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The Community Action System Today

The Community Services Block Grant (CSBG) provides the core ﬁ.mdel
for the nationwide, locally-based system of community services agencies whic
makes up the Community Action network.

CSBG was created by the Omnibus Budget Recenciliation Act of 1981 and
has as its purpose ameliorating the causes of poverty through the support of
such services as employment, education, housing, emergency assistance, and
nuturition and through the coordination of other resources in the community.

It initially represented the consolidation of eight categorical grant
E_t;lograms administered by the US Community Services Administration: Local
itiatives, Community Food and Nutrition, Senior Opportunities and Services,
State Agency Assistance, Community Economic Development, National Youth
iports},: ousing and Community Development, and the Rural Development
oan Fund.

The CSBG authorizing legislation calls for the distribution of the block
grant funds to the states witﬁ funding restrictions. The states are required to
allocate 90% of their block grant funds to organizations officially designated as
Community Action Agencies (CAAs), limited purpose agencies, or migrant and
seasonal farmworker organizations. States may also create new CAAs or fund
local units of government in unserved areas. F to 7% of funds may be used for
new agencies in each year. Under provisions of legislation effective December
1982, three states in FY88 received waivers from this 90% pass through
requirement.

The information available on the system comes from a CSBG reporting
system voluntarily established by the states. The annual activities of the network
and the uses of CSBG funds are outlined based on reports filled out by the local
agencies themselves. As drawn from the Community Services Block Grant
Report 1988, NASCSE, Washington, DC, 1990, the latest data is from FY88 and is

presented below.



Introduction

On August 20, 1964 President Lyndon Johnson signed the Economic Opportunity Act
‘establishing the Office of Economic Opportunity in the Executive Office of the
President. The programs launched by OEO in the succeeding years ranged from
those best knoun like Head Start and Job Corps to Senior Opportunities and

Services (S0S), Legal Services, and Comaunity Economic Development. ALl had the

same goal: to help the poor break the cycle of poverty and advance to a better,.

fuller, more productive life. At the heart of the OFEO idea was the belief that
the poor themselves knew best vhat their probleas vere, and should have a major
role in designing and operating programs to address them; and that shat the poor
needed vas a hand up, not a hand-out. Local Community Action Agencies were the
embodinent of that belief, and vere the centerpiece of the anti-poverty program.

The reauthorization of the Economic Opportunity Act ghich vas signed into lavw
in January of 1975 changed the name of the agency to the Community Services
Administration (CSA) and moved it from the Executive 0ffice of the President to
become an independent agency in the Executive Branch. This was a clear case of
‘changing the name to protect the innocent*, and it succeeded in diffusing nuch
of the political opposition to reauthorizing the agency. CSA ves thus avle to
continue until 1981, vhen the Economic Opportunity Act mas replaced by the
© Community Services Block Grant. In the neantime, starting as far back as the
Sixties, many of the OEQ programs were transferred to other, ‘permanent’
departments and agencies, vhere many continue today. Others did not survive,
such as Project Nainstream and the Neighborhood Youth Corps, @hich had been
delegated to the Labor Departzent.

This little booklet commemorating the 23th anniversary of 0ED is for both those
oho vere around in the early days vho 28y vonder what ever hecame of some of the
early programs, and those who have come to anti-poverty vork mere recently and
who nay vonder where some of today's programs had their origins. In gither case,
the reader may find some surprises. ¥e hope in all cases there 7ill be useful
information. Uhere we have made mistakes or omissions, or have heen less than
accurate, please let us knov, so that e can make corrections for the next
edition (50th anniversary?).

The Editors
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1. Community Action Program.

Comgunity Action was the cornerstone of the Econonic Opportunity Act, embodying
the radical idea that the poor know best what their problems are and hoo best
to allocate- resources to correct thea. Hence the requirement for 'mxin_:um
feasible participation® of the poor in the direction and vork of Comsunity
Action Agencies. Originally, Community Acticn Agencies [CAAs) vere givel 'Local
Initiative® funds to support locally designed and administered programs to
conbat poverty in their communities.

As the years vent by the Local Initiative programs becane sore entrenched and
the local CAAs had less ‘free’ money with which to start nev programs; but at
the same time other program funds.Became available, not -aly through Title II
of the Econcmic Opportunity Act, but through other federal — and State —
Agencies and Departments as vell. By 1970 there vere sope 1200 CAAs nationwide,
serving areas in which 90 percent of the nation's poor resided. For the typical
CAA, about 20 percent of its funding came frem OEO. Comaunity Action was truly
the mobilizer of resources for the poor at the local level.

and financial resources vere not the only resources mobilized. One of the most
significant and enduring legacies of Community Action is the people vho rose
through the system to assume positions of leadership in their comaunities, in
their States, and in the Congress of the United States. A significant number
of African Americans uho nov hold public office began their public careers
vorking vith the Community Action Program.

During the Seventies the number of CAAs nationally leveled off at slightly
under a thousand. Under CSA in the mid-to-late Sevenmties, in reponse to the
devastating effect of soaring emergy prices on the poor, most CAAs got heavily

into energy programming, both sveatherization and energy assistance, ohich .

brought new vigor and a nev popularity to Community Action at the local level.

The Economic Opportunity Act, and with it the Community Services Administration,
expired on September 30, 1981; but Comnunity Action lives under the Community
Service Block Grant (CSBG). Despite the fact that the Reagan Administration
proposed zero budget/elimination of the program every year, today there are
still over 900 CAds in all fifty States, D.C., Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands.
and the Trust Territories. Combined, these agencies represent more than $3
billion in programs; 160,000 employees; and services to more than 26 million
needy people -- nearly 80 percent of the pecple living below the poverty line.
For the estimated 11 million people below the poverty line who do not receive

_ velfare benefits -- the working poor, intact families. ard childless adults -
- CAAs are their chief source of assistanmce; and there are many remote rural -

areas and sections of urtan America where the CAA is the only group able and
willing to reach out to the poor.
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1. Community Action Pfugran. cont.

$335 million was appropriated to the Block Grant in FY 1987, a slight increase
over the previous years; but due to Graham-Rudman across-the-board budget cuts
that amount fell to $325.5 in FY 1988 and agaim to $318.6 in '89. It is likely
to be about the same in FY 1990. Unless made up from other sources, this has
meant a loss in real purchasing power for the typical CAA of close to 40% since
1982.

Contacts:

CSBG Administering Office: Office of Community Services/Femily Support Admin./
Dept. of Health and Human Services 20447. John Buckstead, (202) 252-5284

Oversite Committees: House: Education and Lzhor Comm./Human kesources SubComa./
Susan Tilhelm,Staff Dir. (202) 225-1850 -

Senate:Labor and Human Aesources Committee/SubComm. on
Children,Family,Drugs,and Alcoholism/Richard Tarplin, Staff Dir. (202) 224-5630

Constituent Organizations: National Association of Community Action Agencies
1775 T Street, W0 1st Floor
Tashington, DC 20009
Ed Block, Ex. Dir. (202) 265-7546

for legislative information:
National Community Action Foundation
2100 ¥ Street N¥ Suite 604A
Yashington OC 20036
Dave Bradley, (202) 775-0222

and for a recorded legislative update call (202! 775-0220

National Association of State
Community Services Programs
444 N, Capitol Street M9 Suite 318
Tashington, »~ 20001
Marjorie Witherspoon, Dir. (202) 624-3863
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7.Comaunity Development Credit Union Loan Fund.

Credit Union development in the 1960's vas the result of a cooperative effort
of OEO funding, Credit Union National Association (CUNA) technical assistance,
and National Credit Union Administration (NCUA) training. Nore than 400 'limited
income credit unions' were established, mostly by CAAs, to provide credit and
services to the poor. An NCUA study pointed out that the §10 million in loans
"“nade to poor people by these credit unions in 1969 represented a savings to
sember-horrovers of some $2 million in interest charges when compared to the
credit usually available.

In 1970 cutbacks in technical assistance and local initiative funding of CAAs
veakened the support needed by many credit unions just as the Share Insurance
lav was passed and NCUA imposed stricter fiscal and managerial standards,
resulting in the liquidation of many *linited income credit unions’. Today about
100 of the strongest remain, in 35 states, now designated Community Development
Credit Unions. with total asssets of approzimately $100 million and some 75,000
geabers. Many belong to their cun Federation, which vas started with QEO funding
in 1973. The Federation now has & capitalization program which has placed more
than $4 million from private philanthropic sources into eligible credit unions,
and provides ongoing technical assistance to its members and to those wishing
to begin a credit union in their community.

In 1979 CSA established, in cooperation with NCUA, a revolving loan fund for
Community Development Credit Unions. After operating successfully for a number
of years, with an excellent repayment record, it became apparent that the
administration at HHS/0CS was less than enthusiastic about the program. [t wvas
transferred in 1986 to NCUA, but despite strong supportive Congressional
language every year since the transfer, ACUA has been prevented by the Office
of Managesent and Budget from disbursing ths $6.5 million that lanquishes in the
fund while many of the eligible credit unions are short of capital.

Contacts:

Loan Fund Administering Agency: National Credit Union Administration/1776 G
Street NW, Uashington, DC 20436/Contact: NCUA Board (202) 628-3700

Oversite Committees: Semate Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs/(202) 224-7391
_ House Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs/SubComm. on
Financial Institutions Supervision, Regulation and Insurance/(202) 226-3280

Constituent Organization: National Federation of Community Development Credit
Unions/59 John Street, Eighth Floor, New York, NY 10038/Cliff Rosenthal, 1-800-
437-8711, (212) S13-T191.
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1. Community Econoaic Development.

