzona
3 Oregon
4 New Mexico
5 Minnesota
6 Washington
7 Oklahoma
8 Nevada
9 Hawaii
1 0 Delaware
1 1 Iowa
1 2 Californ ia
13 Wisconsin
14 D is tric t o f Columbia
15 New York
16 M issouri
17 North Carolina
18 Maryland
19 Utah
2 0 Ohio
2 1 Indiana
2 2 Illino is
23 Georgia
24 M ississippi
25 Massachusetts
26 Arkansas
27 Texas
28 Nebraska
29 New Jarsey
30 Kansra
31 Connecticut
32 V irg in ia
33 Florida
34 M ichigan
35 Kentucky
36 Tennessee
37 Colorado
38 West V irg in ia
39 Pennsylvania
40 Alabama
41 Louisiana
42 South Carolina
43 Rhode Island 

United States

Rate
rr~~yr*r,

7.8
7.9 
8.4
8.9 

10.0 
10.1
10.4
10.4 
11.1 
11.1 
11.2 
12.0 
12.2 
12.8 
12.8
12.9
12.9
13.0
13.1
13.2
13.3
13.3
13.3
13.5
13.5
13.5
13.5
13.7
13.7
13.8
13.9
13.9
13.9
13.9
14.3
14.3
14.4
14.5
14.6
15.1 
15.5 
15.8

13.1

Source: National Center fo r  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, Ncnwhite, 
1984

TABLE 2.12B

Early Care

R ank State Name Rate

1 Massachusetts 62.3
2 Wyoming 57.6
3 Michigan 57.2
4 Rhode Island 56.9
5 California 56.8
6 Iowa 56.7

8 ~" Hawaii 54.7
9 M issouri 54.4
1 0 New Jersey 54.2
1 1 Wisconsin 53.5
1 2 Delaware 53.5
13 Kansas 52.6
14 Louisiana 52.4
15 Connecticut 52.3
16 North Dakota 52.1
17 Ohio 51.8
18 Illino is 51.6
19 Idaho 51.5
2 0 V irg in ia 51.2
2 1 M ississippi 50.4
2 2 Colorado 49.3
23 North Carolina 49.2
24 Washington 49.1
25 Kentucky 49.0
26 Nebraska 48.6
27 Maryland 48.5
28 Tennessee 47.7
29 Georgia 47.0
30 Arizona 46.4
31 Nevada 45.7
32 Minnesota 45.1
33 Utah 44.7
34 Oregon 44.4
35 Montana 44.2
36 Pennsylvania 43.9
37 Indiana 43.6
38 D is tric t o f Columbia 43.5
39 Alabama 42.4
40 Arkansas 41.2
41 Texas 40.3
42 South Dakota 38.9
43 Oklahoma 38.9
44 New York 36.7
45 South Carolina 35.5
46 New Mexico 35.2
47 Florida 34.7
48 West V irg in ia 32.8

United States 47.3

TABLE 2.12C
Late or No Care

R ank State Name Rate

1 Massachusetts 8.5
2 Hawaii 8 .6
3 M ississippi 8 .8
4 Delaware 8.9
5 M ichigan 9.4
6 C aliforn ia 9.7
7 Connecticut 1 0 .0
8 M issouri 1 0 . 2
9 Wisconsin 10.4
1 0 Louisiana 1 0 .6
1 1 Illino is 10.9
1 2 V irg in ia 11.0
13 Georgia 11.0
14 New Jersey 1 1 . 2
15 North Carolina 11.4
16 Iowa 11.5
17 Ohio 1 1 . 8
18 Nebraska 11.9
19 Maryland 1 2 . 1
2 0 Kansas 12.3
2 1 Tennessee 1 2 .8
2 2 Kentucky 12.9
>23 A l a s k a . f 1&4
24 Indiana 13.9
25 Nevada 14.1
26 Utah 14.2
27 Montana 14.5
28 Alabama 15.3
29 D is tric t o f Columbia 15.5
30 W ashington 15.5
31 North Dakota 16.0
32 Pennsylvania 16.1
33 Colorado 16.3
34 Arkansas 17.0
35 Minnesota 17.0
36 Oregon 17.7
37 Arizona 18.8
38 South Carolina 19.1
39 Texas 19.4
40 Florida 19.6
41 Oklahoma 2 0 .2
42 West V irg in ia 21.9
43 New York 25.7
44 New Mexico 26.3
45 South Dakota 26.9

United States 14.1

Source: National CenterJor Health Statistics. Calculations by Children's Defense Fund.
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In southern states low- 
birthweight births to teens 
account for a larger proportion 
of all low-birthweight births 
than in other states.

The proportions of all births 
to teens in 1984 were highest 
in southern states. The pro­
portion of births to teenagers 
younger than fifteen was also 
highest in the South. In Mis­
sissippi, the percentage of 
births to teens younger than 
fifteen was three times the 
national average in 1984.

TABLE 2.13A

Percent of All Low-Birthweight Infants 
Bom to Teens, Total, 1984

R ank State Name Rate

1 North Dakota 9.1
2 New Hampshire 10.9
3 Minnesota 11.9

Alaska l^ ' l 2 3 »
5 Montana 13.0
6 Massachusetts 13.6
7 Utah 13.7
8 Colorado 14.0
9 Nebraska 14.0
1 0 Idaho 14.0
1 1 Nevada 14.4
1 2 Iowa 14.4
13 Connecticut 14.6
14 California 14.6
15 Hawaii 14.6
16 Washington 14.6
17 Oregon 15.0
18 New York 15.0
19 Wyoming 15.1
2 0 Vermont 15.5
2 1 Wisconsin 15.6
2 2 South Dakota 15.7
23 Rhode Island 15.7
24 New Jersey 16.3
25 Arizona 16.8
26 Maryland 17.1
27 Pennsylvania 17.2
28 Michigan 17.5
29 D istric t o f Columbia 17.5
30 Virgin ia 17.7
31 New Mexico 18.0
32 Maine 18.1
33 Kansas 18.1
34 Illinois 18.4
35 Delaware 18.5
36 Ohio 16.8
37 Indiana 19.7
38 Missouri 19.9
39 Florida 2 0 .8
40 Texas 2 1 . 1
41 Oklahoma 21.4
42 North Carolina 2 1 .6
43 West V irg in ia 2 2 .2
44 Tennessee 2 2 .8
45 Georgia 23.2
46 Louisiana 23.8
47 Kentucky 23.9
48 Alabama 24.5
49 South Carolina 24.6
50 Arkansas 25.8
51 Mississippi 28.2

United States 18.4

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

Percent of All Births to Mothers 
Under 20, Total, 1984

TABLE 2.13C

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

Rank State Name Rate Rank State Name Rate

1 Minnesota 7.9 1 Minnesota 0 . 1

2 North Dakota 8.5 2 Iowa 0 . 1

3 New Hampshire 8 .6 3 Massachusetts 0 . 1

4 Utah 8.7 4 Colorado 0 . 1

5 Massachusetts 9.0 5 Nebraska 0 . 1

6 Connecticut 9.4 6 Wisconsin 0 . 1

7 Iowa 9.4 7 Oregon 0 . 1
AlaaU-a |[|.|-|. M| ... - a,-M-.. 8 Washington 0 . 1

9 Nebraska 9.7 9 Kansas 0 .2

1 0 Vermont 1 0 .0 1 0 Connecticut 0 .2

1 1 Wisconsin 1 0 . 1 1 1 Arizona 0 .2

1 2 New Jersey 1 0 . 2 1 2 New York 0 .2

13 Rhode Island 10.3 13 California 0 .2

14 Montana 10.3 14 Missouri 0 .2

15 Hawaii 10.4 15 West V irg in ia 0 .2

16 Washington 10.4 16 Pennsylvania 0 .2

17 New York 10.4 17 Indiana 0 .2

18 Colorado 10.7 18 Ohio 0 .2

19 Idaho 10.7 19 New Mexico 0 .2

2 0 South Dakota 1 0 .8 2 0 Nevada 0 .2

2 1 Oregon 10.9 2 1 Michigan 0.3
2 2 California 1 1 . 2 2 2 Virgin ia 0.3
23 Wyoming 1 1 . 6 23 New Jersey 0.3
24 Pennsylvania 11.7 24 Illinois 0.3
25 Kansas 11.8 25 Oklahoma 0.3
26 Maine 1 2 . 2 26 Maryland 0.3
27 Nevada 1 2 .2 27 Texas 0.4
28 Michigan 12.4 28 Florida 0.4
29 V irg in ia 1 2 .6 29 Tennessee 0.4
30 Maryland 1 2 .8 30 Kentucky 0.4
31 Illino is 13.0 31 Delaware 0.4
32 Ohio 13.4 32 North Carolina 0.4
33 Delaware 13.8 33 Alabama 0.4
34 M issouri 14.0 34 South Carolina 0.5
35 Indiana 14.1 35 Arkansas 0.5
36 Arizona 14.3 36 Georgia 0.5
37 Florida 14.7 37 Louisiana 0.5
38 Texas 15.7 38 D istric t o f Columbia 0.5
39 New Mexico 15.7 39 Mississippi 0.9
40 Oklahoma 16.2
41 North Carolina 16.5 United States 0.3

