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“No more prizes for predicting rain.
Prizes only for building arks.”

Louis V. Gerstner, Jr

This book is dedicated to
the voters of San Francisco.
Their recognition of our
collective stake in children
set an inspiring example for
the country, and demon-
strated that when the
people lead, the leaders will
follow.
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“No politician in America
believes that his political future
rests on what he does for
children.”

George Miller

Member of the House

of Representatives
California District

Preface

Oil companies, defense contractors, and banking institutions
have plenty of political clout. But little kids... kids who need
immunizations, child care, and maybe even a welfare check...
don’t have any clout.

San Francisco is home to 116,000 children. On Novem-
ber 5, 1991, San Francisco became the first city in the coun-
try to guarantee funding for children, each year, in its bud-
get. On that day, San Francisco voters passed Proposition ]J,
an amendment to the City Charter which would set aside a
portion of the property tax each year to increase children’s
services and prevent budget cuts in all children’s services for
a ten-year period.

Passage of The Children’s Amendment, as Proposition ]
came to be known, was a landmark in children’s advocacy in
the United States. By approving the measure, San Franciscans
mandated a change in public priorities and institutionalized
the protection and expansion of expenditures for children.
As a result, San Francisco will spend $160 million on pro-
grams for children between the years 1993 and 2003.

The political message of Proposition J was loud and clear:
When given the opportunity to support improved care for
children, voters say, “Yes!”

Proposition | was created and sponsored by Coleman
Advocates for Children and Youth, a small child advocacy

organization which has been working on behalf of San
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“On November 5, voters in
San Francisco, where the
percentage of children is lower
than in any major city in the
nation, will decide whether
they want to amend the charter
to guaraniee funds for
children.... Bypassing law-
makers and making a case
darectly to the voters may be the
wave of the future for the emer-
ging children’s movement,
experts across the nation say.”

“San Franciscans to Vote for
the Sake of Children”

by Jane Gross

The New York Times
September 23, 1991

Francisco’s children since 1975. Proposition J need not be
an isolated event, however; it could set a precedent for many
communities, and Coleman Advocates believes its experience
in San Francisco reflects a potential for a real children’s move-
ment in the United States. At least a half-dozen cities across
the country are already working on similar strategies, sparked
primarily by San Francisco’s success.

So, although most of the work of child advocates has been
at the state and federal levels, there is enormous potential to
organize constituencies and to reframe fiscal priorities at the
local level. Increasingly public policy is being determined at
the local level as federal and state governments shift respon-
sibility to counties and cities. Imagine...if a dozen cities took
actions similar to Coleman’s, it would reverberate through-
out the country and alter the national consciousness.

We hope that by sharing our experiences we can encourage
others to try something new — perhaps a more daring and
innovative advocacy strategy that works for children in their
communities — and that cumulatively these efforts will help
all children. Because every community is different, every
community’s plan of action will be unique; and while no one
will completely replicate what was done in San Francisco, we
hope child advocates will benefit from this successful experience.

Knowing that people learn most by hearing what others



have tried, it seemed important to be specific about what was
done in San Francisco. Unfortunately there are few road maps
in the field of child advocacy; only a few organizations have
had the opportunity to chronicle their actions, their decisions,
and their strategies. Yet this is precisely what will be helpful
as those who care passionately about children collectively
address where the child advocacy movement needs to go.

This is not a completely rosy story. If it were, it wouldn’t
be honest. Advocacy is tough, messy work, often fraught with
conflict and relentlessly difficult judgement calls. Taking risks
and surviving many failed attempts is integral to advocating
for any cause. While Coleman had a singular success in the
passage of Proposition J, its work also involved many mistakes
and many less-than-perfect results. We believe that sharing
these failures, obstacles, and difficult experiences will be as
useful for readers as the stories of victories along the way.

.
If this country is to improve the well-being of its children, it
must create the political will to do so. This is perhaps the
greatest challenge for each of us.

This book is about showing the politicians of America
that they are wrong if they think their political future has
nothing to do with their commitment, or lack thereof, to chil-
dren. It is about turning political reality on its head, and dem-
onstrating that there is indeed political mileage to be gained in

caring about children.
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Highlights: 1987-1991

Children’s Budget Advocacy in San Francisco

1987

Building the foundation for
budget advocacy

¢ City-wide conference for 300
children’s service providers,
policy makers, and volunteers
is held to develop “An Agenda
for the New Mayor.”

¢ A comprehensive 10-point
Children’s Agenda to Board
of Supervisors is adopted as
official City policy.

¢ First-ever candidates night
on children’s issues for

Mayoral candidates is held.

1988

Inventing a children’s budget
for San Francisco

e Speak-out on children’s issues
for Mayor attracts 600 attendees,
one of the largest children’s
meetings in City history.

e Advocacy to prevent budget
cuts to children’s services
prevents many cuts and
becomes first comprehensive
child budget advocacy for
children.

e Conference to introduce
Children’s Budget concept and
draft major planks of a budget
proposal is attended by over 100
organizations and national
experts on child advocacy.

e First Children’s Budget,
which includes a budget
analysis, a profile of children’s
problems, and proposals for
funding and potential

revenue sources is drafted.

1989

Introducing

the Children’s Budget

¢ First Children’s Budget (for
$7 million)is presented to
City officials.

e Campaign and media
outreach on Children’s
Budget generates significant
media coverage and endorse-
ments from wide variety of
children’s, civic, political, and
neighborhood organizations.
® Board of Supervisors passes
resolution supporting the
concept of a Children’s
Budget, and urges the Mayor
to fund certzin children’s
services.

e City officials add $5 million
for new programs for chil-
dren; Mayor cites children as

priority in his budget.

Xil

® Mayor creates Office for
Children, Youth, and Their
Families, as recommended in
the Children’s Budget.

e Surveys, focus groups, a
citywide conference, and
other outreach garner input
from over 120 organizations
for second-year Children’s
Budget.

e Negotiations with City
departments to incorporate
children’s proposals into
budget requests are held.

e “Child quake” press confer-
ence on impact of earthquake
on City’s children begins
public discussion of second-

year Children’s Budget.



1990

Crafting a children’s budget
campaign

® Second Children’s Budget
(for $18.6 million) is pre-
sented to City officials.

® Newspaper ads, bus shelter
signs, poster campaign, and
other broad-based outreach
solicit public support for
Children’s Budget.

® Youth Speakout involves
over 100 teenagers describing
children’s problems.

® Recommendations on
modification of budget
process to City officials,
including increased commu-
nity input and public expo-
sure of budget process, are
submitted.

® Board of Supervisors passes
resolution calling on Mayor to
annually develop a list of
funding for children’s
services, thus institutionaliz-
ing a tracking system for
expenditures on children.

* Demonstration is held
against Mayor’s budget for
reflecting too few Children’s
Budget recommendations.

e $1.5 million local dollars are
added to budget for children’s
services; some children’s
budget proposals are later
incorporated into federally
funded projects and ongoing
agency budgets.

¢ Demonstration is held at
City Hall with African-
American community to
demand city action about

child victims of violence.

® Youth-run candidates’ night
on children’s issues is held for
members of the Board of
Supervisors.

¢ Children’s Budget Coalition
is formed with 50 children’s
organizations setting
Children’s Budget priorities
and drafting third-year
Children’s Budget.

¢ City-wide conference on
children’s issues, including
discussion of possible ballot
measures to support children
is held.

xiii

1991

Mounting a charter
amendment campaign

® Children’s Budget Coalition
presents third-year Budget
(for $5 million) to City.

® Research explores options
for a new permanent revenue
stream for children’s services.
® Coleman Board of Directors
vote to undertake Charter
Amendment campaign.

¢ Charter amendment is
drafted.

* Three-month petition drive
gathers 68,000 signatures to
place amendment on ballot.
* Despite participation few
proposals in Children’s
Budget are incorporated into
City Budget; advocates focus
on charter amendment as

solution.

® Aggressive election cam-
paign includes media,
debates, dissemination of
video, press conferences,
mailings, signs, and rallies.

¢ Children’s Amendment is
endorsed by over 200 commu-
nity organizations, most
political clubs, and local
politicians; opposed by major
newspaper, Chamber of
Commerce, and Republican
Central Committee.

¢ Children’s Amendment
passes with a 55% vote.

® Groups throughout the
country seek information
from Coleman on mounting a
ballot inijtiative to fund

children’s services.



“Tirelessly — some might say
relentlessly — Coleman long
has challenged The City to
reallocate ils resources to meet
the needs of youth. Now,
Coleman’s Executive Director
Margaret Brodkin has
submitted what the organiza-
tion calls a “children’s budget”
to City Hall. Coleman’s
argument is both moral and
practical. Moral, because
government has no duty more
basic than to protect and
provide for children. Practical,
because failure to create
preventive strategies that
direct children toward healthy
and productive lives costs
society dearly in the long
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run.

“A Children’s Budget,”
San Francisco Examiner
editorial, Feb. 16, 1989



Confronting
Caty Hall

he Sad State Of
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Group Tells Agnos
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Budget Battles, More Budget Battles,
and Then, More Budget Battles!

Proposition J didn’t come out of a vacuum. It was the culmi-
nation of four years of concerted, intense, and frequently dif-
ficult budget advocacy for the children of San Francisco. It
grew out of reports about the plight of children. It grew out
of three attempts to make the City of San Francisco adopt a
Children’s Budget. It followed the organization of coalitions
established on behalf of children, community education cam-
paigns, media endorsements, negotiations, hearings, press
conferences, youth ‘speak-outs,” and other seemingly endless
events and strategies that constituted the Children’s Budget
advocacy spearheaded by Coleman Advocates for Children
between 1987 and 1990.

Those years of budget battles created an information
base, brought together key coalition partners, developed pro-
gram agendas, and ensured that an informed public was ready
for the debate that would follow — all essential for an effective
campaign. The frustrations of those years were also the spark
that ignited this campaign by causing people to realize thata
new kind of strategy was needed. In San Francisco this meant

going to the voters to amend the City Charter.



Because the budget battles really ‘brought on’ the amend-
ment campaign, that story is a fundamental part of the story
of Proposition J. The budgets were a process unto themselves
as well as being a part of the larger process of approving the
Children’s Amendment. There were successes and failures
throughout this phase, and many, many lessons can be learned
from it. This chapter provides an overview of the budget years
without which the campaign for Prop J might never have come
about. Those especially interested in this part of the story
will find more detail in the section entitled “The Budget

Years,” which follows the story of Prop J.

Kicking Off A Children's Budget Initiative

Laying the foundation. In 1987 Coleman successfully brought
together 85 children’s organizations from throughout San
Francisco to develop a comprehensive children’s agenda. The
agenda would spell out policy directions to achieve afford-
able housing for families; sufficient child care resources; safe,
enriching recreation programs; high-quality public schools;
comprehensive social services; accessible health care; state-
of-the-art libraries; effective vocational programs; a rehabili-
tative juvenile justice system; and ongoing comprehensive
planning and funding to meet the needs of children in a
changing society. The agenda was ultimately endorsed by di-
verse community groups, and adopted as official City policy

by the Board of Supervisors and the Mayor late in the year.

It didn’t take long to discover, however, that adoption of
principles doesn’t automatically translate to allocation of re-
sources. Coleman began to realize that the resource deficit for
children should be a key focus of the agency’s attention. With-
out adequate resources, services would never meet the fast-
growing needs of the City's children. Inspired by the leader-
ship of the Children’s Defense Fund and its annual Children’s
Defense Budget, Coleman joined what soon emerged as a na-
tional children's budget campaign. And for three consecu-
tive years Coleman researched, developed, and advocated for
a San Francisco Children’s Budget.

To kick off the Children’s Budget efforts, Coleman in-
vited national experts in child budget advocacy to San Fran-
cisco, and convened a Children’s Budget Conference at which
300 colleagues from all aspects of the children’s field were
introduced to the concept. Because there was an active net-
work of children’s organizations in San Francisco that had
already worked together on other children’s issues, Coleman
realized that many of the building blocks of a budget strategy
were already in place. Thus, it wasn’t difficult to convene
working groups to hammer out specific proposals in health,
social services, child care, job training, recreation, and other
key fields.



The San Francisco Children’s Budget included six elements:

1. Themes, Principles, and Policies. Each year’s budget
had a theme consistent with a major concern of the city: for
1988 the focus was the drug crisis; in 1989, as a result of the
Loma Prieta earthquake, the theme was repairing the social
infrastructure; and in 1990 it was violence prevention. This
was done to emphasize the point that investing in children
directly addresses the most immediate concerns of all San
Franciscans.

Each year’s Budget articulated underlying principles such
as prevention, cultural relevance in providing services, pro-
grams that emphasize outreach and accessibility, and improved
collaboration among service providers. Further, each
Children’s Budget recommended targeting children whose
needs are most severe; developing programs around which
there was a strong community consensus; and leveraging state,
federal, and private resources whenever possible.

Each year, the Budget proposed specific policy directions
which then became the basis for the programs recommended
in the Budget, e.g., that the health department “outstation”
services in the schools and other community agencies rather
than provide services only in traditional clinics; that City rec-
reation centers assume greater responsibility for providing a
continuum of services for high-risk youth, and take a leader-
ship role in the development of latchkey services; that ser-
vices for homeless families provide more than food and shel-
ter, focusing on family and child support programs; and that

the juvenile probation system expand community-based al-

ternatives for youth currently housed in traditional juvenile
justice facilities.

2. Profiles of the Problems. “Profiles on Children” or
“State of the Child” reports have become the focus of much
child advocacy occurring around the country in recent years.
Coleman felt that data about the needs of children provided
important documentation for the Children’s Budget, and so
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prepared “A Profile of San Francisco’s Children,” which con-
tained 50 key facts on demographics, poverty, educational
achievement, health, child care needs, hunger, homelessness,
abuse, 'and crime. Wherever possible, trends were reported
as well. But the agency was determined to put the focus on
specific solutions, rather than continue to emphasize prob-
lems. So it was very important that the profile not be the cen-
terpiece of the effort.

3. Analyses of Current City Expenditures on Children.
While analyses of expenditures on children have been the focal
points of many other Children’s Budget efforts, Coleman used
this kind of information as an appendix to its document each
year. For the three years that City expenditures for children
were documented in the Children’s Budget, the information
received almost no attention from either policy makers or
the public. (Later, however, the data would provide some of
the rationale for the Charter Amendment campaign.) At times
it seemed important to use quantifiable information so that
the City wouldn't be able to use its absence as a basis for re-
jecting the budget. But the data itself was generally glossed

over by policy makers.

“Coleman has tilted the
political balance. Everyone in
this administration wants to
do more for kids, but the only
people we ever hear from are the
ones who care about the
mounted patrol or want more
police cars or fire trucks.
Coleman is pulling people
together around a package of
children’s programs, and
building a constituency for

them.”
Carol Wilkins
San Francisco
Budget Director
in 1989



“We had a meeting...around
the library [closing] issue.

I was jamming Margaret.
‘Okay...you are now saying
suddenly this marvelous
affterschool resource is in
dangey, but tell me where you'd
cut.” She said she'd be
prepared to cut police. I said,
‘Margaret, the day you

stand up in the press and say
that, then I'll listen to you.

I don’t want to hear you say
that in the privacy of this
room.””

Sam Yockey
City Controller in 1989

First of all, no one really wanted to do the cumbersome
work that went along with questioning whether current ex-
penditures were indeed inadequate. Secondly, the numbers
had little to do with whether there was sufficient political sup-
port to effect change.

Because we didn’t want the collection of data to dominate our
Children’s Budget efforts, we relied entirely on information provided
by City departments. Our primary strategy with regard to tracking
children’s funding was to get the process institutionalized. Ultimately,
we succeeded in pushing the Board of Supervisors to pass legislation
urging the Mayor to provide a comprehensive analysis of City expen-
ditures for children. This proved effective, and two years into our
budget advocacy, the Mayor’s Office produced a 55-page analysis of
children’s spending, with significantly more detail than we ever could
have gotten on our own.