The Community Economic Development Program nad its beginnings in the Special
Inpact Program, Title ID of the Ecomcaic Opportunity Act, shich vas added under
the 1966 amendments. The Special Impact Program vas delegated to the Department
of Labor (DOL), shich launched the first prograa in late FY 1967 in the Bedford
Stugvesant section of Brooklyn, WY, making training and job opportunities
available to 4,000 residents at a cost of §7 million. In FY 1968 Special Impact
mas jointly administered by DOL, OE0, the Small Business Administration (SBA),
and the Department of Agriculture (USDA). That year OEO made its first direct
special Impact gramt, to the Hough Area Development Corporation in Cleveland,
a truly community/neighborhood based grantee vhich as the first 'Community
Development Corporation’, or COC, and the first Special Impact grantee to meet
the legislative goals of community participation. The two-year grant of some
$1.5 million vas for development of a shopping center and related economic
development activities in the lov-income Hough area of Cleveland.

In FY 1969 OEO administered a aajor shere of the Special Impact prodraa, $10
million, which vent to support other CDCs in the Hough mold, including the
Bedford Stugvesant Restoration Corporation. On the strength of this record, and
vith the support of one of Special Tmpact's original sponsors, Senator Javitz
of New York, in 1970 the entire $30 million in Special Iapect vas brought back
to OEO. This was the first and only time that a prograa ¥as transferred back to
the agency. [n 1972 Special Tapact became Part A of Comaunity Econcmic Develop-
gent under a new Title VIL, unose purpose was 'to encourage the development of
special programs by vhich the residents of urban and rural lou-income aress mey,
through self-help and aobilization of the community at large, pith appropriate
Federal assistance, improve the quality of their economic and social participe-
tion in community life in such a way as to contribute to the elimination of
poverty and the establishment of permanent econcaic and social benefits’.

At the time of the expiration of the Economic Opportunity Act in 1981, thers
gere 35 Title UII grantee-CDCs in operation. Thirty-tvo rezain active today,
supported in part by the Discretionary Funding under CS2G, ohich in effsct nas
continued the Title VII program, and has an FY 1989 funding level of §20.284
aillion. InFY 1988 8 econcaic develooment grants vere aade under a compefitive
procass. FY 90 appropriations are sxpected to remain at the same level.

Contacts: Administering Agemcy: OCS/Femily Support Admin./HrS Tashington, OC
70447/ Joe Reid (202) 252-5267

Oversite Ccemittees: See Comaunity Action Progaa

Constituent Organization: Hat'l Congress for Community Zconomic
Development/1612 % Street N¥, suite 510/Tashington, DC 20006/3cbert Zdenek, oir.
(202) 659-341L. 4




4. Commmity Food and Natrition Progras.

Originally the Emergency Food and Kedical Services, established by the 1967
asendzents to the Economic Opportunity Act under Section 222(a), this prograa
vas designed to provide ‘on an emergency basis fimamcial assistance for the
provision of such medical supplies and services, nutritional foodstuffs, acd
related services, as may be necessary to counteract conditions of starvation
or ealnutrition azong the poor®. $10 million was allocated to EFxS in 1968, and
.. vas spent largely for direct services. $5 million was allocated for use in 256
priority counties chere there was a high concentration of poverty, hunger, and
aalnutrition, and $2.6 million vent to USDA to expand the food stamp prograa.
It vas quickly evident that the funding vas inadequate. For example, it vas oaly
possible to serve 750,000 of the 3.6 million in need of the services ia the 256
priority counties. '

The Senate report on the 1969 EOA Amendments asked for imcreased funding for
EFNS, pointing out that the problems of *overceming hunger aed malnutrition on
the local level . . . far exceed the $25 million scheduled by OEO for EFNS
purposes in fiscal year 1970°. There were those who questioned chether this vas
an appropriate role for OEO, and who felt that such a prograa belonged with
traditional agency feeding programs such as food stamps and child nutrition.

In the end, this view won out, and in 1976 EFMS became the Community Focd and
Nutrition Program (CFRP), chich vas henceforth to be a catalyst and an advocate.
The role of CFNP became that of linking eligible people with the larger federal
feeding programs, and encouraging the poor to develop skills necessary for their
self-sufficiency. The program only provided food directly on an emergency basis.
In succeeding years CFNP fulfilled this role at annual level of about $25
pillion. In FY 1980 there were 520 CFWP grantees who shared an appropriation of
$26 million. More than two-thirds of the grantees were CAAs.

Pith the coming of the Reagan Administration, CFNP's ‘advocate/catalyst’ role
spelled its doom. [n their report to President Reagan, the Heritage Foundation
referred to CFNP as 'One of the most politicized of CSA's programs, consisting
largely of advocacy and activists' harassment of state and federal agencies’.
The 1981 Omnibus Reconciliation Act terminated the program. But Congress
reauthorized CFRP in FY 1987, and has provided $2.5 million each year since,
adninistered by the Office of Community Services in HHS. Sixty percent of the
funds go to statevide anti-hunger groups by allocation, and 40 percent, on a
competitive basis, to other statewide or local grantees.

Contacts: Administering Ageacy: GCS/HHS/Jim Hearn (202) 252-5252
Oversite Committees: see Community Action Program
Constituent Organizaticn: Food Research & Action Center/1319 F St. NS,
Suite 500/Vashington DC 20004/Robert Fersh, Dir. (202) 393-5060
5
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5. Consumer Action and Cooperative Programs.

As described in an early OEO report '. . .the problems of a poor person as a
consumer of goods and services are the daily manifestations of poverty itself:
poor quality, high prices, expensive credit (or no credit), inordinate deposit
requirements, inadequate services, inconvenience, long delays, humiliating
procedures, and the lack of even rudimentary justice.’

0E0's consumer programs took two principle forms: support of local credit union
development, and funding of & series of consumer action demonstration projects
ohich sought innovative ways to improve the conditions of the poor consumer.
[Credit Union development is discussed under #2, Community Development Credit
Union Loan Fund.] One of the demonstration projects is worthy of particular
note: The Consumer Action Program of Bedford Stugvesant, CABS, ohich vas funded
in the late Sixties for a total of about $1 million over four years.

Today CABS comprises a network of six non-profit corporations vith an annual
budget of $30 million which is the second largest employer in Brooklyn, having
nore than 2500 employees. CABS major employment activities are in the Homecars
field funded through the City of New York by Kedicaid, Title XIZ of the Social
Security Act. Almost all the home attendants trained and hired by CABS wers
fornerly on velfare or AFDC and/or received food stamps. CABS' other activities
include a Nursing Home, Senior Housing, and lov-income housing.

Homecare is an entitlement program for low income elderly and disabled under
Wedicaid which requires up to fifty percent matching funds from local/state
governnent. Minety percent of all federal homecare dollars in the U.S. under
¥edicaid now comes to Hew York City. This is undoubtedly due in part to some
resistence on the part of local communities to the match requirement; but even
oith the match, homecare is far less costly to the local community than
providing nursing home Deds, pithout even taking into account thal a prodrad
like CABS' is taking the vast majority of home attendants off transier payments
and providing them with medical insurance as vell. In a time of aging population
and escalating medical costs, Homecare could be an important resource for 2any
communities. CABS is prepared to offer assistance to communities interested in
pursuing the Homecare solution.

Contacts (Home Care Services):Administering Agency: Dept.0f HHS/Health Care
Financing Administration/0ffice of Intergovernmental Affairs/Public Liaison/Rm.
1035 Humpnrey Bldg., 200 Independence Ave. S/DC 20201/Contact: Mary Vollin
1902) 245-6257/Bureau of Policy Development/Robert Wardweil {201 966-3659.

Constituent Organization: Consumer Action for Bedford Stuyvesant {CABS,Inc.)/#7

Dedevoise St., Brooklyn HY 11206/ Adolfo G. Alayon, President (718) 388-1a01;

Bill Pernisek, Mng. Oir., CABS Home Attendants Service, Tng. (713) 388-0220
5]
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6. Demonstration Partnership Program.

The Demonstration Partnership Prograa (DPP) was originally added to the Econcnic
Opportunity Act in the 1974 amendments. Early supporters, including Senator
Javitz of New York, proposed a $50 million appropriation for the program; but
in the end it vas never funded or implemented, and expired with the EOA in 1981.

.. The DPP was revived and reauthorized as part of CSBG for FY 1987, 1988, and 1989
at a level not to exceed $5 million for each of those years. The appropriation
for FY 1987 vas $1 million, for FY 1988 $2,872,000, and for FY 1989 $3,512,000.

The program, shich represents the first appearance of an R&D elemeat in the
Coznunity Services Block Gramt Program, parallels the Reagan Administration
policy on welfare reform. Ia his 1986 State of the Union sddress, the President
called for *experiments in welfare policy through state-sponsored and comnunity
-based demonstration projects’ to find new solutions to the problems of poverty
and dependency. In his 1988 State of the Union address, the President again
stressed the need to test, at the local level, nev approaches to the twin
problems of poverty and velfare dependency. *There are’, he said, *a thousand
sparks of genius in 50 states and a thousand communities around the nation. It
is time to nurture them-and see which ones can catch fire and become guiding
lights.*

In FY 1987, 94 Community Action Agencies, in partnership with units of State and
local governments and private sector organizations, applied for funds under the
DPP. Five applicants vere avarded tvo-year grants averaging $200,000 each. Two
of the grants vere for micro-entrepreneurship projects in rural areas, shile the
remaining three vere for projects testing new approaches to the problem of
chronic dependency among female-headed welfare families.

In FY 1988, 63 CAAs applied and eleven vere selected for funding. Two deal vith
the problem of homelessness -- one aimed at preventing families from becoming
homeless and the other addressing the needs of individuals and families already
homeless who are deemed capable of becoming self-sufficient. Four focus on
varriers that prevent young nales in inner city areas from obtaining employment;
two target single headed families on AFDC; two others deal with the problems of
teenage parents; while the remaining project seeks to help poor people become
entrepreneurs. The FY 1989 appropriation for OPP will make it possible to avard
another 18 grants ohich will bring the total to 35.

