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WELCOHE TO COFO! 
This issue of COFO HEHO is your introduction 
to a new organization of which you are a 
very important part. At least one of the 
symbols on our masthead is already familiar 
to you because you are an individual member, 
or part of an organization which is a mem
ber, of at least one of the four national 
organizations, now allied in the Coalition 
of Family Organizations. 

We're trying to put our resources in Wash
ington together to improve and strengthen 
the Washington activities of the four or
ganizations involved in the Coalition. Our 
basic purpose is to formalize the already 
existing, close, working relationship of 
these organizations on issues of common con
cern. 

Our first project is the publication of 
this COEO .MEMO. The publication is still 
in the experimental stage, and if costs and 
publication problems do not prove to be 
insurmountable, we hope that it will be
come a regular addition to your informa
tion sources about the Washington activi
ties. In any event, the Coalition itself 
will continue, and we recognize that there 
are many other areas for close cooperation 
between the four organizations. 

We plan to publish this newsletter quarte r
ly, to give you a sense of how the federal 
government is likely to affect family life 
in the United States. We are hopeful that 
this publication will give you the broad
est possible view of trends in Washington 
which will affect you in your work with 
families. The Washington representative 
of these national organizations comprise 
the editorial board for the COFO MEMO, ~nd 

· the result of their shared observations 

are in turn passed on to you via this pub
lication. We think that we can do this 
job better for you collectively than indi
vidually, and in the process profitably 
share this material among ourselves and 
with you. 

There is a deeper reason for doing this, too. 
It's part of the reason that your national 
organizations have invested in Washington 
representation. Awareness of the family and 
its needs is bursting into American conscious
ness. Statistics show acceleration of family 
change, variously interpreted as healthy or 
sick. Politicians are concerned because 
the public is becoming aware of these 
changes. Political action is increasing, 
and we are beginning to see the birth of a 
politics of the· family. Organizations con
cerned with family life and connecting with 
each other in new ways -- sometimes cooper
atively, sometimes competitively, but in
creasingly -- politically. 

Events are moving faster, and monitoring 
political activity is a greater task than 
ever before. All these trends are part of 
the reasons for forming COFO. The four na
tional organizations represent different 
auspices, professional groups, and tradi
tions, but all are essentia lly concerned 
with the state of American f3milies. We're 
more relevant to this changing society 
than ever, but in the process we have the 
r~sponsibility to "keep up". We hope the 
COFO MEMO will prove stimulating and in
f\);;ntive as we try to bring you a pic
ture of what is happening to the families 
from the complexities of the Washington 
scene. 

Each of the participating national 
organizations in COFO would appreciate 
your comments about the COFO MEMO. 



Page 2 

\~liTE HOUSE CON FERENCE ON FAMILIES 
In the ea rly days of last year ' s campaign, 
candidate Jimmy Carter appointed Joseph 
Califano (now Secretary of HEW) as his 
advisor and spokesman on f amily policy, 
during which he emphasized the need for 
a much greater awareness by the Federal 
government of how its policies affect the 
stability of American families. 

The emphasis on this issue during the fall 
campaign--and the fact that Mr. Carter 
chose as his running-mate a Sena tor who 
had become a leading spokesma n for family 
policy--inevitably heightened interest in 
the whole issue of the impact of f ederal 
government policies on f amil i es in America. 
It was no surprise, therefore, when the 
new Administration announced very ea rly 
its intention to convene the first White 
House Conference on Families. 

Almost simultaneously with these politica l 
developments, a group of na tiona l organi
zations primarily concerned with the needs 
of families, began meeting in the Fall of 
1976 to discuss, among other things, 
whether they should form a coalition in 
Washington, D.C • . to work cooperativel y in 
various areas of family policy. Then, in 
December, 1976, these same representatives 
met in Washington and decided to form an 
ad hoc coalition devoted to one basic pur
pose: to try to influence the planning 
and implementation of the Administration's 
proposed White House Conference on Families . 

The group called itself the Coalition for 
the White House Conference on Families; in 
addition to AANFC, AHEA, FSM, and NCFR, 
this broader Coalition includes other na
tional organiza tions such as the Associa
tion of Couples for Marriage Enrichment 
(ACME), the Child Welfare League of Ameri
ca, the Coalition for Children and Youth, 
the National Conference on Ca tholi c Cha ri
ties, the National Council of Churches, 
the National Council on the Aging , the 
National Parent/Teachers Associa tion, the 
National Urban League, the Young Women' • 
Christian Association and the Children's 
Defense Fund. 