42 South Carolina 17.2
43 Tennessee 17.4
44 Louisiana 17.6
45 West V irg in ia 17.7
46 Georgia 17.8
47 D is tric t o f Columbia 18.0
48 Alabama 18.2
49 Kentucky 18.3
50 Arkansas 19.9
51 M ississippi 2 1 . 2

United States 13.1

Source: National Center for Health Statistics. Calculations by Children's Defense F un d .
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In some states, In 1984 a 
relatively low percentage of 
low-birthweight births was 
attributable to teen mothers. 
For example, while New Mex­
ico, Colorado, and Wyoming 
had the highest percentages of 
low-birthweight births among 
all white mothers, white teens 
in these states made only a 
moderate contribution to all 
low-birthweight births that 
year.

Of the ten states in 1984 in 
which the highest percentage 
of white births occurred to 
teen mothers, eight were 
southern states.

TABLE 2.14A

Percent of All Low-Birthweight Infants 
Bom to Teens, White, 1984

R ank State Name Rate

1
rn

North Dakota 8 .6
'2
3

Alaska ’ ■<■ ■■ • 
New Jersey

^  - ■ 9.8' 
10.7

4 New Hampshire 1 0 .8
5 Minnesota 1 0 .8
6 Nebraska 1 1 . 1
7 Connecticut 11.4
8 Maryland 1 1 . 6
9 Hawaii 1 2 .0
1 0 New York 1 2 .0
1 1 Nevada 1 2 . 1
1 2 Massachusetts 1 2 2
13 Wisconsin 12.3
14 Montana 12.3
15 Illino is 13.1
16 V irg in ia 13.2
17 Utah 13.2
18 Colorado 13.4
19 Rhode Island 13.5
2 0 Iowa 13.6
2 1 South Dakota 13.9
2 2 Idaho 13.9
23 California 14.0
24 Washington 14.2
25 Pennsylvania 14.2
26 Michigan 14.2
27 Delaware 14.4
28 Oregon 14.9
29 Wyoming 15.0
30 Florida 15.5
31 Vermont 15.6
32 Arizona 16.0
33 Kansas 16.4
34 Ohio 16.4
35 North Carolina 17.1
36 Missouri 17.1
37 Louisiana 17.2
38 New Mexico 17.2
39 Indiana 17.4
40 Alabama 17.6
41 South Carolina 17.8
42 Maine 18.1
43 Georgia 19.2
44 Oklahoma 19.3
45 Texas 19.3
46 Mississippi 19.8
47 Tennessee 20.3
48 Arkansas 21.4
49 West V irg in ia 2 2 .2
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 o f All B irths to Mothers Under 
20, White. 1984

Rank State Name Rate

1 „ D is tric t o f Columbia 4.1
2 New Jersey 6 .8

3 Minnesota 7.1

'5  Connecticut 7.5
6 North Dakota 7.6
7 Hawaii 7.8
8 Massachusetts 8.3
9 New York 8.3
1 0 Wisconsin 8.5
1 1 Utah 8.5
1 2 New Hampshire 8 .6

13 Nebraska 8 .6

14 South Dakota 9.0
15 Montana 9.0
16 Iowa 9.0
17 Maryland 9.2
18 Illino is 9.3
19 Rhode Island 9.5
2 0 Pennsylvania 9.8
2 1 Delaware 9.9
2 2 Washington 1 0 .0

23 Vermont 1 0 .0

24 Michigan 1 0 .0

25 V irg in ia 1 0 .0

26 Colorado 10.3
27 Idaho 10.5
28 Oregon 1 0 .6

29 Nevada 10.7
30 Kansas 1 0 .8

31 California 11.0
32 Wyoming 1 1 . 1
33 Florida 11.4
34 Ohio 1 1 . 8
35 M issouri 11.9
36 Maine 1 2 .2

37 South Carolina 1 2 .6

38 Indiana 1 2 .8

39 North Carolina 13.0
40 Louisiana 13.3
41 Arizona 13.3
42 Georgia 13.8
43 Alabama 14.4
44 M ississippi 14.5
45 Texas 14.5
46 Oklahoma 14.6
47 Tennessee 15.3
48 New Mexico 15.4
49 Arkansas 17.0
50 West V irg in ia 17.6
51 Kentucky 17.7

United States 11.1

TABLE Z 1 4 C

Percent o f All B irths to Mothers 
Under 15, White, 1984

R ank State Name Rate

1 Massachusetts 0.1
2 Kansas 0.1
3 Illino is  0.1
4 V irg in ia  0.1
5 New Jersey 0.1
6  Pennsylvania 0.1
7 Connecticut 0.1
8  M ichigan 0.1
9 Ohio 0.1
10 M issouri 0.1
11 Washington 0.1
12 Colorado 0.1
13 Maryland 0.1
14 New York 0.1
15 Oregon 0.1
16 Indiana 0.1
17 Florida 0.1
18 South Carolina 0.1
19 North Carolina 0.1
20 M ississippi 0.1
21 Arizona 0.2
22 Louisiana 0.2
23 Georgia 0.2
24 Tennessee 0.2
25 Alabama 0.2
26 California 0.2
27 Arkansas 0.2
28 West V irg in ia  0.2
29 New Mexico 0.2
30 Oklahoma 0.2
31 Texas 0.3
32 Kentucky 0.3

United States 0.1

Source: National Centerfor Health Statistics. Calculations by Children's Defense Fund.
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In states representing nearly 
60  percent o f all black teen 
births in 1984, low- 
birthweight births to black 
teens accounted fo r at least 
one in fou r o f all black low- 
birthweight births.

In 1984 there was wide varia­
tion among states in the pro­
portion o f all black births that 
occurred to mothers younger 
than twenty. For example, the 
percentage in Arkansas was 
fou r times that in Hawaii.

TABLE 2.15A

Percent o f All Low-Birthweight Infants 
Bom  to Teens, Black, 1984

R ank State Name Rate

1 Washington 17.9
2 D is tric t o f Columbia 18.7
3 California 19.6
4 New York 2 0 .8
5 Colorado 21.5
6 Maryland 23.2
7 Massachusetts 23.3
8 M ichigan 23.9
9 Connecticut 24.4
1 0 Nevada 25.0
1 1 V irg in ia 25.0
1 2 Minnesota 25.1
13 Kansas 25.4
14 Ohio 25.6
15 Pennsylvania 25.7
16 Arizona 25.7
17 Delaware 25.8
18 Illino is 26.1
19 Iowa 26.8
2 0 Oklahoma 26.9
2 1 M issouri 27.0
2 2 North Carolina 27.0
23 Georgia 27.1
24 New Jersey 27.2
25 Tennessee 27.3
26 Texas 27.6
27 Louisiana 28.6
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 Center fo r Health Statistics. Calculations by Children's Defense Fund.
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TABLE 2.15B

Percent o f All B irths to Mothers 
Under 20. Black, 1984

R ank State Name Rate

1 Hawaii 7.2
2 Utah 12.3

l3 a»u^»Alaska . .
4 Washington 16.3
5 Colorado 17.1
6 California 18.3
7 Massachusetts 18.8
8 New York 18.9
9 Rhode Island 19.5
1 0 New Mexico 19.5
1 1 Oregon 20.5
1 2 Minnesota 2 1 . 2

13 V irg in ia 21.5
14 D is tric t o f Columbia 21.5
15 Maryland 2 1 .6

16 West V irg in ia 21.7
17 Kansas 21.9
18 Arizona 22.5
19 Connecticut 2 2 .8

2 0 Oklahoma 23.0
2 1 Ohio 23.6
2 2 Michigan 23.8
23 New Jersey 24.5
24 Pennsylvania 24.5
25 South Carolina 24.6
26 Iowa 24.6
27 Louisiana 24.7
28 Texas ! 24.8
29 Kentucky 24.8
30 Tennessee 25.0
31 Florida 25.1
32 North Carolina 25.2
33 Nei'ada 25.4
34 Alabama 25.4,
35 Indiana ; 25.7
36 Georgia 25.7
37 Missouri 213.5
38 Delaware 2:7.0
39 Illino is '27.0
40 Nebraska 27.3
41 Mississippi 28.8
42 Wisconsin 28.9
43 Arkansas 29.4