Contacts: Administering Agency: OCS/HHS/Contact: John Buckstead (202) 252-5284

Oversite Committees : See Community Action Prograa
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7. Energy Assistance Prograsm. |Esergency Energy conservation Services)

The 0EQ/CSA Energy Assistance Program had its origins in the Great Energy Crisis
of 1973. As the cost of fuel soared and shortages became more serious the poor
found themselves often githout access to fuel and, where it sas available, at
prices that literally forced thea to choose petveen food and heat. In the first

years of the crisis 0E0 responded by

encouraging CAAs and other grantees fo

reprogran funds to try to avoid the vorst hardships. gy the sinter of 1979-30
~the price of fuel oil had quadrupled and the price of natural gas had tripled.

In the meentime, in 1975 a new Section 222(a)(12) was added to the Economic

Opportunity Act creating the Emergency

Energy Conservation services. The first

appropriations under the section came at the end of the fiscal year, ghich made
a feo million dollars available for 'Crisis Tntervention’ activities designed

to assist families githout fuel or

faced with shut-off or other energy

emergencies. [t vas only after the severe pinter of 1976-77 that Congress, in

a second supplemental appropriation in

June 1977, provided the first of three

successive $200 million appropriations for fuel payment assistance for the poor.
called the ‘Special Crisis Intervention Progrea’ it served over 1 millicn
households over three summer zonths. Comparable programs vere carried out in the

next two vears, FY 1978 and 1979.

Tn FY 1980 the progrza, knoun as the Energy Crisis Assistance program (ECAP),
rose to $400 million, and in 1981 vas jointly adninistered by CSA and HHS as the
Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP) at a level of $1.2 billion.
Tith the demise of CSA, LIHEA? goved to HHS shere it vas funded at 2 level of
$1.85 billion in 1982, serving 7.1 aillion households that year. Even SO, this
vas less than 353 of those eligible under the legislation; and by FY 1989 the

progran funding vas down to $1.44 bil

1ion, serving probadly a million fewer

households at lower levels than in 1982. Moreover, in 1982 annual low incose
household energy expenditures resaining after LIHEAP were less than $450 in only
aleven of the contiguous states and DC, and in eight states they were OVEr
$1000. The outlook for FY 1090 appears to be for about the same amounts as 1989.

In 1988 the LIHEAP progral gas transferred within HHS hack' to the Office of
conmunity Services. Since 1077 ohen it started in CSA, the coabined program has
-otalled $19.2 billion and served 59 million households.

contacts: Adainistering Agemcy: OCS/HHS

Oversite Committees: See Community Action Prograa
- Constituent Organizations: Nat'l Community Action Foundation/2100 X
Street NU, Suite §04A/Washington 0C 20036/Contact: Meg Poger (202) 775-0223
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8. Foster Grandparents Program

In May of 1965 the National Council on Aging, under contract to OEO, prepared
a document 'A Nodel Community Action Program to Employ Older People as Aides to
Vork With Very Young Children®. The document proposed 'Project TLC' 'to serve
the poor at both ends of the age scale, the very young and the elderly’.
'Project TLC' with minor revisions became the Foster Grandparents Program,
initiated on June 30, 1965 by a contract with the Administration oa Aging in HED
as a 21 prograa § & D project for ‘the provision of 'tender loving care' to
young institutionalized children, two hours per day, by older poor aduits. . '

0E0 in 1966 reported that there were 2500 Foster Grandpareats 'giving tender
loving care to 4,500 institutionalized children who are dependent, neglected,
eaotionally disturbed or physically handicapped.® Foster Grandpsrent projects
were reported to be operating in 27 states and Puerto Rico. By 1967 the progran
bad expanded to 65 programs in 38 states with neerly 4,000 enrollees serving
8,000 children; and had gone beyond institutionalized settings to placements in
Headstart programs, single parent homes, and public schools.

Transferred to AcA in 1969 and to ACTION in 1971, Foster Grandparents.is proof
that you can't keep a good prograa down! The 1966 Report language would be an
apt description of the program today, except that the program itself has
expanded ten-fold, and voith it the range of services provided. As in the
Sixties, vithin health care, special education, and community service settings,

_Foster Grandparents use their patience, resourcefulness, and skills to address

the physical, mental, social, or emotional needs of the children they serve.

Today, vith the progran funded at $59 million, about 27,000 Foster Grandparents
assist approximately 70,000 children on a given day in ail 50 states, the
District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin [slands. And one-third of
these Foster Grandparents are supported by non-ACTION funding from states and
the private sector shich amounts to some $23 million per year. Forty-five
percent of the Foster Grandparents are minorities.

In addition ACTION has extended the Foster Grandparents idea to its 'Senmior
Companions® program where older lov-income stipended volunteers work 20 hours
a veek vith other older persens with special probleas.
Contacts: Administering Agency: Office of Older Americans Volunteer Programs/
ACTION/1100 Vermont Ave. NW/Vashington, DC 20525/ Constaace Burns, Dir. (202)
634-9355

~ A
Oversite Committees: See Coamunity Action Prograa / L:’
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9. Read Start.

Probably the best known and most popular of all OEO prograams, Project Head Start
vas launched as an 8-veek suzmer program by the Office of Economic Opportunity
in 1965 and vas designed to help break the cycle of poverty by providing
preschool children of lov income families with a cozprehensive progran to meet

. their emotional, sacial, health, nutritional and psychological needs. Recruiting

children ages 3 to 5, Head Start has become an eight month program and nov
seryes over 425,000 children and their fanilies each year in urban and rural
areas in all 50 States, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and the U.S.
Territories. There are also special programs for American Indian and Migrant

children.

In 1969, Head Start vas delegated from OEQ to the Department of Health,
Education, and Yelfare. A vell established, though still an innovative progran,,

Head Start has had a strong impact on communities dnd early childhood programs :

across the country. Since 1963 Head ‘Start has served over 11 million children
and their families.

The Congressional appropriation has been increased from $96.4 million in FY 1965
to $1.235 billion appropriated for FY 1989. President George Bush has requested
an increase of $250 million for the Head Start prograa in FY 1990 ohich would
expand the enrollment to 95,000 additional four year olds.

The program is administered locally by 1900 community based non-profit
organizations and school systeas. Grants are avarded by the Health and Human
Services Regional Offices. Some interesting facts:

- 13.3 percent of Head Start earollment consists of handicapped children.

- 45.3 percent of the classroom staff have degrees in early childhood
education or have obtained the Child Development Associate (CDA)
credential.

- 34.8 percent of the staff are parents of current or former Head Start
children. )

- 54 percent of the Head Start families are headed by a single parent.....
51 percent have an annual incone beloo $6000..... 62 percent of Head Start
parents are betveen 20 and 29 years old.

mﬂuhAmMBmdmAmmwH%dﬂat%mwmwummtﬁmamaMHmm
Services/Tashington, DC 20201/ Rosside Relly (202) 245-0571 or 0572

Oversite Committees: See Community Action Program

Constituent Organization: National Head Start Association/1220 King
Street. Suite 200/Alexandria, VA 22314/Jim Matlock, Dir. (703) 739-0873
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10. Health Services.

Comprehensive Neighborhood Health Centers, the centerpiece of 0EO's health
progran for the poor, were started as demonstrations in 1966. OEO's Annual
Report for that year explained that "OE0-sponsored Reighborhood Health Centers
oill offer virtually all non-hospital medical services for all members of a
family vithin one centrally located facility in a designated poverty community.
The coordinated medical services to be offered include preventive medicine,
diagnosis, treatment, rehabilitation, dental care, drugs and appliances, mental
health services, family planning and health education'.

By the end of June, 1967, 41 Centers had been approved with a total funding of
over $50 million. Seven were in full or partial operation, and thirty-four
others were preparing to open their doors in the months to come. The.program
continued to grow, and ian 1973, federal responsibility for support was
transferred to the Departzent of HEF, together with support for Migrant Health
Centers.

By 1986, twenty years after their initiation by OEO, federally-{unded Community
and Higrant Health Centers had increased in number to 560 in all 50 States. DC,
Puerto Rico and the Territories, in areas rural and urban, oith approximately
1500 clinic sites serving almost six million people, thus comprising a
significant component of America's health care resources.

All the Cozmunity and Kigrant Health Centers are governed by a community-based
Board of Directors, a majority of chom are users of health center services; and
are administered by an Execufive Director responsible to the Board. They render
health care to populations and areas that have been federally designated as
medically under-served; and they adjust the cost of services to the patient's
and family's ability to pay.

Contacts:

. Administering Agemcy: Bureau of Health Care Delivery and
Assistance/DHHS, Vashington DC 20447/ Dr. Sheridan Teinstein, Interim Director/
(301) 443-2320

Oversite Committees: see Community Action Program
Constituent Organization:. National Association of Community Health

Centers/1330 Aev Hampshire Ave. HU/Uashington, DC 20036/Tom Van Coverden,
Executive Director (202} 659-8008




i

inmam - s imnde e sam et e L dend e m .

11. Indian Opportunities. (Rative American Programs)

No special provision vas made for American Indians in the Economic Opportunity
Act; they participated fully in the regular Title II and other programs of 0EQ,
including Community Action, Legal Services, Head Start, remedial education,
credit union development, nealth, home construction, and prevocational training.
During FY 1067 114 tribes in 20 States administered these programs at a total
cost of over $21 aillion, reaching 30 percent of reservation Indians in the u.s.
These programs vere funded directly to the Tribal Councils involved.

gefore OEO, perhaps the greatest failing in all the programs adninistered to
~ reservation [ndians vas that Indians vere seldem consulted as to their needs and
desires. So-called experts in a government bureacracy designed programs on the
assumption that they knew best what vas good for the ‘Indian, which robbed the
Todian of his initiative and replaced it with a chronic dependency.