4. Specific Program Proposals. Each year Coleman’s
Children’s Budget contained between 7 and 30 program
Initiatives proposed for inclusion in the City Budget. They
were generally categorized into the major areas of needs for
children:

* A supportive neighborhood: recreation, child care, library, cul-
tural, transportation, and grassroots self-help programs;

* A stable home: social services, shelter and housing support
services, and residential treatment;

® A healthy life: health, mental health, substance and child
abuse prevention programs, and alternatives to detention;

* A productive future: job training, youth employment,

tutoring, and scholarship programs.

Each proposed program was described briefly, along with
cost estimates. Therefore, the actual budget portion of the
Children’s Budget referred only to the costs of adding any of
the proposed programs. [The overall costs of each year’s bud-
get varied from $5 million to $18.6 million, depending on
fiscal and political realities. The total San Francisco budget is
about $2 billion, half of which is local money, with about $50
million local dollars being spent on children.] Specific pro-
grams that Coleman proposed were based primarily on rec-
ommendations coming from a consensus of a large number
of children's service providers. Backup documents contain-
ing more detailed proposals for many of the programs in the
Budget were also submitted to the City’s Budget Director.

5. Cost-Benefit Analyses. Each Children’s Budget con-
tained information about the cost benefits gained by invest-
ing in children and children’s programs; comparisons be-
tween costs of prevention and costs of incarceration, hospi-
talization, and foster care; examples of current Budget items
that could be replaced with useful children’s services; and
specific cost benefits of each program. While these arguments
didn’t sway policy-makers to support the Children’s Budget,

they did receive a great deal of press attention.



It was the first time we’d ever done anything like that...we had
charts showing cost comparisons, like the cost of prenatal care com-
pared to the cost of intensive care for a sick baby, or the cost of keeping
a young person in _Juvenile Hall compared to all the other services
that could be provided that might prevent incarcerations, such as
tutoring, employment, health... all the things we proposed in the Bud-
get. One television station took that information and made much
more beautiful charts out of it than we could ever have made. And
the reporter even took it one step further, totaling the expenses because
he realized that even if you added all these things together they didn’t
amount to more than the $28,000 per child we'd spend for a year of
detention.... Well, just to hear the reporter say it, and to see some-
thing I'd sat figuring out on a yellow pad come to life like that on
television was a powerful experience — I mean, my family was really
impressed to see my midnight scribbles turned into beautiful graphics
on the Channel 4 news. It was fabulous!

6. Proposals for Reallocation of Resources. Each year,
in response to the perennial question of politicians, “But
where do you want us to get the money?” Coleman took a
calculated risk and responded with possible revenue-gener-
ating solutions:
¢ turning gardener positions into recreation worker positions,
¢ redeploying police officers to youth-oriented programs,
¢ extending a business tax to underwrite youth employment
training programs,
¢ reallocating funds from the Mayor’s office to services for high-

risk teens,

e turning the County “ranch” ( a juvenile detention center)
into a privately managed rehabilitation facility capable of gener-
ating state and federal dollars for its operation,

e reallocating funds from the juvenile detention facility to
community alternatives,

e cuts in the fire and public works departments to fund
children’s services,

* eliminating sports box seat perks for City officials in order
to fund after-school programs,

¢ using surplus funds from the baseball/football park for a
sports camp for children,

e putting a surcharge on golf fees at the municipal course for
recreation programs for disabled children,

* eliminating cost-of-living-adjustments for top-paid City em-
ployees (with annual salaries over $100,000) to pay for train-
ing for youth.

These specific revenue-generating proposals and reallocation
of resources were a radical departure from the more typical

advocacy position of leave-the-nitty-gritty-to-the-policy-makers.

“This year’s budget deficit
would have been 3180 million
if cuts and new taxes hadn’t
been imposed. Next year’s will
be $72 million. So City Hall is
only annoyed — not enlight-
ened — by entreaties that offer
no help on how to close it.
That’s why “The Children’s
Budget Proposal’ by Coleman
Advocates for Children and
Youth was generally well
recetved last month. It did ask
Jor 30 more programs for
children that would cost $7.6
million more. But in a radical
break with the usual interest-
group pattern, Coleman

suggested where to get it.”
Bruce Petit

San Francisco Independent
March 1, 1989



Community Outreach

Coleman made active efforts to expand community outreach
in order to garner community input. The agency built ad-
hoc coalitions with key allies such as the African-American
Community Agenda Coalition and the health-focused Coali-
tion for the Proper Expenditure of Tobacco Tax Funds, and
entered into negotiations with City departments. The
Children’s Budget Coalition — with more than 50 diverse and
representative children’s service organizations including the
PTA, child care centers, community coalitions, youth service
agencies, and San Francisco’s welfare rights organization —
was formalized in 1989, when Coleman began its third
Children’s Budget.

While Coleman spearheaded the San Francisco Children’s
Budgets, the documents reflected, in very genuine terms, the
collective ownership of the concept and the widespread support
the project had among the diverse leadership of the City’s
Children’s Movement.

There were many lessons for Coleman throughout
these three years spent on the Children’s Budget initiatives.
Some seem obvious. Others were hard to learn because they
went against instinct or — sometimes — stubborn faith and op-
timism. And still others couldn’t have been imagined before
they became relevant. (The details of these lessons appear in
“The Budget Years,” and any reader in a position to take on
similar efforts to Coleman’s, either in terms of annual bud-
get battles or mounting an initiative campaign, is encouraged

to read that section.)

Evaluating the Results: A Judgement Call

One dilemma that continually faces the child advocate — and is espe-
cially difficult in budget advocacy, where the results are fairly clear
cut —is figuring out when you have gotten enough of what you want,
when to declare victory, and when the results are sufficiently inad-
equate to continue to pound the table. This was always a compli-
cated call for us at Coleman.

For four months during our first Children’s Budget, we ham-
mered away at the Mayor’s Office. When he released his budget state-
ment, he declared children a major priovity, and embraced our drug
prevention theme. But when we examined the budget, only a few of
our proposals were included. The Mayor did announce the creation
of the Mayor’s Office for Children, Youth, and their Families
(MOCYF), which we proposed in our budget. He created a teen unit
in the social services department, also our recommendation, and ac-
cepted the concept of a children's budget. A victory? Absolutely!

As it turned out, we were among the only San Franciscans who
publicly praised the Mayor’s budget. This won us a certain amount
of political ‘points’ with him, but they didn’t turn out to be worth as
much as we might have expected....

As the budget went to the Board of Supervisors that first yeas,
we looked at a list of 25 programs we had proposed and not gotten.
We picked two (job training and health services in the schools) o
keep fighting for We chose these because the youth employment pro-
gram had the most widespread support in the youth community and
the school health programs had been the most positively received among
the Board of Superuvisors in earlier hearings. Overnight we organized
the Coalition to Support Youth Employment (30 members, stationery,

press release, and a widely covered press conference), and with the



help of an ally on the Board got these inserted into the City Budget,
along with several other youth programs supported by various Super-
visors. Within several weeks, another $1.4 million in locally funded
children’s services had been added. All in all, we calculated over $5
million had been added to the City Budget for children.

As the 1990-91 budget was being prepared by the Mayor’s Of
fice, one of our sources informed us that none of our Children’s Bud-
get proposals was being given very serious consideration, and almost
all of the Children’s Budget proposals that City departments had
inserted in their own budgets had been cut by the Mayor. We stepped
up our advocacy efforts, and began making public our displeasure
with the Mayor for never meeting with us to discuss the second
Children’s Budget. The Mayor’s staff became outraged by what they
perceived as publicly “turning” on the Mayor. In response, we issued
a public position statement on the role of the advocale.

When the Mayor’s budget was released, we had to make the most
painful judgement call of the entire Children’s Budget effort. The
Mayor had once again declared children a priority and claimed to be
Sfunding additional children’s services, yet when we scrutinized the
Budget, we found that wasn’t true. All of the hard-won victories at
the City department level had been cut from the Budget (except
B178,000 for respite care), and just a few of our proposals were in-
cluded. The Mayor claimed to be funding new children’s programs,
but these were really just the continuation of funding from the previ-
ous years, plus some private foundation granis thal had been re-
ceived by City departments, the City’s match of increased state funds
for foster care, and court-mandated funds for Probation Officers.
There had been cuts in recreation and lLibrary services, but not in

health and social services. The results were clearly mixed.

We decided that the Mayor’s Office had responded inadequately.
So our entire Board of Directors, several young people, and our staff
leadership stood outside the Mayor’s Office as his budget was being
released to the press. We tacked a report card on the wall that gave
him a “D” for his commitment to children. The press covered our
efforts, but the Mayor called the police and we were asked to leave!
So much for our ‘points’ with the Mayor!

In the Coleman newsletter, we angrily announced that the only
way to get money from the City was to wear a uniform (funds for
police had gone up), sue the City (the Fire Department consent decree
kept them from being cut as we had recommended),or have your cause
written into the City Charter (as the city employees had done). Need-
less to say, this caused a great deal of adversity between us and
the Mayor. This was painful for Coleman. In the end, the Board of
Supervisors added funds for foster care and abused children amount-
ing to another half a million dollars, but that didn’t change our analy-
sis: children had been shorichanged.

The charter amendment now became an inevitable strategy. The
thivd-year Children’s Budget became documentation of the need for a
charter amendment, the basis for a community education campaign,
and an effective organizing tool. The result of our third year efforts
was that children’s services didn’t get cut in a budget crisis year. But
virtually nothing new was added to the budget, and there were no
realistic expectations that it would be. For three years in a vow, some

of our best revenue-generating proposals had been ignored.

“What stands out in my
memory from those Children’s
Budget years is how exciting
and exhilarating they were,
and how creative we all felt.
We were sure we were going to
win. And then came the
Sfrustrations — the Mayor
calling the police on us when
we were peacefully demonstrat-
ing in front of his office...the
City’s refusal to put the
thousands it paid for luxury
box seals at 49er games
towards children’s services....
I remember thinking, ‘We tried
it your way and we still got

trounced.’”
Kathy Baxter
Director, San Francisco
Child Abuse Council
Member, Children’s
Budget Coalition



The political landscape for children changed significantly be-
tween 1987 and 1990. Before 1987, no one even thought about
children as a constituency to consider in the Budget process. By 1990,
what the City funds provided for children was a significant part of
everyone’s analysis (the press, political commentators, and public
officials). Children’s advocates now had a seat at the table and had
established children as ‘players.” Further, some new programs were
initiated, and the budget process had become somewhat more acces-
sible. City government had also agreed to document what was being
done for children with City funds, creating a new level of account-
ability to the public.

Still, after four years we concluded that the level of effort we put
into the budget process each year would be extremely difficult, and
maybe even ympossible, to sustain over time. We were spending 75 %
of staff time working on it. Without it, though, we felt sure that the
progress we had made would disappear. The actual financial gains
Jor children weren’t very great, and each year it became more — not
less — difficuit to make our case. We didn’t believe that children could
be a strong enough constituency to prevail as the City’s financial

problems worsened.



Lessons
Learned

From 1987-1990,
Coleman Advocates
fought exhaustive battles
for Children’s Budgets in
San Francisco and won
and won, but whether
these annual victories
were the best means to
establish and protect the
rights of children to have
services available, and the
obligation of San Fran-
cisco to provide them,
was a question Coleman
had to have the courage
to ask and to answer.

* Without strong advocates,
children don’t fare well in the
adult-dominated political
arena.

* Children’s advocates can
become skilled City Hall
“insiders” and can play the
hardball game of budget
politics, as well as anyone.

¢ Effective budget advocacy
for children must rest on a
clear, very specific agenda.

* Budget advocacy is a
year-round process of
coalition-building, proposal
developing, budget analysis,
and negotiation that takes
months of preparation, and
cannot be done effectively if
limited to the budget season.

* Institutionalizing a method
to track expenditures for
children is a helpful policy
advance that provides a good
framework for followup
advocacy, and is easier to get
approved than new expendi-
tures because it’s less
threatening.

* Children’s advocates

have a unique opportunity to
persuade the public through
the children themselves
because children are so often
their own best sales pitch.

* Because the second year of
an innovative strategy no
longer compels the press,
advocates must become like
advertisers, constantly
planning different and
entertaining strategies.

* Some programs for children
will be easier to “sell” than
others. Budget advocacy
should focus on programs
that can be linked to specific,
compelling public concerns.

* Presenting plans for the
reallocation of resources is
always a risk; one group’s
reallocation ideas are another
group’s turf. Child advocates
should tread carefully in
proposing ways to find funds
for children.

* Power creates change;
reports don’t. Politicians
listen to power.

* The bulldog approach
pays off.
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“The projected $158 million
deficit in next fiscal year’s city
budget will mean lean and
hard times in San Francisco
Jor people who depend on city
services for basic needs. But
the people who may be hit the
hardest are those who don’t
vote and are powerless to do
anything about the deficit:

San Francisco’s children.”

“S.E. Deficit May Hit Kids”
by Angelo Figueroa
San Francisco Examiner
February 20, 1991



Children’s
advocates

are bypassing

lawmakers

Deciding
on a
New Strategy

Invest in
Kids or
Pay Later,

Group
Warns

The Impasse

No matter how clever we were, how much more press than other causes
we were able to garney, how many people we could get to hearings, it
was hard to counter stone-cold political reality. We forced ourselves
to be honest — to get beyond the flattery of political commentators and
the ego gratifiation of media attention to realize that the several glam-
orous mew programs initiated each year at our behest were minimal,
and to acknowledge that the familiarity we had with City officials
wasn’t really helping. We came to belicve that the realities for chil-
dren would not change if we kept playing “politics-as-usual.”
After analyzing overall expenditures for children across
a five-year period Coleman discovered that not only had there
been little positive change but that there had even been a
decrease in the percent of the budget going to children. Af-
ter watching legislative allies fight for children’s services with
ever-so-slightly less enthusiasm each year, and after watching
eyes glaze over the second and third time through our
Children’s Budget proposals, it was clear that Coleman’s
“clout” with members of the Board of Supervisors was not
increasing. As the City’s budget crisis became more intense,
those with more powerful constituencies would be likely to
maintain their funding. There would be little or nothing left
for children because, as in other budget crises, children’s pro-
grams would be most vulnerable for cuts.
11



We began to get exasperated. It seemed we had out-advocated
Just about everyone in the City. We had more reports, more detailed
proposals, more compelling cost-benefit arguments than anyone else.
We never missed a budget meeting, and we were constantly coming
up with more and more creative ways to make the point. It seemed like
we were working harder and harder for fewer gains.

But no matter how hard we tried, we couldn’t convince local
politicians that helping kids would help thewr political future. We
Just weren’t seen as a large (or wealthy) constituency. No one thought
that voting on children’s services would yield voter support.

Unlike business, unions, the gay community, or particular eth-
nic and neighborhood groups, no one saw children’s advocates as a
cohesive force, or a well-established constituency.

To some extent the politicians were right about disorga-
nization among those supporting children. With the budget
process being so complex, with such limited visibility, and the
press having such a short attention span, what happened to
specific children’s services was very difficult to track. Many
of the people who relied on these services were children, and
they couldn’t vote. Many of their parents tended to be poor;
many were immigrants; and they were used to having very
little power.

Mobilizing overburdened parents is difficult. Every poli-
tician knew how difficult it would be to organize this con-
stituency into a group successful enough to create an effec-
tive political force. The process and the problem seemed

insurmountable.

The number of people involved with Coleman, even com-
bined with the employees of San Francisco’s various children’s
agencies, was small compared to the citywide population.
Together the groups could not make enough campaign do-
nations, walk enough precincts, or sponsor enough fund-rais-
ers to make a significant dent in a politician’s career. Child
advocates are also extremely ambivalent about becoming iden-
tified with specific candidates, and nonprofit child advocacy
organizations are not legally permitted to endorse candidates.
So using “political muscle” was an “empty threat.”

The situation was exacerbated by the disturbing increase in the
role of money in the political process — the high cost of running for
office, the need to do endless fund-raising, the power of lobbyists of
powerful special interests, etc. Even at the local level, serious candi-
dales for an 11-member Board of Supervisors were spending up to
$400,000 to run for office!

Children’s agencies were co-opted to some extent by the
City’s funding games. Because nonprofit agencies in low-in-
come neighborhoods got funding from the City, and were
often protective of it, they couldn’t be aggressive consumer
advocates against those who made funding decisions.