Agreeing to certain basic principles about 
the proposed White House Conference, the 
new Coalition communicated these principles 
to Secretary Califano: 
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1. "That the planners of the Conf er ence 
devise a nationwid~ process, involving 
representative interest groups, family 
life professionals and families themselv 
to define the common needs of contemp es 
families, including the special needso~~ry 
grow out of economic, cultural, structurat 
and life style diversity. al 

2, "That the White House Conference itself 
focus primarily on the impact of public 
policy at the federal level as it relates 
to family life. 

3. "That in addition to consideration of 
governmental impac t, the Conference should 
give recognition to the impact that other 
major institutions have on families. Such 
other institu t ions as education, the help
ing professions, religion, the media, bus
iness and labor should be among those dis
cussed. 

4. "That time be alloted to give serious 
discussion to the subject of informal and 
natura l systems of support and mutual aid 
that families use to cope with problems. 
The White Hous e Conference should give a 
focus to how these systems can be strength
ened by government policy and by sensiti
zing formal institutions to work in coor
dination with these na tura l he l ping s ys
tems." 

At this time , howeve r , the Adminis tration is 
still in the ea rly planning s t ages for t he 
Confe rence, and ma ny ques tions s ti ll remain 
open. 

At a r ecent mee ting with Ms . Ma r ga r e t Wat
son, Spec i a l Assis t an t t o Assis t an t Sec re
t a r y Arabella Ma rt ine ~ of t he Offic e of 
Human Deve l opm~nt Se rvic~s within HEW , the 
Coalit ion did l ea rn some sp~c ific informa
tion. Within HEW, t h" off h :e o f Assis t ant 
S"c n •t .:t r y Na rt inez i s most act ivel y in
vo lved in the planning of the Conf erence. 
The Admln is trutiun ha s requested $3, 000 ,000 
in it s f i s~al 19 78 budge t, which would rep
res~nt planni ng money for the Confe rence. 
According to tots . Watson, a "dec ision 111emo" 
has been sent to Sec ret a r y Califano, out
lining a va rie ty of options. 

To summarize, a broadly-based Coalition hat 
been fo rmed to influence the initial plan• 
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ning for the White House Conference on 
Families. At this point, HEW has made no 
basic decisions. The initial thinking is 
tha t the Conference will take place some 
time in 1979, but all other issues rela ting 
to budget, scope and f ormat are still very 
much up in the air. Hopefully, by the next 
edition of this newsletter, HEW will have 
answered many of these questions and we 
will be in a better position to give you a 
more detailed report. (Ed. Note: See pa~e 7.) 

HR 7200 THE PUBLIC ASSISTANCE AHENDHENTS 
OF 1977 
This bill which would amend seve r a l sec
tions of the Social Security Ac t, is the 
only major social service legisla tion to 
come before the Congress this year. It 
is also very significant beca use the bill 
is the first f amily- s trengthening legis
lation of the Carter Administra tion. In 
addition, its progress through the Con
gress demonstrates very drama tically the 
process a piece of social legisla tion 
must undergo before passage or defeat. 

1. J anua ry-April 1977: Congressman 
George Miller (D-Calif.) began circu
lating a draft bill in the early weeks 
of the new Congress. Ris bill focused 
on the need for reform of the foster ca re 
and adoption practices in the sta tes . 

2. April-May 1977: In April, the sub
committee began circulating a draft of 
proposed legislation to reform the ex
isting foster care and adoption prac
tices in the states, incorporating many 
provisions from HR 5893. 
On April 21, Representative Miller in
troduced his bill, HR 5893, which was 
referred to the Ways and Means Commit
tee, Public Assistance Subcommittee. 

On May 16, HR 7200 was finally intro
duced. It included many other matters 
not related to foster care and adoption 
but all related to the Social Security 
Act. 

For family advocates, the most import
ant breakthrough in this legisla tion 

~
as a newly broadened definition in the 
ill of child welfare services which 
laced a new emphasis on preventive 
ervices for families. 
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1e House bill a l s o provided f or fede r a l ly 
s ubs i di zed adoptions unde r the AFDC pro
gram, t he fo rma t i on o f a na tiona l and 
r egiona l adoption in fo rma tion system to 
assis t in placement o f children, and fund
i ng for the volunta ry placement of chi ldren 
i nto foste r ca re. 