The basic philosophy of the OEQ approach was tnat the Indian people o0 reser-
vations would have to do things for themselves. They would analyze their needs,
plan, organize and administer their con programs. To implement this policy was
not easy. Tribal councils were not accustomed to handling tunds and running
their own programs. They were not avare of the resources available to them nor
did they know hou to coordinate these resources. They vanted to retain their con
neritage and culture, their own values and their oun identity; and at the same
time they wanted to participate in the progranms.

The success of 0EO'S Compunity Action approach 98s reflected in the statement
of the Executive Director of the National Congress of american [ndians.
Appearing pefore the Senate Subcenmittee on gaployment, Hanpover and Poverty at
Albuquerque on ppril 24, 1967, he said,

"The genius of early development of programs under the Econcmic
Opportunity Act vas that the Indian was not required to zait hat in hand outside
a State office, then a regional office, then a district office, then finally 2
national office, sinply to get a program.’

In 1973 0E0's Indian programs vere transferred to the office of Native American
prograns at HEW {now administration of Native americans, HHS) where strength-
ened tribal governnents astablished by OEQ are today active participants in run-
ning programs under the Native Americans act nf 1974 as vell as the Job Training
partnership Act and a nost of other federal programs such as Teather-ization.
LIuEAP, Health centers, Housing, VISTA, Legal Services, and Community Action.

Contacts: Administration for Native Americans/ HHs, Yash.DC 70201/ Vilma Guinn,
Dir. of Planning and administration (202) 245-1730

oversite Comaittees: See Commanity Action Program

Constituent Organization: smericans for Indizn Opportunity/ 1508 Garfield St.HU
gashington, OC 20007/LaDonna Harris,gégs,. carol Larkins 1202) 138-3809
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12. Job Corps.

One of the best knoun of the OEO programs, Job Corps vas also ultimately one of
the most successful, more than fulfilling President Johnson's ambitious promise
in 1964 that 'A new national Job Corps will build tovard enlistsent of 100,000
young zen {uho] ill be dravn from those vhose background, health, and education
pake thea least fit for useful vork. . . (and who @ill] emerge better qualified
to play a productive role in American seciety.®

" Congress enacted the Job Corps as part of the original Ecomomic Opportunity Act

of 1964, vith administrative responsibility for the program vithin the Office
of Economic Opportunity. Thus wvas born a partnership iavolving the federal
government, organized labor, and private industry, chich over the years has
provided the benefits of Job Corps participation to over two million of
America's hardest-to-employ youth, oho have exchanged joblessness, wvelfare
dependency and, in some cases, jail ceils for productive, seif-reliant lives.

But for many years progress involved controversy and struggle. Froa a high of
106 ceaters in 1966 the program was cut back to-53 in 1969, at the time that
responsibility for administering the program was delegated to the U.S: Depart-
ment of Labor. The early failures revealed the fact that conventional approaches
to education and training, by and large, were ineffective with the Job Corps
population, and that to succeed Jobs Corps would have to build its cun model for
residential, open entry/open exit, vocational and academic training.

Through hard and determined effort this objective vas accomplished, and with
success came increased funding in the late 1970's ohich permitted the program
to expand to its present level of 106 centers, serving approximately 100,000
youth each year. The recent history of Job Corps has been one of unequaled
achievement: according to Labor Department sources, during program year 1985,
Job Corps produced a rate of positive outcomes of 81.3 percent, representing
66.1 percent of graduates who found unsubsidized employment, and 15 2 percent
vho went on to further education or advanced training.

In 1973, Congress reauthorized the Job Corps prograam as Title IV, Part 8 of the
Comprehensive Employment and Training Act of 1973 (CETA). In 1982 Job Corps was
again reauthorized, virtually intact, as Title IV, Part B of the Job Training
Partnership Act {JTPA). Under JTPA the authorization for Job Corps was made
permanent.

Contacts: Adainistering Agency: Office of Job Corps/Employment and Training
Administration/U.S. Department of Labor/Vashington DC 20210/Peter E. Rell, Dir.
{202) 535-0550

Constituent Org.: Hat'l Job Corps Alumni Assoc./5225 Wisconsin Ave.
W9, Suite 404, Vashington, DC 20015/ Ns. Marilyn Larsen, Dir./ (202) 362-8797
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13. Legal Services.

0E0's first *Congressional Presentation’, in April 1965, quotes Attorney General
Nicholas Katzenbach: 'The problems of the poor which a lawyer can help solve are
so far outside the experience of most of us that they are invisible probleams.
But for the poor person, living in helplessness, they are overpovering.'

Authorized in Section 222(a) of the Economic Opportunity Act, the Legal Services
program, in its first year, FY 1966, funded 157 programs with more than 500
Legal Services Offices staffed by over 1,000 full time lawyers providing legal
advice and services to the poor in 43 States, in 37 of the nation's 50 largest
cities, at a cost of over $23 million. By the end of 1967 funding had risen
above §23 million, and the number of Legal Services Programs had risen to 250,
in 48 States, including 45 of the 50 largest ci‘ies, with 850 Neighborhood Law
Offices staffed by 1,800 full-time lawyers. In that vear 353 of the cases
involved family problems such as diorce, nonsupport, and adoption; 32% involved
juvenile problems, school cases, and misdemeanors; 18% involved consumer
problems; 8% involved landlord-tenant disputes, housing code violations, and
public housing cases; and about 7% concerned welfare, social security, and other
administrative agency problems. Slow, steady growth brought the program to a
funding level of $71.5 million in 1972.

By its nature the Legal Services Program was often involved in controversy and
made political enemies. In 1973 the Congress adopted 24 restrictive amendments
liniting the types of cases which Legal Services attorneys could bring, and
severly restricting the activities of the Legal Services Back-up Centers. In an
attemapt to remove the program from political debate and assure its continued
grouth, Congress passed the Legal Services Corporation Act in 1974, providing
for a bi-partisan board appointed by the President and confirmed by the Senate.
The Act vas the last signed by President Nixon on the day he resigned.

The strategy worked. Funding increased dramatically from $79 million in 1976 to
§295 million in 1981, and the Corporation engaged in a significant broadening ;
of leqal services to areas previously unserved, especially in the South and in
rural areas generally. The Reagan Administration proposed zero funding for the e
Legal Services Corporation every year but one it was in office. After 1981, as &
a result of across-the-board reductions, the Corporation was cut 25 percent. [t &
has inched back up to pre-deagan levels, receiving .$312 million in 1989. Today i
&
%’
t

the Corporation has a staff of 6000 of whom 4000 are lawyers, serving in 283
field pregrams.plus 40 special programs including Indians, Migrants, and State
and national support.

Contacts: Constituent Organization: Center for Law and Social Policy/
1616 P Street N¥ Suite 450/Vashington, DC 20036/
Alan 7. Houseman, Esq. (202) 328-3140 1 !
1 A
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14. Migrant Opportunities.

Prior to the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 the existence of Migraot and
Seasonal “armvorkers vas virtually ignored in federal and state legislation.
Farmgorkers' labor is unskilled, bonded to the soil, and away from home for
months of each year. They are ineligible for state velfare programs chere
residency requirements must be met. They are not covered by unemployment
insurance or workers' compensation. The seasonal mature and geography of farm
vork prohibits the coapletion of education or even the learning of other skills.
Very few areas provide adequate housing and sanitation facilities for the
vorksrs. These vere the conditions, as described in OEO's 2nd Annual Report,
that faced the nev Title ITI-B of the Economic Opportunity Act.

The budget for the first fiscal year (FY 1965) vas $15 miilion. The first grants
vere made March 19, 1965 totalling $8 million for sanitation, housing,
education, and day care. There was no competition for these funds. Uith fevw
exceptions, there were no farmvorker organizations, no migrant advocates, no
support structures, little or no consciousness of the plight of the 2 i/2
million migratory farm worker families who followed the crop season each year
throughout the country. OEO staff actually had to develop programs and sell them
to public and private non-profit organizations.

The Nigrant Programs were transferred to the Department of Labor in 1973 and
becaze part of the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act {CETA). Uhen CETA
expired, they became part of the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) chere they
are today, geared to result in nev skills and jobs which ®ill help the migrant
vorkers find permanent, stationary employment out of the migrant stream.

Today Nigrant and Farmworker grantee organizations, many of which were developed
under OEO, now exist in every state but Alaska, Rhode Island, and D.C. There is
keen competiton not only for the $68.5 million annual budget in the Department
of Labor, but also for a broad network of support programs in areas such as
health, housing, and energy conservation and fuel payments from HHS, HUD, and
DOE.

Contacts:Migrant Prograas Administering Office: Migrant Programs Division/
Employment and Training Admin./U.S. Department of Labor, Washington,
DC 20210/Contact Person: Charles Rane (202) 535-0500
Oversite Committees: House Education and Labor Comm./SubComam. on Employment
0pportun1t195!(20ntact Eric Jansen (202) 225-75%4
Sepate Labor and Human Resources Comn/SubComam. on
Employment and Productivity/Contact: Jim Brudney {202) 224-5546
Constituent Organization: Association of Farmworker Opportunity Programs/
408 7th Street SE/Vashington DC 20003/Diane Mull, Dir.{202) 543-3443
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15. National Summer Youth Sports Prograa.

Originally launched as a pilot and demonstration program in 1967 and continued
a5 such for the two succeeding years, the National Summer Youth Sports Program
vas designed to provide disadvantaged youth recreation and physical fitness
instruction and competition with high-quality facilities and supervision and
related educational and counseling services. The program was administered by the
National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) through its member colleges and
universities, and brought disadvantaged youth to college campuses for instruc-
tion by college instructors and athletes during the summer.

The program vas delegated by OEO to the President's Council on Physical Fitness
and Sports until 1975, after which it returned and vas funded directly by QE0's
successor agency, the Comaunity Services Administration (CSA). At that time the
name vas chinged to 'National Youth Sports Prograa’, which it remains today.