United States 23.6

TABLE 2.15C

Percent o f All B irths to Mothers 
Under 15, Black, 1984

R ank .'State Name Rate

1 New York 0.6
2 Connecticut 0 .6
3 Californ ia 0 .6
4 D is tric t o f Columbia o.7
5 . Oklahoma 0 .8
6 M issouri 0 .8
7 V irg in ia  0 .8
8 Maryland o.9
9 M ichigan 1 . 0
10 Alabama 1 . 0
l ' i  New Jersey 1 . 0
J.2 Ohio 1 . 0
13 Texas i.o
'.4 South Carolina 1 , 0
15 Pennsylvania 1 . 0
16 Illino is  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 M ississippi 1 ,8

United States 1 . 0

S ou rc e : National CenterJor Health Statis tics. Calculations by Children's Defense Fund.
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In three states in 1984, nearly 
one in every three nonwhite 
low-birthweight births 
occurred to a woman younger 
than twenty.

The high incidence of births 
to nonwhite teens is a 
national problem. In every 
state in 1984 more than one 
in ten nonwhite births 
occurred to a mother younger 
than twenty.

TABLE 2 ISA

Percent of All Low-Birthweight Infants 
Bom to Teens, Nonwhite, 1984

H ank S la te  Name Rate

1 Hawaii 15.3
2 Oregon 15.6
3 C alifo rn ia 15.8
4 

—  —
W ashington 16 'i

f Alaska 1 v.r1 i. 1G.8,
6 D is tr ic t o f Columbia 18.4'
7 Colorado 18.4
8 Utah 18.7
9 New York 19.9
10 Arizona 20.1
11 M innesota 20.5
12 Massachusetts 20.8
13 Ne;vada 21.3
14 West V irg in ia 22.2
15 M aryland 22.4
16 New Mexico 22.4
17 Mltchlgan 23.2
18 C onnecticut 23.5
19 V irg in ia 24.0
20 Iowa 24.7
21 Pennsylvania 24.7
22 Kansas 24.9
23 Ohilo 24.9
24 Illino is 25.4
25 Deliaware 25.4
26 New Jersey 25.6
27 Texas 26.2
28 M issouri 26.2
29 Rhode Island 26.3
30 Georgia 26.7
31 N orth  Carolina 26.8
32 Tennessee 26.8
33 Oklahoma 27.3
34 Kentucky 27.6
35 Louis iana 28.3
.36 Ind iana 28.3
37 Florida 28.8
36 W isconsin 29.0
39 South Carolina 29.8
40 Alabama 30.4
41 Nebraska 32.1
42 Arkansas 32.3
43 M ississ ipp i 32.9

U nited States 24.4

Source: National Centerfor Health Statistics, \1alculations by Children’s  Defense Fund.
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TABLE 2 .1 6B TABLE 2 .16C

Percent of All Births to Mothers Percent of All Births to Mothers
Under 20, Nonwhite, 1984 Under 15, Nonwhite, 1984

R ank State Name Rate

1 Hawaii 11.2
2 California 12.2
3 Utah 12.4
4 Washington 13.3
5 Maine 14.2
6 Colorado 14.2
7 Oregon 14.7
8 Massachusetts 15.1
O _ 1 * - a«5fc£l5.6-
10 Idaho 15.8
11 Rhode Island 16.7
12 New York 17.0
13 New Mexico 17.7
14 Minnesota 18.0
15 North Dakota 18.1
16 Arizona 19.1
17 Iowa 19.5
18 Nevada 19.6
19 V irg in ia 19.7
20 Kansas 19.7
21 West V irg in ia 19.7
22 Montana 20.1
23 Maryland 20.1
24 South Dakota 20.6
25 Connecticut 20.8
26 D is tric t o f Columbia 21.2
27 Wyoming 21.6
28 New Jersey 21.8
29 Texas 22.1
30 Oklahoma 22.4
31 Ohio 22.5
32 M ichigan 22.5
33 Pennsylvania 22.7
34 Nebraska 23.1
35 Kentucky 23.3
36 Louisiana 24.1
37 Indiana 24.1
38 Florida 24.2
39 South Carolina 24.3
40 North Carolina 24.4
41 Tennessee 24.4
42 Wisconsin 25.0
43 Illino is 25.0
44 Alabama 25.1
45 Georgia 25.1
46 M issouri 25.1
47 Delaware 26.2
48 M ississippi 28.5
49 Arkansas 28.6

’n lted States 20.8

R ank State Name Rate

1 Californ ia o.4
2 Washington 0.4
3 Arizona o.5
4 New York 0.5
5 Connecticut o.5
6  Oklahoma o .6
7 Minnesota o .6
8  Kansas 0.7
9 M issouri 0.7
10 V irg in ia  0.8
11 Maryland 0 8
12 Teras ( 1.9
13 New Jersey 0.9
14 M ichigan 0.9
15 Ohio 0.9
16 Pennsylvania 1 . 0
17 Illino is  1 . 0
18 Wisconsin 1 . 0
19 Alabama 1 , 0
20 South Carolina 1 , 0
21 Indiana 1 . 0
22 Louisiana 1 . 1
23 North Carolina 1 . 1
24 Florida 1 . 1
25 Georgia 1 . 1
26 Tennessee 1 . 1
27 Kentucky 1 . 2
28 Arkansas 1 ,4
29 Delaware 1 .4
30 M ississippi 1 .8

United States 0 .8

S ou rc e : National Centerfor Health Statistics. Calculations by Children's Defense Fund.
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States show wide variation In 
the percentage of bli Jis to 
unmarried mothers. 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 
births that are to teens have 
decreased over the past several 
years, birth rates to unmarried 
teens and the proportion of all 
births to unmarried women 
that are to teen mothers have 
increased.

While the proportion of births 
to unmarried teen mothers 
varied significantly in 1984, 
there was far greater consis­
tency in the percentage of all 
births to unmarried women 
accounted for by teens. In no 
state in 1984 did teens 
account for even half of all 
births to unmarried women.

TABLE 2 .1 7A

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 Iowa 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 V irg in ia 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 '1 7 .6 1
23 Kentucky 17.7
24 Massachusetts 17.7
25 M ichigan 17.7
26 Rhode Island 17.7
27 Indiana 18.7
28 Hawaii 19.1
29 Ohio 20.4
30 M issouri 20.5
31 V irg in ia 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 Illino is 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 M ississippi 32.3
51 D is tric t o f Columbia 56.9

United States 21.0

S ou rc e : National Centerfor Health Statistics. Calculations by Children's Defense Fund.
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TABLE 2 .17B TABLE 2 .17C

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

Rank State Name Rate Rank State Name Rate

1 Utah 33.4 1 California 27.4
2 Idaho 33.5 S>$*Alaska ^  *" *^ —- - 2 8 . 3 /
3 West V irg in ia 38.6 3 New York 28.3
4 Wyoming 38.8 4 D is tric t o f Columbia 29.0
5 Texas 38.9 5 Connecticut 31.1
6 Kentucky 39.1 6 Maryland 32.6
7 Oklahoma 39.3 7 Hawaii 32.9
8 Nevada 43.1 8 South Dakota 32.9
9 Kansas 44.3 9 Oregon 33.3
10 North Dakota 46.4 10 Washington 33.7
11 Arkansas 47.4 11 New Mexico 34.3
12 Tennessee 49.7 12 Massachusetts 34.3
13 South Dakota 49.9 13 Florida 34.4
14 Iowa 51.3 14 V irg in ia 34.4