Powerful constituencies had built in protections, mak-
ing it difficult for Coleman to compete. Funding for many
of those powerful interests was actually mandated in the
budget; so even if policy makers were inclined to reallocate
resources, their flexibility was limited. (This was true of the
salary structure of many of the City employees, airport fund-

ing, and Fire and Police Department funding.)
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The limits of traditional budget advocacy became appar-
ent. Just as the agency came to realize that it might have
reached the limits of what “insider lobbying” could accom-
plish, Coleman needed to do something that had a reason-
able time frame and was possible within its limited resources
— something that would have a much higher and longer-last-

ing return than year-by-year budget advocacy.

A Public Ahead of the Politicians

As child advocates, Coleman had one major ‘ace in the hole.’
People were increasingly aware of the problems of children
partly because of the public information efforts of Coleman
and other child advocates. Several pollsters had confirmed
that people felt their children were worse off than they them-
selves were as children, that concern about children ranked
high, and that citizens were more willing to spend public
dollars on children than on many other issues.

So, while people were not organized around the issue of
children, they did ‘getit.” The number of people calling Cole-
man Advocates to ask what they could do to help children
was increasing rapidly. Seniors, businessmen, and neighbor-
hood activists were expressing more concern than previously
about the plight of children. Even those who were not tradi-
tionally empathetic with vulnerable populations wanted to

see the welfare of children improved.

There seemed to be a growing awareness that living with
the consequences of neglecting the needs of children (crime,
dependence, inadequate labor force) was unacceptable. The
time seemed right to capture this public interest and con-

cern about children.

Elements of a New Strategy

In December, 1990, Coleman concluded that a new strategy
was needed. The idea was to create something that could:

e protect children so that the ‘unwinnable’ annual budget
battles would not need to be waged.

* bypass the traditional political power structure, which failed
to see either children or their parents as a politically power-
ful constituency.

® create a forum so that ordinary citizens could express their

wish to make children a priority in the City’s budget.
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Prop ) in a Nutshell

Over a two-month period, Coleman
decided to move forward with
what ultimately came to be known
as Proposition J. By placing an
initiative on the ballot, it created
a forum for the public to mandate
a re-ordering of City funding
priorities that would not rely on
politicians. By petitioning voters
rather than requesting politicians
to place the initiative on the
ballot, Coleman emphasized the
need to circumuvent the entrenched
political establishment.

Prop | would amend the City
Charter to mandate that 2.5% of
the property tax be set aside to
expand children’s services each
year, eliminating annual budget
battles and creating a kind of
Jiscal Bill of Rights for children.



“I was initially reluctant to
support the idea of Prop |
because I wasn’t convinced it
was the best possible strategy to
pursue. Eventually I didn’t
see any other alternative
available. We had reached the
end of our ability to promote
youth needs through the tactics
we’d used for the past few
years. We needed a fresh
approach, something that
could keep the attention of the
public and the media... and
have a direct impact upon the
policies and services for

children and youth.”

Michael Reisch
Coleman Board Member

The Decision-Making Process

For nine months, Coleman debated whether a ballot measure
was the best way to enhance funding for children. Reaching
this decision was a serious, concerted undertaking that involved:
e soliciting advice from the City Attorney on tax and other
revenue-raising options;

e analyzing the success or failure of other ballot measures for
children across the country, and presenting this information
at a citywide conference;

e reviewing San Francisco’s child-related legislation and bal-
lot measures during the previous five years;

e discussions with legal counsel regarding electoral activity
permitted under the agency’s tax-exempt status;

¢ presentations to Coleman’s Board of Directors by legal,
political, and legislative experts on the pros and cons of vari-
ous revenue-raising options;

e discussions with political consultants about the feasibility of
a small organization mounting a campaign;

o discussions with the Mayor’s staff and most members of the
Board of Supervisors or their staff;

e discussions with gay, African-American, Asian, and Hispanic
leaders; union representatives; education advocates; large and
small business owners; and other neighborhood leaders;

e a strategy meeting with service providers; and

¢ developing cost estimates, timelines, and work plans for an

effective but inexpensive political campaign.

Important Considerations

The issues that received the most serious consideration be-
fore a final decision was made on which strategy to pursue
are those that any community must consider, although the
pros and cons will differ for each community.

Taxes vs. set-aside. The most difficult and contentious
decision was whether to propose a new source of revenue
(most likely a new tax) or a set-aside of a portion of the City’s
existing General Fund.

Questions were raised:

e What were the legal options for increasing revenues for
children?

¢ Whose support and whose opposition would each option
incur?

e Were there differences in the voting margin required by
the various options?

e Which option presented the best opportunities for a cam-

paign theme?
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The pros and cons were weighed.

New revenue source (taxes):

Pro

® Current City revenue base
was already limited; having a
new funding source would
expand the total budget and
prevent cuts to other services.
® San Francisco’s fairly pro-
gressive electorate is more
likely to support a new tax for
children than more conser-
vative areas.

Con
® Requires a 2/3 vote.
® Public sentiment is gener-
ally strong against taxes.
® Each tax option has prob-
lems and particular opposi-
tion (e.g., hotel tax would in-
cur opposition from tourist
industry; parcel tax is regres-
sive; parking tax would ex-
acerbate opposition from
businesses; property transfer
tax would be opposed by real
estate, etc.).

Reserving funds for children (set-aside):

Pro

® Avoids resistance to new
taxes; child advocates would
not have to bear burden of
increasing City revenue base.
® Requires only 50% vote.

* Can use a “greater-effi-
ciency-in-government” argu-
ment to create a “fair share”
for children; both of which
are popular themes.

Con
* Possible backlash from
organizations and groups
who fear losing a share of
the pie if children increase
their share.
¢ Considered “bad govern-
ment” by politicians and
policy experts, because it
“ties the hands” of elected
officials in the budgeting
process.

In the end, the overriding factor in choosing a set-aside
fund was that it only needed 50% of the vote vs. the 2/3
needed for a new revenue source. Coleman also felt this was
the better way to go given the anti-tax sentiment of the pub-
lic, and the potential argument that children (unlike any other
segment of the population) needed adults to ensure them of
their “fair share.”

Ballot box vs. legislation. The politicians strongly rec-
ommended thatinstead of voters going to the ballot and amend-
ing the City Charter, they as politicians would develop legis-
lation that would “assure” children a greater level of fund-
ing. In fact, some politicians offered to draft legislation that
would be almost identical to the charter amendment Coleman
was proposing.

It was tempting to trust the politicians and to let them develop
legislation. Legislation, after all, was quick and easy compared to a
grueling election campaign, and it wouldn’t cost us a dime. There
were many fewer risks involved. But, we were templed only briefly.
We knew quite well that any legislation passed by politicians could be
Just as easily withdrawn, and that as soon as the political pressures
healed up, we would be in the same position as before.

Legislation had two disadvantages: It required passage by poli-
ticians, whose commitment to children was fickle at best; and it was
easily modified, and therefore not a permanent solution. A ballot
initiative, on the other hand, had two advantages: It provided a
Jorum for the people, not the politicians, of San Francisco to make
children a prionity; and by amending the City Chartey; it provided

the opportunity for making children a more permanent priority.
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“I supported Prop | from the
very beginning. I'm a native
San Franciscan, and growing
up here, I knew it as a kid-
Jriendly city. But that has not
been true for a long time,
especially for older adolescents.
Maybe the color of those kids
has changed. But making
young people’s issues a priovity
was vmportant to me. San
Francisco should be kid-
Jriendly.”

Irma Dillard
Coleman Board Member



Coleman’s years of children’s budget advocacy experi-
ence led it to select the ballot initiative.

Petition vs. politician-initiated ballot measure. In Cali-
fornia, as in about half of the states in this country, there are
two ways to put measures on the ballot: by petition of the vot-
ers or by having elected officials place them on the ballot.
Coleman considered both options.

Petition: A petition drive is extremely difficult, very la-
bor intensive, and usually expensive; a decision to mount a
petition drive should not be made lightly. Nevertheless, col-
lecting petitions has several overwhelming advantages: it pro-
vides a vehicle for public information, it offers a chance to
begin organizing, and it creates public involvement and in-
terest in a cause. It demonstrates that the cause is not politi-
cian-driven, but a grassroots effort. With current anti-politi-
cian sentiment, this can be a distinct advantage. It also keeps
the issue from being seen as the “pet cause” of a particular
politician, whom the voter may or may not like.

Politician-initiated: It’s less expensive, less time consum-
ing, and it allows your resources to be saved for the real elec-
tion campaign. It also invests politicians in the issue, which
can result in additional resources, support from their con-
stituents, and greater visibility and/or credibility. On the other
hand, there is the danger of the issue being seen as belonging
to a particular party or a particular constituency.

In the end Coleman had no choice. No politician en-
dorsed the proposal so there was no one to put it on the

ballot — except the voters themselves!

Which Election?

When to put an item on the ballot requires a great deal of
analysis, and probably the advice of political experts.

The major considerations are voter turnout, what else
might be on the ballot, and the extent to which timing might
affect the public’s attitude toward the ballot proposition. In
the case of a children’s initiative, high voter turnout is usually
desirable. As for other issues on the ballot, it’s prudent to
avoid appearing on the ballot with measures that might be
seen as competitive. Coleman opted to run the campaign at
the same time as the Mayoral election (November, 1991) be-
cause the agency thought that would provide maximum op-
portunity to force children’s issues to become important policy
issues for local leaders, and possibly even for the Mayor’s race.
The presidential election to be held one year later was avoided
out of concern that the children’s issue might get “lost,” and
the opportunity to educate the public would be minimized.
As it turned out, placing this measure on the same ballot as
the Mayor’s race maximized public exposure for the issue,
but decreased total vote count, since the turnout for the elec-
tion was lower and more conservative than the presidential

race that followed.
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We wanted to do it. We had the psychological momentum, which
was probably the overriding thing, truthfully. We'd been through
enough ‘strategizing’ to know that if you wait, you often don’t do it.
There wasn’t much signifiant happening at the state or federal level
in that election, whereas if we had waited until the Presidential elec-
tion we might have gotten lost in the shuffle. So it was a trade-off :
when we were going to get the votes vs. when we were going to get the
public’s attention. Since one of the real goals of the campaign (re-
member, we didn’t have any idea we were going to win when we
started this!) was to use this as a forum to bring attention to the
issue, I think we made the right choice.

There’s no question in my mind that we would have gotten more
voles had we waited, but in terms of what issues were on the table,
ours was one of the big ones, which meant it attracted a lot more
attention. We were also very interested in it being an issue in a May-
oral race. Whoever won would feel obligated to heed what the elector-
ate had voted for, but more importantly, at every organization’s
candidate’s night, the candidates would have to sit through the de-
bate on the initiative before they got to speak!

Luck Is a Factor

Where would Coleman be if not for the state of Washington?
Coleman would never have mounted a successful campaign
were it not for the creativity and boldness of the Washington
State Alliance for Children and its director, Jon LeVeque. A
year earlier, the Alliance had mounted a statewide children’s

initiative campaign that had galvanized the state and brought

children’s issues to public attention in a new way. The major
corporations of Washington mounted a last-minute campaign
against the initiative and it lost with two-thirds of the voters
opposing it. Nevertheless, the focus and visibility it brought
to the children’s movement in Washington inspired Coleman
to move forward and to learn from this experience.

Tax rulings. Coleman’s efforts would have been cut short
were it not for a (then) month-old IRS decision that voter
initiatives were not “grassroots lobbying.” [Nonprofit orga-
nizations can spend up to 20% of their resources on regular
lobbying, but only 5% on “grassroots lobbying.”] Generally,
grassroots lobbying means going directly to the public to urge
them to take specific positions on pieces of legislation. It was
decided, however, that in the case of voter initiatives, the elec-
torate is acting as a legislative body, and that lobbying the
public to vote for an initiative is not grassroots activity. This
decision allowed Coleman to establish a separate campaign
committee, and donate funds and staff resources to the work
of that committee within the limits of the law.

Opinions of colleagues. [ discussed our charter amendment
proposal with dozens of colleagues. Critics of public spending totally
opposed the idea of a budget set-aside. No one in the business commu-
nity encouraged us to move forward. Friends fighting for social jus-
lice causes were sympathetic to our cause, and some strongly encour-
aged us. In reality, it was the seasoned political activists in the City
who were enthusiastic about seeing the children’s cause take a bold

stand.
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To my surprise, children’s service providers (i.e., youth agency
directors) were only mildly enthusiastic. I later realized that they are
generally not used to being involved in political campaigns. As a
group they were also quite discouraged, exhausted from funding cuts
and attacks on social welfare programs. A few child advocates op-
posed the idea completely, fearing that a failure would hurt the cause
of children. And a small group of local long-time community activ-
ists on children’s issues strenuously opposed the idea, I think because
they saw it as competition for their own agenda. A few members of
our Board felt that this opposition would pose serious problems, and
briefly recommended not moving forward. But this opposition never
proved significant, and I suppose turf issues within any movement
are inevitable.

Political consultants also had mixed reactions to our proposal.
But one was very enthusiastic and believed that if the campaign
were to be run correctly a children’s initiative could win given San
Francisco’s positive voting history on school funding. We hired him!
Others were much more wary. One of the most well known west coast
political consultants feared strong opposition from powerful conser-
vative politicians, and did not feel we could garner enough public
interest in the campaign. We had gone to him to get pro bono ser-
vices. He thought we didn’t have a chance, and was further swayed
by conservative politicians who told him ours was a losing cause.
Concern about our lack of adequate funding, our failure to do poll-
ing, and our preference for an election with low voter turnout was

also mentioned again and again.

After hearing that we would mount a petition drive, every elected
official in San Francisco initially opposed the idea of the charter
amendment on the same grounds: “bad government.” It would tie
their hands and put too many constraints on the City budget process.
Many said they would actively oppose it; a few conceded that they
might end up supporting it, but hoped it never got on the ballot.
Mayor Agnos aggressively opposed the effort, leading some to express

concern that our chances of winning were significantly weakened.

To Be, or Not To Be?

After all the meetings and all the advice and all the opinions,
it was the agency’s Board of Directors which had to make the
decision. Ultimately they needed to believe:

e That the campaign itself — win or lose — would be a power-
ful organizing and public information effort;

e That the availability of $50,000 in the agency reserves (ac-
crued over a 10-year period) would be better spent on a cam-
paign than any other single item, including extending the
life of the organization;

e That the public would ‘get it’ more quickly than the politi-
cians had; and

¢ That making children a priority was the right and just cause

to fight.
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Lessons

Learned

Coleman’s Board took a
powerful and significant
step on February 11, 1991,
when members voted
unanimously to mount a
grassroots effort to gather
40,715 signatures to put
the concept of guaranteed
funds for children on the
ballot, and to work to
enact this charter amend-
ment for the children of
San Francisco.

* If you wait for the perfect time
it will never happen.
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‘Mz [Jule M.] Sugarman, one
of the founders of HeadStart,
has long argued that an
earmarked trust fund —
Jfinanced in large part through
a new tax source — is the only
way to ensure a stable,
sustainable funding source for
children’s programs.”

“S.E Ballot Measure
Would Prohibit Cuts in
Children’s Services”

by Deborah L. Cohen
Education Week
October 23, 1991



Creating a
Children’s
Amendment

‘Grown-up’ S. F takes kIdS
heart W|th bold |n|t|at|ve

an Francisco Voters Test

hildren’s Issues
ith ‘Proposition J’

Politicians wary
of ‘kids initiative’

3

Drafting a Winning Proposition

Ideally, several months should be set aside to draft a ballot (or
legislative) proposition. In our case, we did it all in just one month,
and we might have avoided a few mistakes if we’d had more time.
In any case, our own three guiding principles might be helpful:
o Keep it simple because people vote “no” if they don'’t understand.

* No one signs petitions that are longer than one page.

® Be consistent with how your community’s government already operates.

Avoiding loopholes. By far, the greatest challenge in draft-
ing the amendment was to figure out how to ensure that the “new”
money for children would be used for new programs. Califor-
nians had lived through many variations on this theme, includ-
ing lottery funds for schools which had actually resulted in re-
ductions to the education budget, and tobacco tax funds being
used to pay for existing health services rather than new anti-smok-
ing efforts. Coleman was determined to avoid loopholes to the
extent possible.

