























































































































































































































68 Child-Welfare Services, 1936-38

members. After interpretation by the consultant, two county boards have recog-
nized their responsibility for financing foster-home care for neglected Negro
children. Much of the success of the child-welfare consultants’ efforts is due to
the understanding and intelligent cooperation of the district field supervisors of
the public-assistance staff.

The value of the child-welfare advisory committee, organized soon after the
program was set up, is manifest. Three formal meetings of the advisory com-
mittee have been held and frequent informal contact is maintained with individual

members.
SOUTH DAKOTA

In South Dakota a small beginning in child-welfare work had been made by
the State Child Welfare Commission before the advent of child-welfare services
provided under the Social Security Act. Child-welfare services, first undertaken
jointly by the State Child-Welfare Commission and State Public Welfare Com-
mission, were administered by the State Social Security Commission after it
replaced both earlier commissions.

At first case-work services only, without funds for children’s care in counties
plagued by grasshoppers and drouth, were received with little enthusiasm. The
complaint was made that child-welfare workers found too many children with
needs which could be met only by expenditures from county and local funds.
Child-welfare workers looked for other sources of aid. A women’s club was per-
suaded to raise money for shoes for children who must trudge cold, windy miles
to school. A Red Cross chapter provided glasses for children unable to see well
enough to do their school work. A church gave furniture for a home which had
been unfit to live in, and a board of county commissioners paid for boarding-
home care of children who had formerly been advertised for adoption in the news-
papers or over the radio. Such cooperative endeavors not only brought the finan-
cial aid needed but resulted in an increasing number of referrals of nonrelief cases,
indicating a growing appreciation of case-work service.

Soinetimes the problem of one child was a community problem affecting many
children in the community. The child-welfare worker became a community
worker as well as a case worker, emphasizing the prevention of children’s problems
and carrying her appeal for understanding and help to service clubs, women'’s
clubs, church groups, the parent-teacher association, or to any other group which
would give her the opportunity to present the needs of children. ~

The prevention and treatment of delinquency has been given special ‘emphasis.
Previously delinquency, and all too often dependency, had been met by sending
the child to the State training school, where care was provided at no cost to the
county and where, it was reasoned, the child escaped unfavorable home condi-
tions. Probation was little used; the need for prevention was not often recognized.

Child-welfare workers sought early behavior problems in the schools. To pre-
vent delinquency one community, under the leadership of the child-welfare
worker, established and equipped a boys’ recreation center with funds raised by
the town’s business men who themselves put on an amateur show. In another
city a youth council, of which the child-welfare worker was a member, surveyed
the recreational needs of boys and girls and worked out ways to meet them. A
Girl Scout troop was started by one child-welfare worker for a group of girls
already known to the police matron. Child-welfare workers acted as probation
officers, a service welcomed by the juvenile courts and the schools. As a demon-
stration project, a case worker was provided at the training school, where such
services were entirely lacking. For this enterprise the interest shown by the
American Legion and the State-wide release of the report of the Osborne Associa-
tion helped arouse public opinion concerning the deplorable conditions at the
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training school. People began to see that the causes of a child's delinquency mayv
be beyond the child’s control and the community may be responsible.

In a State like South Dakota, where the total population is no greater than that
of a fair-sized eastern city, it is possible to coordinate the work of various State
agencies and institutions, even though the distances are great. Child-welfare
workers obtained social case histories of all children authorized by the State Board
of Health for treatment through the Division of Crippled Children; and gave
case-work services to crippled children who needed it. The Division of Voca-
tional Rehabilitation in the State Department of Public Instruction used the
services of child-welfare workers for many of their cases. Children in need of
educational training at the State schools for the deaf and blind were frequently
discovered by child-welfare workers, and arrangements were made with the
parents and with the schools for their attendance. Close working relationships
have been established with children’s homes in the State and with homes for un-
married mothers. Perhaps the greatest amount of coordination has been attained
with the field staff of the State school for the feeble-minded. From the child-
welfare-services demonstration of the mutual benefits to be derived from a close
working relationship has recently come a program of short institutes at the State
school for the instruction of county social-security directors and case workers
in giving assistance to the State school in the supervision of the mentally deficient
in their own homes.

The services of a children’s worker have been available in every county in the
State, but there was more need for such service than a necessarily limited staff
could give. A larger State appropriation will be requested. Child-welfare
workers, through their case-work and community activities and talks before clubs
and interested groups, have developed a growing understanding of the need for
child care and protection. The incongruity of adequate provision for the aged and
none for children has permeated the public consciousness.

TENNESSEE

During the period from January 1 through October 1938 the development that
seems of most significance in the program for child-welfare services in Tennessee
is the integration of services to children into the entire public-welfare structure on
State, regional, and county levels. With field consultants responsible for helping
regional directors and county workers to develop better understanding of children’s
work, adjustments have been made in schedules and in content of regular regional
staff meetings so as to include child welfare. It has not been found necessary to
hold special child-welfare institutes in order to have child-welfare problems
included in the staff discussions. In regular supervisory conferences child-welfare
problems receive their share of attention and the value of these discussions has
carried over to improve the service in the administration of the other phases of the
public-welfare program.

