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Purpose

This study was presented to the California Children and Families
Commission (CCFC) to better inform the Commission about the size, growth,
racial/ethnic makeup, regional distribution, resources, and needs of the child
population it was created to serve following the Children and Families Act of
1998. The Commission is charged with providing all California children
(prenatal to age five) with a comprehensive, integrated system of early
childhood development services. These services include health care, quality
childcare, parent education, and effective intervention programs for families
at risk.

We presented this study at the CCFC State Commission meeting on
October 18, 2001. The presentation, selection of data sources, choice of
indicators, and discussion are those of the authors and do not represent any
position of the CCFC. This paper was reviewed and published solely by
Public Policy Institute of California.*

1 The authors thank Hans Johnson for advising this project, Elizabeth Burr for reviewing an
earlier draft of the study, and Amanda Bailey for research assistance. We also benefited
from the helpful comments of Amy Dominguez-Arms, Elias Lopez, Michael Teitz, Peter
Richardson, Arabella Cureton, members of the CCFC, participants at the August meeting of
the School Readiness Working Group, and participants at the October CCFC meeting.






Summary

This study provides a statistical portrait of children ages five and

under in California. The study has several notable findings in the areas of
population, family life, parental education, economic conditions, and health
conditions.

Population

There were over 3 million young children in California in 2000, of
whom 48 percent were Hispanic, 32 percent were white, 9 percent were
Asian, 7 percent were African American, and 4 percent were multiple
race.

Over the 1990s, the number of Hispanic and Asian children grew
substantially while the number of white, African American, and Native
American children declined.

For most regions, Hispanic children are expected to be the largest
group by 2020. In the northern and eastern regions of the state,
whites are expected to remain the majority among young children.

Nearly half of all children have at least one parent who was born
outside of the United States.

Family Life

Seventy percent of young children in California live in families with
married parents. For African American children, the share is less than
30 percent.

More than half of young children have a mother who works in the labor
market. For children under age two with single mothers, about half
have a mother who works.

About one-fourth of young children have moved in the previous year.
For children in low-income families, close to one-third have moved.

More than 10 percent of births in California are to teen mothers. Of
these births, more than half are to women ages 18 and 19, and more
than one-third are to married women.



Parental Education

Over 30 percent of births are to women who have not completed 12
years of education. In the Central Valley and the Central Coast
regions, the share is closer to 40 percent. Among foreign-born
Hispanics, the share is over 60 percent.

Statewide, 70 percent of fathers have a high school diploma. The share
is substantially lower for Southeast Asians and Hispanics.

Economic Conditions

One in every five young children is poor. Poverty rates declined in the
late 1990s, but remain particularly high in the Central Valley and
among Hispanics and African Americans.

The median income for families with young children increased over the
last five years to reach $34,000 for a family of four in 1999. However,
this figure has declined from $39,000 in 1979.

Twelve percent of young children are in families receiving public
assistance. In the mid-1990s, that figure was over 20 percent.

Health Conditions

One in every five young children does not have health insurance. Lack
of insurance is particularly common in the Inland Empire and among
foreign-born Hispanics.

One in every three children is not up-to-date for vaccinations at age
two. Almost half of African American children are not up-to-date.
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1. Introduction

This study provides a statistical portrait of the conditions of
California’s children ages five and under. In addition to presenting
population trends, we document several indicators of family life as well as
educational, economic, and health conditions. The study describes detailed
regional and racial/ethnic results where the data are sufficient to do so.
Unless otherwise noted, all reported statistics are for children ages five and
under in California.

Because this study is a statistical portrait, the text is meant to
interpret and highlight information presented in tables and charts rather
than explain underlying causes of trends, regional differences, or
racial/ethnic disparities. Although we have chosen indicators that we believe
are highly relevant to policymakers, we do not attempt to highlight policy
implications or draw policy conclusions in this study.

The study begins with a description of the size of the young child
population, its racial/ethnic makeup, its regional distribution, and its foreign-
born status. The third chapter presents information on family life, including
family structure, adult work participation, residential mobility, and births to
teen mothers. The next chapters describe parental education, poverty,
income, and public assistance. The final chapter presents health insurance
and vaccination status. We do not provide information on childcare, pre-
school, and kindergarten because PPIC has forthcoming research studies in
those areas and because the CCFC has recently conducted a survey of those
topics.

The study relies on data from many sources including the 2000
Census, the California Department of Finance (DOF) population projections,
the Current Population Survey (March files), and Vital Statistics Birth
Records (see Appendix B for further information on data sources). Population
estimates for the year 2000 are based on the 2000 Census. However,
socioeconomic indicators from the 2000 Census have not yet been released.
For many of the topics covered in this study, the 2000 Census will provide an
excellent resource for further investigation. In particular, the large sample
size of the 2000 Census long-form will permit county-level measurement as
well as racial/ethnic subgroup distinctions. The 2000 Census microdata is
scheduled for release in 2003.

We use three different sets of geographical regions in this study. The
first set sorts counties into ten regions as requested by the CCFC. We use
these ten regions whenever the data are sufficient to do so. The second set of
regions, “major regions,” consists of parts of the six largest of the ten CCFC
regions for which the sample in March Current Population Survey (CPS) is
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large enough to draw reasonable conclusions. Because the CCFC was
particularly interested in whether areas with under-performing elementary
schools were notably different from other areas, the final set of regions is
based on counties with low-performing school districts. Readers are referred
to Appendix A for a fuller description of the regions used in this study.

Throughout the study, we use a consistent approach to racial/ethnic
groups whereby Hispanics of any race are grouped together. For ease of
presentation, we use the term “whites” when we literally mean “white non-
Hispanics.” When reporting data from the 2000 Census, we use the eight
major racial/ethnic groups used by the U.S. Bureau of the Census. When
reporting data from the California Department of Finance (DOF), we use the
five groups used by the DOF. Further data and methodological issues are
discussed in Appendix B.



2. Population Ages Five and Under

This chapter presents population estimates and projections for
children ages five and under over the period 1980 to 2020. For the young
child population, we present the racial/ethnic makeup, regional distribution,
and foreign-born status.

Population Estimates from the 2000 Census

The 2000 Census showed just over 3 million children aged five and
under living in California (Table 2.1, first row). The racial/ethnic makeup of
young children was substantially different from that of the overall
population. In the overall population, whites were the largest group at 47
percent and Hispanics the second largest at 32 percent. However, nearly half
(48 percent) of California’s young children were Hispanic, and close to one-
third (32 percent) were white (see Table 2.2). Asians made up 9 percent of
the young child population and blacks another 7 percent. Native Americans,
Pacific Islanders,” and “other” races each comprised less than 1 percent of the
young child population.’

The measurement and understanding of racial and ethnic categories
have changed in the United States. The 2000 Census was the first decennial
Census to permit multiple responses to the question about race. In
California, the share of the overall population that identified itself as
belonging to two or more races was 4.7 percent, but for children ages 5 and
under, that figure was 8.3 percent. Just over half of these multiple-race
children were Hispanic. Some 4.4 percent of non-Hispanic children were
identified as belonging to two or more races (Table 2.2, final column). In a
study of birth records, Tafoya (2000) found that14 percent of newborns in
California had one parent from one of the major racial or ethnic groups and
the other parent from another group. Most data on young children in this
report is tabulated based on a single racial or ethnic group. However, in this
section, where we report data from the 2000 Census, we report the numbers
of children identified as two or more races.

Across the major regions of California, the size and racial/ethnic
makeup of the young child population varied considerably. More than 1.2
million young children, 40 percent of the state total, lived in the Los Angeles
region, where 57 percent of the young children were Hispanic and 24 percent

2 Pacific Islanders include persons with origins in Hawaii, Guam, Samoa, or other Pacific
Islands. For a full definition of 2000 Census race groups see
http://www.census.gov/prod/cen2000/doc/sf1.pdf beginning on page B-13.