- * 5 1 .6 / 15 New Jersey 34.6
16 Colorado 51.8 16 Vermont 34.9
17 Maine 52.2 17 Pennsylvania 35.0
18 Indiana 52.3 18 Delaware 35.4
19 Montana 52.9 19 Arizona 35.6
20 New Hampshire 53.2 20 Illino is 35.8
21 Oregon 53.3 21 Minnesota 36.1
22 New Mexico 53.7 22 Montana 36.1
23 North Carolina 53.9 23 Colorado 36.2
24 Washington 54.6 24 New Hampshire 36.3
25 Michigan 54.7 25 North Dakota 36.7
26 Alabama 55.0 26 Nevada 37.4
27 Vermont 55.2 27 Rhode Island 37.5
28 Missouri 55.5 28 Ohio 37.6
29 Nebraska 56.0 29 Utah 37.6
30 Georgia 56.5 30 Tennessee 37.7
31 V irg in ia 56.7 31 Kansas 37.9
32 Ohio 57.1 32 Wisconsin 38.1
33 Arizona 57.9 33 M issouri 38.2
34 California 58.0 34 Michigan 38.3
35 Florida 58.8 35 Iowa 38.5
36 Louisiana 59.0 36 Idaho 38.7
37 Hawaii 60.6 37 Nebraska 38.9
38 South Carolina 61.5 38 Louisiana 39.0
39 Minnesota 61.8 39 Maine 39.1
40 Wisconsin 62.5 40 Indiana 39.5
41 Pennsylvania 62.9 41 Oklahoma 39.5
42 Delaware 63.8 42 Texas 40.0
43 Rhode Island 64.8 43 Georgia 40.1
44 Mississippi 66.1 44 Wyoming 40.4
45 Massachusetts 67.5 45 Kentucky 40.5
46 Illino is 68.8 46 Alabama 40.7
47 Connecticut 70.3 47 South Carolina 41.4
48 Maryland 72.6 48 North Carolina 42.1
49 New York 73.0 49 West V irg in ia 42.1
50 New Jersey 75.2 50 Arkansas 4C-.2
51 D is tric t o f Columbia 91.6 51 M ississippi 43.4

United States 56.3 United States 35.1

Source: National Centerfor Health Statistics. Calculations by Children's Defense Fund.
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While the proportion of births 
to unmarried white women in 
1984 was far lower than that 
among black women, the state 
with the highest percentage of 
births to unmarried 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 associated with teen 
parenthood, including ignor­
ance about contraception, pre­
natal care, and parenting 
skills, as well as an increased 
risk of poverty, affected white 
teen mothers.

TABLE 2.18A

Percent of Infants Bom to 
Unmarried Mothers, White, 1984

Rank State Name Rate

1 Utah 7.1
2 Alabama 7.3
3 M ississippi 7.5
4 North Dakota 7.9
5 North Carolina 7.9
6 Georgia 8.3
7 South Carolina 8.3
8 Louisiana 8.8
9 Idaho 8.9
10 South Dakota 9.3
11 Arkansas 9.7
12 V irg in ia 9.9
13 M ichigan 10.1
14 Nevada 10.2
15 Kansas 10.2
16 Wyoming 10.3
17 Texas 10.4
18 Nebraska 10.5

20 Oklahoma 10.8
21 Montana 10.9
22 Iowa 11.2
23 Tennessee 11.2
24 Minnesota 11.2
25 M issouri 11.8
26 Wisconsin 12.1
27 New Jersey 12.5
28 New Hampshire 12.6
29 Illino is 12.6
30 Hawaii 12.7
31 Delaware 12.9
32 Indiana 13.0
33 Florida 13.0
34 Ohio 13.1
35 Kentucky 13.3
36 Pennsylvania 13.6
37 Maryland 13.9
38 Colorado 14.0
39 Massachusetts 14.8
40 West V irg in ia 14.9
41 Connecticut 14.9
42 Rhode Island 15.0
43 Washington 15.1
14 Vermont 15.8
45 Maine 16.1
46 Oregon 16.2
47 D is tric t o f Columbia 17.1
48 New York 17.7
49 Arizona 13.5
50 New Mexico 20.4
51 California 21.1

United States 13.4

Source: National Center/or Health Statistics. Calculations by Children's Defense Fund.
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TABLE 2.18B

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

Rank State Name Rate

1 Alabama 22.8
2 Mississippi 23.4
3 Georgia 23.8
4 Arkansas 24.9
5 North Carolina 26.7
6 Louisiana 27.5
7 Texas 27.6
8 South Carolina 28.6
9 Tennessee 29.5
10 Oklahoma 30.3
11 Hawaii 30.8
12 Kentucky 32.0
13 Utah 32.1
14 Nevada 33.0
15 Idaho 33.1
16 V irg in ia 34.7
17 West V irg in ia 36.2

>  AlaS.k?19 “ “ “ Monaa cib.b
20 Kansas 37.5
21 Wyoming 37.7
22 South Dakota 38.4
23 Missouri 39.6
24 North Dakota 40.0
25 Michigan 40.5
26 Indiana 42.2
27 Delaware 44.9
28 Montana 45.0
29 Ohio 45.3
30 New Mexico 47.8
31 Illino is 48.0
32 Iowa 48.1
33 Nebraska 48.6
34 Maryland 49.5
35 Colorado 50.0
36 Oregon 50.9
37 Pennsylvania 51.2
38 Arizona 51.4
39 Washington 51.4
40 Maine 52.4
41 California 52.5
42 New Hampshire 53.4
43 Wisconsin 54.4
44 Vermont 55.2
45 Minnesota 57.9
46 New Jersey 58.7
47 Connecticut 60.9
48 New York 61.0
49 Rhode Island 61.1
50 Massachusetts 63.0
51 D is tric t o f Columbia 

United States

68.5

42.0

TABLE 2.18C

Percent of All Unmarried Mothers 
who Were Teens, White, 1984

Rank State Name Rate

I D is tric t o f Columbia 16.3
12 • •• _  Hawaii :; X  ■ .19-0\3 • Alaskâ  24.9 f
4 California 27.3
5 New York 28.5
6 Connecticut 30.4
7 New Jersey 3 2 .1
8 Florida 3 2 .1
9 M aiyland 3 2 .5
10 Oregon 3 3 .2
I I  Washington 3 4 .0
12 Delaware 3 4 .5
13 Nevada 3 4 ,8
14 Vermont 3 5 ,0
15 V irg in ia  3 5 .2
16 Illino is  3 5 .4
17 Massachusetts 3 5 .4
18 New Mexico 36.1
19 New Hampshire 36.5
20 M innesota 36.8
21 Pennsylvania 36.8
22 Colorado 36.8
23 Arizona 3 7 . 1
24 South Dakota 3 7 .1
25 Montana 3 7 . 1
26 Wisconsin 38.1
27 North Dakota 38.6
28 Utah 38.6
29 Texas 38.7
30 Iowa 38.7
31 Rhode Island 38.8
32 Idaho 3 9 .0
33 Georgia 3 9 .4
34 Maine 39.4
35 Kansas 3 9 .6
36 M issouri 3 9 .7
37 Nebraska 3 9 .7
38 Tennessee 4 0 .1
39 M ichigan 4 0 .1
40 Wyoming 40.4
41 Ohio 40.7
42 Oklahoma 4 1 . 0
43 Indiana 4 1 .6
44 Louisiana 4 1 .6
45 Kentucky 4 2 .6
46 West V irg in ia  42.9
47 South Carolina 4 3 .3
48 Arkansas 4 3 ,7
49 North Carolina 4 4 .0
50 Alabama 44 ,8
51 M ississippi 4 5 , 1

United States 34.8

Source: National Center fo r 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 proportion of births 
to unmarried black women in 
the state with the highest 
percentage was more than six 
times greater 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 
majority 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 
twenty.