Responsibility for handling children’s cases at an early stage increasingly is
being assumed by the county workers. Requests for guidance by the field con-
sultant and for the transfer of cases to regional child-welfare workers are stated
now in such a way that it is evident the county worker is more aware of children’s
needs, is more able to face limitations, and is assuming more responsibility for
getting help in situations which she does not feel entirely adequate to handle, as
contrasted to a former attitude of shifting responsibility to the consultant or the
child-welfare worker.

A decrease in commitments from rural counties to State training schools is
directly related to the increased responsibility for understanding and attempting
to meet children’s needs on the part of county workers and to the fact that there
are now regional child-welfare workers in each of the nine regions in the State.
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Children in almshouses who were eligible for aid-to-dependent-children grants no
longer fall between the responsibility of the field supervisor and the case con-
sultant, but the field consultant has the authority to help the regional director
in getting special grants approved where plans were not completed before county
allotments were filled. This holds true in other cases which were at first rejected
for aid-to-dependent-children grants but have been added subsequently as the
workers have grown in understanding and in ability deal with problems.

More and more workers are becoming interested in reading professional litera-
ture, in participation in staff meetings, and in shaping their plans to study in
schools of social work. Several workers who have returned from educational
leave and a former member of the child-welfare staff have been placed in responsi-
ble positions in two urban offices and have answered a great need for qualified
personnel.

Greater responsibility for administration has challenged those primarily inter-
ested in child welfare to relate specialized functions to the total job so that their
performance can be more effective. A problem which in the earlier stage at times
seemed irreconciliable, namely, the welfare of the client versus the development
of the worker, no longer looms so large. Neither the worker nor the regional
director is confused by dual relationships. With the authority for decisions
regarding assignment of cases to the child-welfare worker or the county worker
vested in one person, conflicts do not arise. The time will never come when we
can be entirely satisfied with the quality of work done by the staff as a whole
because there is so much more to learn, but we believe some obstructions have
been eliminated and the administrative pattern set which allows freedom of growth
and development and increasingly effective performance.

TEXAS

Although the Texas Legislature has created a Division of Public Welfare in the
State Board of Control, which has been responsible for the administration of
most of the State’s welfare activities, the lack of an appropriation has prevented
the development of the Division or the establishment of programs for aid to
dependent children or assistance to the needy blind. Except for old-age assistance
and the maintenance of eleemosynary institutions, responsibility for assistance
to the needy has been left to the counties, which are limited in funds and prevented
by legal restrictions from developing adequate programs.

In 1931 the Division of Child Welfare was established under the State Board of
Control as the children’s agency for the State, with responsibility for enforcement
of laws for the protection of children, for gathering and giving out information on
child welfare, and for raising standards of care for children through inspection and
supervision of agencies, institutions, and family homes caring for children away
from their own people. The limited appropriation and small staff made it impos-
sible for the Division to spread its services to the 254 counties in Texas.

The establishment of child-welfare services enabled the Division of Child Welfare
to respond to many more requests for service, which thereupon increased as serv-
ices became available. Districts were set up for the interpretation of child-wel-
fare needs as well as for services in behalf of individual children, as this was con-
sidered to be essential to local participation in child-welfare units.

Because of a serious iack of workers equipped to give special services to children
in Texas, an intensive training program for child-welfare workers was introduced
in the program for child-welfare services, into which selected workers with some
background and experience were accepted and given preparation for case work
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with special problems of children, interpretation of child-welfare needs. and
community organization before their placement in particular areas.

Local child-welfare units have had a slow but steady development, with com-
munity organization an important part of the progress. One unit was the inter-
esting result of a series of reports or requests for help from 1 rural county, in which
a study revealed that 18 different groups were developing some phase of com-
munity assistance, independent of each other. The county readily accepted the
opportunity of having a child-welfare worker who has brought about the develop-
ment of a community council for coordination of services and expenditures.

Much intensive effort has been devoted to giving assistance to boards and
executives of children’s agencies in the rural areas, including help in making
intake studies and analyses of population, which have led to the adoption of
better standards of care.

The program for child-welfare services in Texas initiated two tri-State con-
ferences—one with Oklahoma and New Mexico in the west, the other with
Arkansas and Louisiana in the east—for a discussion of the laws and policies of
each State and their common problems. Both conferences led to a better under-
standing of interstate problems involving children and an increased opportunity
for mutual planning.

Along with its program of interpretation, cooperation with juvenile courts and
other agencies, and case-work service to individual children, the Division of Child
Welfare has made some studies of State-wide problems as a basis for more extensive
services. A delinquency study beginning with the consideration of 132 boys, 12
years of age or younger, who had been committed to the State Juvenile Training
School was followed by an effort to make other plans for them. This study led
to activities for the prevention of delinquency in which local community studies
are made. A study of adoptions from court records has provided definite in-
formation upon which to base future plans for safeguarding children in adoption.

Plans have been effected for intake and discharge studies of State institutions
in rural areas and the provision by State hospitals for psychological services in
special cases. Initial steps have been taken to bring about joint planning with
the State Department of Health, regarding activities of maternity homes licensed
by the State Department of Health. A series of conferences with the State
Crippled Children’s Division has resulted in a closer working relationship and
progress being made in the development of foster-home care for crippled children
and other social planning in which necessary social services will be provided by
the Division of Child Welfare.