3 The population projections in this study have not been adjusted for Census undercount. See
Appendix B for a brief discussion of Census undercount.
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were white. The San Francisco Bay Area was the next largest region with
over a half million young children. In this region, 37 percent of young
children were white, 30 percent were Hispanic, and 18 percent were Asian.
The Inland Empire had almost a third of a million young children, of whom
over half were Hispanic and 32 percent were white. The San Diego region
had just over a quarter-million young children, with 43 percent Hispanic and
38 percent white. In the Sacramento area, there were close to a quarter-
million young children, with 43 percent white and 34 percent Hispanic. The
Central Valley also had close to a quarter-million young children, of whom 58
percent were Hispanic and 29 percent were white. The Central Coast area
had over 100,000 young children; 54 percent were Hispanic and 38 percent
were white.

The northern and eastern regions of the state had much smaller
populations and tended to have higher proportions of whites. In the North
State and Sierra East regions, there were roughly 47,000 and 6,000 young
children, respectively; 68 percent were white and about 20 percent were
Hispanic. These were the only regions with substantial shares of Native
Americans, at 4 and 6 percent. The Gold Country had almost 32,000 young
children, of whom 78 percent were white and 14 percent were Hispanic. (See
Appendix C for racial/ethnic populations by county.)

The share of the population comprised of young children varies by
region. Statewide, 8.9 percent of all Californians were aged zero to five
(Table 2.3), but the Central Valley and Inland Empire regions had larger
than average shares of young children, while the Sierra East and Gold
Country regions had smaller than average shares.

Table 2.3
Percentage of Children Ages Five and Under, by Region

Percentage
California 8.9
North State 7.1
Sierra East 6.2
Sacramento 9.0
Gold Country 6.8
Central Valley 10.3
Central Coast 8.0
S.F. Bay Area 7.8
Los Angeles 9.4
Inland Empire 9.9
San Diego 8.6

Source: Authors’ calculations from the Census 2000, Summary File 1.
Note: See Appendix A for definitions of regions.
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Population Trends and Projections

This section begins with a description of trends in the young child
population by race and ethnicity. We then describe trends for the ten CCFC
regions and the regions based on low-performing schools. We also describe
the foreign-born status of children and families.

The young child population in California showed strong growth,
increasing from 2 million in 1980 to 3 million in 2000 and a projected 4.1
million in 2020 (see Figure 2.1). During the 1980s, the young child
population grew faster than the overall population. As a result, young
children as a share of the population grew from 8.6 to 9.9 percent between
1980 and 1990. The share of young children declined to 8.9 percent in 2000.

For young children, the rise in population from 1990 to 1994 stands
out, particularly for Hispanics. The timing of this population increase
suggests that it was related to the Immigration Reform and Control Act
(IRCA) of 1986, which granted legal status to undocumented immigrants
living and working in the United States. Following IRCA, many spouses
joined newly legalized immigrants in California which appears to have led to
temporary growth in the Hispanic fertility rate and thus a rise in the young
child population (Cornelius, 1989)." The young child population declined in
the late 1990s largely as a result of a decline in the number of white children.

*Johnson, Hill, and Heim (2001) report a rise in the total fertility rate of foreign-born
Hispanics between 1987 and 1991.



Figure 2.1
Population Trends for Children Ages Five and Under

O African
American

O Asian

Millions
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Source: Authors’ calculations based on California Department of Finance estimates
and projections, adjusted by 2000 Census estimates (see Appendix B).

Notes: Chart shows groups in the order indicated in the legend. Native Americans
are represented by the thickness of the black line at the top of the chart.

The racial/ethnic mix of the young child population has changed
considerably over the last two decades, and this trend is expected to continue.
In 1980, the largest group (53 percent) was white. By 2000, the number of
young white children had actually declined, and the white share of the young
child population dropped to 32 percent. This decline is attributed both to the
aging of the "baby-boom" generation out of childbearing years and to
migration to other states. Over the next two decades, the number of young
white children is expected to stay fairly steady, but the share of the young
child population is expected to fall to 25 percent. In contrast, the young
Hispanic child population has grown substantially. That share, which
increased from 32 percent in 1980 to 48 percent in 2000, is expected to reach
57 percent in 2020. The Asian child population also shows a strong growth
trend; in 2000, Asian children were the third largest group, at 9 percent.
That share is expected to rise in the next two decades. Growth in the
Hispanic and Asian young child population was primarily the result of births
to the relatively young immigrant population in both groups.’

The numbers of African American and Native American young
children have not changed substantially in the last two decades and are
expected to stay fairly stable through 2020. However, growth in the Hispanic

* See Johnson, Hill and Heim (2001) for a description of fertility patterns in California.
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and Asian populations has reduced the share of the African American and
Native American young child populations. Between 1980 and 2020, the
African American share is expected to decline from 9 to 6 percent, while the
Native American share is projected to drop from 0.7 to 0.4 percent.

Most of the major regions of California show a strong growth trend in
the number of young children between 1980 and 2020 (see Figure 2.2). Like
the state as a whole, most regions show particularly strong growth in the
early 1990s and some decline in the late 1990s. For most regions, the
number of white children is expected to stay fairly stable over the next 20
years while the numbers of Hispanic and Asian children are expected to
grow. By 2020, Hispanics are expected to be the largest group in seven of the
ten major regions. The Los Angeles area shows the largest bulge in the
young child population in the early 1990s; as noted earlier, this growth is
probably the result of high fertility rates among young immigrant families
following IRCA. There was also a substantial out-migration from Los
Angeles to other regions and other states in the 1990s. The Central Coast,
the Central Valley, and the Inland Empire also show strong effects of
immigration. In 2020, the share of young Hispanic children is expected to be
over 60 percent in each of these regions. The San Francisco Bay Area shows
the strongest growth in the Asian population. In 2020, one in four young
children in this region are expected to be Asian; 38 percent are expected to be
Hispanic, and 28 percent are expected to be white.

Three regions stand out from the others. In the Gold Country, the
young child population grew substantially during the 1980s but showed little
growth over the 1990s. The child population is expected to grow, primarily
fueled by growth in the number of white children. In 2020, white children
are expected to make up 78 percent of the child population. In the North
region, there was growth in the number of children between 1980 and 1990
but then substantial decline by 2000. The population is expected to grow by
2020, with the Hispanic share increasing to 25 percent and the Asian share
increasing to 7 percent. In the Sierra East region, the young child population
grew moderately in the 1980s but then declined by an even larger margin in
the 1990s, primarily due to a shrinking number of young white children in
the region. The child population is expected to grow in the next 20 years,
especially among white and Hispanic children. By 2020, Hispanic children
are expected to make up 33 percent of the child population. (See Appendix C
for population trends by counties.)
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As Figure 2.3 indicates, counties with low-performing schools tend to
have a higher proportion of Hispanic children and a lower proportion of white
and Asian children. (See Appendix A for a description of regions based on
low-performing schools.) In Los Angeles County, the largest of the counties
with low-performing schools, the young child population in 2000 was over 60
percent Hispanic and less than 20 percent white. In other counties with low
performing schools, young children were more than half Hispanic and about
one-third white. In the remainder of counties, young children were over 43
percent white, 36 percent Hispanic, and 15 percent Asian. The racial/ethnic
make-up of low-performing schools does not imply any causal link between
race/ethnicity and test scores. Studies by the California Department of

Figure 2.3
Population Trends for Regions by School Performance (thousands)

1,200 1,500
Los Angeles County

Counties with Low
Performing Schools

900
600 -
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400
200 | 300
0 I I I 1 O
80 20 00 10 20 80 Q0 00 10 20
2,000
All Other Counties O African
1500 | American
O Asian
1,000 -
B Hispanic
500
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Source: Authors’ calculations based on California Department of Finance estimates
and projections, adjusted by 2000 Census estimates, see Appendix B.