An attorney who is the Executive Director of a children’s
advocacy agency in San Diego presented Coleman with the con-
cept of a ‘baseline’ Children’s Budget. The idea was this: require
the City Controller to calculate the City’s expenditures on chil-
dren for the two years preceding the implementation of the char-
ter amendment. That amount (whichever year is higher) would

serve as a baseline budget for children. The baseline would be
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“The San Francisco initiative
s a wake-up call. It is being
launched out of absolute
Jfrustration that we haven’t
been able to get support for
what we believe is a top priority
for the United States. This is

a situation where the people
may be way ahead of the

politicians.”
David Liederman
Executive Director,
Child Welfare League
of America

adjusted annually in accordance with the overall revenues of
the City, guaranteeing that expenditures for children re-
mained at a fixed percentage of the overall budget.

The concept of a baseline budget turned out to be one of the most
creative and useful aspects of the proposition. It is, in fact, such a
valuable addition to children’s services that simply getting this con-
cept put into law (even without any new money) would be signifi-
cant for some communities and should be considered. It prevents cuts
in children’s services, and it forces the City to calculate and track the
costs of children’s services, which has many benefils.

Defining the ‘right’ programs. As mentioned earlier,
Coleman feared that the City would use the money in the
Children’s Fund for services that were not intended. The
agency was first alerted to this when the Mayor compiled his
list of city funds currently spent on children. The listincluded
public transportation, police services, various Fire Depart-
ment programs, and a wide range of courtrelated services.
While not opposed to these services, Coleman did not in-
tend to have the Children’s Fund pay for them. Coleman’s
goal was to focus on prevention whenever possible, to avoid
using the fund for huge ‘black hole’ City expenditures such
as running the Zoo or purchasing property, and to assure
funds were spent only on children and not on items that the

City would normally fund.

These concerns were addressed by:
e [temizing the specific services that could be funded.
¢ Setting percentage amounts to make sure that not all of the
money went to one particular item or type of service.
* Prohibiting funding to “any service which benefits children
incidentally or as members of a larger population including
adults.”
* Prohibiting use of the Fund for expenditures mandated by
state and federal law.
¢ Prohibiting use of the Fund for various things the City might
be tempted to spend the money on, but which were inconsis-
tent with the types of programs the agency wanted to see ex-
panded (e.g., the purchase of property, operation and main-
tenance of hospitals, recreation centers and libraries [already
in the budget], operation of the Zoo [which was in financial
trouble and could conceivably be seen as a children’s ser-
vice], and law enforcement and court-related services).

The development of the Children’s Services Plan.
Coleman felt it was important to incorporate the develop-
ment of the Children’s Services Plan into the regular city
budget process so that services could be integrated into San
Francisco’s existing service delivery system without creating
a new bureaucracy. The Mayor would have the power to de-
velop the plan just as he or she has the power to develop the
rest of the City Budget. Coleman built community input into
the planning process by mandating Commission hearings
prior to the development of the plan, and by requiring the
Mayor to send the plan to the Board of Supervisors, which

22



could hold public hearings before finalizing the budget. Be-
yond these general parameters and simple mechanisms,
Coleman chose not to be more specific. Needs would change
over time; any new structures in the charter might add to the
burcaucracy and create inflexibility.

Administering the fund. Coleman didn’t detail how the
Children’s Fund should be administered, except to say that it
would move (like all City functions) through the Mayor’s Of-
fice. Mandating structures in the charter would have been
inconsistent with other aspects of city government and un-
necessarily constraining. Agnos had already created (admin-
istratively) an Office for Children, Youth and Their Families,
and Coleman assumed, correctly, that the Fund would be
operated through that office and through the various City
departments that run children’s services. Coleman also be-
lieved that creating a new bureaucracy would add to the ex-
pense of the amendment, and would be a political hindrance.
It considered putting a cap on the amount of money that
could be spent on administration, but decided against it. (If
the cap was 10%, then no less would ever be spent. If it was
5%, many thought that would not have been enough under
certain circumstances.) Coleman’s lawyer, an expert in San
Francisco’s City Charter, suggested a mandate was not consis-
tent with other aspects of the Charter, and should be dealt

with as part of budget negotiations.

Phase-in and sunset. In an effort to respond to issues
about “good government” and assure the public that this was
a reasonable proposal, Coleman phased in the Children’s
Fund over a two-year period (establishing only half the fund

the first year), and created a 10-year sunset on the Fund.

Proposition ) Said:

® For ten years, San Francisco would be required to put 2.5%
of property tax revenues into the San Francisco Children’s
Fund. The fund would provide expanded services for chil-
dren under age 18.

* Money from the Children’s Fund could only be used for
child care; job readiness, training, and placement programs;
health and social services (including pre-natal services); edu-
cational programs; recreation programs; delinquency preven-
tion programs; and library services.

* There were prohibitions against specific distributions of
funds. These included law enforcement services, the purchase
of property, and any service that benefits children only inci-
dentally or as members of a larger population including adults.
¢ For four years, a minimum of 25% of the funds would be
mandated for child care; 25% for job readiness, training, and
placement programs; and 25% for health and social services.
¢ In December of each year, the Mayor’s Office would be re-
quired to submit a Children’s Service Plan to the Board of
Supervisors, outlining the goals and objectives of the fund

and the services that would be funded for the following fiscal
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“Proposttion | was a watershed
event in the children’s move-
ment because it mobilized so
many people in support of
a political issue which benefits
children. It took budget work
for children to a much
highter level.”
David Richart, Author,
Children’s Champions:
How Child Advocates

Protect and Increase
Budgets for Children



year. Four relevant City commissions were required to hold
public hearings on this plan.

® The City Controller would be required to calculate chil-
dren’s expenditures prior to the enactment of the charter
amendment. For the next ten years, the City would be pro-
hibited from reducing spending for children’s services
below this level. Money in the Fund could be used only
to increase spending for children’s services.

® The fund would “sunset” after 10 years.

If Only We Could Write It All Over Again...

It’s important to learn from our mistakes, but it’s still early to know
what we would do differently. If we were starting again, we might:
* Include parent support services in the list of services that could be
Junded (making them eligible for protection in the baseline budget);
e Limit the Mayor’s administration of the Fund to 5%;

* Mandate that the Children’s Services Plan describe how the ser-
vices funded will be coordinated with other City children’s services;
® Increase the time allowed for the development of the Plan;

* Create a Citizen Oversight Committee, jointly appointed by the Board
of Supervisors and the Mayo; to approve and oversee the Plan; and
® Mandate an independent evaluation of the planning process and
the programs funded, and list criteria for funding.

When drafting any major policy change, it’s impossible to pre-
dict every potential implementation problem, or to address every is-
sue through the drafting process; sometimes things that need to be
done conflict with each othex. (It was impossible, for instance, to as-

sure that funds would go only to children — generally thought to be

under 18 years old — and at the same time provide transition employ-
ment programs for 18-21 year-olds. We had to make a choice.) The reso-
tution of many conflicts must be left to the political process, frustrating

as that may be.
Finally We Framed the Issue!

At the last minute, we realized that we should not simply set
aside funds, but that we should also name those funds. Without a
name, it would become that “set-aside amendment.” With a name,
the ballot handbook would refer to Prop [ as “The Children’s Fund”.
As with naming the Children’s Amendment, the underlying strategy
of the next phase — the campaign to collect signatures — was to frame
the issue as being “for” kids. Those who supported our proposition
loved childyen; those who opposed us did not. Our first action was
almost intuitive. We made buttons with our own machine, saying
“IYKids. I Support the Children’s Amendment.” Whoever would dare
oppose such an amendment would have to make the “I /Kids 7 but-
ton. The button was symbolic of the strategy.

Throughout the signature-gathering and the campaign, we ran
against the political establishment. We purposely positioned the cam-
paign as an attack on politics-as-usual. This was “kids vs. self-inter-
ested adults,” a campaign of the people. We steered clear of politi-
cians in seeking endorsements or any identification with the cam-
paign. After all, we were putting the amendment on the ballot through
a grassroots petition drive. We framed the “set-aside” of revenues as a
“fair share for children” to emphasize that this was about children

who don’t get a fair share in the traditional political process.
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Lessons

Learned

After a month of
intensive labor involving
lots of colleagues, lots
of feedback, and lots of
drafts, the Children’s
Amendment was born!

* Drafting a ballot measure
requires political, as well as
legal, considerations. Make
sure that children don’t get
lost in legal jargon, however,
or it won’t matter how legally
sound the measure is.

* Use wording to frame the
issue as a pro-child measure.

* Find an attorney very
familiar with the City’s legal
codes (ours was a former
City Attorney), as lots of
mistakes can be made by an
inexperienced lawyer.

* Don’t involve too many
people in the drafting process
or it will never get done.

* Do have a small and diverse
group of readers who can
predict potential problems
that might not be noticed
initially. A significant aspect
of drafting a proposition is
trying to anticipate all of the
ways the intent of the
measure can be circumven-
ted so you can build in
protections to avoid them.
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“Brodkin and her allies,
Sfrustrated and desperate, made
one last, daring assault on the
political establishment. The
result is an unprecedented
measure on the city ballot...
that is likely to cause the men
and women who control San
Francisco’s budget more trouble
than they ever thought

possible.”
“Advocates for Youth Near
Victory Against City Hall”
by Jay Mathews
The Washington Post
November 4, 1991



Making It
to the Ballot

Standing up
for S.F. kids

Petition Seeks More
Funds for Services

70,000
Signers Back
Aid to Kids

4

Guiding Principles, Basic Assumptions

Inherent to a grassroots petition drive is the sense of empow-
erment that comes from recognizing that people can do some-
thing positive. In this case, that energy would help children.
People could put the measure on the ballot. People could
make children a priority, even if politicians wouldn’t. The
campaign emphasized the positive and effective programs that
would result from passage of the charter amendment, not
the bleak and depressing problems of children. Both cam-
paign pieces featured children in a voting booth, telling the
voter that children couldn’t vote, but adults could.

While it was important to alert constituents to the prob-
lems and needs of children, it was more important that vot-
ers realize there were solutions to these problems. This ap-
proach contrasted with many public education campaigns
which only emphasized the terrible plight of children and

left citizens feeling frustrated and powerless.
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The assumptions were that a campaign based primarily
on positive themes would bring support and that no constitu-
ency would oppose it; that representatives of other constitu-
encies could not afford to be seen as opposing the interests of
children, particularly if doing so smacked of self interest; and
that politicians would not want to be seen as being against
children. The only opposition that might be possible would
come from the “good government” constituency, and this was
not seen as a strong group that could put forth a particularly

compelling argument.

Who Helped and Who Didn’t

At the outset, we could not have anticipated who would help our
cause and who wouldn’t. There were many disappointments, bul
also some pleasant surprises. Children’s service providers, who were
expected to constitute the cadre of petition-gatherers and campaign
volunteers, were either tremendously disappointing or tervifically sup-
portive. One weekend, a coalition of 30 service agencies agreed to
organize a Saturday petition mobilization and only one person showed
up (the person who agreed on behalf of the coalition to do the orga-
nizing). A standing joke in the office was that service providers would
only show up when it was all over, lo stand in line to get the money,
which turned out to be true to a point. There were notable exceptions
to this generalization; the most dedicated campaign volunteers were,

in fact, service providers. And about ten agencies made heroic efforts

— walking precincts, standing on street corners, elc. Outreach was
most effective in the service provider communily among child care
agencies. (This seemed natural because they had a built-in group of
parents whose help they could enlist). We had hoped for help from
teachers, and although their union had endorsed the amendment
and the leadership was enthusiastic, the timing was bad and the
activist teachers were totally preoccupied with issues stemming from
state cuts in the school budget.

It’s important to note that while service providers may
not have been good campaigners, and were initially only luke-
warm about the Amendment (many not really believing that
it would ever happen), at least 50 children’s agencies were
strong endorsers very early on. To be sponsored by organiza-
tions concerned first and foremost about children was a very
important element of the campaign.

Unanticipated allies also appeared. Campaign workers
were particularly shocked one Saturday when representatives
of the Teamsters Union appeared at their weekly signature
gathering. It seemed that they were newspaper truck drivers
who had been moved by the plight of the paper boys, and
had decided to do something to help youngsters. Help came
from groups in the City who were used to political action, as
well as from a diverse assortment of interested friends and
individuals who heard about the campaign. Consistently,
volunteers came from the Catholic Peace and Justice Com-

mission (which collected signatures in most parishes through-
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out the city); the Unitarian Church (known for its activism
and interest in children); the Green Party (which declared
children the “first resource” and which was rooted in politi-
cal activism); the city employees social workers union; one of
the gay democratic clubs (having a street presence on a wide
variety of political issues); Delancey Street Foundation (a sub-
stance-abuse recovery organization with a long history of ac-
tivism); and a group of housing activists who collected signa-

tures in the Housing Authority apartments.
Organizing the Petition Drive

Nothing is more difficult than motivating people to slanﬁi on
a street corner to collect signatures. The sense of rejection
one feels when people refuse (and many do) is overwhelm-
ing. To put the Children’s Amendment on the ballot, Coleman
had to gather more than 40,000 valid signatures of registered
voters (with a 70% accuracy rate, that means collecting 40%
more than is needed) in three months! This was in a city
with only 407,150 registered voters.

A signature drive for children was not much different
than any other. Coleman hired a part-time coordinator for
the four months of the drive, and, ultimately, another part-
time person to assist with phoning. Coleman’s mailing !list,
which had evolved over many years, was used as the basis of

its volunteer recruitment.

There were phone banks, computer lists, and all the ac-
coutrements of a campaign. Coleman got off to a slow start
with a poorly attended kick-off rally, moved on to weekend
“mobilizations” (breakfasts at homes of Board members and
friends, followed by signature gathering), urgent mailings
begging people to work harder, fliers and notes in neighbor-
hood papers announcing the need for volunteers, and a mid-
campaign “panic party” complete with skits to inspire people
onward. All in all, approximately 600 people volunteered to
gather signatures.

About six weeks into the drive, Coleman realized that a
purely volunteer effort was not going to be able to gather
enough signatures, so, as mentioned earlier, in the end the
agency paid people to gather over half of the signatures. Be-
cause the campaign had a large volunteer component, how-
ever, the fact that there were paid signature gatherers didn’t
affect the credibility of the effort. But it did emphasize the

difficulty of organizing a children’s constituency.
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“I'd never been politically
involved before. Knowing that
we have to look out for children
in order for there to be any
meaningful change in the
world brought me to Prop J.

I was optimistic at the oulset,
but it’s hard to approach
strangers! I took my six-year
old daughter with me to an
animal rights rally at the Civic
Center one weekend and asked
everyone who went by to sign.
A lot more people signed than
didn’t, and I got very litle
negative feedback. When I did,
it was usually around taxes...
some people just couldn’t get
that they weren’t going to be

paying any more taxes.”
Barbara Mason
Volunteer
Signature Gatherer



Gathering the Signatures

The signature drive turned out to be just what the campaign
needed. While getting volunteers was excruciating, getting
signatures definitely wasn’t. People who had gathered signa-
tures on many other measures let us know that this was one
of the easiest petitions they had ever circulated. Every signa-
ture gatherer developed a pitch that worked for him or her,
but the gist was: “Please sign the Children’s Amendment;
children’s services have suffered terrible budget cuts; this
charter amendment will create a fund for child care, library
services, pre-natal care, job training, recreation....”

Usually before the list of services ended, the person was
ready to sign. Some people asked lots of questions and wanted
long explanations. As time went on, more and more people
knew about the charter amendment. And by the end, over
60,000 San Franciscans had heard directly about the needs of

children!

Carol, Coleman’s Assistant Director, and I would stand out in
Jront of the markets at lunch time. One person, a lawyey, actually stood
there and read the entire text of the amendment and grilled me about
every detail. I don’t think he had any idea he was lalking to the person
who had drafted it, though. I knew the answers to all of his questions,
and he finally did sign it, but he was a half-hour case, at least!