UTAH

Child-welfare services were introduced into the Utah public-welfare program
in April 1936, when the first Federal grant was made through the United States
Children’s Bureau, but the program was not fully effective until a Division of
Child-Welfare Services was established in the Bureau of Assistance and Service by
the State Department of Public Welfare. An advisory committee of five members
was appointed to give technical advice in developing the special provisions for
children in the public-welfare program.

In 1937 the legislature provided for permanent organization of the State De-
partment of Public Welfare and authorized the Department to administer public
assistance, to cooperate with the Federal Government in receiving funds for
public-health and welfare purposes, and to promote the enforcement of all laws
for the protection of mentally defective, illegitimate, dependent, neglected, or
delinquent children and to cooperate to this end with juvenile courts and child-
welfare agencies. Responsibility for the licensing of child-placing agencies was
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cransferred to the State Department of Public Welfare from the State Board of
Health. Prior to this time the only responsibility assumed by the State for the
care of children was through State subsidy to private agencies. Some local
responsibility was assumed by the county commissioners upon order from the
juvenile court.

Interest in child welfare increased more rapidly than the program could be
developed. Few persons were available who met the qualifications established
for the position of child-welfare worker.

In order to obtain persons equipped to deal with children’s problems, it was
necessary to assist some of the workers to obtain training. Five persons, granted
leave on part salary, attended schools of social work and returned to child-welfare
positions in the State. One of this number was released to strengthen the staff
of a private child-placing agency.

At the close of the fiscal year ended June 30, 1938, the child-welfare staff con-
sisted of nine members and four persons on educational leave. One person had
received 1 year’s graduate training and one person 2 years’ training. Of the seven
local workers all but two had received professional training in recognized schools
of social work. Plans for the ensuing year also made provision for professional
training.

By June 30, 1938, 8 county departments of public welfare were employing 7
child-welfare workers. Four additional counties had been selected, the programs
to begin as soon as qualified workers became available. In each of the counties
the program was developed as a service of the county department of public welfare,
closely correlated with the work of the juvenile courts, public schools, public-
health programs, services for crippled children, State institutions, and private
children’s agencies. During June service was given to 333 families presenting
special problems relating to children. Included in these cases were 1,063 children
under 21 years of age. The total monthly cost of local programs was $1,040, or an
average salary of $123 and an average of $33 for travel in each county. Counties
with child-welfare workers met 15 percent of their salary and travel costs; 50 per-
cent of their salaries was paid by Federal funds; and State funds were used to pay
the balance. The 8 counties had populations totaling 130,071, varying from
7,000 to 49,000. Thus services were available to about half of the rural population
of the State, estimated at 261,573.

In cooperation with the Bureau of Research and Statistics of the State Depart-
ment of Public Welfare regular statistical reporting of child-welfare services
was started, and a uniform reporting system was introduced in the child-placing
agencies for collecting information about children under foster care.

A study of detention practices was made which revealed rather general use of
jails for the detention of juveniles, although such confinement is in violation of the
State law. On the basis of this information, plans were made to assist the juvenile
court in one county to use boarding homes for detention purposes. Also initiated
was a study of adoptions granted during the period from January 1, 1936, to April
30, 1938.

Introduction of child-welfare services into the counties has of necessity been
one of obtaining personnel and establishing the programs locally. Insufficient
consideration has been given to supervision of case-work activities. However,
care has been taken to employ persons whose experience and training prepared
them to maintain satisfactory standards of work. Before the program is extended
to include every county of the State, refinement of existing services is needed.
Before the legislature is requested to appropriate additional funds for child-welfare
purposes, more workers prepared to deal with children’s problems are needed to
assist in the further development of the program.

Provided by the Maternal and Child Health Library, Georgét&vn University



State Summaries 73

VERMONT

From 1917, when the State Department of Public Welfare (then known as the
Department of Probation and Charities) was formed, to 1936, when the program
for child-welfare services began in Vermont, provision had been made for the care
of neglected children committed by the courts. From 1919 a mothers’ aid law
had been in effect. But in all those years never had more than three field workers
been employed at any one time. A high-grade State-wide private children’s aid
society established about 15 years ago supplemented the efforts of the State De-
partment during this period. No family welfare society has been in operation
until very recently and then only in the largest city, Burlington.

With the coming of child-welfare services the picture has materially changed.
Under the general direction of a trained and experienced case worker provided by
the program for child-welfare services, known as the director of case-work services
and responsible to the commissioner of public welfare, an integrated State pro-
gram for child welfare has been in effect for more than a year. The State is being
divided into districts. Seven districts have already been set up and are in opera-
tion and others are being planned. In four of the smaller areas, child-welfare-
service workers are doing demonstration work for all types of cases—committed
children, aid to dependent children, and preventive cases—and the State-paid
workers, now numbering eight, are covering the rest of the State.

Smaller case loads and smaller territories of operation are gradually raising
standards of work for children throughout the State and not in the demonstration
areas alone. Staff meetings which include all the children’s workers have resulted
in better case work.