Notes: Regions defined by elementary school performance in county. See Appendix
A. Chart shows groups in the order indicated in the legend. Native Americans are

represented by the thickness of the black line at the top of the chart.
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Education show a strong relationship between low-performing schools and
socio-economic disadvantage.®

In 1999, very few (3.4 percent) of the state’s children age five or under
were foreign-born (see Table 2.3). However, nearly half of all young children
had at least one foreign-born parent. This share increased substantially--
from 37 percent to 47 percent-- between 1980 and 1990 and increased
modestly (to 49 percent) in 1999. In the Los Angeles region, 63 percent of
children had at least one foreign-born parent. In the San Francisco Bay
Area, San Diego, and the Central Valley, roughly 45 percent of young
children had a foreign-born parent. In Sacramento and the Inland Empire,
about 30 percent of young children had a foreign-born parent. (The dataset
used for this analysis was too small to include other regions.) The share of
young children in families with a foreign-born head showed the same trend,
growing from 31 percent in 1980 to 45 percent in 1999.

Table 2.3
Percentage of Foreign-Born Residents: Trends and Regional
Differences

Child Either Parent Family Head

Statewide, 1980 5.6 36.7 31.1
Statewide, 1990 6.0 46.8 41.6
Statewide, 1999 3.4 49.2 44.7
Regions, 1999

Sacramento Area <1 30 28

SF Bay Area 5 46 40

Central Valley 6 45 40

Los Angeles Area 4 63 59

Inland Empire 1 31 29

San Diego County 2 44 37

Source: Authors’ calculations from Census (1980, 1990), March CPS (1998-2000).
Notes: For regions not shown, the CPS sample was not large enough to calculate reliable statistics.
See Appendix A for definitions of regions.

® For recent reports on this topic, see the California Department of Education website at
http://www.cde.ca.gov/psaa/apiresearch.htm.
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3. Family Life

This chapter provides a statistical portrait of the family life of young
children in California. We describe the marital status of parents, their
workforce participation, residential mobility, and births to teens.

Family Structure

The share of young children living with married parents declined from
78 percent in 1980 to 74 percent in 1990 (see Table 3.1). By 1999, that figure
stood at 70 percent while another 5 percent of young children lived with an
unmarried but partnered parent.” In that same year, 19 percent of young
children lived with a single mother. The share of young children who lived
with a single father was 3 percent. About 2 percent of young children lived
with a relative but not a parent, and 1 percent lived with a non-relative.

Table 3.1
Family Structure: Trends, and Regional Differences (percentage)

Married  Partnered Single  Single Other Non-
Parent Parent Mother Father Relative relative
Statewide, 1980 77.9 14.8 2.7 3.0 1.6
Statewide, 1990 73.5 4.5 154 24 1.9 2.3
Statewide, 1999 69.8 4.7 19.3 2.7 2.3 1.3
Regions, 1999
Sacramento Area 61 5 29 2 2 1
SF Bay Area 77 3 15 2 1 1
Central Valley 66 5 23 3 2 1
Los Angeles Area 72 4 18 2 3 1
Inland Empire 66 8 18 6 1 1
San Diego County 62 7 22 5 2 1

Source: Authors’ calculations from Census (1980, 1990) and March CPS (1998-2000).

Note: "Married parent” families include families with one biological parent and one step-
parent. The CPS survey does not include children living in institutional settings. For regions
not shown, the CPS sample was not large enough to calculate reliable statistics. See Appendix
A for definitions of regions.

" For heads of households, the CPS allows respondents to identify "unmarried partners.” Reported statistics
combine same sex and opposite sex domestic partnerships. The CPS does not identify whether the
unmarried partner isthe biological or adoptive parent of children in the household. Survey data from other
sources suggest that the CPS measure of domestic partnerships may be too low (Casper, Cohen, and
Simmons, 1999). The 1990 Census has similar information on domestic partnerships. The 1980 Census
does not include information on domestic partnerships.
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Of the major regions, the San Francisco Bay Area had the highest
share (77 percent) of young children living with married parents. San Diego
County and the Sacramento region had the lowest share at just over 61
percent. In each of the major regions, the vast majority of children who did
not live with married parents lived with a single mother. Interestingly, San
Diego County and the Inland Empire had relatively large shares of children
living with single fathers (5 and 6 percent, respectively). Likewise, these
regions also had higher shares of children living with partnered parents.

Table 3.2
Family Structure by Race/Ethnicity (percentage)

Married  Partnered Single  Single Other Non-

Parent Parent Mother Father Relative relative
1999
White 77 5 14 2 2 1
Hispanic, F -born 71 6 18 2 2 1
Hispanic, U.S.-born 56 6 29 4 2 2
Asian F.-born 84 0 9 4 2 1
African American 28 5 59 3 3 3
1990
White 81 3 11 2 1 2
Hispanic, F.-born 71 5 10 4 4 6
Hispanic, U.S.-born 67 7 18 3 2 3
Asian F.-born 89 1 5 2 2 2
Asian U.S.-born 88 1 7 2 1 1
Southeast Asian 80 1 12 1 2 3
African American 39 6 43 3 5 3
Native American 58 9 24 3 3 2

Source: Authors’ calculations from Census (1990) and March CPS (1998-2000).

Note: The table does not show 1999 levels for groups for whom the CPS sample was too small to
calculate reliable statistics. Foreign-born groupings are based on the family head. Southeast
Asians are included with other Asians for 1999 but separated for 1990.

The share of young children living with married parents varied
substantially by race/ethnicity and foreign-born status. For young Asian and
white children, the proportion of living with married parents was close to 80
percent in 1999 (see Table 3.2). For families with foreign-born Hispanic
heads, the share was 71 percent. In families headed by U.S.-born Hispanics,
56 percent of young children lived with married parents and 29 percent lived
with a single mother. Less than 30 percent of African American young
children lived with married parents while almost 60 percent lived with a
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single mother. In 1990, 58 percent of Native American children lived with
married parents and 24 percent lived with a single mother.

Adult Workforce Participation

There are many ways to measure workforce participation depending on
the definition of part-time work. We divide adults into three groups based on
work participation in the previous year: those who worked very little or not at
all (under 200 hours), those who worked a substantial amount but not close
to full time (200-1,499 hours), and those who worked at least 1,500 hours.

We chose 1,500 hours because it represents three-quarter-time work. For
example, a person who worked full-time (i.e., 40 hours) for 37.5 weeks worked
1,500 hours. To meet the work requirements under the CalWorks welfare
program, single parents must work 32 hours per week. With two weeks of
vacation, this requirement translates to 1,600 hours annually.

Most fathers and more than half of mothers of young children in
California worked outside the home. Thirty-five percent of children living
with single mothers in 1999 had mothers who worked at least 1,500 hours.
Another 25 percent of these children had mothers who worked at least 200
hours that year (see Figure 3.1). For about 41 percent of children with single
mothers, the mothers worked less than 200 hours in 1999. The comparable
figure for such mothers in 1989 was 57 percent. This decline is likely due, in
part, to CalWorks program rules requiring work participation.® Compared to
children with single mothers, children with married mothers were more
likely to have mothers who worked less than 200 hours in 1999. For children
with married mothers, the proportion with a mother working at least 1,500
hours rose from 20 percent in 1979 to 34 percent in 1999.

For children living with single fathers, there has been a growing trend
in fathers’ workforce participation, with the share working at least 1,500
hours growing from 60 to 78 percent. The share of children with fathers
working less than 200 hours fell from 16 to 9 percent between 1979 and 1999.
Children with married fathers were the group most likely to have a working
father: 86 percent had a father working at least 1,500 hours in 1999, and only
5 percent of children had a father working less than 200 hours.