We stood out there day after day. We had ironing boards set up
so that we could spread out six or eight clipboards with signature
sheets; that way, people didn’t have to wait to sign — they couldn’t
say they were in too big a rush.

Some of us became very good predictors of who would sign and
which locations were best for getting signatures. We concluded that
African-American women were the most likely signers, and that women
were more likely to sign than men. Immigrants (Asian and Latino)
were least likely to be registered to vote. A communily’s political tradi-
tions seemed to have a great deal to do with whether they would sign
the petition. The areas of the city known for their liberal activism
were far easier sites for gathering signatures than the more conserva-
tive and less activist areas. Not surprisingly, the family neighbor-
hoods were better places to gather signatures than the singles neigh-
borhoods. And, a surprise to some, the gay community was also a

Sairly good place to get signatures.
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Despite numerous press releases, a kick-off rally, and calls to
friends in the press, virtually no one in the local media, ex-
cept one TV station (KGO, the ABC affiliate), took the char-
ter amendment seriously during the months of the petition
drive. It simply was not covered. Friends in the media ex-
plained that it wasn’t news; no one knew whether it would

actually qualify for the ballot.

Taking Advantage of Surprises

Coleman was pretty surprised by the lack of response to what
it believed to be a first-time effort in the City to mobilize po-
litically on behalf of children. But in some ways, the lack of
attention may have been a blessing. It gave the campaign the
advantage of surprise when the signatures were submitted.
Since people in the political establishment hadn’t really taken
the campaign too seriously for many months, those opposing
the amendment had a long lag time to overcome.

By the time the opposition realized the charter amend-
ment was serious and that it might pass, it was almost too late

to mount a convincing campaign against it.

Most local elected officials ignored the petition cam-
paign. Coleman did not aggressively enlist their support or
assistance, and they did not want to be pressed to endorse
what the campaign was doing. Coleman received a curt letter
from the Mayor early on announcing that he opposed the
measure because it was “not sound public policy.” The Mayor’s
supporters (primarily liberal) were reluctant to differ with
him, and conservatives were not inclined to support the mea-
sure in any case. During the petition drive only one member
of the Board of Supervisors actually (quietly) endorsed the
amendment, as did one candidate for Mayor. The night be-
fore signatures were turned in, the campaign invited every
clected official to join. Most declined; one state legislator, a
mayoral candidate, and two members of the Board of Super-
visors agreed to participate.

Coleman was poised for the climax of its efforts!
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Kids Take Over City Hall!

The highlight of the entire campaign was the day we turned in 68,000
signatures to the Registrar of Voters. We staged a magnificent event
— the power of which took us all by surprise. We brought 100 children
(from day care centers, and children of campaign volunteers) to City
Hall, and put the stacks of petitions in four red wagons, each pulled
by a group of adorable children. Several dozen adult supporters rep-
resenting the 15 or so most active endorsing organizations joined the
parade. We marched around the rotunda of City Hall. The adults
made a few speeches explaining to the kids what was going on, and
the three pelition sponsors placed the petitions on the counter of the
Registrar. People came out from their offices at City Hall and hung
over the bannister looking down on the floor of the rotunda to see
what was happening. The kids were singing (“The move we get to-
gether, the happier we’ll be”) and the room was filled with balloons. It
was a glorious moment and, I believe, a unique political event!

This time the media came, and the visual power of children
pulling those red wagons was irvesistible! The story was covered by
the Associated Press, and appeared as a highlight in USA Today.
Interestingly, the best coverage came from out-of-town press (San _Jose
and Sacramento), but local TV and radio stations did carry the
event with enthusiasm.

By the end of the day, about half the politicians in City Hall
officially endorsed the Children’s Amendment, and within weeks the
Mayor decided not to oppose.

The campaign was underway!
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Lessons

Learned

On July 24, 1991,

100 chiidren from San
Francisco helped to turn
in 68,000 signatures to
place The Children’s
Amendment on the
ballot. After months of
signature collecting and
many drafts, the campaign
was finally underway.

4

¢ It’s time for child advocates
to frame the issue and create
the forums for policymaking.
Leadership from the political
establishment won’t just
happen.

* A grassroots petition drive
creates political momentum
and allows the people to take
the lead in determining public
policy. Elected officials will
follow.

* A campaign not affiliated
with politicians has many
advantages. Advocates should
not worry when their cause
is not immediately embraced
by elected officials or covered
by the media.

* Organizing a petition drive
is grueling. Many expected
supporters let you down
because collecting signatures
is so hard, but unexpected
friends appear. And there is
simply no more effective way
to organize grassroots
support.

¢ Children’s service providers
are generally not very
politically oriented, and
cannot be counted on to be
the core of a political cam-

paign.

* Children are a winning issue
when it comes to getting
petition signatures.
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“Why don't children’s concerns
reach the top of the government
agenda? Kids don’t vote.
Why doesn’t child care, child
abuse, child health, child
housing, get a priority bid for
our tax dollars? Kids don’t
vote. Why doesn’t the While
House, the Statehouse, City
Hall pay more attention to
their needs? Kids don’t vote.
There is something sad about
this generic, all-purpose
answer, and something cynical
as well....But this fall..the
people of San Francisco have
become part of an experiment...
born of desperation...Now it’s
up to the grown-ups.”

“A Ballot Experiment in

Behalf of Kids”

Ellen Goodman,

San Francisco Chronicle
November 22, 1991



Mounting a

Campaign for
Children

San Franciscans to
Vote For the Sake
of Children

Agnos Backs Initiative
to Benefit Kids

5

The Battle Begins

As soon as the petition drive ended, the campaign work be-
gan. It was an intense and grueling three and a half months,
with more steps than we imagined. But it was also the great-
est opportunity to educate San Francisco about the needs of

children.
The Ballot

Wording counts. The City Attorney and the Ballot Simplifica-
tion Committee had phrased the measure for the ballot this
way: “Shall the City be required to place a certain amount of
property tax revenues annually for ten years in a Children’s
Fund to be used only for certain additional services for chil-
dren...” This meant it was a full 21 words into the question
before there was any mention of children.

Coleman argued, and finally the text was rewritten to
read: “Shall the City be required to create a Children’s Fund
to be used only for certain additional services for children,
by placing a certain amount of property tax revenues in that
Fund annually for ten years?” Now “children” was the 9th word,

and there was no mention of taxes until the 28th word.
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“Political campaigns are both
like and unlike other undertak-
ings. They have something in
common with advertising,
marketing, organizing, and
war. Although many elements
are similay;, the combination

is unique.

The central fact about a
campaign is that the principal
opponent is time. The State
will conduct an election on the
Jurst Tuesday after the first
Monday in November, whether
anyone is ready or not. The
polls will open at 7 AM and
close at 8 PM, period. This is
not a collective decision into
which the campaign has input.
There are no extensions or
postponements. A political
campaign is dominated by

time.”
David Looman,
Campaign Consultant

The six-paragraph official ballot handbook “Analysis”
contained an equal number of items requiring changes, and
Coleman debated the Ballot Simplification Committee for
each one. In the end, the measure was officially named
“Children’s Fund” in the ballot handbook and on the ballot.
If the Fund had not been named in the actual amendment, it
could have been called something such as “Property Tax Set-
Aside,” which would have framed the issue by its means instead
of its ends. The results might have been extremely different.

Why “J”? A primary concern was how the proposition would
be portrayed to the voters in the official documents put out by the
Registrar of Voters. To illustrale the level of minutia in which a cam-
paign can become involved, we concerned ourselves with matters such
as which letter the proposition would be given. This was, of course,
something we had little control over — initiatives put on the ballot by
elected officials were lettered first, and then the rest were done “ran-
domly” — but that didn’t stop us.

We begged the Registrar of Voters for “K” (for Kids), because “C”
(for Children) had already been assigned. And when the Registrar
called us, delighted, we expected the best. But what did he say?
“I couldn’t get you ‘K.’ but I got as close as I could — You're T'!” He
had obviously missed the point. But after all that, we didn’t have the
heart to be ungrateful.

Sending messages. At the outset of the campaign, Cole-
man established that — win or lose — one of its major goals was
to use the campaign as a forum to educate the public about
the needs of children. The agency developed several
messages:
® San Francisco’s children face a serious crisis. FEight key facts
about the predicament of children were cited and repeated
throughout the campaign. Included was information about
the increase in child abuse, the number of homeless chil-
dren, and the percent of babies born exposed to drugs.
 Investing in children is cost-effective — an ounce of prevention
is worth a pound of cure. In campaign literature we repeated
points about the cost of preventive programs vs. hospitaliza-
tion, incarceration, and welfare.

o Children’s services can make a difference. A video was devel-
oped for the campaign which portrayed children who had
been helped by existing children’s services. Seven major
children’s services that could be funded with the Children’s
Fund were consistently described: library books, job train-
ing, child care, pre-natal care, tutoring, and AIDS preven-
tion were repeatedly identified; and press events were all held
at the sites of successful children’s programs.

* Children are vulnerable in the political process. The campaign
invested in a professional ‘photo-shoot’ of children engaged
in ‘adult’ political activities (holding money to pay lobbyists,
writing a campaign check, standing in a voting booth). The
message “children can’t vote; they can’t compete with grown-

up special interests” was repeated often.
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® “For these are all our children.... We will all profit by, or pay for,
whatever they become.” This James Baldwin quote become one
of the messages of the campaign. It was used in literature
and speeches, and was underscored with an end-of-the cam-
paign sign posted throughout town saying “SFY¥Kids.” In a
very positive way, this said that children were a concern to
the entire city of San Francisco.

All in all, by constantly linking the problem with the so-
lution, and by saying repeatedly that the power lay in the vot-
ers’ hands, the campaign maintained a very upbeat tone.
Proposition J was positive and would help San Francisco.

A gift from the state: the ballot handbook. California
prepares a ballot handbook for its voters containing official
arguments for and against each proposition on the ballot,
official rebuttals, and any paid arguments that are submitted
by opponents and proponents. This service to the electorate
is a boon to a grassroots campaign. As Coleman staff struggled
over the official arguments to determine what points to em-
phasize, how aggressive a rebuttal should be, who should sign
the argument, etc., some of the conclusions reached included
emphasizing the benefit to all children; identifying specific
services that would be received; referring to the Fund as a
“minimum guarantee”; referencing other legal precedents in
protecting children (child labor laws); and appealing to the

voter’s self interest.

One of the best things we did in the campaign was to take ad-
vantage of paid ballot arguments. While they had a per-word cost,
the printing and mailing to every registered voter at the expense of the
taxpayer made this the best free publicity we could ever get.

We submitted what turned out to be more than six pages in the
ballot handbook — 25 arguments, signed by a total of 216 prominent
San Franciscans. It was, by fay, the largest section in the handbook.
Our strategy was to cover as many constituencies as we possibly could,
and impress voters with the outpouring, diversity, and unanimity of
support for the measure. We worked to get ballot arguments submit-
ted by all magjor elected officials, the School Board, the Police Officers
Association, 50 children’s services agencies, representatives of every
ethnic group, leaders in the gay community, Catholics, women’s
groups, pediatricians, sentor groups, unions, business leaders, and

neighborhood activists.

The Realities of a Political Campaign

As child advocates, Coleman learned from this campaign how
labor-intensive and emotionally stressful the experience is.
As a campaign progresses, the desire to win intensifies, and
each event in the campaign takes on greater and greater sig-
nificance. Advocates for children are generally not accus-
tomed to the electoral arena, nor to efforts that result in such
a clear and public win or loss. In the Proposition J campaign,
a number of events caused people working for the amend-
ment a great deal of anguish because of the enormous stress

and personal investment in the campaign.
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Paid ballot arguments in
favor of Proposition )

The best way to reduce crime is
to prevent it. Taking care of
our children ts the smartest,
most cost-effective way to keep
our youth out of the criminal

Justice system....
SF Police Officers
Association

It is both human and econom-
cal to pay now for health care,
child care, and youth training,
rather than pay later for
welfare, psychiatric hospitals

and prisons....
SF’s Sheriff, District
Attorney, and Public
Defender

The most important obligation
of each generation is to see that
the next generation is prepared

to carry on in its place....

Senior Action Network,
Gray Panthers of SE,
Grandparents Who Care



Facts vs. Fiction

Added to the stress of the
campaign was the reality of
politics — it’s a dirty business.
Coleman experienced tricks,
name-calling, and lots of lies
about Prop |. A key endorser
sent slale cards to the printer
with an “oppose” recommenda-
tion rather than the “support”
on which the membership had
voted. Anti mailings claimed
that most of the money would
go to Coleman. (Not a dime
will.) Petition signatures were
stolen. Coleman was accused
of being a pro-abortion front.
And so on.

Once in the political fray, it
is probably impossible to avoid
political games. Expect them as
a part of the process, and
prepare for them.

There was tension among various staff, and anger on the
part of the agency staff directed towards the people hired
specifically for the campaign (they weren’t doing their share,
weren’t sufficiently knowledgeable about children’s issues;
should have made sure that this and that pitfall were avoided,
etc.) Biased press coverage is absolutely inevitable, but it was
very demoralizing for campaign workers because it affected
motivation. A “mistake” on the ballot (a less-than-favorable
quotation from the City Controller had been negotiated to
be changed, but the changes never made it to the printer)
caused angry letters and personal accusations. Unfair en-
dorsement procedures enraged people.

Organizational structure. At the outset of the campaign,
Coleman had elaborate plans for a formal steering commit-
tee of representatives from a wide range of organizations, a
finance committee of people with money and influence, and
a cadre of hundreds of volunteers. In the end, much of this
did not materialize. The agency had spent very little time
doing the groundwork for a political campaign. It was never
able to interest the business community or the powerful elite
of San Francisco in the importance of the campaign. It
learned that it had to act quickly and that a large committee
for making decisions would be cumbersome.

The campaign was managed by the Executive Director
of Coleman (who took a part-time leave from her job to be
able to manage the final months of the campaign full-time).

Four key Board members made almost all of the decisions

with the Director and agency staff, assisted by a professional
campaign consultant, who was paid a $10,000 fee for a cam-
paign plan, the production of campaign literature, and on-
going advice on every aspect of the campaign. The success of
the campaign’s organization rested on strong leadership, a
solid administrative structure, a dedicated staff and Board, a

very sound campaign strategy — and a good idea.

Endorsements

A significant part of any campaign is getting endorsements
of individuals and groups that have influence with various
segments of the voting population. In this respect, Coleman’s
campaign was like all others. But because of the momentum
already created, and the way the campaign had framed and
positioned the issue, the endorsement process — with few ex-
ceptions — went smoothly. The most influential conservative
politician in San Francisco, State Senator Quentin Kopp,
wrote the opposing ballot argument. He was the main spokes-
person in the media for the opposition, wrote guest editori-
als in newspapers, and convinced other key opinion-makers
to oppose.

We found that for many elected officials (or those wishing to be
elected), being identified with our cause was more important to them
than it was to us. This was certainly a pleasant change from the
earlier days when we were running around City Hall begging for

crumbs from the budget!
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Quentin Kopp decided to lead the opposition to the amendment,
despite our meeting with him and numerous tentative promises io at
least remain neutral. Kopp has a strong following in San Francisco,
and his supporters turned out to be the people who voted in greatest
number in this particular election. It is highly likely that he was
spurred on to oppose the Amendment when the Mayor, his arch-rival,
decided to support it. I guess the lesson here is that you can never
anticipate when your issues are going to be pawns in unrelated
political games. When the local chapter of the National Women’s
Political Caucus decided to recommend opposition to its members, we
were stunned. Fortunalely, through last-minute appeals to the Ex-
ecutive Committee, we were able to convince them to remain neutral.

Organizational endorsements. Far more important than
individual endorsements were the endorsements of the po-
litical “clubs” and organizations that took official positions
and communicated them to their memberships. Organiza-
tions that mailed a significant number of “slate cards” or
bought newspaper ads were the most important. Campaign
staff made a list of 25 such groups, contacted them, and made
sure to attend their endorsement meetings. Often a formal
debate was scheduled.