One of Vermont’s problems is her form of local government, namely, the town-
ship as the unit of operation. With some 240 such townships welfare programs
are in the hands of the overseers of the poor, who change periodically. Therefore,
a major educational program is being carried on with that group. With more time
at their disposal the child-welfare workers are receiving more understanding
approval, especially in the aid-to-dependent-children cases. Average grants for
aid to dependent children have risen in the past year from $19.21 to $23.40 per
family. Maximum family grants have risen from $26 to $104 during this same
period.

With the ratio of children in special institutions or in foster homes ! at about
twice that prevailing for the country as a whole and the ratio of aid-to-dependent-
children cases next to the lowest, it is high time to study the situation and, if

i possible, correct the cause. A study of State wards is now being made by the
I Child Welfare League of America, with a State advisory committee in close touch
with developments, and is being financed by funds for child-welfare services.
The whole child-welfare staff has participated in the gathering of material, which
in itself has had educational value.

VIRGINIA

The program for child-welfare services in Virginia was inaugurated in March
1936 with the purpose of increasing services for dependent children and placing
greater emphasis upon preventive work in the child-welfare field. At that time
there was no general State-wide public-assistance program. The facilities avail-
able for the care of dependent children were mainly private child-caring institu-
tions, a State-wide private child-placing agency with major emphasis on adop-
tions, and the State Children’s Bureau with a small staff, which was charged by

1 Children under Institutional Care and in Foster Homes, 1933, p. 8. U. S. Bureau of the Census,
Washington, 1935.
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law to care for dependent, delinquent, and defective children. The Children’s
Bureau was created by the acts of 1922 and charged with the care of dependent
children, but moneys were never made available for that purpose. Within 2
years after the inauguration of a general State public-assistance program in
June 1936, 93 of the 100 counties and 23 of the 24 independent cities in Virginia
had organized departments of public welfare. This basic organization made
possible the development of child-welfare services.

At the end of the fiscal year, June 30, 1938, the Virginia plan for child-welfare
services was in full effect. Major emphasis was placed on strengthening the exist-
ing State agency, the Children’s Bureau in the State Department of Public
Welfare, and on providing local public services in selected units. The State
staff had been expanded to include a director, 3 supervisors, and 12 field workers
other than those in the Study Division. They were paid by Federal and State
funds and divided their services between the State’s program for direct care
and the program for child-welfare services. An average of 200 child-welfare cases
were carried by the field workers each month. These cases involved consultation
with the superintendents of welfare and actual service in the placement and super-
vision of children in foster homes.

Applications for other types of service increased to such an extent that the intake
had to be limited to the most urgent cases, especially those involving the break-
down of the family home. Perhaps the best way of judging the success of the
State-wide plan is the fact that during the year 100 fewer children were committed
as delinquent to the State Children’s Bureau for care than during the previous
year.

In Virginia children found to be delinquent and not suitable for care locally are
committed to the State Department of Public Welfare, the Study Division of the
State Children’s Bureau serving as the central receiving agency in cooperation
with the Mental-Hygiene Bureau. Through funds for child-welfare services the
Study Division was strengthened by the addition of a Negro case worker and of a
white worker to give special or intensive case work to a selected group. The
State was fortunate in obtaining the services of a representative of the United
States Children’s Bureau, who was assigned for several months to the Study
Division, and who helped to create a better understanding of the problems
involved.

A medical social worker was assigned to the clinic division of the Medical College
of Virginia for work in a program limited to crippled children under 18 years of age
from rural areas. There has been a steady increase in requests for services, and
for the last 6 months of the year the case load varied between 75 and 90 children’s
cases. In addition there were approximately 100 cases for follow-up service only.

On June 30, 1938, there were 9 local child-welfare units with experienced
children’s workers in charge. These units included 17 separate governmental
areas. The program was developed as a part of the local welfare departments,
and the superintendents of welfare referred only the cases which involved the care
of dependent children with special difficulties. Case loads were limited so that
intensive supervision could be given. A supervisor from the State office has given
her full time to the supervision of these local workers.

The special consultant on Negro child welfare of the United States Children’s
Bureau who assisted the Study Division of the State Children’s Bureau also madea
special study of the problems relating to Negro cases in a selected rural county.
As aresult, a Negro worker was placed there permanently. The problems brought
to her attention have been varied. In cooperation with the superintendent of
welfare and the principal of a Negro high school, a study was made in one small
community which showed a lack of recreational facilities, crowded housing con-
ditions, and other social problems. These were brought to the attention of out-
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standing citizens, and as a result a W. P. A. project was obtained for the com-
munity and a recreational center was opened in May 1938. Attendance at this
center has averaged 66 per day.

WASHINGTON

The first recognition by the State of Washington of its responsibility in develop-
ing State-wide services for children was set forth in the establishment of a Division
of Child Welfare in the State Department of Public Welfare in 1935. This Divi-
sion took over the functions of the Child Welfare Division of the State Depart-
ment of Business Control, which had been established in 1933 for the purpose of
inspecting and licensing child-caring institutions. The Division began to develop
the program for child-welfare services, as outlined in the Federal Social Security
Act of 1935, to strengthen services for the protection and care of dependent and
neglected children, especially in rural areas.