3. May-June 1977: Hearings were held. 
The r es ponse of the Commi ttee and of those 
t est ifying was gene rally pos itive. The Ca r
t ~r Admi nis tra tion for budge t a ry reas ons 
withheld s upport. La t e r, this position 
was r eve r sed. Mark-up by the f ull Ways and 
Means Committee was held. The bill was re
ported out of Commit tee. Advocates for 
th i s l egi s l a tion maneuvered to ge t the bill 
t o the Floor of the Hous e for a vote unde r 
"sus pension o f the rules," - meaning tha t 
no amendments could be of fe red. It was 
to be a quick pass age or a quick de f eat . 
This bill pas sed by a vote of 335 to 64. 
So fa r, s o good. 

4. July 1977: On the 12th the Sena te Fi
nance Conmlittee began its hearings on HR 
7200. The Committee's Chairman, Sena tor 
Russell Long (0.-La .), i s conside red by 
many t o be the most powerful man in Con
gress . The bill had been refer re d t o the 
Public Assi s t ance Subcommittee cha ired by 
Senator Daniel Pa trick ~loynihan (D.- NY) . 
Mos t people did not expect the Fi nance 
Committee to he highly supportive o f the 
l egisla tion. Howeve r, one positive f a cto r 
had deve loped: the Ca rte r Administra tion 
had withdrawn its opposition t o HR 7200. 
The opening day of the hea rings. July 12 , 
Secre t a r y o f Health, Educa tion and We l
f a re J oseph Ca li fa no a ppea red befo r e the 
Publ ic Ass i s tance Subcommittee to t estify 
in support o f the l egi s l a tion. It qutckly 
became a ppa rent, howeve r, thtt Sena tors 
Moynilwn and Long wc t:e no t ve ry ha ppy with 
the provisi ons of HR 7200. 

J uty 26: The Finttnce Conunitee r e l eas ed a 
writttm d\>Cument outlining its own version 
of the Publi c Assis tunce Amendments. On 
PtlRe 15 was written : 
'~ lte rna tivc fo r Commi t t ee Cons ld~rAtion 
the Committee may wish to cons ide r end in~ 
the child welfare se rvices grant program 
as a separa te grant prog ram and instead in
cluding the additional funding under the 
basic title XX social services program ••• " 
July 28: Mark-up of HR 7200 begins. 
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5. August 1977: On the 11th, fifteen major 
organizations sent a letter of protest to 
Secretar~ Califano, protesting the lack of 
leadership by HEW staff in the face of Sen
ate Committee action. A meeting was re
quested with the Secretary. A month later 
a meeting was agreed to by HEW to meet with 
the child and family interest groups. 

6. September: The meeting on the first 
with HEW officials revealed that they had 
taken no action because the welfare-related 
items added to HR 7200 were so undesirable. 
It might be necessary for the President to 
veto the whole bill. In addition, there 
was wide concern that Senator Long would 
attach this now undesirable package to the 
Social Security Financing legislation 
which was also before the Finance Committee. 
Since Social Security Financing was a Car
ter Administration priority, the President 
probably would not be able to veto HR 7200 
if it were attached to that vital bill. 

On the ·16th, the Finance Committee was 
advised that the Carter Administration had 
withdrawn its support of HR 7200 because 
of the added welfare amendments. That day 
Senator Long announced the advisability· 
for the Committee to consider joining HR 
7200 to the Social Security Financing bill. 

On the 19th, Administration witness, Sec
retary Joseph A. Califano, appeared before 
the Finance Committee to defend the 
Administration's new welfare reform c1A.:/. 
bill, S. 2084 (recently referred to this ;rvv/, 
committee.) 

At the on-going markup hearings, on the 
29th, Senator Long attempted to get the 
Finance Committee to attach only the AFDC
related provisions in HR 7200 to the 
Social Security Financing bill. This 
effort failed by a tied vote of 8-8. 