During an intense six-week period, Coleman Board and
staff and other volunteers made presentations almost nightly,
and often more than one each night. Speakers were assigned
depending on their previous alliances with various organiza-
tions. And although attendance at endorsement meetings
was never huge — a dozen to 200 people — these meetings

were useful forums to educate people about the needs of chil-

dren. Those attending such meetings tended to be the opin-
ion-leaders of a community or group; they were thoughtful,
and didn’t have knee-jerk reactions. Each group was a unique
experience requiring numerous out-of-meeting calls and dis-
cussions, some more complex than others. Afterwards, par-
ticipants in the groups called their friends, wielding as much
influence as they could.

The campaign obtained endorsements from the Demo-
cratic Central Committee, all three gay political clubs, the
Black Leadership Forum, the Latino Democratic Club, the
Police Officers Association, the Coalition for SF Neighbor-
hoods, various neighborhood Democratic clubs, the Chinese
American Democratic Club, the Wallenberg Jewish Demo-
cratic Club, SF Tomorrow, and NOW.

There were some major disappointments and failures in
the endorsement process. It was rumored that the Chamber
of Commerce was about to oppose the measure. Although
they had not been invited to do so, campaign staff were fairly
aggressive in requesting the opportunity to make a presenta-
tion to change the Chamber’s position. Staff also wrote let-
ters to 25 business members of the Chamber requesting that
they urge the Chamber to reconsider the position. One com-
mittee was convinced to remain neutral, but another one was
not, and the full Executive Board of the Chamber ultimately
decided to oppose the Amendment.

Although Coleman had tried to position the Children’s
Amendment as an initative that was neither liberal nor con-

servative, with the opposition of the Chamber they could see
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Changing Positions of
Elected Officials

In March, Mayor Agnos
officially and vigorously
opposed the Amendment. The
day the petition signatures
were turned in, he decided to
be neutral; three weeks later he
declared that San Francisco’s
fiscal picture had changed
sufficiently and he was
endorsing the Amendment.
Enlisting the support of elected
officials was never a priority;
by the time the campaign was
in full gear, it was an estab-
lished fact that this was a
grassroots effort. Of the 35
elected San Francisco officials,

30 ultimately endorsed the
campaign.



Few would argue with the fact
that funding for children’s
services should be an important
ingredient when formulating the
city budget. But Proposition [ is
a disastrous way to go about
il.... We fiscally responsible
Republicans believe that
earmarking a fixed percentage of
the budget for any purpose is
poor public policy.”

Warren R. Merrill

Executive Director

SF Republican County
Central Commitiee

“The issue is political poison.

After all, who wants to be seen

as anti-children? ... Voting

against Prop [ is not a vote

against children, it’s a vote

against bad public policy.”
Prop | No

SF Weekly
October 23, 1991

that they were beginning to fail. Despite staff’s efforts, the
Republican Central Committee also opposed the amendment,
as did several other of the more conservative political clubs.

As it turned out, the public was apathetic about this election,
and split about mayoral support. So, many groups didn’t bother with
their normal slate card. This worked to our great disadvantage be-
cause we relied on slate cards rather than on expensive campaign
mailings to convey the support of the many groups endorsing the
measure. The Mayor’s endorsement of the Amendment became a sig-
nal to key conservatives to oppose. In fact, had the Mayor remained
neutral, many of the City’s conservatives might have done the same.
Such is the game of politics, and the unpredictability of a campaign!

Courting the newspapers. The most difficult endorse-
ment effort was with newspapers. The campaign staff’s pre-
sentation to the editorial board of the Chronicle, complete with
players for whom the board had great respect, was of no avail.
As mentioned, the San Francisco Chronicle is San Francisco’s
major newspaper, with by far the widest circulation. The San
Francisco Examiner, however, the second-largest paper, was un-
decided for months. The campaign staff tried hard to con-
vince the head of their editorial board that Proposition ] was
indeed good government. They enlisted people he trusted to
speak with him, sent lots of memos with every new argument
the agency could come up with, and arranged the usual meet-
ing in which they forcefully presented their position, all with
good results: the Examiner not only endorsed, but featured
their endorsement just prior to Election Day. The San Fran-

cisco Bay Guardian was with Coleman all the way. This was

especially helpful because the paper is known for its influ-
ence with liberal voters.

Allin all, the press was a mixed bag. A widely circulated neigh-
borhood newspaper, influential with conservative volers, sat on the
JSence for weeks. The editor was somewhat ambivalent until the very
end because of conflicting pressures from various constituencies. As
the paper was going to press, we were still on the phone trying to
convince the editor to change his mind, and soliciting various friends
of his to continue to make calls. This kind of never-give-up attitude
permeated the campaign, and resulted in some changed outcomes,
but not in this particular case. We were also surprised by opposition
Jrom other smaller papers, but pleased with the strong endorsement of

the major African-American newspaper.

Public Education

One of Coleman’s major goals was to use the campaign itself
as a forum for public education, so staff made particular ef-
forts to maximize whatever opportunities they could.

Direct mail. The centerpiece of the campaign was a di-
rect mail brochure; it was also the major education piece. It
articulated the campaign’s theme and was mailed and dis-
tributed to as many households as Coleman could afford. It
targeted women voters (who voted recently) because Cole-
man had learned that they were the most supportive. The
piece was purposely information-dense, especially for a cam-
paign, but it was in keeping with the agency’s desire to edu-

cate and to promote more concern for the problems of kids.
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In retrospect, I have two regrets about our direct mail effort. We
should have mailed to more people, and we should have developed
written material specifically targeted towards seniors, whose support
we lost in many areas.

Outreach. Coleman sought out every public forum it
could to schedule presentations on the Amendment: radio
shows, neighborhood meetings, meetings with organizations’
boards of directors, senior citizen clubs, the Junior League,
church groups, and city commissions. The Amendment gave
the agency an occasion to talk about a wide range of children’s
issues to an extremely diverse audience.

Youth speak for themselves. Toward the end of the cam-
paign, efforts to organize a youth arm of Coleman came to
fruition. Young people appeared on radio shows, made pre-
sentations to their peers, and walked precincts.

“I Wish I Were A Princess.” The Washington Posi called
Coleman’s 12-minute campaign video, “I Wish I Were a Prin-
cess” electrifying. It premiered at the kickoff to the fall cam-
paign. The event was not particularly well attended by the
local press, but a reporter from the New York Times was there,
and the video became the feature of her story. The video
continued to attract media throughout the campaign, and
many of the TV news stories about the campaign showed seg-
ments from it.

The video, which was made on a pro-bono basis by a mem-
ber of the Coleman Board who is a professional producer,
has won national awards, and remains one of Coleman’s most

treasured public education pieces.

We made 300 copies of the video, and hoped to have a series of
campaign “house parties” where it would be shown by a campaign
volunteer to friends and neighbors. (A good 1960s organizing stral-
egy, with a 1990s VCR twist.) A dozen people came to a training on
house parties, and several house parties were actually given, but this
effort never really caught on.

Our attempts to have the video shown on the local media also
didn’t pan out, and our efforts to have it rented at video stores were
turned down. Nevertheless, the video was shown — in a prestigious
downtown law firm, in some neighborhood clubs, in some employee
groups — and it did give a profound introduction to the needs of
children throughout the campaign. As one of my colleagues says, the
video even causes audiences of bankers and IRS agents — not usually
thought of as bleeding hearts — to wipe tears away.

So while the video didn’t affect the outcome of the election in the
way we'd anticipated, with large numbers of San Franciscans seeing
it and being moved to vote for Proposition [, it did seem to influence
the media, impressing them with the importance of children’s issues
and — we hoped — the seriousness and professionalism of owr cam-

paign. This, in turn, affected their coverage to the public.
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“Everyone had strong ideas
about what we should be
doing. And every time there
was a mistake, feelings got
pretty bruised. But a lot of it
was fun. I remember my wife
and kids making campaign
buttons late at night. And it
was nice to go to the political
clubs and use past relation-
ships for positive support for
the issue. People would say,
Don’t worry Art, we'’re already
with you.” On the other hand,
because we have advocated for
a lot of youth services, we
tended to get into conflicts with
some labor people. We thought
we had mended all those
Sences... But part way through
the campaign, we had to work
really hard to get the Labor

Council not to oppose us.”
Art Tapia
Campaign Chair
Sergeant,
SF Police Department

The Opposition’s Arguments and Coleman’s Counter - Arguments

Proposition ] is bad government.

Compared to what? What we have now is bad government.
It’s bad government to leave children homeless, neglected,
uneducated and unhealthy. A measure that reverses this is

the heart of good government. It is why government exists.

Proposition J is special-interest politics.

Proposition ] is the opposite of special-interest politics. Chil-
dren are the future for everyone; they are not a special inter-
est. They are short-changed because our budget process is so
dominated by special interests. Without protections in the
budget process, children’s interests will never be able to com-

pete with the true special interests of adults.

Proposition ] ties the hands of city officials.

Exactly! If they had been responsive to the needs of children
~if they had funded child care and prenatal care - then there
would be no need to tie their hands. The evidence isin. Chil-
dren are at the bottom of the heap in the budget battles. Ty-
ing the hands of elected officials is the only way children’s
needs will be met.

For a story that ran on National Public Radio, a reporter asked
me about the argument that Prop | tied the hands of the politicians.
I confessed my fantasy of walking into City Hall and seeing all the
politicians tied up, begging me to free them; then I get to say, “If you
had funded prenatal care, if you had funded children’s health care,
if you had funded afterschool programs...”

Proposition | will take money away from other needs.
Investing in a healthy, qualified, law-abiding younger genera-
tion saves money. Current extensive spending on incarcera-
tion, hospitalization, and welfare is taking money away from
other needs. Proposition J will reverse this. Besides, the
Children’s Fund will comprise only one-half of one percent
of the City Budget!

Funds for Proposition J can be generated by increasing
efficiency in government, and it will serve as an incentive to
do just that. Would you rather have your tax dollars pay for
box seats at baseball games for City officials, or provide

afterschool care for needy children?

Proposition J sets a bad precedent.

What if everyone does it?

Children are a special case. They are uniquely vulnerable in
the budget process because they are the only constituency
that cannot vote, and our collective stake in the welfare of
our children is unparalleled. Or, depending on circumstances:
It is standard procedure to ‘set-aside’ public funds for spe-
cific agreed-upon needs. We do it all the time. In San Fran-
cisco it is done for the arts, seniors, the disabled, city employ-
ees, and purchasing open space, to name a few. Opponents
of a children’s set-aside have supported many of these mea-
sures; they just oppose this one because they oppose children

being a budget priority.
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City officials privately oppose Proposition J.

And that merely illustrates why Prop J is so necessary. When
allowed to operate privately behind closed doors, politicians will
sell children down the river. That is why it is the people, not the

politicians, who need to mandate protection for children.

Proposition J is ballot-box budgeting.

And that is exactly what children need. In those circumstances
where official policy makers fail to act for the common good,
democracy is well served when the public has the opportu-
nity to have the last word. Isn’t this why we live in a democracy?

As we anticipated, the major argument against Prop | was:
“Thas is bad public policy.” Initially we were somewhat timid about
debating the issue. But as the campaign progressed, our confidence
grew, and we discovered the most important lesson of the campaign.:
There really is no argument against investing in children.

When I went on Quentin Kopp’s radio call-in program, I was
supposed to debate a man from the Republican Central Committee.
He backed out at the last minute, and Quentin thought I would then
want to do the same. I said I was going on the air, so Kopp debated
me! There were angry calls from people who were against Prop [, but
I used it as a forum to educate and inform. I gave out accurate
statistics in contrast to those they put forward; I articulated our
position in a positive way over and over Sure it was manipulation.

I had to seize every opportunity to frame and reframe our issue.

Media Coverage

The short version of the story for Coleman is this: the
national media was responsive; the local media was
disappointing. If not for the national press, Prop J might not
have been covered locally by mainstream media. Campaign
staff felt that they were doing something unique, and from
the outset said that this Amendment would make San Fran-
cisco the first city in the country to guarantee funding for
children. Some of the initial press coverage picked up on
this, with the San jose Mercury News, for instance, calling
PropJ a “landmark initiative” when the petitions were turned
in. The campaign staff sent information and placed calls to
the major national TV news stations, to The Washington Post,
The New York Times, Associated Press and a number of other
national media outlets. AP picked up the story early on, but
it was not until September 23, well into the campaign, when
The New York Times carried a long story with two pictures, that
momentum with the national media picked up. Coleman con-
tinued ‘working it,” figuring by then that national coverage
was their best hope for local coverage. They sent the Times
article to others, and eventually the storyran. Ellen Goodman
did a column on it, and it was carried by the Christian Science
Monitor, USA Today, the Canadian Broadcasting System,

National Public Radio, and radio stations in many cities.
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“Children’s issues are new for
the gay community. It’s a new
idea for people who don’t have
kids to think that this is their
role, their responsibility. In a
way, the gay communily on
this issue s a metaphor for
everyone who doesn’t have kids
at home.... San Francisco has
a long history of having the
majority of its adult popula-
tion without kids, but the
whole country is getting like
that now. We're all parents,
whether we personally have
kids or not, because the kids of
today are the people we will
soon be dealing with as

adults.
Greg Day
Former President
Coleman Advocales
Board of Directors



The media was both the best friend and the worst enemy of the
campaign. It caused us the most jubilation and the most grief. Local
TV stations woke up to the story only when their national affiliates
came out to cover it for the national evening news. One station didn’t
cover the proposttion until “IT'he Today Show” asked for footage for
their post-election analysis. San Francisco’s Chronicle ran a story
only after a campaign worker sent the clipping from The New York
Times. The other major newspaper waited until October to wrile its
lone news story, which was a semi-smear job, focusing almost exclu-
sively on the so-called ‘whisper campaign’ against us in City Hall.
The campaign’s final press conference was attended by the national
news teams, but only one local station.

Why was the local press so bad? Did they have preconceptions
that Coleman and our constituents couldn’t do something of such
major significance? Is the local media that much less sophisticated
than the national media? Was this simply a carryover from their
having ‘maxed out’ on childven’s budget issues from the past 4 years?

Or was it more insidious? The local media has a great deal of
influence on local public opinion. It was certainly no threat to the
political establishment in Washington D.C. to have The Washing-
ton Post carry a story on the Amendment, as it did, but it was a
different situation in San Francisco. Was the press purposely avoid-
ing the story because the Amendment was a threat to the conservalive
establishment? Was it a case of the local press being more concerned
than the national press about what “powerful” individuals think
and being more inclined to tow the line?

1 truly don’t know the answers to these questions.

Campaign press events. Although local coverage was
mostly poor, there were some media successes at the local
level. A rally in the Castro (a heavily gay district) was orga-
nized by Coleman’s Board President, a gay man who had re-
cruited a significant number of gay and lesbian leaders to
speak on behalf of the campaign. He put forth the case that
gays and lesbians have a stake in children too, and will no
longer tolerate being excluded from addressing children’s
issues, especially since many are parents. The fact that many
gay and lesbian young people needed services and would re-
ceive help through Proposition | was also emphasized.

An event specifically for the Asian press was held in
Chinatown by youth-serving agencies, and it was well covered.
Similarly, a press conference in the Mission District was held
for the Spanish-language press. The final media event of the
campaign was an enthusiastic rally at one of the City’s recre-
ation centers, with the Mayor and most of the City’s elected
officials, dozens of kids, and speakers from a number of the
endorsing organizations — a parish priest, a representative of
the Gray Panthers, a tenant organizer, the PTA, and a 49er.
All supporters coalesced around this one event.

This final rally gave us a taste of what it is like to bring an
entire community together on behalf of children. It was great! Every-

one felt wonderful about what they were doing.
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What Did It Cost?

Budgets vary enormously depending on in-kind support of-
fered by various endorsing organizations. The total amount
spent on this campaign, from the drafting of the amendment,
through the petition drive, through election night, was
$110,000. (See the Appendix for campaign budget expendi-
tures.) Had more funds been available, they would have been
used first to expand the direct mail effort because it was such
a good way to reach people who were otherwise less acces-
sible. (Interestingly, money might actually have been saved
by paying signature gatherers earlier because the closer it is
to the deadline, the more they tend to charge!) Coleman
felt that the important, non-negotiable elements that had to
be paid for included staff to recruit and motivate campaign
volunteers, clerical support, petition gatherers, professional
campaign consultation, office supplies, phones, and, most im-
portantly, campaign literature and mailing. (Campaign signs
are nice, but optional.)