In 1937 the State Legislature established a new public-welfare code providing
for a coordinated Federal, State, and county program of public assistance, setting
up the State Department of Social Security, and making it responsible for super-
vision of old-age assistance, public assistance, assistance to the blind, and children’s
services. The administration of these programs was placed in the county welfare
departments, and provision was made for joint Federal, State, and county financ-
ing. The Division for Children of the State Department of Social Security was
given the power to cooperate with the Federal Government in providing services
for the protection of homeless, dependent, and neglected children and children
in danger of becoming delinquent.

In addition to the development of the program for child-welfare services in
cooperation with the United States Children’s Bureau, the Division for Children
is responsible also for the aid-to-dependent-children program, services for crippled
children, and the approval and certification of private child-caring agencies and
certification of foster homes. An assistant supervisor of each of these services
has been placed in the Division for Children. In addition, consultant services
have been available for the 36 children’s workers who are now working in 29 of
the 39 county welfare departments of the State. The Division for Children plans
to place children’s workers in every county of the State within the next biennium.

Children’s workers of the county welfare departments give services to any
child in need of care or protection. Children are referred by the schools, courts,
prosecuting attorneys, other divisions of the county welfare departments, and
other individuals in the community. It has been gratifying to note the use of
the children’s worker made by the courts and the schools, especially in the small
counties.

Most of the children served are in their own homes or the homes of relatives,
although care in a foster home or an institution is provided for a child who needs
care outside of his own family group. The children’s workers also arrange for
the care and treatment of crippled children and assist in planning for and with
the child and bis family after the necessary medical or surgical treatment has
been given.

To get qualified workers in the program for child-welfare services has been a
problem. Special qualifications for children’s workers have been maintained, and
they are now being made a part of the merit system of the State Department of
Social Security, so that only workers with adequate training and experience
will be employed.

In September 1937 aclinical psychologist was added to the staff of the Division
for Children. His services have been made available upon the request of the
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children’s workers of the county welfare departments, for children needing
psychometric tests and an interpretation of behavior problems. He has met
also with the staffs of the county welfare departments, child-welfare committees,
representatives of the schools and courts in an effort to bring about a better
understanding of the mental development and the mental hygiene of children.

In the annual meeting of the State association of superior court judges in
August 1937, it was agreed that the care of dependent children was an adminis-
trative and not a judicial function and that dependent children should be referred
to the children’s workers of the county welfare departments for determining the
best plan for each child. Payments for foster care were to be made by the
county welfare departments. Such an arrangement was to be tried until the
1939 session of the legislature, when a decision might be reached as to the possible
needed amendments in the juvenile-court law on the basis of this experience.
Except in the cases of a limited number of children cared for directly by county
welfare departments, the usual procedure before this time was that payment
should be made for a dependent child upon order of the superior court,

A census, taken in January 1938, of all dependent children who were being
cared for outside their own homes and whose care was being paid for from public
funds, marked the first time that a complete count was made in the State. ' It
showed that 816 dependent children were being cared for by public funds in
institutions or foster homes. More than half of these children were being cared
for by private agencies or institutions which were being paid either $10 or $12 a
month per child by the courts or a lump-sum payment for all children who were
referred from an individual county. A small number of children had been
placed directly in foster homes by the courts. As the county welfare depart-
ments have assumed payment for these children, a review has been made to
determine what kind of care seemed best to fit the needs of each child and plans
were made accordingly. Many of these children have been returned to their own
homes or to the homes of relatives, either with or without the assistance of aid-to-
dependent-children funds.

WEST VIRGINIA

When the broader program for child-welfare services in West Virginia was
inaugurated in 1936 with the aid of Federal funds, 8 children’s workers were
placed on the staffs of county departments of public assistance in 8 different
counties; 1 children’s worker was placed in an area consisting of 3 counties and
1 in an area consisting of 2 counties. Of these 10 children’s workers, originally
paid from Federal funds, the State and counties have now assumed financial
responsibility for all but 4 and have provided funds for 9 additional children’s
workers. The integration of child-welfare services with the general assistance
program has been made possible through the cooperative relationship existing
between the State and the county departments. The program is administered
by the Division of Child Welfare of the Children’s Bureau under the State De-
partment of Public Assistance.

In an attempt to decentralize the supervision of children legally committed
to the State, who heretofore were supervised by State workers whose districts
included several counties, the State wards in seven counties were placed in Sep-
tember 1937 under the supervision of the county children’s worker in each of
these counties. It is anticipated that eventually all State wards will be super-
vised by county children’s workers.

The care of mentally defective children in the State is one of the unmet needs.
To determine the number of these children who are now being cared for and
publicly supported in foster homes and in institutions, approximately 600 chil-
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dren were given psychological tests. This cross section of a special group presents
a picture of the need for more adequate facilities for the care of mentally defective
children throughout the State.

In considering the need of reorganization of the State Children’s Bureau, the
Child Welfare League of America was asked to make a study of the Bureau.
This study extended over a period of 3% months and included a review of all
the functions of the Bureau and the relationship of child-welfare services to other
phases of the work of the Burcau.

The need for better coordination of services to children had been apparent
and was confirmed by the League’s survey. Therefore, in June 1938, the Division
of Foster Care in which the supervision of State wards had been vested was dis-
solved as a separate division and its responsibility was taken over by the Division
of Child Welfare. As the needs of children committed to the State are no different
from other dependent and neglected children, it has been possible to integrate
the child-welfare program, both administratively in the State office and locally
in the counties. During the year additional duties consisting of case-work
service to children on parole were assumed by this Division. The assumption of
these duties added to the case loads of children’s workers and increased the
volume of work in the State office, as referrals were made to counties through
the State office. As the duties of the supervisor were increased by these
additional State services, the payment of part of her salary was taken over by
the State.