*For CalWorks program information, see the Department of Social Services website at
http://www.dss.cahwnet.gov/getinfo/policypro.html.
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Figure 3.1
Percentage of Children with Parents Participating in the Workforce,
by Annual Hours of Work, 1979-1999
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Source: Authors’ calculations from March CPS (1979-1980, 1989-1990, 1999-2000).

The youngest children were less likely to have a mother working
outside the home. For children under two, 52 percent of those with single
mothers and 46 percent of those with married mothers had mothers who
worked less than 200 hours in 1999 (see Figure 3.2). For these youngest
children, only 24 percent with single mothers and 33 percent with married
mothers had a mother who worked at least 1,500 hours. For children age

four to five, almost 40 percent had mothers working at least 1,500 hours for
both single and married mothers.’

° Calculations of maternal workforce participation by child age are generally based on the age
of the youngest child. Because we are interested in the family life of children, we calculate
statistics for each young child in the family.
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Figure 3.2
Percentage of Children with Mothers Participating in the Workforce,
by Age of Child, 1999
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Source: Authors’ calculations from March CPS (1998-2000).

In four of the six major regions, 48 to 58 percent of children with single
mothers had mothers who worked less than 200 hours in 1999 (see Table 3.3).
In five of the regions, 22 to 32 percent of these children had mothers who
worked 1,500 hours or more. In the San Francisco Bay Area, 55 percent of
children with single mothers had mothers who worked at least 1,500 hours
and only 31 percent had mothers that worked less than 200 hours. Between
32 and 41 percent of children with married mothers had mothers who worked
at least 1,500 hours in five of the six regions. In the Central Valley, the
share was only 24 percent. The workforce participation of married fathers
did not vary as substantially: 79 to 89 percent of children with married
fathers had a father working at least 1,500 hours. There were too few single-
father families to calculate reliable statistics by region.
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Table 3.3
Parental Workforce Participation by Family Type
and Region, 1999 (percentage)

<200 200-1499 1500+
Hours Hours Hours
Single Mothers
Sacramento Area 36 42 22
SF Bay Area 31 14 55
Central Valley 55 20 25
Los Angeles Area 48 19 32
Inland Empire 58 17 25
San Diego County 56 20 24
Married Mothers
Sacramento Area 39 20 41
SF Bay Area 48 19 32
Central Valley 52 24 24
Los Angeles Area 48 18 35
Inland Empire 44 15 41
San Diego County 43 17 40
Married Fathers
Sacramento Area 12 9 80
SF Bay Area 3 9 88
Central Valley 4 17 79
Los Angeles Area 4 7 89
Inland Empire 8 5 87
San Diego County 2 10 87

Source: Authors’ calculations from March CPS (1998-2000).

Note: Single father sample was too small to calculate reliable regional statistics.
For regions not shown, the CPS sample was not large enough to calculate reliable
statistics. See Appendix A for definitions of regions.

As Table 3.4 indicates, among children with single mothers, white
children had the largest share of mothers working at least 1,500 hours (38
percent) and the smallest share with mothers working less than 200 hours
(36 percent). For Hispanics and African Americans, the share with a mother
working less than 200 hours was about half. Among children with married
mothers, Hispanic children in families with foreign-born heads had the
highest share of mothers working less than 200 hours (57 percent) and those
in families with U.S.-born heads had the lowest share (37 percent). For
children with married fathers, for all groups shown, 80 to 90 percent had
fathers who worked at least 1,500 hours.
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Table 3.4
Parental Work Participation by Family Type and Race/Ethnicity

(percentage)
<200 200-1499 1500+ Avg.
Hours Hours Hours Hours in
in 1999 in 1999 in 1999 1989
Single Mothers

White 36 25 38 880
Hispanic, foreign-born 50 17 33 842
Hispanic, U.S.-born 49 22 28 675
Asian, foreign-born 879
Asian, U.S.-born 1050
Southeast Asian 196
African American 49 25 26 605
Native American 570

Married Mothers
White 43 21 36 840
Hispanic, foreign-born 57 17 26 540
Hispanic, U.S.-born 37 22 41 802
Asian, foreign-born 46 16 38 663
Asian, U.S.-born 1165
Southeast Asian 442
African American 1078
Native American 829

Married Fathers
White 4 6 90 2191
Hispanic, foreign-born 3 13 84 1727
Hispanic, U.S.-born 5 10 85 1901
Asian, foreign-born 10 10 80 1766
Asian, U.S.-born 2053
Southeast Asian 866
African American 1850
Native American 1941

Source: Authors’ calculations from March CPS (1998-2000) and the Census (1990).
Notes: The table does not show 1999 levels for groups for whom the CPS sample
was too small to calculate reliable statistics. Foreign-born groupings are based on
the family head. The single father sample in the CPS was too small to calculate
reliable statistics for all groups. Southeast Asians are included with other Asians
for 1999 but separated for 1990.

Because of the small size of the CPS sample, we need to rely on 1990
Census data to estimate parental workforce participation for many groups
(final column, Table 3.4). For Asian children, those in families with U.S.-
born heads had substantially higher average maternal work hours than did
white children. However, Southeast Asians had particularly low workforce
participation. Among Southeast Asians, for children with married fathers,
the average annual hours worked was less than 900. For Native Americans,
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workforce participation was similar to that of whites; the exception was the
case of children with single mothers, for whom workforce participation was
lower among Native Americans.

Childcare cost, quality, and availability are important factors related
to trends and differences in adult workforce participation. In this study, we
do not cover childcare topics because PPIC has forthcoming research on that
subject and the CCFC has a recent survey of childcare in the state.

Residential Mobility

In 2000, about one-fourth of all young children moved households in
the previous year. For low-income children, the share that moved was close
to one-third (see Figure 3.3).” Residential mobility for young children varies

Figure 3.3
Percentage of Young Children who Moved in the
Previous Year, 1981-2000
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Source: Authors’ calculations from March CPS (1981-2000).

Notes: Information refers to moving in the previous year. For 1987 and earlier,
children are categorized by the mobility status of their mothers due to the nature of the
survey question. In all years, children under one are categorized by the mobility status
of their mothers. We use mobility status of fathers for children not living with their
mothers. The CPS survey does not contain comparable mobility information in 1985.

* See Chapter 5 for the definition of "low-income" used in this study.
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significantly from year to year, but the general trend has been downward
over the last two decades. In 1981, the share that had moved in the previous
year was 30 percent for all young children and over 40 percent for low-income
children.

Children from all regions of California were highly mobile in the late
1990s, especially children in low-income families (see Table 3.5). Of the
major regions, San Diego County had children with the highest mobility, with
34 percent of young children having moved in the previous year. (The figure
for low-income children was 45 percent.)

Table 3.5
Percentage of Children Who Moved in 1999, by Region

Low-

All income

children children
Sacramento Area 30 37
SF Bay Area 20 25
Central Valley 25 32
Los Angeles Area 23 28
Inland Empire 27 37
San Diego County 34 45

Sources: Authors’ calculations from March CPS (1998-2000).
Notes: See notes to Figure 3.3. For regions not shown, the CPS sample was not
large enough to calculate reliable statistics. See Appendix A for definitions of regions.