The National Youth Sports Program is today carried on by the 0ffice of Community
Services vith funding under the Comaunity Services Block Grant (CS8G). Grants
- are nade to the NCAA to provide a comprehensive developmental and instructional
sports progran for approximately 55,000 lov-income youth. The major goal is to
motivate low-income youth to earn and learn self-respect through a program of
sports instruction and competition.

The NCAA contracts vith some 145 colleges and universities in 45 States to
provide sports instruction and enrichment activities to disadvantaged youngsters
from ages 10 to 16. The program includes supervised sparts instruction aver
4§ to 6 weeks during the summer in at least four sports, using the campus
facilities of the colleges and universities. The enrichment component provides
loo-income youth with inforaation concerning career and educational
opportunities, study havits, drug and alcohol abuse and nutrition. FY 1989
funding 2mounted to $6,669,000.

The Anti-Drug Abuse Act in 1989 includes $3 million which is being used for
anti-drug abuse projects funded through the NCAA.

Contacts: Administering Agemcy: Office of Community Services/Family Support
Administration/DEpt. of HHS, Uashington DC 20047/Contact: Nary Ann Mackenzie
(202) 252-%272.

Oversite Ccomittees: See Community Action Proaraa

Constituent Organization: National Collegiate Athletic Association/P.0. Box
1906, Nission KS, 66201/Ed. Thiebe, Director of Youth Programs/ (913} 384-2220
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16. Neighborhood Service Centers.

Section 224 of the Economic Opportunity Act provided that the Director 'shall
encourage the development of neighborhood centers, designed to promote the
effectiveness of needed services in such fields as health, education, manpower,
consumer protection, child and econoaic development, housing, legal, recreation,
and social services, and so organized (through a corporate or other appropriate
framevork) as to promote maximum participation of neighborhood residents in

center planning, policymaking, administration, and operation'.

Almost all communities incorporated a neighborhood centers component in their
Community Action Program. Uhile urban areas placed the centers in tradional
neighborhoods, many rural areas adapted the concept for whole counties.
Nn@mmdeMQsmmbmhammmluummndtMEmmncwmﬂmﬂy
Act's focus on defining and serving the needs of low imcome areas @ith the full
participation of lov income people, and a concept tracing its lineage to the old
Settlement Houses.

The nature of neighborhood centers varied considerably asong communities, but
gost emphasized providing outreach and social services, and doing community
organization vork. The centers wvere staffed and advised by people from the
neighborhoods being served oho vere skilled in reaching out to people in need -
- often the ‘hidden poor* — and in advocacy on both an individual and group
basis. Some centers were 'aini-Community Action Agencies’ with @ full range of
services mobilized from the comgunity and an active policy making board composed
of neighborhood residents. Centers serving primarily as gathering places for the
residents in dispersed rural areas were at the other end of this continuum.

The 1966 OEO pamphlet 'Conmunity Action: The Neighborhood Center* described the
centers as follows:

(Neighborhood centers are a process and| a prograa through
ohich an almost limitless variety of anti-poverty programs

— 2 combination chosen by the people in the neighborhood,
reflecting what they know are their oun special needs -- can
be organized, coordinated and delivered . . .  The main
function of [a neighborhood center| is to respond to the needs
of the neighborhood it serves, whether that neighborhood be a
feg square blocks in a crowded city slum . . or a rural county.

By the end of 1967 CAAs had opened more than 700 Neighborhood Centers which
served four aillion poor people. The Neighborhood Center remains a central part
of the operations of the more than 900 CAAs in operation today.

Contacts: see Ccamunity Action Program.
17
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17. Older Persons Programs (5.0.5., Green Thumb, Project FIND, Medicaire Alert)

Older Persons Programs were first addressed ip the 1965 amendments to the
Economic Opportunity Act expressed a Congressional intent that special problems

of the elderly poor be considered mith regards to OEO programs. The 1966 amend-

- ments instructed the Director to carry out investigations and studies in order
to develop programs for the elderly.

A variety of innovative programs involving older persons wers started in these

early years of OEO. Foster Grandparents, discussed more fully elsevhere, ms ,
one. Another was Project FIND ( Friendless, Isolated, Needy, Disabled), launched E
in 1967 through a $1.2 million contract with the National Council on Aging. It !

vas found that an appalling number of older people had literally dropped out
of sight, and were living out their days in 1apoverished isolation. Project
FIND, operating through 12 CAAs in 11 strates and DC, trained and hired 372 low
income persons over 55 to locate older persons in the community who needed
housing, health, employment, nutrition and other sqcial services.

In February 1966 OEO and the Social Security Administration launched a crash
program known as Medicaire Alert, designed to help inform older poor persons in
hundrads of communities about the new benmefits available to them under the
Social Security Amendments of 1965, Vorking in teams, as part of local CAA
prograns, 14,150 persons over 55 years of age contacted 4,076,940 people in 47
states concerning their participation in Medicaire. OEQ funded 466 comnunity
action agencies at a cost of $6.8 million. (CSA undertook, in 1974, a similar
but much more modest program to alert eligible older persons to benmefits
available under SSI.]

In 1965 Sen. Gaylord Nelson introduced and amendment to the EOA for community
betterment and beautification programs. A demonstration program known as Project
Green Thumb vas set up in Minnesota, New Jersey, Arkansas, and Oregon to test
the training and future employment possibilities for over 300 older men with
lov-income. and farming backgrounds as workers in community development and
beautification projects. By 1967, Green Thumb, no longer a demonstration
program, wvas administered by the Department of Labor and functioned in six
states, employing 721 older men to plant, veed, cut and clean along the highways
and build roadside parks and rest facilities. Today Green Thumb is funded by the
Department of Labor to Green Thumb, Inc, a subsidiary of the National Farzers
Union, at an annual level of $88 million and hires 16,845 older workers.
Senior Opportunities and Services (S0S) vas established by the EOA amendments
of 1967, and was carried on by 0O and CSA until the demise of the agency in
1981, Its major activity vas the funding of more than 1500 senior centers,
mostly through CAAs. The program ended with the expiration of the 04, but many
of the centers continue with other fesderal funding.
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18. Upward Bound.

Building on the successful experience of the first 18 demonstration Upvard Bound
projects in the summer of 1965, OEO in fiscal 1966 made grants to more than 200
colleges, universities, junior colleges and secondary schools for full 12-month
Upsard Bound programs, with over 20,000 secondary school students enrolled. The
pre-college progran included, in most instances, a siz-to-eight week residential
sumger prograa on a college campus, involving academic, cultural and recrea-
tional activities. Medical and dental care were provided, psychological
counseling vhen needed, and undergraduate college students served as tutors and

. personal counselors, living in dormitories with the Upward Bound students.

Follov-up activities to maintain the motivation of Upvard Bound students during
the school year generally involved acadenic instruction, tutoring and counseling
after school and on Saturdays. Hinety-five percent of the participants in the
1966 sumer program voluntariy continued in the folles-up phase through the
regular school year. By the swmer of 1967 soze results were coming in: of the
8,717 Upoard Bound graduates, 83 percent had been adaitted to institutions of
bigher education or had applications pending avaiting summer session grades.
Only 0.6 percent were refused college admission.

Upward Bound vas originally authorized under Section 222(a)(5) of the Economic
Opportunity Act of 1964. The prograa vas transferred to the Commissioner of
Education, HEW, as of July 1, 1969; and vent to the Department of Education chen
that agency vas created in 1979. There it is one of the department's six TRIO

- prograas for the disadvintaged. Today approximately 37,000 students participate

in 470 Upoard Bound programs nationvide each year. The program vas funded at
$75.3 oillion in FY 1987; and despite a Reagan Administration proposal to cut
funding by more than 43 percent, received an increase to $83.3 million in 1988.
FY 1989 funding for Upvard Bound vas $94 million; and the prospects look goed
for a 10 percent increase for 1990. This is largely the result of success: a
1981 study found that overall more tham 90 percent of Upsard Bound graduates
enter institutions of higher learning ...[and| four yesrs after high school
graduation . . vere four times as likely to have earned an undergraduate degres:
as students froa similar backgrounds who did not participate in Upvard Bound.

Contacts: Administering Agency: Div.of Student Services/Office of Post-Secondary
Education/Dept.of Education, Vashington, DC 20202/Joveva Leggett (202) 708-4804
: Oversite Committées: House Education and Labor Comm./SubComa. on

Postsecondary Education/Ric Jerue, Staff Dir./ (202) 226-3681
Senate Committee on Labor and Human Resources/SubComm. on
Education, Arts, and the Humanities/Sarah Flamagan (202) 224-76:6
Constituent Organization: Nat'l Council of Educational Opportunity
Associations/1025 Verzoat Ave, NV, Suite 310/Vashington, DC 20005/Dr. Arnold
Nitchem, Naureen Hoyler (202} 347-7430.
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*.improve the conditions of their lives and to offer thea hope. By the end of 1967

VISTA originated with Title VIIT of the Econonic Opportunity Act of 1964 and for ¥
its first seven years vas adainistered by (O, During much of that time the

comnunities and campuses across the country and, after a period of residential °
training — usually six veeks — assigned to projects far from their homes.

Early projects sent VISTAs to Appalachian *hollers*, to the Navajo Reservation,
to East Harlem. to the Rio Grande valley, to the slums of Houston and Uest
Oakland, to the rural South: vhere they lived and worked vith the poor to

VISTA had 3,174 volunteers serving in 412 projects in 48 States, the District F
of Columbia, the Virgin Islands, and Puerto Rico. '

Effective July 1, 1971, the adzinistration of VISTA was transferred to ACTION, 3
uhere the program remains today. By the time of the transfer, many more VISTA 3
volunteers were themselves op incoze, locally recruited and vorking in their :
oun communities. This reflected a significant change from the Sixties: aany low

brought a new vitality to the VISTA program. In 1975 vIST) reached its peak
vith 4.508 volunteer service years, a level it maintained, or nearly, until the
coming of the Reagan Adninistration,

volunteers are locally recruited. There has been virtually no national
recruitment effort by VISTA sinca 1981, Supporters hope that the current VISTA
reauthorization coupled with reneved interest in national service will resuit
in. restoring VISTA to at [least pre-Reagan levels by 1993, including the
conpitment of resources and effort that 0ill ensure that a significant number
of volunteers are nationally recruited.