During the past year many children have received temporary care at the
State children’s camp. The total number of children receiving this care has
varied from month to month, as placement in the camp is made on a temporary
basis pending more permanent plans for them either with their own families or
relatives or in foster homes. Frequently the State Children’s Bureau receives
requests from the county departments to place children in camp while the depart-
ments are making more adequate plans for the children in their own communities.
A social worker who is a member of the State staff gives case-work service to the
children in camp from rural counties and assists in planning for their future care.

The need for staff training and development in the public-assistance program
was recognized when the West Virginia public welfare law of 1936 was passed,
and provision for such training was made. It was possible for the State Chil-
dren’s Bureau to utilize a portion of the Federal funds for child-welfare services
for the training of the staff on the job and in professional schools of social work.
The supervisor of training has visited the county children’s workers and has
used the actual problems and situations as a basis for teaching.

One of the problems in developing child-welfare services is the lack of trained
personnel. As the State has assumed the financial responsibility for some of
the county children’s workers, Federal funds have been utilized for educational
leave for some of the staff to attend graduate schools of social work.

WISCONSIN

The program in Wisconsin for developing local child-welfare services is an ex-
pansion of the program carried on by the Juvenile Department of the State Board
of Control since the passage of the Children’s Code by the State Legislaturein 1929.
Expansion has been brought about by adding more field workers to the State staff,
by providing an in-service training program that has made possible a better per-
formance by the staff, and by placing workers in rural counties to carry on the
various activities included in the program.
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Typical developments during the year July 1, 1937, to June 30, 1938, were:

1. The Lafayette County advisory committee, confronted by the problem
of how to provide for certain mentally defective children and wishing to plan
comprehensively for the whole county, arranged a study of one rural school—
the first of a series—by psychologists and psychiatrists.

A social study was made of each child, including physical and psychometric
examinations. It was found that a large percentage of these children would
never be able to compete successfully with other children of the same age.
Supported by the recommendations of the specialists and the approval of the
advisory committee, the superintendent presented to the school board sugges-
tions for a new system—a system which abolished progression by grades—in
his most discouraging school. Groups were formed according to the rapidity
with which each child could advance, and the heartache from failing to pass
was eliminated. Finally, through simple and patient explanation, parents
were won over to an enthusiastic approval of the plan,

2. The Crawford County advisory child-welfare committee, stimulated
by a growing interest in individual cases in their own locality, began a general
survey of recreational needs and resources which resulted in action being
started through the Parent-Teacher Association and the Works Progress
Administration for a recreational program in one village.

3. Interest was first aroused in a child-welfare program for Marquette
County through talks given by representatives of the Juvenile Department at
ameeting of the federated women’s clubs of the county. The Federated Parent-
Teacher Association then voted to sponsor a child-welfare program. A study
of county needs and resources was made, and efforts were directed toward
making the people generally aware of conditions surrounding children. In-
formation as to how a county children’s worker might be obtained was re-
quested. More than 30 organizations and many individuals, including mem-
bers of the county board of supervisors and county officials, wrote to the
Juvenile Department requesting the services of a county children’s worker to
develop child-welfare services in the county.

4. Antigo, county seat of Langlade County, has many children coming
into the city to attend high school. These children necessarily must live in
foster homes from Monday morning until Friday evening. Upon investiga-
tion by the children’s worker, it was learned that a group of these rural high-
school students had rooms set quite apart from the owner of the property,
with an outside entrance and no supervision. Each student brought a basket
of food from the farm on Monday morning. As cooking facilities were not
available, their meals were eaten cold.

Revelation of this situation stimulated the interest of the worker, the
advisory committee, and the school in finding out whether other rural young-
sters were living under similar conditions. A survey was made of the rooming
houses where high-school students resided away from their parents. As a
result of this survey, arrangements were made whereby people who wished
to rent rooms to high-school students could talk with the children’s worker
and the worker could discuss with them the needs of these young high-
school students. The rooms were visited and approved or not approved.
This has done away with the use of living places below a minimum standard.
At the present time all homes used as rooming houses are licensed.

5. Two 1-day conferences were held to discuss Indian child-welfare prob-
lems such as: nonattendance of the Indian child at school; attitudes of white
residents and school-board members and teachers toward the Indian children;
lack of school facilities; isolation of the Indian families; need for tuition and
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transportation; health of the Indian child; indifference of the Indian parents
toward education, health, and social standards; inadequate food, clothing,
and housing of many of the Indian families; and a foster-home program for the
Indian child.

6. Two l-day conferences of the entire staff of the Juvenile Department and
representatives of public and private child-welfare agencies, juvenile courts,
hospitals, physicians, district attorneys, and individuals from all parts of the
State discussed methods for safeguarding the child born out of wedlock and
the child to be adopted.

7. An in-service training program has been carried on for the purpose of
improving staff performance. The program has included both formal instruc-
tion and supervision. An attempt was made to meet the individual needs of
each worker.