Residential mobility was particularly high for African American
children in 1999; 34 percent had moved in the previous year (48 percent of
low-income African American children). However, data from the 1990
Census provides a somewhat different measure of mobility--movement in the
previous five years--and showed a particularly high level of residential
mobility for foreign-born Asian and Hispanic children (Table 3.6, final
column).
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Table 3.6
Percentage of Children Who Moved by Race/Ethnicity

Low
All income All
children children children,
(1999) (1999) 1990

White 23 37 73
Hispanic, foreign-born 26 29 82
Hispanic, U.S.-born 28 32 69
Asian, foreign-born 25 89
Asian, U.S.-born 72
Southeast Asian 82
African American 34 48 70
Native American 69

Sources: Authors’ calculations from Census (1990) and March CPS (1998-2000).
Notes: Information for 1999 refers to moving in the previous year. Information
for 1990 refers to mother moving since 1985. See notes to Figure 3.3. The table
does not show 1999 levels for groups for whom the CPS sample was too small to
calculate reliable statistics. Foreign-born groupings are based on the family
head. Southeast Asians are included with other Asians for 1999 but separated
for 1990.

Births to Teenage Mothers

The typical measure of births to teenage mothers is the "teen birth
rate” which is generally defined as the number of births per 1,000 women
ages 15 to 19. The teen birth rate in California was roughly 60 births per
1,000 teen women in the late 1990s (Johnson, Hill, and Heim, 2001). For this
report, we are interested in the characteristics of the families of young
children. Therefore, we measure the share of births to teen mothers as a
percentage of all births. For populations that have a high proportion of
women ages 15-19, the share of births to teen mothers may be high even
when the teen birth rate is not particularly high. Readers should keep in
mind that the trends and racial/ethnic differences reported here are
indicative of the families of young children and not the conditions of
teenagers.

In 1999, 11 percent of all births in California were to teen mothers,
with 4 percent to young women ages 15 to 17 and 7 percent to young women
ages 18 and 19 (see Figure 3.4). The percentage of births to teen mothers has
been fairly stable over the last decade, showing a slight increase in the early
1990s and a slight decline in the late 1990s. Many teen mothers were
married at the time of their children’s births. In 1999, 32 percent of births to
women ages 15 tol7 were to married women; the corresponding figure for
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women ages 18 and 19 was 43 percent. By comparison, 72 percent of births
to women ages 20 and older were to married women.

Figure 3.4
Percentage of Births that Were to Teenage Mothers, 1989-1999
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Source: Authors’ calculations from Vital Statistics Birth Records, 1989-1999.

In nine of the ten regions of California, the share of births to mothers
age 15 to 17 was 5 percent or less (see Table 3.7). In the Central Valley, the
share was 7 percent. In all regions, a substantial share of births to women of
this age was to married women. The Sierra East had the highest share to
married women at 54 percent; the Central Valley had the lowest share at 26
percent. The share of births to women ages 18 to 19 ranged from a low of 5
percent in the San Francisco Bay Area to a high of 11 percent in the Central
Valley.
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Table 3.7
Percentage of Births to Teenage Mothers by Region, 1999

Ages 15-17 Ages 18-19
Share Share

As a to As a to

share of married share of married

births mothers births mothers
North State 5 46 10 55
Sierra East 3 54 9 45
Sacramento 5 33 8 41
Gold Country 3 36 6 45
Central Valley 7 26 11 39
Central Coast 4 44 8 55
S.F. Bay Area 3 40 5 49
Los Angeles 4 33 7 40
Inland Empire 5 28 9 42
San Diego County 4 37 7 51

Source: Authors’ calculations from Vital Statistics Birth Records, 1999.
Notes: See Appendix A for definitions of regions.

Foreign-born Asians had a very small share of births to women ages 15
to 17, less than 1 percent (see Table 3.8). For Southeast Asians and whites,
the share was 2 percent. (Most teen births to Southeast Asian women were
to married women.) For U.S.-born Hispanics, the share was 10 percent, and
only 29 percent of these were to married women. Births to women ages 18
and 19 were also particularly low for foreign-born Asian women (2 percent)
and high for foreign-born Hispanic women (14 percent)."

* See Johnson, Hill, and Heim (2001) for teenage birth rates by race and ethnicity.
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Table 3.8
Percentage of Births to Teenage Mothers by Race/Ethnicity, 1999

Ages 15-17 Ages 18-19
Share Share

As a to As a to

share of married share of married

births mothers births mothers
White 2 31 5 45

Hispanic, foreign-

born 4 43 6 52
Hispanic, U.S.-born 10 29 14 38
Asian, foreign-born 1 32 2 48
Asian, U.S.-born 5 34 8 42
Southeast Asian 2 61 4 84
African American 6 23 10 29
Native American 7 35 12 36

Source: Authors’ calculations from Vital Statistics Birth Records, 1999.
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4. Parental Education

This chapter describes education levels for parents of children ages five
and under. The earliest educators of young children are their family
members. Parental education is strongly associated with a child’s
educational achievement (Manski et al., 1992). Early childhood development
programs also contribute to educational achievement. However, in this study
we do not investigate preschool, kindergarten, or other educational conditions
for young children. The Public Policy Institute of California will publish
studies of these topics in the coming year, and the California Children and
Families Commission has recently fielded a survey of these topics.

Maternal Education

In 1999, roughly 30 percent of births in California were to women who
had not completed 12 years of schooling, the usual time required for a high
school diploma.” This figure has fallen from its peak of 35 percent in 1992 to
30 percent in 1999 (see Figure 4.1). Seventy percent of these births were to
foreign-born women.

Figure 4.1
Percentage of Births to Women with Less than 12 Years of Schooling,
1989-1999
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Source: Authors’ calculations from Vital Statistics Birth Records, 1989-1999.

“ By way of comparison, 26 percent of women ages 20 to 45 have less than 12 years of
education. Fertility rates tend to be higher than average among women with low levels of
education; as a result, their share of births tends to exceed their share of the population.
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In the Gold Country, the share of births to women with less than 12
years of schooling was relatively low at only 11 percent (see Table 4.1). In the
Sierra East and the San Francisco Bay Area, the share was 20 percent. At
the other extreme--in Los Angeles, the Central Coast, and the Central Valley-
-the shares were between 35 and 40 percent. (See Appendix C for county-
level statistics.)

Table 4.1
Percentage of Births to Women with Less than 12 Years of Schooling,
1999

Percentage of
overall births

North State 24
Sierra East 21
Sacramento 26
Gold Country 11
Central Valley 39
Central Coast 38
S.F. Bay Area 20
Los Angeles 35
Inland Empire 31
San Diego 25

Source: Authors’ calculations from Vital Statistics Birth Records, 1999.

In most regions, the majority of births to women with less than 12
years of schooling were to foreign-born women. However, in the Sierra East,
57 percent of these births were to U.S.-born women. In the North and the
Gold Country, more than 65 percent of these births were to U.S.-born women.

For whites and Asians, about 10 percent of births were to women with
less than 12 years of schooling (see Table 4.2). For African Americans, the
share was 18 percent; for Southeast Asians, 23 percent. Hispanics had the
highest share of births to women with less than 12 years of schooling. The
share for U.S.-born Hispanics was 30 percent; for foreign-born Hispanics, the
share was more than 63 percent.
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Table 4.2
Percentage of Births to Women with Less than 12 Years of Schooling
by Race/Ethnicity, 1999

As a
share of

births
White 8
Hispanic, foreign-born 63
Hispanic, U.S.-born 30
Asian, foreign-born 8
Asian, U.S.-born 9
Southeast Asian 23
African American 18
Native American 28

Source: Authors’ calculations from Vital Statistics Birth Records, 1999.