Contacts: Administering Agency: VISTA Program 0ffica/ACTION/1100 Vermont Ave.
N9, DC 20825/Tricia Rogers, Dir./Contact: Diana London {202) 634-9424

Oversite .Comitteas: House Education and Labor Cozm. /SubComa. on
Select Education/Contact:Braden Goetz (202) 225-6231 (staff of Cong.Ovens)
Senate Labor and Human Resources Comm. /SubCozm,
on Children, Family, Drugs, and Alcoholism/Contact: Jackie Buff (202) 224-5630

Constituent Organization: Friends of VISTA, 1000 9isconsin Ave. W,
Vashington, DC 20007/Deborah Koch, Dir. (202) 342-0717
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20. Veatherization (Emergency Emergy Conservation Services)

Kost poor people live in dvellings that are older and vithout adequate
insulation, even by pre-emergy crisis standards. Kany live in dillapidated
bousing vith no insulation at all, sith broken windows and gaps below doors or
around frames. Then the oil embargo of 1973 caused fusl prices to soar, what for
post Americans vas the Great Emergy Crisis, vas for the poor a genuine
catastrophe which literally caused many to choose betwsen food and heat.

OEO responded with the nation’s first veatherization prograa in the fall of 1973
vhich insulated loo inceze hemes in Maina: Project F.U.E.L., funded through the
Naine State Econcaic Opportunity Office (S.E.0.0.). In the same vinter of 1973-
74 OE0 Begional Offices diverted funds to support a number of assistance

prograas in the colder states, including both weatherization and programs of
esergency fuel assistanmce.

The Econcaic Opportunity Act amendments of 1974 added a neo national emphasis
progran, Esergency Energy Conservation Services, under a new Section 222(a)(12)
(1ater changed to 222(a)(5)]. Tha 2ajor prograa coaponents vere: Veatherization,
Crisis Intervention, Conswumsr Information, Education and Legal Assistance, and
Energy R & D (including alternative energy developaent),

A total of approxizately $160 million of Section 222(a}{12) funding weat iate
veatherization in the three years before transfer of the program to the
Department of Energy (DOE) in FY 1979. Frea 1973-until the transfer some 750,000
low incoze homes vere veatherized by CAAs in every state. Since 1978 DOE funding
for its Veatherization Assistance Program (WAP) has totalled $3.36 billion,
including funds from oil overcharge, states and LIHEAP transfers. Since 1973 the
coabined program has veatherized soze 4 miilion homes at a cost of $4 billion.
CAAs have remained an important local deliverer of the prograa.

Current estinates are that 13 to 15 aillion eligible dvellings of the poor and
near poor are in need of weatherization today., At the curreat level of TAP
funding — an estimated $170 million for FY 1990 — even if ve assume the
continued availibility of oil overcharge, State, and LIHEAP transfer funds,
which is extremely doubtful, it will take 52 years to fimish the job.

Contacts: Administering Agency: UAP/State and Local Assistance Programs/
Conservation and Renevable Energy/DOE 20585/Mary-Fowler, Dir. (202) 586-2204
Oversite Committees: House Energy and Commerce Comm./SubCozm. on
Energy and Pover/Contact:Ric Counihan (202) 226-2500
Senate Energy and Natural Resources
Coan. /SubCcza. on Eaergy Regulation and Conservaticr:Alf Stayman {202) 224-4971
Constituent Organization: National Community Action Foundation/
2100 ¥ St. W Suite 804A/Vashington,dC 221(.)036/Contact: Neg Power {202) 775-0223
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THE SOCIETY " . : ' :

four basic principles suggest a template for
rebuilding an effective antipoverty effort:
B Work from the bottom up. There is no
splashy grand solution, but programs that
bubble up from the community fare better
than those mandated from the top down.
They are most effective when they can be
flexible in meeting local needs.

M Spend money carefuily, but spend it
Though federal dollars aren’t a solution in
themselves, they are absolutely essential to
any reasonable blueprint for progress. Ex-

AILURES OF THEPAST: In America’s

first federal publlc housing project,
Techwood Homes in Atlanta, Fred Chaney,
59, wears a pistol for security, and Maria
Perez, 27, struggles toraise her four kids.

Decades of spending may have helped shrink

the proportion of poor, but it hasn't made-
life better for those in the central city.

isting resources can be more effectively
marshaled than they are, but we shouldn’t
expect a cure on the cheap.

M Start early. It costs less, and is more ef-
fective, to get children on the right track
than to change aduits. And early interven-
tions are vital to perhaps the most impor-
tant element in breaking the poverty cycle:
instilling values.

B Programs that incorporate the discipline
of the marketplace, such as housing and
commercial development built partly with

“PERCENTOF ' .-
AMERICANS IN POVERTY

25% |

1958
39.5 million

20%

15%

miilion

10%
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. headed by~

'NOTE: Black and White categoriet inclida some Hispanics; Hi

private financing, work better than old-
fashioned, wholly subsidized projects.

The successful models that have emerged
from these underilying principles address
the most glaring of America’s poverty prob-
lems, though not necessarily the mest wide-
spread. As the tables below show, a
majority of the poor are white and live out-
side the central cities; a great many are only
temporarily in poverty. But the urban poor
who haunt the TV newscasts are more like-
ly to be black or Hispanic and to stay poor

Single-

mothers
_and.
their Central
families White cities
7% 66% 43%

Shgie mothers and their families
3.6 million
2.5 million | 3
1.4 miilion v
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People in other families headed
by someone under 65

| White

2.7 miilion

7 li"eupleim‘
ather fomilies=
someane~ H
" under 657 L -
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for life, or for generations. Their problems
are the most stubborn—and the most
threatening. Nearly one of four New York
City residents lives below the federal pov-
erty line, an annuaj income of $11,611 fora

g family of four. Okay, that doesn’t include
i the value of food stamps, housing subsidies,

and health care, but it adds up to a lot of

/0 trouble. A growing number of the poor are
/- members of what we define as the “under-
. class”—people attached to virtually no in-

£ stitutions in our society. In 1985, 19% of
i~ black men aged 20 to 29 reported no earn-
ings at all, compared with 9% in 1973, ac-
cording to Northeastern University
= economist Andrew Sum. Today, 52% of all
“ poor families are headed by a single wom-
- an, up from roughly 25% in 1960.

" Political and academic ideologues still
argue about poverty’s scope, causes, and
cures, but the centrists among them in-
creasingly agree on certain truths: The cur-
rent federal welfare system, which expends
about §17 billion annually to alleviate
Symptoms, creates destructive dependency,
and reform should continue in the direction
of workfare and mandatory child support.
The bounty of economic growth doesn’t al-

ways “trickle down” to the poor. It is no .

longer assured—maybe it never was—that
if you just work, you can make it in Ameri-
ca. These truths also underlie the examples
of what works and the agenda for change
that follow.

Why should affluent people—particular-
ly busy corporate executives—care about
poverty? Because, says Stuart Butler, direc-
tor of domestic policy studies for the con-
servative Heritage Foundation, “it's a

\'hl_: on capitalism. [t casts doubt on the
~f the system to deliver to every-
}ause. says Peter Goldmark, presi-

/the Rockefeller Foundaticn, “the

_ /that make our country work and the
Pe that there will be real opportunity and

¥ Stability for our kids depend on this country
being a fair and just society.” And because,
€CONOMmIsts Warn, our work force is expand-
ing too slowly to sustain the economic
growth we’d like—while we have millions
of poor people languishing on the sidelines.

More important, recent signs indicate
that Americans like to see themselves as
compassionate, that they are turning away
from an obsession with materialism and
voicing in=reased concern for the disadvan-
taged. A fanuary New York Times/CBS
Poil reveaied that haif of those surveyed
said they would pay S100 a vear more in
federal taxes to help soive the homeless

GED 1LOWG

problem. Other polls show a decided will-
ingness to pay more taxes for improving
schools, health care, and child care.

There is some national embarrassment—
if not shame—involved here, beginning
with the state of American childhood. Con-
sider a few more statistics, remembering
that this is no Depression, these are “good
times”: Almost 40,000 of the 3.8 million
American children born in 1986 died be-
fore their first birthday. Today, we rank
20th in the world, behind Spain and Singa-
pore, in infant mortality; our black infant
mortality rate would place us at 28th, be-
hind Cuba and Bulgaria. About 11 miilion
American children had no health insurance
in 1987. About 40% of American children
under age 4 didn’t receive basic immuniza-
tions in 1985. Roughly haif the black chil-
dren in America live in poverty.

DEVELOPING VALUES

One theme running strongly through most
current thinking on poverty is the need to
inculcate poor people with “values”—re-
spect for work, family, and community in-
stitutions. But little attention has been paid
to the way the values of society as a whole
shape and skew the values of those in pov-
erty. In many ways, it’s a designer society

in the projects too. “A lot of people mea-
sure success by material things,” says Mar-
gie Smith, a 1972 Job Corps graduate and
mother living in Atlanta’s 352-year-old
Techwood Homes, America’s first federal
public housing project, built in the inaugu-
ral optimism of the New Deal. “T’ll teil you
why they’re out on that corner seiling crack
cocaine. All they do with the money is buy
clothes and cars. If you ain’t walking
around with somebody’s name on your
butt, and on your head and on your feet,
you’re nobody in here.”

Thus, anti-designer values haveeven been
incorporated into some solutions. To combat
such pathology, for example, Charles R.
Drew Elementary School in Miami’s Liberty
City requires student uniforms. But many
believe a national reassessment of values is
more to the point. Says David Stanley, 53,
the heavily involved social activist CEO of
Payless Cashways Co., a big building-mate-
rialsretailer: “Let’s not figure out how every-
body can retire to Boca Raton. Let’s see how
we can educate our children to make them
productive.”