7. October: On the 29th the Committee 
voted to report out the bill. 

8. November: The Senate Finance Commit
tee reported out the Social Security Fi
nancing bill on the first. In addition, 
the fiscal relief pieces of HR 7200 were 
reported to the floor of the Senate 
where they were added to the Social Se
curity Financing bill which was passed. 
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The Senate Finance Committee has published 
a report--95-573--on the Public Assistance 
Amendments of 1977. It is available from 
the Senate Document Room (or through your 
Senator). 
The Senate adjourned November 7. 
According to Senate aides, the "good por
tions" of the bill will be taken up 
probably in February when Congress returns. 
These include the child related portions of 
the bill--adoption and foster care and child 
welfare. Senator Cranston is thought to be 
the member who will be most active on the 
bill's behalf in the new session. 

DOMESTIC VIOLENCE 

In September 1977, Rep. Barbara Mikulski 
(0.-Md.) introduced legislation H.R. 8949, 
the Family Violence Prevention and Treat
ment Act, which sets as a national priority 
the elimination of family violence. The 
principal aim of the legislation is to es
~ablish within the ACTION agency a new 
'National Center for Community Action 
~gatnst Family Viole~. SLm1lar to the 
VISTA program, the Center would recruit 
annually at least 1000 stipended volun
teers from local communities, train and 
place them in their own neighborhoods, and 
would attach these new programs to the al
ready existing ACTION network. The Center 
would also undertake a media campaign to 
increase public awareness about the prob
lem of domestic violence, would a c t as a 
clearinghouse of information to assist 
those working in the field and would have 
a toll free "hotline" telephone number for 
immediate emergency help and in formation. 

In addition, the bill would establish a 
fede ral interas~ncy council to coordinate 
and integrate existing and future federal 
progrums r elsted to f amily violence. 

K~ps Lindy BORIS (0.-La.) and Newton Steers 
(R.-Md.) h~ve introduced a similar piece of 
l egislation, H.R. 79 29, the Domes tic Violence 
Prevention and Trea tment A~The Boggs
Steer e l egislation resembles the Mikulski 
bill but appears more research oriented and 
does call for a three year grant program to 
support demonstation projects funded through 
National Institute of Mental Health (NIMH), 
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60% of the annual appropriation would be 
mandated for direct prevention and treat
ment services, including emergency shel
ters, jobs counseling, self-help programs, 
family rehabilitation and an available 
emergency hotline. 

Rep. Mikulski recognizes the importance of 
further research into the causes of domes
tic violence, but she also believes that a 
great deal is already known about the prob
lem, and the need now is for more direct 
assistance to existing and new conwunity 
efforts related to preventing and treating 
family violence. 

Within Congress there is an expressed in
terest in holding hearings on the legisla
tion after Congress reconvenes in January . 
The legislation has already been referred 
to the House Subcommittee on Select Educa
tion (of the Education and Labor Committee) 
which is chaired by Rep. John Brademan (D.
Ind.) and to the Subcommittee on Health and 
Environment of the Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce Committee. This Subcommittee is 
cha ired by Rep. Paul Rogers (D.-Fla.) . 
There has been some preliminary discussion 
about joint hearings between these two 
subcommittees. 

Finally, the Office of Public Liaison in 
the White House, at the request of the 
Center for the Elimination of Violence in 
the Family, a New York State shelter for 
battered women, has held two meetings, 
one in July, the second in October of 1977. 
The group included representatives from 
the White House, government agencies, wo
men's shelters and other people dealing 
with this problem. They met to discuss 
and plan future strategies. 

WELFARE REFORM 
The goal of welfare reform was essentially 
a system that would provide access to a full 
or part-time job for every family with chil d
ren and an adult member able to work and 
that would also provide a decent income for 
those who cannot work or do not earn ade
quate income. Also considered of import
ance were equity in federal benefits, ad
ministrative simplicity in the system, 
elimination of fraud and abuse in the wel
fare programs, and fiscal relief to state 
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and local governments. It was hoped these 
could be achieved without higher initial 
cost than that of the present system. 
(The current federal share of the cost of 
public assistance programs is about $25-
27 billion.) 

When the "Program for Better Jobs and In
come" was unveiled in August, the maj or 
change was in fact the cost which would be 
$30.7 billion in 1978 dollars, an increase 
of about $2.8 billion in new money. 

Public Service Employment is the corner
stone of the l egislation which would cre
ate 1.4 million public service jobs and 
training slots with 300,000 part time j obs. 
This program woul d give access to the prin
cipal wage earner in f amilies wi th chi ld
ren if the adult earner could not find em
ployment in the private sector. The fed
eral minimum wage would apply unless the 
state minimum wage were higher. 
PSE jobs would be created on the local 
level and emphasize skills that could be 
transferred to the priva te sector. The re 
is provision for part time work and flexi
ble work hours so as to assist sing le 
parents with children between the a ges of 
7 - 14 . 