Paternal Education

Unlike information on maternal education, information on paternal
education is not available on birth records. We therefore use survey data to
measure the percentage of young children with fathers who have not
completed high school. In these measures, we consider only fathers who live
with children ages five and under. Statewide, 28 percent of young children
had fathers who lacked a high school diploma in 1999. This share has
increased slightly over the last two decades from 26 percent in 1980 (see
Table 4.3). Regionally, the share of children with fathers without a high
school diploma went from a low of 14 percent in the San Francisco Bay Area
to a high of 38 percent in the Central Valley. In the Los Angeles region, 34
percent of children had fathers who had not completed high school.
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Table 4.3
Trends and Regional Differences in Paternal Education
(percentage of children)

Less than
HS Bachelor's
diploma or more
Statewide, 1980 25.6 22.8
Statewide, 1990 26.6 24.3
Statewide, 1999 27.7 24.8
Regions, 1999
Sacramento Area 22 14
SF Bay Area 14 41
Central Valley 38 17
Los Angeles Area 34 25
Inland Empire 29 9
San Diego County 19 28

Source: Authors’ calculations from Census (1980, 1990) and March CPS (1998-2000).
Notes: Calculations are based on children living with their fathers. In 1980, the
Census reported years of completed schooling. For 1980, Table 4.1 shows the
percentage not completing 12 years and the percentage completing 16 or more years.
For regions not shown, the CPS sample was not large enough to calculate reliable
statistics. See Appendix A for definitions of regions.

Hispanic fathers of young children had the lowest levels of paternal
educational attainment. Among Hispanic children with fathers born in the
United States, the share of fathers who had not completed high school was 28
percent; for children with foreign-born Hispanic fathers, that share was 64
percent. For the other three major racial/ethnic groups, less than 10 percent
of young children had fathers who had not completed high school.

There was significant variation in the proportions of young children
whose fathers had completed a bachelor’s degree. Among African Americans,
that figure was 26 percent; for whites, the figure was 38 percent; and for
Asians, the figure was 50 percent and higher. The high figure for Asians
masks substantial variation among subgroups. Information from 1990 shows
that less than 13 percent of young Asian children had fathers who lacked a
high school diploma; but the corresponding figure among Southeast Asians
was 47 percent.
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Table 4.4
Paternal Education by Race/Ethnicity (percentage of children)

Less than Less than
HS Bachelors’ HS
diploma or more diploma
1999 1999 1990
White 5 38 9
Hispanic, foreign-born 64 4 74
Hispanic, U.S.-born 28 9 54
Asian, foreign-born 8 50 13
Asian, U.S.-born 11
Southeast Asian 47
African American 8 26 14
Native American 23

Sources: Authors’ calculations from Census (1990) and March CPS (1998-2000).

Notes: Calculations are based on children living with their fathers. The table does not
show 1999 levels for groups for whom the CPS sample was too small to calculate
reliable statistics. Foreign-born groupings are based on the family head. Southeast
Asians are included with other Asians for 1999 but separated for 1990.
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5. Economic Conditions

This chapter describes economic conditions in the families of young
children in California. We measure the share of children who are in poor and
low-income families, the median incomes for families with young children,
and the share of those families that receive public assistance.

Poverty and Low Income

The poverty rate is the percentage of people who live in families with
incomes below a threshold set by the federal government. In 2000, the
threshold for a family of four was $17,463. In 1999, 21 percent of young
children in California were poor by this definition (see Figure 5.1, black line).
In recent years, the poverty rate for young children has fallen from a high of
32 percent in 1994 to 21 percent in 1999. However, the 1999 rate still
exceeds the poverty rate for young children in 1979, which was 18 percent.

Figure 5.1
Percentage of Children in Poor and Low-Income Families, 1979-1999

60

o 40 N g

3

§ 30 PN

2 _J/\/\/\/\/ \P’oh
10
O I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I

79 8 8 8 8 8 91 93 9 97 99
Source: Authors’ calculations from March CPS (1980-2000).

The official definition of poverty has been criticized because it does not
account for regional prices and income needs. To supplement this measure of
poverty, we measured the share of children in low-income families using 75
percent of median income in California as the low-income threshold. We
chose this income level because it is the standard for eligibility for childcare
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subsidies in the state.” By this measure, 44 percent of young children were
in low-income families in 1999 (see Figure 5.1, gray line). This rate was
lower than that in the peak year of 1994 but higher than the 1979 rate.

Regionally, the young child poverty rate in 1999 ranged from a low of 9
percent in the San Francisco Bay Area to a high of 40 percent in the Central
Valley (see Table 5.1). The share of young children in low-income families
followed a similar regional pattern, with a low of 24 percent in the San
Francisco Bay Area and a high of 60 percent in the Central Valley. In Los
Angeles County, the largest county with low-performing schools, the poverty
rate was 32 percent and the low-income rate was 52 percent. Other counties
with low-performing schools had similar poverty and low-income levels. For
all other counties, the poverty rate was substantially lower (17 percent), as
was the low-income rate (36 percent).

Table 5.1
Percentage of Children in Poor and Low-Income Families by Region,
1999
Poor Low-income

Regions

Sacramento Area 31 53

SF Bay Area 9 24

Central Valley 40 60

Los Angeles Area 27 a7

Inland Empire 23 45

San Diego County 26 46
School-based regions

LA County 32 52

Low-performing 32 54

All other counties 17 36

Sources: Authors’ calculations from March CPS (1998-2000).
Notes: For regions not shown, the CPS sample was not large enough to
calculate reliable statistics. See Appendix A for definitions of regions.

In 1999, white and Asian children had the lowest poverty rates at
almost 13 percent. African American and Hispanic children had poverty
rates of 30 percent and higher. Low-income rates in 1999 show essentially
the same pattern. In 1989, almost half of Southeast Asian children were
poor. The foreign-born Hispanic poverty rate was also very high at 44
percent. Income data from the Census are not directly comparable to data

® For consistency over time, we calculate the threshold in each year using the median
presented later in this chapter. See Appendix B for methodological details.
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from the CPS, and the columns of Table 5.2 should not be interpreted as
reflecting a change in poverty and low-income during the 1990s.

Table 5.2
Percentage of Children in Poor and Low-Income Families by
Race/Ethnicity

Poor Low-income Poor Low-income

1999 1999 1989 1989
White 13 27 11 27
Hispanic, foreign-born 39 68 44 68
Hispanic, U.S.-born 30 50 28 54
Asian, foreign-born 12 25 21 42
Asian, U.S.-born 9 23
Southeast Asian 49 62
African American 38 58 37 60
Native American 28 54

Sources: Authors’ calculations from Census (1990) and March CPS (1998-2000).

Notes: Income data for 1989 are not directly comparable to data for 1999. The table does not
show 1999 levels for groups for whom the CPS sample was too small to calculate reliable
statistics. Foreign-born groupings are based on the family head. Southeast Asians are
included with other Asians for 1999 but separated for 1990.

Median Income for Families with Young Children

Median income for families with young children has improved from a
low of less than $29,000 in 1994 to just over $34,000 in 1999 (see Figure 5.2).
However, the 1999 figure was lower than the inflation-adjusted medians for
1989 ($38,000) and 1979 ($39,000).
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Figure 5.2
Median Income for Families with Young Children, 1979-1999
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Source: Authors’ calculations from March CPS (1980-2000).

Notes: The median is the level of income at which half of children live in
families with higher income and half of children live in families with lower
income. Income reported in inflation-adjusted 1999 dollars. Income
adjusted for family size. See Appendix B for details.

In 1999, the San Francisco Bay Area had the highest median income
for families with young children at almost $62,000 (see Table 5.3). In other
regions, the median was about half of that or less. The Central Valley had
the lowest median at $22,000. (See Appendix C for estimates of per capita
and median income by county.)

Table 5.3
Median Income for Families with Young Children by Region, 1999

Median
Sacramento Area 25,748
SF Bay Area 61,791
Central Valley 21,739
Los Angeles Area 30,604
Inland Empire 34,050
San Diego County 30,279

Sources: Authors’ calculations from March CPS (1998-2000).