Contrary to conventional wisdom, per-
suading the pocr to take jobs is no longer
enough; in fact, the plight of the working
poor may be the most misunderstood as-

H OMELESS NO LONGER: Phillipa Gllman prepares dirmer for the Haas family in a Kansas
Clty suburb. She had no home for a year and a haif but found work and sheiter when Eliz-

abeth Haas, abandoned by her husband, took her in to help with Nlkolas and Vanessa.
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Southeast Bank, and Equitable, as well as a
31.6 million grant from a developer cailed
Swire Properties. Swire contributed in re-
turn for a zoning change that allowed it to
build expensive condos elsewhere in Miami.

The Edison Towers’ tropical pink and
aqua elegance is something of a shock to its
surroundings, and Pitts loves it. “We be-
lieved there are people in our community
who want a decent place to live and will
take care of it,” he says. “We proved it, but
not by accident. Before you get in here, we
visit your apartment—not to see if .you
have nice furniture or anything like.that—
but to see if you have pride, if you take care
of what you have.”

Tacolcy Economic Development Corp.
is building a garden apartment project next
door and is refurbishing facades up and
down the streets of Liberty City. How did
his shopping center and apartment escape
damage .in the riots this year? “I was out

" front,” says Pitts. “I haven't forgotten how
to police.” What’s more, Pitts’s influence is
spreading, and he has dented one Miami

race myth by joining forces with Cuban-
born Manny Rivero of the LISC-sponsored
Fast Little Havana Community Develop-
ment Corp. LISC and Pitts supported Ri-
vero in his successful efforts to build the
sparkling new RioPlaza condominium pro-
jects for low-income Latinos, mostly Cuban

_and Central American immigrants.

The point of Edison Towers and all this

_development: to keep upwardly mobile

people from leaving the community and to
draw others like them back. It’s a long haul,
but Otis Pitts—who waves and smiles at

‘the police and the street-corner crack deal-

ers alike as he cruises around Liberty
City—can point to tangible progress.
“We're building economic strength and
real investment momentum, the kind of
thing that eventually stops redlining,” he
says. “Yes, we have real pockets of hard-
core problems. I'll show them to you. But
what’s happened here proves that we also
have a core of middle-class or aspiring mid-
dle-class people who want the same things
anybody else wants in a community.”

IPE FOR WORK: Students at Ira Cohen's Produce Academy of New York in the South
Bronx learn the ins and outs of grapefruit and lettuce, as well as positive thinking. If
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they stay in the business for two years, they are inline for $10-an-hour union jobs.

MO0 ITHY

LISC—basically a creation of the Ford
Foundation—is far in front of the curve on
business involvement with poverty. With
tax credits as a partial inducement, it has
assembled more than $200 million from
some 500 corporations and foundations
and leveraged over $1 billion of direct in-
vestment in more than 500 community de-

velopment corporations across the country..

In the South Bronx alone, LISC has invest-
ed upwards of $5 million in some 36 devel-
opment projects.

“We make it an attractive proposition for
a corporation or foundation to work
through us,” says LISC President Paul S.
Grogan. “They may want to attack these
problems, but they don’t have the capacity
themselves to evaluate the opportunities, or
to make judgments about these community
organizations. They don’t know the land-
scape. There’s still sort of a stereotype of
unscrupulous neighborhood organizations
that don’t do anything but take the money.”

LISC officials admit that many communi-
ty development corporations aren’t as suc-
cessful as Pitts’s or Rivero’s, but all of them
counter the “poverty pimp” images from the
1970s. “We're able to provide the opportu-
nity recognition and the screening, and

that’s been criicial to us,” says Grogan. The -

lesson we can learn from LISC: “There’s an
appetite and an interest on everybody’s part
if you can make something happenina busi-
nesslike way, and that says something about
the directions for the furure.”

REACHING CHILDREN EARLY
An entirely different point of light burns
away in an Atlanta ghetto, fired by a white
veteran of the civil rights movement, 60-
year-old Reverend Austin Ford, attached to
the Atlanta Diocese of the Episcopal
Church. Ford left a suburban white church
22 years ago to found his Emmaus House—
really an old-fashioned settlement house,
with pruned English-style flower gardens
and grounds that stand as an oasis in a des-
ert of urban blight.

If one principle approaches conscsus
acrass all ideological boundaries, it is that
“garly intervention” is essential and effec-
tive in the crusade against poverty. This
means simply reaching children at a very
young age and steering them in a produc-
tive direction, the principle embodied in
the federal Head Start program. Today, at
least 26 neighborhood children aged 3 to 3
are assured one nutritious meal a day and
lots of encouragement through Emmaus
House’s meticulously run preschooi pro-
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EARNING TO COPE: Pregnant teens and teen mothers acquire such “lving skills” as

planning and decision-making through group activitles at a GIrl Scout camp near San
Francisco. The area Scout Council sponsors the three-year-old From the Heart program.

gram. The children are picked up at their
homes and delivered to program director
Meiba Renfroe, a strict but jolly graduate of
" Atlanta’s elite Spelman College. She and
two assistants spread their attention among
the children, reading to them and rewarding
them with stickers for being “good listen-
ers,” helping them to paint and draw, and
sparking their curiosity with games and play.

Many parents of the Fmmaus House
chiidren are still in their teens and came to
t!‘lc program because of an earlier connec-
ton to the Sunday school or some other ac-
tivity there. The parents must attend a
mandatory orientation session at which
they are encouraged to go to “positive par-
enting” meetings, and they must volunteer
for one of four fund-raising activities. Ford
sess the explosion of teenaged childbearing
as one of the most damaging and direct re- -
sults of Reagan policies, which, largely un-
der pressure from the religious right,
slashed spending for family planning by
23%. Today, 66% of urban black children
are born out of wedlock, and in some cities,
the figure is as high as 80%.

“These girls have these babies because
they want something to play with,” Ford
says. “They don’t want to send them to kin-
dergarten or Head Start because they don’t
want to part with them. We're not really
dealing here with parents who have identi-
fied prcbiems and are doing something
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about them. We have to go out into the com-

munity and say, ‘Let us just take your baby
to Emmaus House for a few hours a day.’
They know us, so they let us do it. Other-
wise, the children would go off to first grade
with absoclutely no socialization.”

As a logical extension, Ford is raising
funds to build a study hail dormitory. Some
100 scheool-age youngsters, many of them
graduates of his prescheol program, could
come after school for emrichment, help
with their studies, support in dealing with
the school, and, if necessary, a place to
sleep. “So many parents down here live on
the edge of the law that they won'’t go near
the school,” he says. “These children need
someone to hold the school accountable for
educating them. The idea is not to take a
chiid away from his home unnecessarily,
but to stabilize his life. If the mother goes
to prison, or the hospital, or the house
burns down. his life continues. We want to
prove that this sort of investment is cheap-
er than the remedial things we spend our
money on now.”

Other programs show that fixing ghetto
schools is not impossible, notably the work
of Dr. James P. Comer, director of the
School Development Program at Yale's
Chiid Study Center. Comer’s program.
which began with two horribly performing
New Haven inner-city schools that he
wmed around dramaticaily. changes the

whole way the school serves children,
bringing parents and mental health exper
into the system. The parents spend time}
the classroom and find out how to suppar
goed study habits; the experts counsel th
teachers on how to overcome the learnin
problems that kids with rough lives at hom
are likely to suffer. His highly successful re
sults have inspired similar interventions z
more than 50 schools around the country

But the nation has been slow to back ear
ly interventions that work. Washington’
current budget for the well-proven Heas
Start, $1.2 billion, provides for less tha
20% of America’s eligible 3- to 5-year-olds

HOMES FOR THE HOMELESS
Beyond the plight of children, clearly th:
single symptom of poverty that has mos
stirred the national conscience is that of th
homeless. A large number are severely dis
turbed or ‘are chronic abusers of drugs o
alcohol. But many can become useful mem
bers of society if someone takes the effort tc
help them. Some citizens in Kansas Cit
are doing that with the aid of the Greate:
Kansas City Community Foundation anc
the Metropolitan Lutheran Ministry, a loca
social welfare agency. A program callec
Open Hearts—Open Homes has placed ove:
100 homeless families or individuals in voi
unteer private homes, many of them ir
need of something the homeless can pro-
vide in return, such as child or elderly care
cooking or housekeeping. “We turn notody
down,” says program coordinator Allar
Chambters. “We can’t always help, but we
always listen.” No one involved is chargec
any fees, but each match costs the funder:
about 3400, so it is probably one of the
most economical programs to house the
homeless in the country.

In the affluent suburb of Shawnee, Kan-
sas, Elizabeth Haas, 34, has taken Phillipz
Gilman, 55, into her upper-middle-ciass
tract home. Haas’s husband walked out in
November, leaving her with two chudren.
8 and [2. Gilman had spent most of her
last ten years, since quitting as a customer
service representative at an insurance com-
pany, taking care of her infirm mother.
now 90. But when her mother went into a
nursing home, Gilman no longer had mon-
ey for their apartment. With out-of-date
skills and no permanent address, she
couldn’t find a job, or even get food
stamps. She slept in storerooms and closets
and often ate the unfinished fccd off her
mother’s tray. “For a year and a half [ was
trapped.” she says. “Homelessness is 2
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trap. Society will not forgive. How many
times can you go up to people and teil
them you’re in dire straits?”