WYOMING

Note.—The first State plan for child-welfare services was approved December
4, 1939.
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Appendix 1.—Text of the Sections of the Social
Security Act Relating to Grants to States for Child-
Welfare Services, as Amended by the Social
Security Act Amendments of 1939

[Original law printed in roman; new law printed in rtalics.]

Title V..GRANTS TO STATES FOR MATERNAL AND CHILD
WELFARE

* & #* * * * *

Part 3.—CHILD-WELFARE SERVICES

Sec. 521. (a) For the purpose of enabling the United States, through the
Children’s Bureau, to cooperate with State public-welfare agencies in establishing,
extending, and strengthening, especially in predominantly rural areas, public-
welfare services (hereinafter in this section referred to as ‘‘child-welfare services’")
for the protection and care of homeless, dependent, and neglected children, and
children in danger of becoming delinquent, there is hereby authorized to be appro-
priated for each fiscal year, beginning with the fiscal year ending June 30, 1936,
the sum of $1,510,000. Such amount shall be allotted by the Secretary of Labor
for use by cooperating State public-welfare agencies on the basis of plans developed
jointly by the State agency and the Children’s Bureau, to each State, $10,000,
and the remainder to each State on the basis of such plans, not to exceed such part
of the remainder as the rural population of such State bears to the total rural
population of the United States. The amount so allotted shall be expended for
payment of part of the cost of district, county, or other local child-welfare services
in areas predominantly rural, and for developing State services for the encourage-
ment and assistance of adequate methods of community child-welfare organiza-
tion in areas predominantly rural and other areas of special need. The amount
of any allotment to a State under this section for any fiscal year remaining unpaid
to such State at the end of such fiscal year shall be available for payment to such
State under this section until the end of the second succeeding fiscal year. No
payment to a State under this section shall be made out of its allotment for any
fiscal year until its allotment for the preceding fiscal year has been exhausted or
has ceased to be available.

(b) From the sums appropriated therefor and the allotments available under
subsection (a) the Secretary of Labor shall from time to time certify to the Secre-
tary of the Treasury the amounts to be paid to the States, and the Secretary of the
Treasury shall, through the Division of Disbursement of the Treasury Department
and prior to audit or settlement by the General Accounting Office, make payments
of such amounts from such allotments at the time or times specified by the Secre-
tary of Labor.

* * #* * * #* *

! 49 Stat. 629; Stat. 1360,
80
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Sections of Social Security Act (Text) 1

Part 5,.—ADMINISTRATION

Sec. 541. (a) There is hereby authorized to be appropriated for the fiscal vear
ending June 30, 1936, the sum of $425,000,2 for all necessary expenses of the Chil-
dren’s Bureau in administering the provisions of this title, except section 531.

(b) The Children’s Bureau shall make such studies and investigations as will
promote the efficient administration of this title, except section 531.

(¢) The Secretary of Labor shall include in his annual report to Congress a full
account of the administration of this title, except section 531.

* B * * * * *

Title XI.— GENERAL PROVISIONS

DEFINITIONS

Section 1101. (a) When used in this act—

(1) The term ‘“‘State” (except when used in sec. 531) includes Alaska, Hawaii,
and the District of Columbia, and when used in titles V and VI of such act
(including sec. 531) includes Puerto Rico.’

(2) The term “United States” when used in a geographical sense means the
States, Alaska, Hawalii, and the District of Columbia.

* * # * * ES *

(d) Nothing in this act shall be construed as authorizing any Federal official,
agent, or representative, in carrying out any of the provisions of this act, to take
charge of any child over the objection of either of the parents of such child, or of
the person standing in loco parentis to such chitd.

RULES AND REGULATIONS

Sec. 1102. The Secretary of the Treasury, the Secretary of Labor, and the Social
Security Board, respectively, shall make and publish such rules and regulations,
not inconsistent with this act, as may be necessary to the efficient administration
of the functions with which each is charged under this act.

SEPARABILITY

Sec. 1103. If any provision of this act, or the application thereof to any person
or circumstance, is held invalid, the remainder of the act, and the application of
such provision to other persons or circumstances shall not be affected thereby.

RESERVATION OF POWER

Sec. 1104. The right to alter, amend, or repeal any provision of this act is hereby
reserved to the Congress.

SHORT TITLE

Sec. 1105. This act may be cited as the ‘“‘Social Security Act.”

? The amount for each fiscal year is determined by Federal appropriation acts.
? Amendment effective January 1, 1940,
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Appendix 2. Federal Funds Available to States for
Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 1939, and Federal Pay-
ments to States for Fiscal Years Ended June 30, 1936,
1937, 1938, and 1939 for Child-Welfare Services
Under the Social Security Act, Title V, Part 3