Notes: See notes to Figure 5.2. For regions not shown, the CPS sample was not
large enough to calculate reliable statistics. See Appendix A for definitions of
regions.
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A comparison of the major racial and ethnic groups shows that young
white children had the highest median family incomes at over $56,500 in
1999 (see Table 5.4). Foreign-born Hispanics had the lowest median at just
under $20,500. For 1989, when information is available at a more detailed
level, we see that Southeast Asians had the lowest median of less than
$18,500. Income data from the Census are not directly comparable to data
from the CPS, and the columns of Table 5.4 should not be interpreted as
showing an increase in median income during the 1990s.

Table 5.4
Median Income for Families with Young Children by Race/Ethnicity

Median Median

1999 1989
White 56,594 54,824
Hispanic, foreign-born 20,492 19,130
Hispanic, U.S.-born 29,757 27,505
Asian, foreign-born 49,740 37,955
Asian, U.S.-born 56,372
Southeast Asian 18,438
African American 26,234 21,442
Native American 29,963

Sources: Authors' calculations from the Census (1990) and March CPS (1998-2000).

Notes: See notesto Figure 5.2. Income data for 1989 are not directly comparable to data for
1999. The table does not show 1999 levels for groups for whom the CPS sample was too small to
calculate reliable statistics. Foreign-born groupings are based on the family head. Southeast
Asians are included with other Asians for 1999 but separated for 1990.

Public Assistance

Over the last two decades, the share of young children living in
families that received public assistance fluctuated between 14 and 21 percent
(see Figure 5.3). In the late 1990s, the share fell from over 20 percent to 12
percent, the lowest level in the last 20 years. The recent decline in public
assistance use reflects both welfare reform and the strength of the economy
(MaCurdy et al., 2000).
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Figure 5.3
Percentage of Young Children in Families Receiving Public
Assistance, 1979-1999
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Sources: Authors’ calculations from March CPS (1980-2000).

In Sacramento and the Central Valley, roughly one-fourth of young
children were in families receiving public assistance in 1999 (see Table 5.5).
In the Los Angeles area and the Inland Empire, only 11 percent of young
children were in families that received public assistance; in the San Francisco
Bay Area, less than 5 percent did. In San Diego County, the figure was 16
percent.

Table 5.5
Percentage of Young Children in Families Receiving Public
Assistance by Region

Public Asst.

(%)
Sacramento Area 26
SF Bay Area 4
Central Valley 23
Los Angeles Area 11
Inland Empire 11
San Diego County 16

Sources: Authors’ calculations from March CPS (1998-2000).
Notes: For regions not shown, the CPS sample was not large enough to
calculate reliable statistics. See Appendix A for definitions of regions.

-38-



There were substantial differences in public assistance use across the
major racial/ethnic groups (see Table 5.6). Almost 30 percent of young
African American children were in families that received public assistance in
1999. For young children in families headed by a U.S.-born Hispanic, the
share was 19 percent; for those headed by a foreign-born Hispanic, the share
was 14 percent. Whites and Asians had lower overall public assistance use;
among Southeast Asians, however, the share of children living in families
receiving public assistance stood at 50 percent in 1989. To measure the rates
of public assistance use for smaller racial/ethnic groups, we use the 1990
Census (Table 5.6, column 2). Public assistance data from the Census are not
directly comparable to data from the CPS, and the columns of Table 5.6
should not be interpreted as showing an increase in public assistance use
during the 1990s.

Table 5.6
Percentage of Young Children in Families Receiving Public
Assistance by Race/Ethnicity

Public Public

Asst. Asst.

1999 1989
White 9 6
Hispanic, foreign-born 14 5
Hispanic, U.S.-born 19 11
Asian, foreign-born 8 5
Asian, U.S.-born 4
Southeast Asian 50
African American 29 28
Native American 20

Sources: Authors’ calculations from Census (1990) and March CPS (1998-2000).
Note: Public assistance data for 1989 are not directly comparable to data for 1999.
The table does not show 1999 levels for groups for whom the CPS sample was too
small to calculate reliable statistics. Foreign-born groupings are based on the family
head. Southeast Asians are included with other Asians for 1999 but separated for
1990.
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6. Health Conditions

This chapter describes health insurance rates and vaccinations for
young children. For a more exhaustive investigation of health status by
racial or ethnic group in California, see Reyes (2001).

Health Insurance

Twenty percent of California’s young children had no health insurance
in 2000 (see Figure 6.1). This is roughly the same share as in the late 1980s.
During the mid-1990s, the share of children without health insurance
declined to 15 percent but then increased to a peak of 22 percent in 1999.

Figure 6.1
Percentage of Uninsured Children, 1989-2000
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Source: Authors’ calculations from March CPS (1989-2000).

Regionally, the share of young children without health insurance was
highest in the Inland Empire at 29 percent (see Table 6.1). In San Diego
County and the Los Angeles area, about one-fourth of young children had no
health insurance. In the Central Valley, the share was 16 percent.
Sacramento and the San Francisco Bay Area had the lowest shares of
uninsured children at about 12 percent. For information on child health
insurance rates by county, see Brown, Ponce, and Rice (2001).
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Table 6.1
Percentage of Uninsured Children by Region, 1999

Uninsured (%)

Sacramento Area 12
SF Bay Area 11
Central Valley 16
Los Angeles Area 24
Inland Empire 29
San Diego County 25

Sources: Authors’ calculations from March CPS (1998-2000).
Notes: For regions not shown, the CPS sample was not large enough to
calculate reliable statistics. See Appendix A for definitions of regions.

For most of the major racial and ethnic groups, the share of young
children without health insurance was around 20 percent. For young
children in families headed by a foreign-born Hispanic, the uninsured share
was close to 30 percent. For white children, that share was 12 percent.

Table 6.2
Percentage of Uninsured Children by Race/Ethnicity

Uninsured
1999
White 12
Hispanic, foreign-born 29
Hispanic, U.S.-born 20
Asian, foreign-born 19
African American 19

Sources: Authors’ calculations from March CPS (1998-2000).

Note: The table does not show 1999 levels for groups for whom the CPS
sample was too small to calculate reliable statistics. The 1990 Census did not
include information on health insurance. Foreign-born groupings are based
on the family head. Southeast Asians are included with other Asians.

Vaccinations

Information on vaccinations comes from the California Department of
Health Services (DHS). The DHS measures the share of kindergarten
children who had up-to-date vaccinations at age two. The figures discussed
here are based on the regions and racial and ethnic groups presented by the
DHS.

-42 -



In 2000, 33 percent of kindergarteners in California were not up-to-
date on vaccinations at the time of their second birthday (Table 6.3, first
row). Most regions fell between 30 and 35 percent of children not up-to-date.
In the Central Valley, the share was 33 percent, a marked improvement from
only two years prior when about half of children were not up-to-date. At 24
percent not up-to-date, the Central Coast stands out as the region with the
lowest share of unvaccinated children.

Table 6.3
Percentage of Kindergarten Children Not Up-to-Date at Age Two by
Region, 2000
Not up-to-
date
(%)
State overall 33
Regions
Rural North 37
Central Valley North 35
SF Bay Area 31
Central Coast 24
Central Valley 33
Los Angeles County 35
Other Southern CA 34

Source: California Department of Health Services, 2000 Kindergarten Retrospective
Survey, available at www.dhs.ca.gov/ps/dcdc/izgroup/pdf/krtab00.pdf.

Almost half of African American kindergarten children in 2000 were
not up-to-date on vaccinations at age two (see Table 6.4). For Hispanics, that
share was 34 percent. Among Asians and whites, the corresponding figures
were close to 30 percent.
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Table 6.4
Percentage of Kindergarten Children Not Up-to-Date at Age Two by
Race/Ethnicity, 2000

Not up-to-
date
(%)
White 30
Hispanic 34
Asian 27
African American 46

Source: California Department of Health Services, 2000 Kindergarten Retrospective
Survey, available at www.dhs.ca.gov/ps/dcdc/izgroup/pdf/krtab00.pdf.
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Appendix A. Region Definitions

This appendix describes the three main regional divisions used in this
study.