For Elizabeth Haas, who has secured a
well-paying public relations job, the pro-
gram is “a gift from God. I was stuck with
0o income or career. My two children
need a tremendous amount of mothering
and care. Now Phillipa is my nanny.”
(Haas pays her a small salary.) “I feel so

good about this program because not only

is Phillipa helping me, but I'm helping
Phiilipa out and I’'m helping society out.”
Of course, says Allan Chambers, “Forty
percent of our homeless people have multi-
ple’ problems—legal, drugs, or whatever.”
They sign an agreement stating that they
have no criminal records and don’t now use
drugs. “If you fail to keep the agreement,
you don’t get a second chance. If we hear of
any inappropriate behavior, we’re there
within two hours, and they’re through.”
If Chambers sounds a little tough, that’s
clearly another theme that runs through
successful efforts against poverty. The he-
roes may have soft hearts, but they have
hard shells as well, and they have survived

because they are tough and bear a single--

minded sense of purpose. Otis Pitts fired
friends from his staff to get the job done.
Austin Ford brooks no foolishness, and can
still a room with a look. You get one chance
with Allan Chambers.

HEADING OFF THE GANGS
If you want more tough, try luring teen-
agers away from drug gangs with programs
of dance and athletics and art and theater,
the way workers in Kansas City’s Youthnet
program do. It started after the police chief
called attention to an influx of exotic gangs,
such as the Crips and the Bloods from Los
Angeles. Youthnet—with cooperation from
I3 different local agencies and $240,000 in
funding—hit the streets last summer, trying
to combat the gang influence. Workers re-
cruited participants on the playgrounds and
street corners, and ended up working with
3,000 teenagers, aged 13 to 16, roughly haif
of the central city’s at-risk population. The
job called for a certain kind of tact. “We
didn’t want to raise eyebrows among the
Uzi crowd, you know what I mean?” says
Rick Maisick, who runs one of the agencies.
“It was more like, ‘Hey, here’s what’s going
On over at the center and why don’t you
drop by? And by the way, do you need a
ride? »

David Smith, the black executive direc-
tor of a local YMCA, who is passionate in
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his work with kids, talks about why Youth-
net worked, why kids were going around
Kansas City last summer identifying them-
selves as Youthnet kids instead of gang
members. “We changed the natural karma
of the streets,” he says. “We moved them
around. We disturbed the natural order of
things. The big difference in this program
was the outreach—assigning people to go
out onto the streets. Nobody stayed behind
a desk. They were like Pied Pipers whose
Jjob was to find kids hanging out and steer
them to the centers.”

The lessons of Youthnet are, again, sim-
ple: If kids don’t join the gangs, they are

“The big difference in this
program was the out-
reach—assigning people
to go out onto the
streets. Nobody stayed
behind a desk.”

less likely to fail into the underciass. The
community intervened with lightning speed
(2% months from conception to execution)
in a problem before it became hopeless.
Mostly through local philanthropy, it fund-
ed an effort by dedicated people who
crossed bureaucratic boundaries to get the
job done. But like ail of our “heroes,”
Smith thinks of his own efforts more as a
grain of sand than a point of light. “We're
not making a dent in poverty yet,” he says.
“We’re making a difference in a few kids’
lives. I'm not optmistic that the country’s
going to reaily reduce poverty. I think the
forces are just tco enormous.”

Just when bleakness setsin, though, along
come the likes of Ira J. Cohen, 55, an owner
of Shapiro & Cohen Inc., a Bronx produce
wholesaler. Cohen found himseif on the cut-
ting edge of one of poverty’s most difficuit
‘Challenges: job training. Almost by accident
he started a whole school, the Producs
Academy of New York, and is teaching poor
blacks and Hispanics to earn a living in fruirs
and vegetables. The trainees study four
hours a day for eight weeks, and get paying
Jjobs before they finish. Each graduate is all
but guaranteed a union job that pays at least
310 an hour after two years,

Cohen’s business is at the Hunts Point
Terminal Market. which has a total employ-

ment of about 10,000 people. His i

stemmed from frustration at the decline

the industry’s father-son tradition; specify:
cally, all four of his children have forsakeq
produce for other careers. He knew the in:
dustry was hurting for trained personnel,
and he knew Hunts Point was surroundeq
by South Bronx residents in need of jobs.

A proselytizer of the produce businessin

speeches to schools and neighborhood
groups, Cohen knew there were plenty of
employable people to be found. He went to
New York City’s Private Industry Council,

a nonprofit group that distributes federa] |

job training money, and quickly got it to
finance a program. Resuit: the academy,
which is free to its students. His first class of
21 graduated in January and are all still em-
ployed. His second class of 27 is under way.

“Our industry is depression-proof,” says
Cohen. “Nobody can do without eating. In
the Depression, Wall Street executives
were in produce. They stood on the strest
corners and sold apples.” More important,
he says, “It’s a colorblind, gender-blind,
ethnic-blind business. Anybedy who wants
to work hard can make a successful lifestyle
if they learn this business.” He teaches
warehousing, how to identify hundreds of
fruits and vegetables, temperature and hu-
midity requirements, and how to trim and
crisp and reconstitute a banged-up pack-
age. That’s not all. “I'm a believer in sub-
liminal psychological training, and I make
an effort in every session to talk abour
pride, commitment, the search and the
need for excellence, self-esteem, recogni-
tion of self-worth.”

The program, Cohen says, is going to

“prove that things can be done. The indi- .

gent, the people known as the underciass,
are not really underclass. They just haven’t
had the breaks I've had. They’re not worse
than I am; they are just less lucky. A lot of
people have been good to me along the
way. And I was taught by my parents that
when you take something, you are obliged
to give something back. I hope the success
of this will stimulate other people like my-
self to get up off their duffs and do some-
thing. We have a moral responsibility to
help others.”

A NEW BATTLE PLAN

How do we duplicate these successes on a
scale that makes a difference to our coun-
try? What are some of the principies of
success? What should be the role of govern-
ment, of business, of our community insd-
tutions. and of the individual? How do we
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URING THE

SCHOOLS: Yale's Dr. James P. Comer visits second graders at New Haven’s

Martin Luther King School, one of the first turnarounds in the 50-odd schools he is help-
ing by drawing parents, teachers, and students together with mental health professionals.

engage thoughtful people to look for solu-
tions? How do we avoid past frustrations?

Perhaps the mest contentious issue of all
is the role government should play. Most
agree that its place is to remove impedi-
ments to progress, and to draw up policies
of incentive. But if “points of light” is sup-
posed to mean that citizens should take
care of poverty without government fund-
ing, the people carrying the beacons would
be highly skeptical.

“We're very unhappy when we're cited
as evidence that the federal government
doesn’t have to do anything,” says LISC
President Grogan. “These problems cannot
be solved without federal resources. What's
positive now is that the government has an
opportunity to not go back to the big pro-
grams of the past, but to provide support to
local efforts, to leverage the state and local
resources that are available, to become a
partner in these efforts.”

Business can play an important part, but
it isn’t necessarily to write a big check. Two
glaring needs in the struggle conveniently
coincide with two business speciaities:
leadership and management. How much
more would individuals contribute to chari-
ty, for example. if their employer guaran-
teed to them that a particular efort was
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efficiently delivering badly needed services,
and kept them abreast of its progress?

Payless Cashways’ Stanley believes exec-
utives should get involved because “busi-
ness leaders are listened to. They have an
audience. And they can do much more
about poverty by taking leadership posi-
tions on things like low-income housing
than they can with their philanthropic dol-
lars. I know five or six Senators, a couple of
governors, a bunch of Congresspeople.
They usuaily take my calls. Unfortunately,
corporate leaders are not wonderfuily in-
formed on gut issues like poverty.”

Business can also contribute its skills in
spotting good managers. “Business people
ought to look for and help develop savvy,
strestwise people who have the potential
to make a difference if given some heip,”
says Knight-Ridder’s Batten. “When
you're dealing with people like Otis Pitts
and the people from LISC, people you can
trust. you can invest modest amounts of
time. money, and energy, and you can
make a difference.”

With or without corporate involvement,
the war already has been declared. And this
time. it isn’t scciety waging war on poverty,
it’s poverty waging war on society. The bat-
tledeids are clearly defined: drugs, educa-

-2

tion, heaith care, welfare, job training, day
care, youth development, crime.
Some needs are more clearly defined thar

S others. We can easily identify a set of broac

objectives, an agenda that our finest minds
and talents need to assauit in as depoliticizec
and bipartisan an atmosphere as possible:
B Insist that America deliver well-man-
aged Head Start—type programs to as many
disadvantaged children as possible. We cac
make no sounder, or cheaper, investment.
At each later step, the costs increase.

B Construct a health care system that car
include most Americans without bankrupt-

.ing the Treasury.

H Continue to increase our commitment ¢
education, and recognize—as does the
Comer program at Yale—that such a com-
mitment includes family and community.
M Make low-paid jobs a rung on a ladder.
not a lid on hope.

B Remove any remaining disincentives tc
working—cutting off food stamps anc
Medicaid just when peopie start to make
money—and expand the Earned Income
Tax Credit, which supplements low wages.
B Expand the the federal housing vouche:
program, which pays the difference be-
tween 30% of the poor’s income and pre-
vailing market rents. [t is cost-effective, anc
offers people mobility and choice—whick:
they do not get when they are isolated ic
projects.

B Find and fund programs, like Kansas
City’s Youthnet, that oifer ghetto youths
reasonable alternatives to street life.

H Destigmatize the war on poverty so that
we can once again attract and motivate
peopie to work in, and care about, society’s
orphaned institutions—inner-city scheols.
prisons, the welfare system, mental healtk
clinics. Recognize that, for all their prob-
lems, there are stll “heroes” struggling
against all odds in these systems, people
whose talents and dedication could be easi-
ly tapped.

Even if you disagree with every principle
and recommendation laid out here. put the
poverty issue on your perscnal agenda and
demand that it take its place high on the
nationai agenda. Recognize that by doing
nothing to address the blight. we are at high
risk of condemning ourselves to a perma-
nently bifurcated society, one whose ten-
sions and difficultics could eventually
narrow the scope of our national aspira-
tions and perhaps even limit some of the
freedoms—economic, social and politi-
cal—that we have long enjoyed. B
REPORTER ASSOCIATE David Kirkpatrick