TABLE 2.19A

Percent of All Infants Bom to 
Unmarried Mothers, Black, 1984

H ank State Name Rate

1 Hawaii 11.6

3 Wyoming 34.0
4 New Mexico 34.9
5 Colorado 39.8
b Utah 39.9
7 Washington 41.2
8 Texas 47.7
9 Nevada 48.9
10 Kansas 51.6
11 West V irg in ia 52.0
12 Arizona 52.5
13 South Carolina 53.0
14 Oklahoma 53.2
15 North Carolina 53.4
16 Rhode Island 54.8
17 M ichigan 55.0
18 Massachusetts 55.4
19 Californ ia 55.6
20 Louisiana 55.8
21 V irg in ia 55.8
22 Oregon 56.4
23 Georgia 56.8
24 Alabama 57.0
25 M innesota 58.1
26 M ississippi 59.9
27 Arkansas 60.3
28 , Iowa 60.7
29 New York 61.4
30 Kentucky 61.5
31 Maryland 61.9
32 New Jersey 62.7
33 Florida 63.1
34 Tennessee 64.0
35 Connecticut 64.2
36 Ohio 64.7
37 Delaware 65.2
38 Nebraska 66.2
39 Indiana 66.5
40 D is tric t o f Columbia 66.8
41 M issouri 68.3
42 Wisconsin 69.8
43 Pennsylvania 70.2
44 Illino is 70.9

United States 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 State Name Rate

\ 1 , vk* • • •
. I i*. 
2 New Mexico 74.6
3 Colorado 79.3
4 Washington 80.6
5 Texas 80.8
6 Kansas 81.5
7 Nevada 83.4
8 Michigan 84.4
9 Oklahoma 84.6
10 California 85.6
11 Louisiana 86.5
12 Delaware 86.7
13 West V irg in ia 87.1
14 Arizona 88.1
15 North Carolina 88.2
16 Arkansas 88.3
17 South Carolina 88.3
18 V irg in ia 88.8
19 Georgia 89.0
20 Alabama 89.3
21 Kentucky 89.7
22 M ississippi 90.0
23 Florida 90.4
24 Connecticut 91.6
25 New York 91.7
26 Massachusetts 92.1
27 Rhode Island 92.4
28 Nebraska 92.5
29 Oregon 92.5
30 Ohio 92.6
31 Iowa 92.7
32 Tennessee 92.8
33 D istric t o f Columbia 92.8
34 New Jersey 93.8
35 Minnesota 93.9
36 Indiana 93.9
37 Pennsylvania 94.0
38 Wisconsin 94.2
39 Maryland 94.6
40 Illinois 94.7
41 Missouri 94.8

United States 89.5

TABLE 2.19C

Percent of All Unmarried Mothers 
who Were Teens, Black, 1984

Rank State Name Rate

1 Californ ia 28.2
2 New York 28.3

P . A l a s k a  ___ _ . 28.8 j
4 D is tric t o f Columbia ----- 29.8
5 Massachusetts 31.2
6 W ashington 31.9
7 Connecticut 32.5
8 Pennsylvania 32.8
9 Rhode Island 32.8
10 Maryland 33.0
11 Oregon 33.7
12 Ohio 33.8
13 V irg in ia 34.1
14 Colorado 34.1
15 M innesota 34.3
16 Kansas 34.6
17 Delaware 35.8
18 Florida 35.9
19 Illino is 36.1
20 Kentucky 36.1
21 Tennessee 36.2
22 Indiana 36.3
23 West V irg in ia 36.3
24 Oklahoma 36.5
25 M ichigan 36.6
26 New Jersey 36.6
27 M issouri 36.8
28 Iowa 37.6
29 Arizona 37.8
30 Nebraska 38.1
31 Louisiana 38.4
32 Wisconsin 38.9
33 Alabama 39.7
34 Georgia 40.4
35 South Carolina 41.0
36 N orth  Carolina 41.6
37 New Mexico 41.8
38 Texas 42.0
39 Arkansas 43.0
40 M ississippi 43.2
41 Nevada 43.2

United States 35.7

Source; National Center fo r  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 
one-third occurred to teens in 
1984.

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
1 2 ^ ^ A la s k a -^  1 ^ ^ . • - ^ ? 3 C 7 ! r 3 5 .o
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 Iowa 45.0
21 New Mexico 46.0
22 Montana 46.1
23 West V irg in ia 46.3
24 Arizona 47.4
25 M ichigan 50.7
26 North Carolina 50.8
27 V irg in ia 50.9
28 South Carolina 52.1
29 ■ 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 M ississippi 59.1
42 Florida 60.5
43 Ohio 60.8
44 Indiana 61.9
45 Tennessee 61.9
46 Delaware 62.9
47 M issouri 64.1
48 Pennsylvania 64.6
49 Illino is 65.2
50 D is tric t o f Columbia 66.0

United States 50.8

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

Percent of Births to Teens that Were 
to Unmarried Mothers, Nonwhite, 

1984
Rank State Name Rate

1 Idaho 42.2
2 Utah 50.4
3 Wyoming 50.5
4 Oklahoma 62.0
5 Colorado 66.9
6 Hawaii 67.5

.■ v ' t ' . V l i . R Q S  A
8 Nevada 69.7
9 Washington 72.1
10 Kansas 73.5
11 North Dakota 74.5
12 Oregon 75.2
13 California 75.9
14 South Dakota 77.1
15 Texas 78.S
16 New Mexico 78.9
17 Montana 79.1
18 Arizona 80.8
19 Minnesota 82.1
20 Michigan 82.3
21 Rhode Island 82.8
22 West V irg in ia 85.1
23 Louisiana 85.4
24 Iowa 86.1
25 North Carolina 86.3
26 Delaware 86.5
27 Arkansas 87.0
28 Wisconsin 87.4
29 V irg in ia 87.8
30 South Carolina 87.8
31 Georgia 88.7
32 Alabama 88.9
33 Kentucky 89.0
34 Nebraska 89.0
35 Mississippi 89.6
36 Florida 89.7
37 Massachusetts 90.2
38 Connecticut 90.3
39 New York 90.9
40 Ohio 91.6
41 Tennessee 91.9
42 D istric t o f Columbia 92.6
43 Indiana 93.0
44 New Jersey 93.0
45 Pennsylvania 93.2
46 Missouri 93.8
47 Illino is 94.0
48 Maryland 94.0

United States 86.4

1 ’ABLE 2.20C

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

Rank State Name Rate

1 California 27.6
2 New York 28.1
3 South Dakota 28.9
4 D is tric t o f Colu. mbla 29.8
5 New Mexico 30.3

fcp.-iatj-L.Alaska._^ tJ\ v\-—  30.9-*
7 Massachusetts 30.9
8 Utah 30.9
9 Connecticut 32.2
10 W ashington 32.5
11 Maryland 32.6
12 Arizona 32.7
13 Colorado 32.7
14 North Dakoti 1 32.8
15 Pennsylvania. 32.8
16 Rhode Island 33.5
17 M innesota 33.6
18 Ohio 33.9
19 V irg in ia 34.0
20 Idaho 34.1
21 Oregon C4.2
22 Montana 34.4
23 Kansas 34.6
24 Hawaii 35.6
25 Florida 35.9
26 Delaware 36.0
27 Illino is 36.0
28 Kentucky 36.0
29 Tennessee 36.2
30 Indiana 36.2
31 West V irg in ia 36.3
32 New Jersey 36.6
33 M ichigan 36.6
34 M issouri 36.7
35 Nebraska 37.2
36 Iowa 37.2
37 Oklahoma 37.8
38 Wisconsin 38.1
39 Louisiana 38.3
40 Alabama 39.7
41 Wyoming 40.3
42 Georgia 40.3
43 South Carolina 40.9
44 Nevada 41.2
45 North Carolina 41.4
46 Texas 41.7
47 Arkansas 42.9
48 M ississippi 43.2

United States 35.3

Source; National CenterJor Health Statistics. Calculations by Children's Defense Fund.
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In 1986, levels for AFDC 
payment and I vledicaid 
coverage for f? unllies with no 
other Income were extremely 
low. The unw elghted national 
average among states was only 
47.4 percent of the federal 
poverty level. In no state did 
payment levels ireach the 
federal poveirty level. Thirty- 
two states main tained 
payment levels 1 ess than 50 
percent of the federal poverty 
level for a  familj r of three.

The standard o f need is the 
threshold for determining 
AFDC and Med. Icald eligibility 
for most familie is with 
children. In the oiy it reflects 
the amount a f amily would 
need to subsis’ c, but in most 
states it is mu ch lower. In 
1986 the standard  of need in 
Alabama was •' $.‘384 a month 
for a family of three (50.5 
percent of the: federal poverty 
level).

In 1986, payment levels to 
AFDC recipi ents were so low 
that in mof e than half of the 
states, actu al payments did 
not meet th e ir own official 
definition of the amount a 
family would need to subsist. 
The payme nt level in Alabama 
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, idiis meant a 
payme nt ol: $118 per month 
for a f amily of three.