CCFC Regions

The CCFC requested the following ten regions. These regions were
used whenever the data was sufficient to do so.

North State: Butte, Del Norte, Glenn, Humboldt, Shasta, Siskiyou, Tehama,
Trinity

Sierra East: Alpine, Inyo, Lassen, Modoc, Mono, Plumas, Sierra

Sacramento: Colusa, El Dorado, Sacramento, San Joaquin, Stanislaus,
Sutter, Yolo, Yuba

Gold Country: Amador, Calaveras, Nevada, Placer, Tuolomne
Central Valley: Fresno, Kern, Kings, Madera, Mariposa, Merced, Tulare

Central Coast: Monterey, San Benito, Santa Barbara, Santa Cruz, San Luis
Obispo

San Francisco Bay Area: Alameda, Contra Costa, Lake, Marin, Mendocino,
Napa, San Francisco, San Mateo, Santa Clara, Solano, Sonoma

Los Angeles: Los Angeles, Orange, Ventura
Inland Empire: Riverside, San Bernardino
San Diego: Imperial, San Diego

The CCFC regions differ from those used in other PPIC studies. In
particular, PPIC studies typically include Placer County in the Sacramento
region; Lake and Mendocino Counties are usually included in the North
region.

CPS Regions

Because the CPS identifies only the 24 metropolitan counties in
California, its data are not sufficient to estimate statistics for each of the
regions identified above. Furthermore, the sample size of the CPS is not
large enough to create reliable estimates for many counties and regions. We
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created a subset of the ten CCFC regions using only identified counties where
the regional samples were large enough to create reliable estimates (see
Appendix B for a discussion of estimate reliability). Regions were created
using CPS county codes. For families with no county code, MSA code was
used.

Sacramento: El Dorado, Sacramento, San Joaquin, Stanislaus, and Yolo
counties, plus the metropolitan areas of Stockton-Lodi, Yolo, Yuba
City, and Chico-Paradise (in Butte County)

San Francisco Bay Area: Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, Napa, San
Francisco, San Mateo, Santa Clara, Solano, and Sonoma counties

Central Valley: Fresno, Kern, Merced, and Tulare counties, plus the
metropolitan area of Fresno

Los Angeles: Los Angeles, Orange, and Ventura counties
Inland Empire: Riverside and San Bernardino counties

San Diego: San Diego County

Regions with Low-Performing Schools

The CCFC asked that some indicators be provided for regions with
low- performing schools, where "low-performing” is defined as an Academic
Performance Index (API) of 3 or less. To implement this request in county-
level data, for each county we computed the share of elementary students in
a school with an API of 3 or less. We identified 18 counties where more than
30 percent of students were in a low-performing school."* These counties were
Colusa, Fresno, Inyo, Kern, Kings, Los Angeles, Lake, Madera, Merced,
Monterey, Riverside, San Benito, San Bernardino, San Joaquin, Santa
Barbara, Santa Cruz, Tulare, and Yuba. Due to its large size, Los Angeles
would dominate any statistics created for these 18 counties. We therefore
report statistics for Los Angeles County, the 17 other counties with low
performing schools, and all other counties.

Poverty and income data for low-performing schools came from the
CPS (Table 5.1). For these statistics, the analysis is limited to Los Angeles
County plus the ten other counties with low-performing schools that were
identified in the CPS: Fresno, Kern, Madera, Merced, Monterey, Riverside,

14 There were four counties where school API scores were missing for more than half of the
students: Alpine, Modoc, Mono and Sierra. These counties appeared to have relatively high
average scores and they are included in the "all other counties” category.
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San Bernardino, San Joaquin, Santa Barbara, and Tulare. The category "all
other counties" includes all California children not identified as living in one
of these eleven counties.
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Appendix B. Data and Methodology

This appendix describes the data sources and methodological approach
used in this study.

Data Sources

The decennial Census data (1980, 1990, 2000) and the March Annual
Demographic File of the Current Population Survey (CPS) are from the U.S.
Bureau of the Census. These surveys are described more fully in Reed, Glenn
Haber, and Mameesh (1996), Appendix A, at
www.ppic.org/publications/PP1C000/PPIC000.pdf/index.html.

Population estimates and projections from the California Department
of Finance can be found at www.dof.ca.gov/html/Demograp/race.htm.

The Vital Statistics Birth Records are provided by the California
Department of Health Services. More information on this data set can be
found at www.dhs.ca.gov/hisp/chs/OHIR/vssdata/vsdatatablesindex.htm.

Adjustments to Population Estimates and Projections

We rely on California Department of Finance (DOF) population
projections by county and racial/ethnic group. The DOF projections of
children aged five and under for July of 2000 were roughly 11 percent higher
than the 2000 Census estimates for April 2000. The DOF expects to release
population projections with adjustments based on the 2000 Census in the
summer of 2003. In the interim, the DOF has calculated some crude
adjustments, but these have not been done by age group. We use a strategy
similar to that of the DOF to create crude adjustments for the California
population aged five and under.

Using data from 2000 Census Summary File 1, for each county we
divide the 2000 Census young child population into two groups: Hispanics
and non-Hispanics. Further division into racial groups is not possible
without assigning all children described in the 2000 Census as "other race" or
"multiple race" to one or another DOF racial/ethnic group. For each of the
two groups, we calculate a county adjustment factor such that when the DOF
population projection for 2000 is multiplied by the adjustment factor, the
result is equivalent to the 2000 Census estimate of county population for that
group (i.e., for Hispanics and for combined non-Hispanics). The county
adjustment factor is then multiplied by DOF population projections for 2000
to 2020. For the period 1991 to 1999, we implement a smooth adjustment of
10 percent of the full adjustment per year (i.e., 10 percent in 1991, 90 percent
in 1999, and full adjustment in 2000).
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The population estimates in this study, the DOF projections, and the
2000 Census Summary File 1 do not adjust for Census undercount. The
Bureau of the Census has released national estimates of 2000 Census
undercount by race and ethnicity. The DOF has used the national data to
develop estimates of the total population in each California county (see
http://www.dof.ca.gov/HTML/DEMOGRAP/repndat.htm, report E-4). The
DOF county undercount-adjusted estimates are not available by age group.”

Estimate Reliability

The CPS data sample includes roughly 5,000 households in California
each year. To calculate reliable estimates for regions and racial/ethnic
groups, we combined three years of CPS data (1998-2000). For each region
and racial/ethnic group, we calculated the number of families and the
standard errors of estimates.” We did not report CPS-based statistics for
regions and groups for whom estimates had excessively large standard errors.
Typically, each region or group had more than 100 observations in the
sample. For regions, we also checked that the racial/ethnic distribution of
young children in the CPS sample roughly matched that of DOF estimates for
the region.

Calculation of Median Income

The median family income figures reported in Chapter 5 are based on
income adjusted for family size. Because large families require more
resources than do small families to have the same level of well-being, we
adjust for family size to create equivalent income for a family of four. We
adjust by dividing income for each family by the 1999 poverty line for families
of the same size and age-structure, and then multiplying by the 1999 poverty
line for a family of four. The median is calculated such that 50 percent of
young children live in families with less income than the median (i.e., child-
weighted).

15 For a description of 1990 Census undercount in California by race and ethnicity, see Reyes
(2001), p. 30. For a study of undercount issues for children, see O’Hare (web publication:
http://www.aecf.org/kidscount/census.pdf).

18 Our estimates of standard errors were too low because we did not take into account sample
design effects.
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