One of the major disappointments of the entire campaign
was the failure to raise a really significant amount of money.
All in all, $24,000 was raised from individuals in contribu-
tions ranging from $5 to $3,000. This was the result of three
house parties, several large campaign events, a tear-out for
donations that appeared on all our literature, and personal
requests to potential large donors. Some of the reasons for
the failure to raise more funds probably include the fact that

Coleman didn’t have a lot of connections to people with

money and fundraising skills. The strongest supporters of
the cause had very little money; the grassroots campaign style
and absence of strong opposition until late in the campaign
led people to believe the campaign didn’t need money; and
business opposition dampened the enthusiasm of potential do-
nors. In fact, efforts to organize a finance committee for the
campaign never came to fruition. Very few of the people origi-

nally contacted were interested in being on such a committee.

Momentum and Results

After the Proposition ] campaign turned in 68,000 signatures
at the end of July, 1991, there was momentum, and Coleman
learned an incredible political lesson. It had taken the initia-
tive, ignored the political establishment, and won control of
its issue. At that point, the political establishment came to
the agency and asked to be involved. At the end of the sum-
mer the Chronicleconducted a poll of registered voters on four
ballot propositions. It showed Proposition J ahead by the wid-
est margin. This only added to the campaign’s momentum.
The perception of children as a popular cause dramatically
shifted the political attitude not just toward Proposition J, but

toward children’s issues altogether.
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“Earmarking a fixed percent-
age of the City budget for any
purpose is terrible public policy.
Meeting its requirements will
inevitably cause culs in other
services like law enforcement
and health care for the elderly.
If this passes, effective gover-
nance by the Mayor and the
Board of Supervisors will
become even more excruciat-
ingly difficult. That’s why I'm
voting against Proposition J,
even if other elected public
officials in San Francisco
won’t admit they’d like to tell

you to do so also.”

Quentin L. Kopp
State Senator



An example of the public popularity of the issue can be
seen in the response of the San Francisco Chamber of Com-
merce. After opposing the measure, they eagerly discussed
their views with The New York Times. After the story came out,
however, they never again talked to the press — they simply
refused and referred calls elsewhere. Coleman conjectures
that once the Chamber saw their opposition within the con-
text of a sympathetic article about the creation of the amend-
ment as a solution to the plight of children, they realized
immediately that their position was bad press. The campaign
had shut down a significant opposing voice.

But it wasn’t all smooth sailing. Contrary to everyone’s expec-
tations, the “good government” argument gained momentum, par-
ticularly as the campaign came to a close and Senator Kopp became
more vigorous in his efforts and in my opinion, more mean-spirited

in his accusations.
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Lessons
Learned

On November 5, 1991,
San Francisco citizens
voted on behalf of
children.

* Creating a forum for people
to express their support for
children is a very powerful
strategy.

* An election campaign has all
of the ingredients to attract
children’s supporters: it’s easy
to participate, it sends a loud
and effective message to the
political establishment, and it
provides an opportunity for
the public to be educated
about the needs of children.

* For children’s advocates,
an election is a particularly
effective forum, with many
built-in opportunities to get
the message out. All of the
resources that are normally
spent finding the vehicle for
the message are already
there.

* A political campaign for
children is in many ways like
any other campaign. Priority
should be given to organiza-
tional endorsements, direct
mail, courting the press, and
a strong and flexible defense.

* A political campaign for
children is in many ways
unlike any other campaign.
The power and importance
of the issue gets attention
that other types of campaigns
have to pay a great deal of
money for. A compelling
campaign for children can
even attract the national
press, and that coverage can
assist with local press.

* A campaign for children
should be based on positive
themes, such as the potential
of children to overcome
adversity and lead productive
lives, and the effectiveness of
services for children.Too
many negative messages
about the plight of children
are discouraging and ulti-
mately a turn-off.

* No real arguments can be
made against investing in
children. Forcing the debate
into the public is a way to
capitalize on this.
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“California voters are so
worried about the fate of the
state’s children that they are
ready to make it a top priority
over other issues in this year’s
elections, according to a study
released today. The report,
“California’s Children”,
appeared to put the political
parties on notice that ...
children’s issues have wide-
spread appeal... Sixty -five
percent favored passing a law
similar to an initiative
approved by San Francisco
voters in November..”

“Survey on the State of

Children”

by Bill Workman

San Francisco Chronicle
January 8, 1992



Analyzing Voter
Response

oters say they

ant candidates
ith a children’s

Kids Triumph

AVictory
for Everyone

6

The Results: The Politics of Children

Proposition J won with 54.5% of the votes.

The results of the election, combined with the results of
an early poll conducted by a major newspaper, gave a very
clear picture of who voted for Proposition J and who didn’t.
The more liberal parts of town supported it, and the more
conservative parts of town opposed it. In general, this meant
that the older, richer, and whiter parts of the city were more
heavily opposed. The younger, less affluent, and more heavily
minority parts of the city strongly supported. The absentee
ballots, which represented the more conservative electorate
were 61% opposed. The neighborhoods identified as con-
servative were opposed by a similar percent. In contrast, the
two African-American sections of town supported the mea-
sure by approximately 70%; as did the Latino and liberal ac-
tivist neighborhoods. Only the wealthier neighborhoods voted
against the proposition. And in some cases, this opposition

was as much as 80%.

49



“I think the most helpful thing
to us was hearing from
Margaret that all of the so-
called wise heads told her not
to do it, and no one supported
it, and they went after it any-
way, and the public belicved in
il, and it was a people-leading-
the-leaders situation. We're
surrounded by the same kind
of negative messages here in
Colorado, and all of us share
a gut feeling that the public
cares more about kids than the
leadership realizes. And that
courage and enthusiasm for
at least trying to do the right
thing has been an inspiration

for us.”
Barbara O’Brien
Executive Director
Colorado Children’s
Campaign

On the other hand, there were many more neighbor-
hoods in the city where support was just as high. These were
generally in the low-income areas of the city, where the den-
sity of children was the greatest. However, the single family
home areas, generally high-income, also supported the
amendment, though not by such high margins.

It is very important to note that only 16% of San
Francisco’s population is under age 18, compared to 26%
nationwide. San Francisco has the lowest percent of children
of any city in the country, perhaps even the world. Thisis one
reason why the success of Proposition ] is so remarkable, and
lends credence to the notion that people without children
can understand why they must support other people’s chil-
dren. Since children are a declining portion of the popula-
tion nationally, it is essential that many people without chil-
dren support the children’s cause if it is to be successful.

Try as we did to keep this from being a liberal/conservative
issue, that was how it was seen by the voters — no question! It is
possible that other communities need not assume this will be the case,
since each political campaign is unique to its own community. In
this case, the pivotal political event was the opposition by Senator
Quentin Kopp. However, even if San Francisco’s Mr. Conservative
had not gotten involved, we believe the liberal/conservative split still

would have been manifested.

While it might be wise for child advocates to continue courting
conservalives, it is naive, I think, to see the cause of children as
ideologically neutral. Our cause is clearly about public responsibility
Jor the welfare of our country’s children. We believe that laissezx-faire,
marketplace policies don’t work when it comes to the well-being of
children. We believe in aggressive government intervention to
strengthen families and assure a minimum guarantee of health, edu-
cation and welfare for children.

Let’s face it: conservatives generally don’t like this sort of thing.
They can take it in small pieces — a legislator here and there who will
support this piece or that — but as a general policy direction they have
rejected it. This is no secret to anyone working in the field of children’s
issues. However, the premise of much of our work is that we are going
to ‘bring around’ the conservative political establishment. Perhaps
we should give that up, acknowledge the ideological premises of our
commitments, and focus on motivating and organizing our poten-
tial allies to be a more powerful force.

In terms of big business, well, they generally tend to stay out
of politics unless it directly affects them. And there certainly is not
the perception on the part of most leaders of corporate America that
political involvement in children’s issues is important. So it may also
be pointless to spend time trying to woo them. In the end, they oppose

what they see as government intervention.’
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What Did the Polling Numbers Mean?

Prop ] won, but by less of a margin than Coleman hoped
(though more than the agency feared), and less than the
proposition initially polled. What did it mean? First of all,
the high polling results came before anyone even knew what
the initiative said and before any opposition had been pub-
licly aired. So those numbers reflected the natural positive
attitude about supporting children. Coleman knew that level
of support was not a realistic expectation, and had seen
children’s initiatives fail in other communities even after the
polls showed support.

Selecting an election with relatively low voter turnout,
the campaign had indeed compromised votes for increased
visibility and exposure. But perhaps more significantly, this
was an atypical San Francisco election — it was, after all, the
election where voters selected a police chief to be Mayor. The
turnout was remarkably conservative, varying from 56% in
the most conservative areas where Prop J lost by the highest

margins, to only 38% in the communities where it won by

the highest margins. Wealthier, older voters have higher turn-
out numbers. Many liberal voters were turned off by or not
interested in this particular Mayor’s race and didn’t vote. The
children’s initiative wasn’t compelling enough to actually
bring people to the polling place. If it had been, the victory
margin might have been much greater. Coleman learned
that pro-child voters can, in fact, be difficult to “turn out.”

One friendly interviewer jokingly accused us of “moral black-
mail of the political establishment.” And that is what it was. But a
different reporter who accused us of using “pressure tactics” was
wrong. After all, what kind of ‘pressure’ can child advocates exert?
The blackmail, in this case, was nothing more than the threat of
public exposure of lack of support for children. We kept that ‘secret’
in exchange for public support of kids. That was the political game
we played. We're proud of the strategy and of the resulls.

Building a politically powerful children’s constituency is
similar to building any constituency. It requires experts who
provide documentation and policy recommendations, advo-
cates who negotiate and organize, and dynamic leaders who
inspire the community to act. Most importantly, building a

children’s constituency means mobilizing at a grassroots level.
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“If it weren’t for Prop J, we
would have been involved in
years of budget advocacy.
Instead we went straight for a

major policy reform, and it

took only a year. I think it is
also important that we got very
involved in the political
process and kept our eyes on
our goal. At first, county
officials thought we were going
to go away. Part of what
allowed us to persist was the
inspiration of San Francisco’s
Proposition |]. We won and it
was fun... Although I must
confess that we are right now
in the ‘Implementation Blues’.
In many ways it is a much
more difficult phase than the
campaign itself. But we’re in it
Jor the long run.”

Michael Piraino

Executive Director

Westchester Children’s
Association
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Lessons
Learned

In an unusually con-
servative San Francisco
election, with especially
low voter turnout, Prop |
may not have brought
liberals to the polls, but
it did win guaranteed
funding for the City’s
children for the next

ten years.

¢ Children’s needs have the
potential to be a compelling
political issue. The majority
of the public ‘gets it” They
know children are in trouble
and they want government to
do more. When given the
opportunity they make
children a priority.

* There are few politicians
who will aggressively oppose
children’s issues if they are
going to be identified as being
anti-child in the process.
Together with the power of
arguments in favor of chil-
dren, this can be an incredible
asset.

* Child advocates must be
realistic about who their
supporters and opponents
are. Only 50.1% of the vote
is needed to win. With
majority support already in
most communities, trying to
win over the ‘unwinnable’ may
not be the best use of scarce
resources.

« Supporters of children are
not likely to become typical
political activists. It’s probably
not realistic to plan a strategy
based on the expectations
that people will march for
children the same way they
marched for civil rights.

* Because an election
empowers people to make a
difference, it fosters a sense
of hope. This hope can then
become the basis of further
post-election involvement.
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Highlights: 1992-1993

Post-Election Children’s Advocacy

1992

Ensuring continuing
accountability

¢ Coleman negotiates with
City Hall officials to assure
quality implementation of
Prop J.

® Coleman organizes The Kids
Network, a citizen action arm,
which monitors Prop J and
advocates on many children’s
issues.

¢ Mayor’s Office for Children,
Youth and Their Families
crafts the Children’s Services
plan for the implementation
of Prop J. After some conflict,
the plan is approved unani-
mously by the Board of
Supervisors.

® Racial tensions result in a
new Director of the Mayor’s
Office for Children, Youth

and Their Families.

* A Citizen Advisory
Committee is established to
assist with allocation of funds.
They recommend the funding
of 50 new programs, approved
10 months later by the Mayor
and the Board of Supervisors.
Services begin to get off the
ground.

* Coleman conducts the first-
ever Youth Vote in the public
schools so that youth can have
input on use of Prop J funds.
e Children’s services are
protected in the worst budget
crisis in the City’s history.

® Coleman issues formal
report card for Board of
Supervisors, and candidate’s
questionnaire to ensure that

accountability continues.
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1993

Overcoming

new hurdles

¢ All programs funded in the
first Children’s Services Plan
following the passage of Prop
J get underway. Coleman
completes survey of all
agencies, and documents that
over 10,000 children (almost
10% of the child population)
would be served in first of the
programs.

¢ Coleman continues to fight
hard for an independent
evaluation of Prop J.

¢ The Citizen Advisory
Committee is summarily
dismissed, and a new
committee is appointed and
given a broad mandate to
develop a comprehensive plan
for all children’s services.

e Communities across the
United States consider action

similar to Prop J.

e Children’s services funding
protected despite City budget
crisis.

® Second year Children’s
Services Plan is developed and
approved. 80 collaborative
projects are selected for
funding. Many programs
funded get underway.

¢ Coleman publishes Every Kid
Counts: 31 Ways to Save Our
Children, a citizen handbook.
® The Kid’s Network reaches
2500 members and takes
successful actions on issues
ranging from school bonds to
gun advertisements.

® Coleman establishes
Children’s Action Hotline,
develops a comprehensive
citizen involvement directory,
and expands youth
involvement in their own

advocacy.
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“After a year-long gestation
with some troublesome compli-
cations, a broad-based ad hoc
committee proudly announced
...that it had produced the first
draft spending plan under
San Francisco’s Children’s
Amendment.... It is now up
to Mayor Frank Jordan to
support the recommenda-
tions... and to see they are
swiftly adopted. In promoting
the Children’s Amendment,
the people led a movement
demanding that the city put
children first. Now it’s up to
the city’s leaders to follow,
support, and extend that

commitment.”
The San Francisco
Bay Guardian
editorial,
November 11, 1992



Continuing the

ill Prop )

Struggle

Help the Mission?

outh Office’s
Priorities Criticized

Political Momentum

Prop J was a political lesson for San Francisco. The children’s
constituency had flexed its political muscle and was clearly a
force to be taken seriously. The very first children’s issues
that went to the City’s Board of Supervisors subsequent to
the victory — budget cuts that were not protected by Prop J -
were quickly resolved in favor of children. This would never
have happened before.

I think it really made people realize there were, in fact, political
points to be made supporting kids. Three months after the victory,
the frequently argumentative and competitive Board of Supervisors
unanimously approved the first-year Children’s Plan without even
trying to insert each member’s ‘batronage needs’ into the plan. To
me, this reflected a serious effort to abide by the spirit of the Amend-
ment. After the proposition passed, almost every elected official sup-
ported two school taxes on the ballot. There were increases in the sales
tax, which were not initially popular and ran counter to the philoso-
phy of many politicians. Nevertheless, San Francisco seemed to have
established itself as a pro-child city. Even Frank Jordan, the man
who was to become Mayor and who had opposed Prop J, denied ever
having laken that position, and never again publicly expressed any-

thing but strong support for the Amendment.
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But the minute the election was over; two things became clear:

1. We had won only half the battle. Ensuring the effective imple-
mentation of the new Children’s Amendment was going to be as hard
as getling it passed. The political establishment, after all, had not
changed.

2. We had educated and mobilized many San Franciscans to
vote for Prop J; now we had to keep the momentum going. We needed
to enlist the help of newly enlightened voters in monitoring the imple-
mentation of the Amendment and to begin participating in the fight
for children on other fronts.

One of the first things we did after the election was announce
that we were going to issue a formal “report card” on the Board of
Superuvisors — we wanted to make it really clear that the accountabil-

ity would continue.

How Did City Government Respond?