TABLE 2.2IA

AFDC Maximum Payment Levels* 
and Medicaid Coverage for Families 
with No Other Income as a Percent 
of the Federal Poverty Level, 1986

R ank State Name Percent

2 California 77.2
3 Vermont 76.7
4 Connecticut 74.9
5 Wisconsin 72.9
6 Minnesota 69.5
7 Rhode Island 66.2
8 New York 65.4
9 Washington 64.7
10 Michigan 63.9
11 Massachusetts 56.8
12 Hawaii 53.5
I *7II —' New Jersey 53.2
14 Oregon 52.2
15 Kansas 51.8
16 Maine 51.2
17 New Hampshire 51.2
18 Pennsylvania 50.3
19 Iowa 50.1
20 Utah 49.5
21 North Dakota 48.8
22 Wyoming 47.4
23 Montana 46.6
24 V irg in ia 46.6
25 Nebraska 46.1
26 Colorado 45.5
27 Illino is 44.9
28 Maryland 43.3
29 South Dakota 43.3
30 D is tric t o f Columbia 43.0
31 Oklahoma 40.8
32 Idaho 40.0
33 Ohio 39.7
34 Delaware 39.2
35 Arizona 38.6
36 Nevada 37.5
37 M issouri 36. i
38 New Mexico 33.9
39 Indiana 33.7
40 Florida 33.2
41 West V irg in ia 32.8
42 North Carolina 32.4
43 Georgia 29.3
44 South Carolina 26.2
45 Kentucky 25.9
46 Arkansas 25.3
47 Louisiana 25.0
48 Texas 24.2
49 Tennessee 20.1
50 M ississippi 15.8
51 Alabama 15.5

*AU AFDC recipients are entitled to Medicaid coverage.

Source: National Center/or Health Statistics. Calculations by Children's Defense Fund.
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TABLE 2 .2 IB

States’ Standard of Need as a 
Percent of the Federal Poverty Level, 

1986

TABLE 2.21C

AFDC Payment Level as a Percent of 
the AFDC Standard of Need, 1986

Rank State Name Rate R ank State Name

1 Vermont 116.2 t l A laska..- . .. L  .
2 Washington 102.2 2 California
3 Utah 91.2 3 Connecticut
4 Illino is 89.5 4 Delaware
5 D is tric t o f Columbia 86.1 5 Hawaii
6 Ohio 85.8 6 Kansas
7 Wisconsin 84.3 7 Kentucky
8 Michigan 82.8 8 Minnesota
9 Arizona 81.7 9 Nebraska
10 Pennsylvania 80.8 10 Nevada
11 Louisiana 78.9 11 New Hampshire

12 New Jersey
13 California 77.2 13 New Mexico
14 Texas 75.5 14 New York
15 Connecticut 74.9 15 North Dakota
16 Idaho 72.9 16 Oregon
17 Maine 70.5 17 Rhode Island
18 Minnesota 69.5 18 South Dakota
19 Rhode Island ’ 66.2 19 Wyoming
20 Iowa 65.4 20 Massachusetts
21 New York 65.4 21 V irg in ia
22 West V irg in ia 65.4 22 Missouri
23 North Carolina 64.7 23 Wisconsin
24 Oklahoma 62.0 24 Indiana
25 Maryland 59.9 25 Montana
26 Massachusetts 57.8 26 Colorado
27 Montana 56.3 27 Arkansas
28 Colorado 55.4 28 M ichigan
29 Hawaii 53.5 29 lowa
30 New Jersey 53.2 30 Maine
31 Florida 52.6 31 Maryland
32 Oregon 52.2 32 Vermont
33 Kansas 51.8 33 Oklahoma
34 V irg in ia 51.7 34 Washington
35 New Hampshire 51.2 35 Florida
36 Alabama 50.5 36 Pennsylvania
37 North Dakota 48.8 37 Georgia
38 South Carolina 48.6 38 Idaho
39 Georgia 48.2 39 Utah
40 Wyoming 47.4 40 South Carolina
41 Nebraska 46.1 41 Illino is
42 Tennessee 44.6 42 West V irg in ia
43 South Dakota 43.3 43 D istric t o f Columbia
44 M issouri 41.1 44 Norih Carolina
45 Indiana 40.4 45 Arizona
46 Delaware 39.2 46 Ohio
47 Mississippi 37.6 47 Tennessee
48 Nevada 37.5 48 M ississippi
49 New Mexico 33.9 49 Texas
50 Arkansas 30.8 50 Louisiana
51 Kentucky 25.9 51 Alabama

Rate

, u _  100.0 J 
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

Source: National CenterJor Health Statistics. Calculations by Children's Defense Fund.
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In no state were all women 
and children who were 
financially eligible for WIC 
actually served by the program 
in 1986. In forty-four states, 
fewer than 50 percent of 
eligible women and children 
were served.

TABLE 2 .2 ID

Percent of WIC Financially Eligible 
Population Served, 1986

Rank State Name Rate

1 Vermont 76.5
2 Connecticut 65.3
3 Wyoming 6 2 8
4 Mississippi 57.1
5 Ohio 56.9
6 Nevada 53.2
7 Rhode Island 50.1
8 D is tric t o f Columbia 49.8
9 Georgia 49.7
10 New Hampshire 49.4
11 Minnesota 48.7
12 Wisconsin 48.3
13 Illino is 47.6
14 Pennsylvania 47.4
15 Michigan 46.1
16 North Carolina 43.2
17 West V irg in ia 42.7
18 Iowa 4 2 0
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 V irg in ia 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 M issouri 34.5
41 Nebraska 33.8
42 Arkansas 32.8
43 South Dakota 32.4
44 Washington 31.5
45 California 31.1
46 Utah 31.1
47 Arizona 28.4
48 Idaho 28.1
4 9 ’w r— A la s k a - ---H
50 New Mexico 24.9
51 Hawaii 2 2 7

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

R ank City Name Rate

1 San Jose 7.9
2 San Francisco 8.8
3 Columbus 9.6
4 San Diego 9.7
5 Phoenix 9.9
6 Los Angeles 11.0
7 Boston 11.7
8 Dallas 11.7
9 Jacksonville 11.9
10 Houston 11.9
11 San Antonio 12.8
12 New York C ity 13.0
13 Indianapolis 13.3
14 Milwaukee 14.2
15 Memphis 14.8
16 Philadelphia 15.5
17 New Orleans 16.0
18 Chicago 16.5
19 Baltimore 16.8
20 Cleveland 16.8
21 Detro it 20.9
22 D is tric t o f Columbia 21.0

TABLE 2.22B

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

R ank C ity Name Rate

1 Memphis 7 .8
2 Columbus 8.3
3 San Jose 8.3
4 San Francisco 8.5
5 San Diego 8 .8
6 Los Angeles 9 ,2
7 Philadelphia 9 .2
8  Indianapolis 9 .4
9 Phoenix 9 .4
10 Jacksonville 9 .5
11 Dallas 9 ,7
12 Cleveland 1 0 . 2
13 Boston 10.4
14 Houston 1 0 .6
15 New Orleans 1 0 .8
16 Chicago l i . i
17 Milwaukee 1 1 . 7
18 New York C ity 1 1 , 7
19 San Antonio 12.5
20 Baltimore 1 3 .2
21 D etro it 1 3 .8

In general, infant mortality in 
the United States’ largest cit­
ies tends to be more serious 
than for the nation as a whole. 
Only five of the twenty-two 
largest cities had 1984 infant 
mortality rates equal to or less 
than the national average 
(10.8 deaths per 1,000 live 
births).

The disparity between black 
and white infant mortality 
rates in the United States’ 
twenty-two largest cities in 
1984 was startling. The 
highest white infant mortality 
rate among the cities (13.8 
deaths per 1,000 live births in 
Detroit) was nearly identical to 
the lowest large city 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: N ationa l C en te rfo r H ea lth  Statistics. Ca lculations by C h ildren 's Defense Fund.
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TABLE 2.22C

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

Rank C ity Name Rate

1 San Francisco 9.0
2 San Diego 11.9
3 Columbus 12.8
4 Boston 13.4
5 New York C ity 14.6
6 Houston 14.6
7 Dallas 15.2
8 Los Angeles 15.6
9 Jacksonville 16.3
10 New Orleans 17.9
11 Milwaukee 18.1
12 Baltimore 18.5
13 Memphis 19.2
14 Chicago 21.5
15 Philadelphia 21.8
16 Cleveland 23.0
17 Detro it 23.3
18 Indianapolis 23.6
19 D is tric t o f Columbia 24.1

TABLE 2.22D

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

R ank C ity Name Rate

1 Columbus 13.5
2 Boston 14.6
3 New York C ity 15.6
4 Dallas 15.7
5 Houston 16.7
6 Jacksonville 16.8
7 San Diego 18.1
8 New Orleans 18.5
9 Milwaukee 18.5
10 Baltimore 18.7
11 Memphis 19.3
12 Los Angeles 19.9
13 Philadelphia 22.3
14 Chicago 22.6
15 Cleveland 23.2
16 D etro it 23.7
17 D is tric t o f Columbia 24.3
18 Indianapolis 24.5

In 1984 there was a substan­
tial disparity in infant mortal­
ity rates among cities. The 
District of Columbia's non- 
white infant mortality rate, the 
highest among the twenty-two 
largest cities in 1984, was 
nearly three times greater 
than the nonwhite rate in San 
Francisco, the city with the 
lowest rate that year. Similarly, 
Indianapolis, the city with the 
highest black infant mortality 
rate, had a rate that was 1.8 
times higher than the black 
rate in Columbus and 1.6 
times higher than the rate in 
Dallas.