; i | |
Available tfor Payment, . Payment, i Payment, | fl;a;:l'nent.
State 1 payment, fiscal year | fiscal year fiscal year | jcal year
fiscal year, 1939 : 1938 1937 | 1936 (Feb.
1939 ? ‘ : ‘ 1-June 30)
Total___..____ $2,225.799.21 $1,520,893.74 [$1,351,638.44 1$969,827. 23 . $227,954.12
Alabama____________ 53,069.25 43,236.77 39,607.66 . 41,850.32 | 18,684.34
Alaska___ _- 16,159. 62 6,847.89 5,725.00 .. ____.___._ ;
Arizona__ - 40, 800. 68 21,061.17 | 2,335.00 5,404.
Arkansas_ - 79.387.12 33,460.92 22.176.47 9,311.
California_________.. 85,174.74 28,277.35 23.896.16 18, 140.
Colorado_____._______ 25,270.53 19,842.37 20,107.92 ' 12,974,
Connecticut_ 32,792.13 14,873.05 13,028.58 10,291,
Delaware. __ .. _____. 21,225.23 14, 820. 64 9.643.10 8,720.
District of Columbia. 19,217.20 15, 816. 28 7.700.91 - 5,582,
Florida_____.____.___ 24,918.11 22,715.46 29,477.26 17,857.
Georgia 64, 581.59 55,724.58 42,478.06 33,569.94 ' ___________
Hawaii _ 14,827.42 11,534.24 11,415.68 | __________.__ [,
Idaho.___ 19, 228.52 11,637.37 14,453.35 15,884.96 4,348. 61
Illinois_ . _ 69,161.78 42,899.19 48,853.36 21,620.26 | _________._
Indiana 57,089.33 37,344.52 31,000.18 21,192.36 |_.___.__.___.__
Towa_______________ 56,056.31 49,107.46 32,626.54 23,293.86 |_____..._._.
Kansas 43,204.39 27,128.86 21,809.44 28,251.02 12,953.40
Kentucky _ 51,926. 63 46, 996. 63 47,580.71 30,270.92 |__._________
Louisiana__ 46,421.48 35,480.02 27,119.39 35,840.19 4,153.71
Maine______________ 30,416.53 20,881.94 17,936.67 13,719.56 1,881.63
Maryland_ __________ 37,253.01 26,845.02 14,344.73 | 16,333.17 | 7,336.00
Massachusetts_ - 34,624.48 7,675.11 12,292.07 | 10,174.55 | 3,250.00
Michigan__. . 52,347.62 30,626.04 44,170.02 | 23,950.99 10, 102. 50
Minnesota_ - 37,066.71 33,189.28 38,073.84 © 29,489.92 11,300.00
Mississippi___.______ 69, 782.49 31,862.85 11,438.75 1‘ ________________________
Missouri________.____ 54,965.92 38,745.71 37,474.18 43, 301.64 9,225.00
Montana__ 21,460. 04 20,829.17 16,888.94 16,072.95 2,062.50
Nebraska_ _ 40, 656. 58 28, 638. 64 23,542.23 17,216.41 8,572.84
Nevada_______ 11,466.06 11,091.06 12,268.82 13,131.44 842.57
New Hampshire 13,521.18 7,436.00 13,835.92 13, 868. 59 4,971.68
New Jersey._ .. ______ 39,236.73 25,411.10 21,354.76 15,622.41 ¢ 1,896.67
New Mexico._ . - 17,418.52 11,071.10 16, 732.36 13,243.62 6,582.00
New York ____ - 83,798.74 57,141.76 50.958.49 8,790.58 |__._________
North Carolina_ . 69,093.55 61,212.70 61,088. 76 39,597.04 12,126.89
North Dakota_____.__ ' 28,846.02 19, 950. 25 16, 368.92 15,963.62 |________.._.
Ohio_______._._____. 105,290.75 60,376.16 32,150.10 23,643.52 ¢ 6,983.00
Oklahoma_ 65.177.49 59,904.73 40,869.58 , 24,398.76 | 2,260.20
Oregon._____ 26.455.72 22,542.16 22,074.39 | 13,716.41 ! 964. 44
Pennsylvania_ - 124, 820.97 70.519.94 62, 637.22 35.162.64 5,440.00
Rhode Island_ _._.____ 18,657.68 12.411.48 3,250.00 i ______ ...
South Carolina______ 38,625.25 32,817.39 31,484.17 (| e_o..
. South Dakota_ _ 23, 540.58 21,749.43 | 20,432.31 : 20,325.80 5,040.00
- Tennessee_ . ___ : 57,500.87 47,207.43 | 38,587.77 28,438.75 ¢ . ___.___._.
Texas_ ____ ! 113, 879.47 69,330.27 | 65,519.34 . 42,438.21 27,349.74
Utah_____ . _________ 23,541.92 14,622.95 ‘ 7,630.12 14,665.36 3,450.00
Vermont___________. 16,068. 74 15,184.05 | 14,494.55 15,305.42 3,372.46
Virginia___ 43,235.52 40,153.97 | 51,851.59 32,566.67 8,930.00
Washington ____ 23,255.94 20,062.67 | 21,616.10 22,484.36 9,300.00
West Virginia_ _ 33,494.77 28,125.47 | 38,623.52 28,437.24 11,079.09
Wisconsin_____ 36,939.27 34,473.14 40, 613.45 37,710.92 5,600.57
Wyoming 3 ________._ 12,848.03 _________.____ ) g PO

1 The term “‘State” includes Alaska, the District of Columbia, and Hawaii.

2 Includes in addition to the allotment for the fiscal year 1939 amounts from 1937 and 1938 allot-
ments to the States remaining unpaid at the close of the fiscal year 1938.

3 The first State plan for child-welfare services for Wyoming was approved December 4, 1939.
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