Eligibility for PSE means tha t the applicant 
would be the principal wage ea rner in a f ami
ly with children. Initially, the adult must 
make an eight-week s earch in the private j obs 
sector and only after tha t would the person 
be eligible for a PSE j ob. A PSE j ob can 
last only a year, a t the end o f which, the 
worker must again s ear ch f or a priva te s ec tor 
jog. The idea is t o ens ure PSE j obs being 
viewed as t empor a r y measures and no t as per
manent emplo)'lllent. 

Cash Bene fits r esul t f r om a cons ol ida tion of 
funds from f ive o r six current progr ams in
cluding Ald to Families with De pendent Child
ren AFDC), Supplemental Security Income (SSI), 
Food Stamps , and the Earned Income Tax Cred i t. 
Under the new program, 32 million people would 
be eligible for cash bene fits, which would be 
divided between two categories of persons-
those not expected to work (NETW) and those 
expected to work (ETW). Those not expected 
to work include the aged, the blind, the dis
abled, single parents with children under the 
age of 7, and two parent families where one 
parent is incapacitated. 
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The basic benefit for a tamily of four is $4200 
which is 35% below the current poverty level. 
An aged, blind, or disabled individual main
taining a separate household would receive a 
basic benefit of $2,500 while a couple would 
receive $3,750. A single parent whose young
est child was 7 would be required to take a 
part time job, during school hours, when the 
children were away. 
Those families that are expected to work would 
have a lower basic benefit level of $2,300. 
Families in this lower tier include two parents 
with two children or a single parent with no 
children under the age of 14. 
The cash grant to a healthy single persons would 
be $1,100 and for a childless couple $2,200, if 
there were no available private sector jobs. 

Work incentives are those administrative 
devices that would make work more profit
able than welfare. It would work like this: 
For families in the "expected to work" cate
gory and with the lower benefit level of 
$2,300, when the adult member finds employ
ment in the private sector, the first $3800 
of income earned on the new job would not 
be taxable. This is called an earned in
come disregard. For every dollar earned 
above the first $3,800, the federal bene
fit would be reduced by $.50. This is the 
benefit reduction rate. There is also the 
Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC) that would, 
in effect offer a rebate to the family 
through the tax withholding process. 

Fiscal Relief and State Supplementation has 
been worked out so that every state would 
be assured of at least a 10 per cent saving 
on current welfare costs , with a promise of 
increased fiscal relief through a system of 
federal-state matching payments during the 
three year transition period as the new pro
gram is being phased in. 

The Welfare Program would be administered 
by a centralized network linking 4,000 
field offices. The central bureau would 
compute benefits and payments and, in es
sence, make the final determination of 
eligibility. The states would huve the 
choice of joining in the process and in
take functions. The federal-state staff 
required to administer the new system 
would be reduced, and administrative costs 
should also decline. . . . . . . . . . . . 
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A major unanswered question in the new pro
gram is that of Medicaid, the largest un
controllable cost in the current welfare 
program 
There is also disagreement about the phase
out of the food stamp program. Some unions 
do not want the program funds folded into 
the basic federal grant; other organiza
tions support the inclusion of food stamp 
money in the cash grant. 

THE PRESIDENT'S COMMISSION ON MENTAL HEALTH. 
On February 17, 1977, President Carter es
tablished a Presidential Commission on Men
tal Health, with Mrs. Carter serving as the 
Honorary Chairperson. The Executive Order 
creating the Commission called for a pre
liminary report to be submitted by Septem
ber 1, 1977, and a final report by April 1, 
1978. 

The Commission has now submitted its pre
liminary report to the President, and while 
the recommendations made by the Commission 
at this point are very limited, the report 
does spell out the issues and problems the 
Commission intends to address before sub
mitting its final report. According to 
the report, these issues carr be grouped 
into four general categories: 

1. Providing needed mental health ser-
vices. 
2. Financing needed mental health ser-
vices. 
3. Expanding the base of knowledge 
about mental illness and mental health; 
and 
4. Identifying strategies that may help 
prevent mental disorder and disability. 