Infant mortality rates can vaiy 
dramatically even within 
states. For example, in 1984 
there was a remarkable differ­
ence in infant mortality rates 
between Columbus, Ohio and 
Cleveland, Ohio. A black infant 
bom in Cleveland was 1.7 
times more likely to die in the 
first year of life than one bom 
in Columbus.

•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 Center fo r Health Statistics. Calculations by Children's Defense Fund.
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TABLE 2.23A
Percent of All ^ h s  to Mothers 

Under 20, for Clt!^ of 500,000 + 
Population, All Races, 1984

Rank C ity Name Rate

1 Staten Island 6.1
2 Queens 8.0
3 San Francisco 8.1
4 San Diego 9.6
5 San Jose 10.7
6 Manhattan 11.1
7 New York C ity * 12.1
8 Los Angeles 12.5
9 Boston 13.3
10 Brooklyn 13.4
11 Columbus 14.4
12 Jacksonville 16.1
13 Phoenix 16.1
14 Houston 16.2
15 Indianapolis ' 16.6
16 Bronx 17.2
17 Milwaukee 17.6
18 Philadelphia 17.9
19 D is tric t o f Columbia 18.0
20 Memphis 18.5
21 San Antonio 18.6
22 New Orleans 18.7
23 Dallas 19.1
24 Chicago 19.1
25 Cleveland 19.6
26 D etro it 20.4
27 Baltimore 23.7

TABLE 2.23B
Percent of All Births to Mothers 

Under 20, for Cities of 500,000 + 
Population, White, 1984

R ank C ity Name Rate

1 D is tric t o f Columbia 4.1
2 Staten Island 4.6
3 Queens 5. l
4 San Francisco 6.3
5 New Orleans 7.7
6 Manhattan 8.2
7 San Diego 8.6
8 Memphis 8.9
9 New York C ity * 9.5
10 Milwaukee 10.0
11 Boston 10.0
12 Brooklyn 10.3
13 Chicago 11.4
14 Philadelphia 11.6
15 Columbus 11.7
16 Los Angeles 11.7
17 San Jose 11.8
18 Jacksonville 12.4
19 D etro it 13.0
20 Indianapolis 13.1
21 Dallas 14.2
22 Houston 14.3
23 Phoenix 14.9
24 Baltimore 15.1
25 Cleveland 15.2
26 Bronx 16.8
27 San Antonio 18.3

There were substantial dispar­
ities among the nation’s larg­
est cities In the percentage of 
births to teens of all races in 
1984. The proportion in Balti­
more is nearly four times 
higher than that in Staten 
Island. Baltimore had the 
highest proportion of births to 
teens in 1980 (26.2 percent), 
in 1982 (24.2 percent), and in 
1984 (23.7 percent).

The disparities between the 
percentage of black births to 
teens 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 greater 
for blacks than for whites in 
Milwaukee and in New Orleans, 
and only a small fraction 
greater for blacks than for 
whites in the Bronx and in 
San Jose.

•These tables Include data on b irths to teens fo r New York City as a whole and. In addition, break out the data for the five 
boroughs o f the city o f New York (Bronx. Brooklyn. Manhattan. Queens, and Staten Island).
Source: National Center for Health Statistics. Calculations by Children's Defense Fund.
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TABLE 2.23C
Percent of All Births to Mothers 

Under 20, for Cities of 500,000 + 
Population, Nonwhite, 1984

TABLE 2.23D
Percent of All Births to Mothers 

Under 20, for Cities of 500,000+ 
Population, Black, 1984

R ank C ity Name Rate

1 San Jose 7.6
2 San Francisco 9.6
3 San Diego 12.0
4 Queens 12.6
5 Staten Island 14.3
6 Los Angeles 14.6
7 M anhattan 15.2
8 New York C ity* 15.7
9 Brooklyn 16.6
10 Boston 17.4
11 Bronx 17.8
12 Houston 20.1
13 Columbus 21.1
14 D is tric t o f Columbia 21.2
15 San Antonio  21.8
16 New Orleans 22.8
17 D etro it 23.0
18 Jacksonville 23.0
19 Cleveland 23.6
20 Philadelphia 24.2
21 Memphis 24.3
22 Phoenix 24.6
23 Indianapolis 25.9
24 Chicago 26.3
25 Dallas 27.5
26 Baltimore 27.8
27 Milwaukee 29.0

R ank C ity Name Rate

1 San Jose 14.9
2 Queens 16.0
3 Brooklyn 17.5
4 New York C ity *  17.6
5 San Diego 17.7
6 M anhattan 18.1
7 Staten Island 18.4
8 Bronx 18.7
9 Los Angeles 19.5
10 Boston 19.8
11 D is tric t o f Columbia 21.5
12 San Francisco 21.9
13 Columbus 22.6
14 Houston 23.0
15 Detro it 23.2
16 New Orleans 23.5
17 Jacksonville 23.5
18 San Antonio 23.7
19 Cleveland 24.0
20 Memphis 24.6
21 Philadelphia 25.3
22 Indianapolis 26.7
23 Chicago 27.6
24 Baltimore 28.1
25 Phoenix 28.1
26 Dallas 29.0
27 Milwaukee 30.2

The composition of a city’s 
nonwhite population may be 
reflected in its trends in births 
to teens. For example, cities 
with large Asian populations, 
such as San Jose and San 
Francisco, had the lowest pro­
portions of births to teens in 
1984. This pattern is consist­
ent with national trends in 
Asian births to teens.

Some cities had startlingly 
high proportions of black 
births to teens. In Philadelphia 
and Indianapolis one in four 
black births was to a teen 
mother in 1984. In Dallas and 
Milwaukee births to teens 
accounted for nearly one-third 
of all black births.

'These tables Include data on b irths to teens for New York City as a whole and. In addition, break out the data for the five 
boroughs o f the city o f New York (Bronx. Brooklyn, Manhattan. Queens, and Staten Island).

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

White__________Nonwhlte Total
Births B lack 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

Teen Births
(As percentage o f a ll  b irths)

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

Low-Birthweight Births
Percentage o f b irths th a t are low  b ir th w e ig h t 

To all women
To women age 19 and under 

Percentage o f a ll  low -b lrthw e lgh t births:

To women age 19 and under

Prenatal Care

5.7%
7.0

17.6%

12.1%
14.6

30.6%

12.0%
14.6

30.4%

7.9%
10.7

24.5%

Percentage o f babies bcm  to women who began 
prena ta l care In the f i r s t  trim este r

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 o f  babies bom  to women who began 
prena ta l care In the th ird  trim ester o r not a t a l t

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 Mortality
In fa n t deaths per 1.000 line  births  

Total In fan t deaths 9.7 19.2 18.9 12.9
Neonatal deaths 6.9 12.2 12.1 8.7
Postneonatal deaths 2.7 7.0 6.8 4.2

To meet the Surgeon General's 1990 goal fo r In fan t m orta lity  fo r all races, Alabama w ill have to Improve Its 
rate o f progress slightly. I t  w ill meet the goal for whites, bu t for nonwhites and blacks w ill have to Increase Its 
rate o f progress by 1.5 times. The state w ill meet the goal for neonatal m ortality. To meet the goal for 
postneonatal m orta lity, the state w ill have to double Its cu rren t rate o f progress, To meet the goal fo r low- 
b lrthw e lgh t b irths  fo r all races, Alabama w ill have to Improve Its rate of progress by 6 times, and for blacks 
and nonwhites by a m ultip le  o f 10. The state w ill have to Improve Its rate of progress by 1.5 times fo r whites to 
meet the low b irthw e igh t goal To meet the goal for prenatal care, the state w ill have to m u ltip ly  Its cu rren t rate 
o f progress by 7.