The Commission also made several observations 
concerning the financing of needed mental 
health services, saying" ••• current deliber
tions over national health insurance present 
this Commission with a special opportunity 
and responsibility to study the issues of cost 
and financing, to examine the ways in which 
financial barriers prevent people from receiv
ing services, and to determine how financing 
mechanisms can be used to develop a more organ
ized and effective network of mental health 
services". They further pointed out that much 
more data were needed before the Commission 
could make useful recommendations on this issue 
and requrest the President to direct the Secre
tary of HEW to assist in the development of 
these data . 

' 
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Honorable Joseph A. Califano 
Secretary, Department of Health, Education 

and Welfare 
200 Independence Avenue, S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20201 

Dear Mr. Secretary: 
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October 4, 1977 

We are a Coalition of four national organizations representing approximately 
80,000 individuals throughout the country, many of whom provide services to 
millions of American families. Others in our membership are engaged in scholarly 
activity. This Coalition was recently formed to work together at the national 
level with one common conern: insuring that government policies at all levels 
promote the stability and strength of American families. 

When the President announced his intention to convene the first White House 
Conference on Families, we strongly supported that decision; and over the 
past several months we have been meeting with other national organizations to 
discuss the initial planning for this Conference. It has come to our attention 
that one of the options you are now considering is a proposed merger of the 
White House Conference on Families with the White House Conference on Children 
and Youth scheduled for 1980. 

We believe such a merger would not do justice to either White House Conference. 
While we recognize there are many common issues that would be considered by two 
separate ~~ite House Conferences, the fact remains that a White House Conference 
on Families would require the federal government to focus on issues far broader 
than those involving only children and youth. These would include such issues 
as family economics, the impact of the handicapped dependents on family life, 
marital and domestic relations problems where children are not involved, the 
effects of the changes in women's work patterns, and the problems of families 
dealing with their aged members. 

The original decision by the President, which you obviously supported. clearly 
recognized the need for a concentrated approach dwelling solely on family con
cerns in the broadest sense. We are convinced that such an approach would be 
jeopardized by the merger of the White House Conferences. 

We would very much appreciate the opportunity to discuss this matter with you 
or one of your representatives at your earliest convenience. 

For: COALITION OF FAMILY ORGANIZATIONS 
American Association of Marriage and 

Family Counselors 
American Home Economics Association, 

Center for the Family 
Family Service Association of Ameri ca 
National Council of Family Relatione 

cc: Arabella Martinez 

Since rely yours, 

W. Keith Daugherty, 
General Director 
Family Service Association 

of America 

Assistant Secretary for Human Development Services 
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INCREASING INTERESTS 
Growing concern about the forces affecting 
American families has been indicated by a 
number of developments at all levels of 
government and in private groups. 

In 1976, the Foundation for Child Development 
and the Lilly Foundation funded a project 
called the Family Impact Seminar. This sem
inar is directed by A. Sidney Johnson, III, 
who was formerly the top staff person of the 
Senate Subcommittee on Children and Youth. 
The Seminar's objective is to rev1ew tne way 
government policy is influencing family life 
in the U.S. and to determine whether or not 
any mechanism might be found that would be 
useful in making government policy more res
ponsive to f amilies. 

In September, the Carnegie Council on Children 
published its five-year study, All Our Children 
which The NeO York Times reported on its front 
page. The study proposes some new and dramatic 
steps for government, and its recommendations 
are heavily economic. Its main thesis addresses 
the frustrations of parents and the lack of sup
port for them. Also, it urges the country to 
develop a national family policy as comprehen
sive as our defense policy. 
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Recently, the National Conference on Social 
Welfare has put together a group called the 
National Commission on Families and Public 
PoliciE>c:. T'11:' first major meeting was in 
~~-~i ~h is y J r . Partial funding for this 
effort has come from HE' ' Ti1~s P,roup is 
still in its early stages of 0 1 .nization. 

On the grass roots community level, parents 
have been organizing to address their prob
lems and frustrations with the media, lack 
of help for handicapped children, lack of 
voice in the meJia, etc. In New York City 
there is the Sisterhood of Black Single 
Mothers. In Co lumbia, Ma ryland, there is 
the National Committee for Citizens in 
Education (a parent gro~p). The co~fer
ence of Catholic Charitles has prov1ded 
leadership support for its grass roots 
movement cal led the Parents Rights Con
ference which has chapters all over the 
country. Many of these parents groups 
are indicating their desire to infuence 
the proposed White House Conference on 
Families. 
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