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

Medicaid Coverage Standards
Benefits provided to: Yes No

•  All children under age 18 
who meet AFDC financial 
e lig ib ility  requirements

•  Medically needy children 
and pregnant women

□  ■

□  ■

AFDC Coverage Standards
Program Includes benefits to:

•  Pregnant women, w ith  no 
other children, from the 
s ix th  month or later

•  Two-paient unemployed 
families

□  ■

□  ■

State-Funded Cash Assistance 
For Pregnant Women________
State offers non-AFDC cash 
assistance to pregnant women:

•  From medical verification 
I f  p rio r to s ix th  month

•  Based on pregnancy status 
alone*

□ B

AFDC Financial Standards
AFDC m onth ly s tandard  
o f need fo r  a fa m ily  o f  three:

$384.00
•  As a percent o f the 

m onth ly federal poverty 
level ($760.00):

51%

AFDC m onth ly benefit level 
f o r  a  fa m ily  o f three:

$118.00
•  As a percent o f the 

m onth ly federal poverty 
level ($760.00):

16%

•  As a percent o f the 
m onth ly standard of 
need ($384.00):

31%

WIC Coverage
Women and children served 
as a percentage o f the 
eligible population:

41%

•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.
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ALASKA
State Fact Sheet, 1984

White__________N onwhite Total
Births B lack 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 o f a ll  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 o f  b irths th a t are low  b ir th w e ig h t 

To all women
To women age 19 and under 

Percentage o f  a ll  low -b lrthw e lgh t births:

To women age 19 and under

Prenatal Care

4'3%

fS!8%3[

t/r
* *7 .1 %  , . :y

S S S I

4.8%
6.2

12.3%

Percentage o f  babies bom  to women who began 
prena ta l care In the f i r s t  trimester:

To all women 78.8% 69.8% 67.4% 75.7%
To women age 19 and under

Percentage o f babies bom to women who began 
p rena ta l care In the th ird  trim ester or not a t a lb

58.4 f4 8 .2 56.5 57.5

To all women 3.6% — 8.0% 4.8%
To women age 19 and under

Infant Mortality
7.9 13-4 10.4

In fa n t deaths per 1,000 Hue b irths  _____

Total In fan t deaths 9.3 — '1 6 ,1 'i 11.2
Neonatal deaths 4.7 — — 5.7
Postneonatal deaths 4.6 — — 5.5

Alaska w ill meet the Surgeon General's 1990 goal fo r In fan t m orta lity  fo r all races and whites bu t w ill have to 
increase the rate o f progress by 7 times for nonwhitcs. The'3tate'already has met the goal fo r neonatatf 
m orta lity  b u t w ill not meet the goal fo r postneonatal m orta lity  because It  Is moving in  the w rong direction. It 

„  already has met the goals fo r low -b irthw e lg lit b ir th s  fo r a ll races, whites, nonwhites, and blacks, TcHneet^thd' 
f goal fo r prenatal care, the state w ill have to increase its  cu rren t rate o f progress by 3.5 tim es."*• • V f .  C-Ji«n i e j K i r v — «. • ? ■ ■: .............

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
Benefits provided to:

•  A ll children under age 18 
who meet AFDC financia l 
e lig ib ility  requirements

•  Medically needy children 
and pregnant women

AFDC Coverage Standards
Program Includes benejlts to:

•  Pregnant women, w ith  no 
other children, from  the 
s ix th  m onth o r later

•  Two-parent unemployed 
families

Yes No

m □

□  ■

■  □

□  ■

State-Funded Cash Assistance 
For Pregnant Women________
State offers non-AFDC cash 
assistance to pregnant women:

•  From medical verification 
i f  p rio r to s ixth  month

•  Based on pregnancy status 
alone*

n  □  

■  □

AFDC Financial Standards
AFDC m onth ly standard  
o j need Jor a fa m ily  o f three:

$740.00
•  As a percent o f the 

m onth ly federal poverty 
level ($950.00):

78%

AFDC m onth ly benefit level 
fo r  a fa m ily  o f three:

$740.00
•  As a percent o f the 

m onth ly federal poverty 
level ($950.00):

78%

As a percent o f the 
m onth ly standard o f 
need ($740.00):

100%

WIC Coverage
Women and children 3erved 
as a percentage o f the 
eligible population:

28%

’ 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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TABLE 3.1

Year

Infant Mortality Rates, by Race,

A ll
Races White

U.S., 1940-1984

Nonwhite
Ratio o f  
B lack to 

WhiteB lack Total

1940 47.0 43.2 72.9 73.8 1.69
1941 45.3 41.2 74.1 74.8 1.80
1942 40.4 37.3 64.2 64.6 1.72
1943 40.4 37.5 6 1 5 62.5 1.64
1944 39.8 36.9 59.3 60.3 1.61
1945 38.3 35.6 56.2 57.0 1.58
1946 33.8 31.8 48.G 49.5 1.53
1947 32.2 30.1 47.7 48.5 1.58
1948 32.0 29.9 45.7 46.5 1.53
1949 31.3 28.9 46.8 47.3 1.62
1950 29.2 26.8 43.9 44.5 1.64
1951 28.4 25.8 44.3 44.8 1.72
1952 28.4 25.5 46.9 47.0 1.84
1953 27.8 25.0 44.5 44.7 1.78
1954 26.6 23.9 42.9 42.9 1.79
1955 26.4 23.6 43.1 42.8 1.83
1956 26.0 23.2 42.4 42.1 1.83
1957 26.3 23.3 44.2 43.7 1.90
1958 27.1 23.8 46.3 45.7 1.95
1959 26.4 23.2 44.8 44.0 1.93
1960 26.0 22.9 44.3 43.2 1.93
1961 25.3 22.4 41.8 40.7 1.87
1962 25.3 22.3 42.6 41.4 1.91
1963 25.2 22.2 42.8 41.5 1.93
1964 24.8 21.6 42.3 41.1 1.96
1965 24.7 '21.5 41.7 40.3 1.94
1966 23.7 20.6 40.2 38.8 1.95
1967 22.4 19.7 37.5 35.9 1.90
1968 21.8 19.2 36.2 34.5 1.89
1969 20.9 18.4 34.8 32.9 1.89
1970 20.0 17.8 32.6 30.9 1.83
1971 19.1 17.1 30.3 28.5 1.77
1972 18.5 16.4 29.6 27.7 1.80
1973 17.7 15.8 28.1 26.2 1.78
1974 16.7 14.8 26.8 24.9 1.81
1975 16.1 14.2 26.2 24.2 1.85
1976 15.2 13.3 25.5 23.5 1.92
1977 14.1 12.3 23.6 21.7 1.92
1978 13.8 12.P 23.1 21.1 1.93
1979 13.1 11.4 21.8 19.8 1.91
1980 12.6 11.0 21.4 19.1 1.95
1981 11.9 10.5 20.0 17.8 1.90
1982 11.5 10.1 19.6 17.3 1.94
1983 11.2 9.7 19.2 16.8 1.98
1984 10.8 9.4 18.4 16.1 1.96

Source: National CenterJar Health Statistics.
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TABLE 3.2

Neonatal Mortality Rates, by Race, U.S., 
Selected Years, 1950-1984

Ratio o f
A ll Nonwhite B lack  to

Year Races White B lack Tbtal 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 11.1 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 15.5 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, 1950-1984

Year

1950
1955
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

Nonwhtte
Ratio o f

m i
Races W hite B lack Total White

8.7 7.4 16.1 17.0 2.18
7.3 5.9 15.3 15.6 2.59
7.3 5.7 16.5 16.3 2.89
6.9 5.5 14.7 14.5 2.67
7.0 5.4 15.5 15.3 2.87
7.0 5.5 15.8 15.4 2.87
6.9 5.4 14.8 14.6 2.74
7.0 5.4 15.2 14.9 2.81
6.5 5.0 14.3 14.0 2.86
5.9 4.7 125 12.1 2.66
5.7 4.5 11.9 11.5 2.64
5.3 4.2 10.8 10.4 2.57
4.9 4.0 9.9 9.5 2.48
4.9 4.1 9.3 8.9 2.27
4.9 4.0 8.9 8.5 2.23
4.7 4.0 8.8 8.3 2.20
4.4 3.7 8.1 7.7 2.19
4.5 3.8 7.9 7.4 2.08
4.3 3.6 7.6 7.2 2.11
4.2 3.6 7.6 7.0 2.11
4.3 3.6 7.6 7.1 2.11
4.2 3.5 7.5 «.9 2.14
4.1 3.5 7.3 6.6 2.09
3.9 3.4 6.6 6.0 1.94
3.8 3.3 6.5 6.0 1.97
3.9 3.3 6.8 6.0 2.06
3.8 3.2 6.6 5.9 2.06

Source: National Centerfor Health Statistics.