Children are on the political map. Even before Proposition J
won, Mayor Agnos had begun preparing for its passage. Once
he determined that it was to be the law, he decided to make
its implementation a model for the nation. A well-qualified
Director was appointed to head the Mayor’s Office for Chil-
dren, Youth and Their Families (MOCYF), and began meet-
ing with dozens of groups throughout the City, soliciting in-
put for the first-year Children’s Plan. Twelve neighborhood
hearings were scheduled throughout San Francisco to explain
the Amendment and determine the public’s priorities. Plan-

ning sessions among the City departments serving children

were convened using Proposition ] as a starting point for more
comprehensive coordination. Negotiations with foundations
and other private funders in the City began to lay the ground-
work for the leveraging of Proposition J dollars, and the leg-
islative wheels were greased in preparation for easy passage
of the first Children’s Plan. Because the Director had been
involved in children’s services for many years, knew most of
the players, had studied all of the recent city, state, and na-
tional reports on the status of children, and was a seasoned
City Hall operator, Coleman felt an enormous sense of relief.
The Amendment was working. The City was taking the re-
sponsibility to involve the community in discussions about
children; it developed a children’s plan; and it was using
Proposition ] to facilitate improved coordination between city
departments, and to develop innovative program proposals.
Some things are too good to be true.

Art Agnos, who had initiated the early efforts to implement Prop ],
was defeated by Frank Jordan in a run-off election one month after
its passage. The new Mayor had not only opposed Prop | himself, but
his major backers were from the business communaity and the conser-
vative neighborhoods of the City — our primary opponents. He was
also administratively inept. We should have known that nothing is
easy.

Though we’ve been through many struggles, I think Prop [ has
been even more valuable to San Francisco during an administration
While the full

potential of the Amendment has not been realized, the protections

that doesn’t see children as an immediate priority.

built in for children have become absolutely essential.
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No More Smooth Sailing

Once Mayor Jordan was sworn into office, the struggle to
maintain the integrity and purpose of Proposition | began.
For several months after the election, Coleman used its clout
to steer Proposition J in a positive direction, primarily through
regular negotiations with City Hall officials over the endless
administrative details that determine whether an amendment
goes well or badly. For a while, it worked. Jordan retained
the Director of the Mayor’s Office for Children, Youth and
Their Families (MOCYF) who had been appointed by the
former mayor, and community meetings were carried out as
planned. The new mayor endorsed the well-crafted Children’s
Services Plan, and adopted many recommendations about
the composition of a Citizen Advisory Committee.

The Children’s Services Plan, which had to be drafted
in less than three months (Coleman should have allowed more
time in the Amendment) focused on prevention and collabo-
ration. It required that new programs be culturally appro-
priate, minimize administrative costs, and, when possible, le-
verage other sources of funding. It contained 28 program
categories to be funded, with 60% of the money going to
community agencies and 40% to public agencies. Some pro-
grams were particularly innovative, including teen centers and
a family resource center. The Department of Public Health

would develop four satellite clinics in high-need neighbor-

hoods; the Recreation and Parks Department would develop
new latchkey sites and expand its youth employment program.
The Citizen Advisory Committee was chaired by a highly
regarded member of the community. It included others with
similarly high levels of expertise and credibility in the com-
munity. That committee assured that the first-year funding
process was fair and that good programs would be funded.
But none of this was done without conflict, and that con-
flict laid the seeds of a far more problematic second round of
funding. The potential of Proposition ] to inspire improved

planning and coordination was lessened in the shuffle.

Power Struggles and Racial Tensions

One of the most beneficial consequences of Proposition ],
however, was that it forced city government to pay attention
to children’s needs in a new way. After all, the City was re-
quired to spend the money. That alone necessitated a pretty
high level of attention. The new Mayor and the old-style po-
liticos brought in to run the administration were not accus-
tomed to paying attention to children’s issues, so the first
struggle was to make them realize that they now had an im-

portant new function. We sent a memo to the Mayor.
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Excerpt of Memo sent to Mayor Jordan

MEMORANDUM
Date: January 16, 1992
To:  Mayor Frank Jordan
Hadley Roff
Kent Sims
From: Margaret Brodkin
Coleman Advocates for Children & Youth

We love you, but...
YOUR LACK OF QUALITY ATTENTION TO PROP J IS NOT
OKAY....

Coleman gets at least one media inquiry and ten calls
from community members A DAY, asking about the implemen-
tation of Prop J. (Your office is getting up to 30 inquiries a
day.) Almost 100 community people attended a Coleman-spon-
sored meeting this week seeking our direction on how to com-
municate with you about Prop J. We have been extremely opti-
mistic and positive — telling EVERYONE so far that we believe
your administration plans to make children a priority, will uti-
lize the extensive community input solicited in the recent
neighborhood meetings, and that the Prop ] planning process
is moving along smoothly.

WE AT COLEMAN ARE NO LONGER WILLING TO
ASSURE EITHER THE MEDIA OR OUR COMMUNITY CON-
STITUENCY OF OUR CONFIDENCE IN YOUR HANDLING
OF PROP ] until you resolve some key issues and communi-
cate with us in some way about your plans....

On the day he received the memo, the Mayor’s Chief of
Staff scheduled a meeting for the following day, and the
MOCYF Director met with the Mayor by the end of the week.
But Coleman was frustrated by the type of negotiating stance
it was forced to take very early on.

As soon as the planning process for the Children’s Fund began,
the power struggles over who would have influence in the process and
who would be funded began. And although we knew that fights over
money were inevitable, we didn’t anticipate the uglness that would
characterize some of the struggle.

Underlying the tension were the constant references to race. Ra-
cial tensions are part and parcel of the urban political scene, and the
implementation of Prop [ reflected this. The Director of MOCYF had
been attacked, early on, by some particularly vocal Direclors and
staff of youth agencies for her alleged “insensitivity” to minorities.
(The Director was white.) The public hearing on the Children’s Ser-
vices Plan developed by the Director was attended by almost 250 in-
dividuals (brought out to a great extent by Coleman), and the testi-
mony was overwhelming in support of the plan, which was ulti-
malely passed. But the divisions that began in those weeks only got
worse as the months wore on. To a large extent this is inevitable when
the needs are so great and the vesources ave so thin. It’s all so

meager...everyone’s fighting for crumbs.
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Had the Mayor exerted strong leadership during this period,
many of the future conflicts could have been avoided. But the Mayor
became central to the problem. His conservative agenda did not in-
clude major investments in the City’s minority communaities. This
led him to engage in two typical (and cynical) political games to
deflect criticism: Respond to demands for token support; and make
sure groups fight each other rather than you.

The Mayor refused to support the Director of MOCYE, and she
resigned. After months, he found a Director he felt would respond to
the demands of the former Director’s critics.

The type of planning that is required by Proposition |
takes a great deal of experience and skill. With a Mayor fo-
cused on the most immediate political possibilities of the
Proposition, there was little concern about something as un-
popular as “professional expertise.” In fact, some commu-
nity voices were very anti-professional, and demands for pro-
fessional skill actually had political liabilities. As a result, the
plans, requests for proposals, and other documents prepared
by the Mayor’s office tended to be general, with insufficient
policy or program direction.

Jordan also responded personally to requests for Propo-
sition ] funding from political allies who felt their political
support or power in the community was enough to warrant a
grant. He allowed people to meet with him to discuss fund-
ing and then made oblique commitments to them. This was
Coleman’s worst nightmare — Proposition J could become a
political patronage fund. One of the biggest arguments

against public funding (for any cause) is that the money will

be squandered for political uses rather than for providing
needed services. Now San Francisco’s Mayor, the proponent
of such arguments, was making it a reality.

The Mayor’s inclination to use the Fund in this way (and
itis important to note that this was nothing new, in San Fran-
cisco or anyplace else) collided head-on with the views of his
Citizen Advisory Committee. For months, the committee
struggled with a process to select programs to fund; it did not
want to be undermined by the Mayor or his staff. There were
angry meetings, memos, letters, and calls; and in the end the
Children’s Fund went almost exclusively to the agencies that
had been selected by the Citizen Advisory Committee in its
objective process. Coleman felt this was a victory in that the
programs were of high quality, reflected the intent of the
Amendment, were targeted to high-risk children and youth
throughout the City, and were committed to the goals of the
Children’s Services Plan.

But this did not happen easily, and at the end of the first
funding cycle, the Advisory Committee was summarily dis-
missed by the Mayor and a new committee was appointed.
The tables turned: the people who were previously ‘in’ were

‘out,” and those previously ‘out’ were now ‘in.’
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“I was appointed Chair of
the Citizen'’s Committee to

oversee allocation of the first-

year funds by Mayor Jordan....

1 felt the members of the
committee really pitched in,
read the proposals submitted,
and scored them. I think the
Committee members put aside

their beliefs on certain turf

issues and did a fairly good job

of reading and scoring. But I,
as the Chair, had constant
battles with the staff of
MOCYF since I felt they mis-
trusted citizen input and
simply wanted to have the
Citizen’s Committee rubber-
stamp the decisions that they
made.... I'm not quite sure
that a Citizen’s Committee
should always be butting
heads with City staff; they
should be working coopera-
tively.”

Yori Wada

Community Leader

Chair of First Citizen’s

Committee for Allocation
of Proposition | Funds

No Good Deed Goes Unpunished

Coleman didn’t go unscathed. In fact, we were pushing as hard as
we could to keep the planning and funding process fair We have a
Sle full of letters to the Mayor, memos, recommendations about crite-
ria for funding, principles for planning, and testimony provided at
public hearings. But our percetved influence in the process was deeply
resented by those initial opponents of the plan. The voices in this
group weren’t necessarily major ones in the community, but they were
persistent, and had some credibility with the Mayor.

The fact that Coleman had a white director — me — became the
subject of much of the attack. Coleman was labeled by some as a
“white organization trying to decide what is best for minority chil-
dren.” All I can say is that this isn’t true. Coleman’s main goal has
been to maximize public participation in the Prop | process.

It should be noted that this particular dynamic was not entirely
new for Coleman. Despite its multi-racial board and staff, with an
Anglo director, Coleman has intermittently been treated with suspi-
cion by some. The perception that we had (or even wanted) control
over the funds greatly escalated the tension. Certainly Coleman had
been tremendously visible throughout the process. But it was never
up to us to distribute funds, and we had no intention of applying
Jor them. Still, the misperceptions were toxic. The risk of ‘perceived

power’ is that it not only exaggerates the truth, it often distorts it.

When the tables were turned after the first year of funding, it
almost seemed as if the Mayor’s office was trying to purge us from
institutional memory. There was no longer any public acknowledgement
of Coleman’s role in Proposition J; the agency’s planning documents
were dismissed by the Mayor'’s staff; previous Children’s Budgets (rel-
evant to the new planning process) were never consulted or men-
tioned. The first-year Children’s Services Plan and the directory of
agencies funded, both items which were associated with Coleman,
were never mentioned by the group discussing the second-year plan!

1 believe that one of the hardest lessons of all has been the al-
most inevitable backlash against the advocates. We had accomplished
something remarkable. But remarkable change doesn’t occur easily,
and much of the pain of that change gets turned back on those who
ushered it in. When the change is tied to money, the situation is even
more volatile.

The tensions that are occuring in San Francisco are going on
all the time in every city in America, yet they’re almost never talked
about openly in the policymaking arena. If all the turmoil and struggle
in San Francisco ultimately enables us to talk openly about race and
other fundamental issues related to true reform of children’s services,
we would certainly say it was worth all the pain.

Some say that San Francisco was not ready to make best use of
such a dramatic policy change. But it may very well be the other way
around — first the policy changes, then the system gets ready. In any
case, Coleman’s survey of agencies participating in the Prop [ experi-
ment indicates a high level of awareness of all of the implementation

problems, but a continued high level of optimism about the future.
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And indeed, progress, in small steps is occuring. Not just in new
programs being funded and children’s services being saved — but in
a new commitment to collaboration and a unified vision.

Until the passage of Prop |, Coleman was an ‘outside’ advocacy
group, doing the major planning for children’s services in the City.
The new law required the city to institutionalize this process. This
has meant a loss of control for Coleman (we wanted to let go, but we
still occasionally find the loss difficult), and it has meant that the
new City-administered efforts will go through inevitable growing
pains. Because there is now money available, many more people are
paying atlention to children’s services. This has led to tension, but
in time it may also be positive because there unll be increased involve-
ment in children’s services.

We anticipate that tensions will diminish when San Francisco
has stronger leadership, and the challenge of real tasks begins to over-
take the rhetorical debate. We also expect positive results from the
shift in national policies reflected in the 1992 Presidential election.
In the end, we hope that having plans for children’s services institu-
tionalized within the city government of San Francisco will improve
this city’s capacity to serve its children; we're trying to keep perspec-

tive on the often faltering steps toward that end.

Too Much Bureaucracy?

A major criticism of Proposition J was that funds would be
used merely to expand bureaucracy. Fairly early into the
implementation process, a basic philosophic question arose:
should the funds be channeled through the existing City de-
partments, or should the newly empowered MOCYF admin-
ister the allocation and oversight process?

Coleman’s Children’s Budget process had always re-
quested that new programs be administered through the ap-
propriate City agency, and that the central office for children
handle only planning and coordination. Nevertheless when
the issue arose, even the Coleman Board of Directors was
ambivalent on the subject:
® The anti-City department folks wanted a freestanding of-
fice for children that had complete control over the adminis-
tration of the funds. They didn’t trust the City departments
to spend the funds as specified, nor did they think the de-
partments would be accountable to the public.
® The other side argued that creating a new bureaucracy to
monitor millions of dollars of programs wasn’t necessary be-
cause City departments were already established for that pur-
pose. Also, keeping the administration of the fund separate
from the administration of other children’s services would
result in a lost opportunity to more fully integrate new
children’s services into the existing structure. In the long run
Proposition | would have less impact on the overall children’s

services delivery system.
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“When I came in as Director
of the Mayor’s Office for
Children, Youth and Their
Families a year ago, this Office
Jaced a tremendous challenge.
A Children’s Services Plan had
already been set in place by the
Mayor and the Board of Super-
visors, but this office had no
permanent staff to plan for the
allocation of the first year’s
funds. Although this caused

a delay of six months, the pro-
grams are now up and
running. The Collaborative
Planning Commattee has laid
the foundation for future plan-
ning for the Children’s Fund.
Its work has been timely, given
the budget cuts at all levels. At
a time when the City is facing
the greatest deficit since the
Depression, this planning body
can help us re-tool and move
forward with a renewed vision

Sfor our children.”

Anthony Lincoln
MOCYF Director



Without strong advocacy to oppose it, the course of least
resistance prevailed — MOCYF wanted total control over the
money, and that meant establishing its own bureaucracy for
administering it. One million of the $13 million Fund would
go to staff MOCYF. It would have been considerably more
had Coleman and others not raised objections. The Mayor’s
office maintained that less than 8% administrative costs was
more than reasonable. Others disagreed, claiming much of

it was money that could have been going to direct services.

Coleman Fights for an Independent Evaluation

The issue around which Coleman has been most publicly
forceful and has continued to advocate is the need for an
independent evaluation of Proposition J. Without an inde-
pendent evaluation, the misperceptions continue and in-fight-
ing among children’s service providers and children’s advo-
cacy groups will persist. Coleman will continue to be seen as
an agency with power over these funds — power it simply does
not have. The agency convened a meeting of local founda-
tions who were enthusiastic about funding an evaluation.
Despite being approached on many occasions by foundations,
the Mayor’s office has resisted the idea. Coleman worked with
a member of the Board of Supervisors to introduce legisla-
tion urging the Mayor to support an independent evaluation,
which was passed unanimously, but initially ignored by the
Mayor. Coleman remains hopeful that enough pressure can

be generated to get the Mayor’s office to come around.

A Foundation-Style Process

Rather than use Prop | as an opportunity to establish new public
policy, it has become primarily a funding source, operating much like
a foundation. This is not all bad; in the absence of leadership and
specific planning, innovation has come from the applicants for the
Jund instead of its overseers. In fact, extraordinary creativity and
coordination has emerged as a result of the Prop J process.

The Camp Fire Boys and Girls is serving four times more chil-
dren than it initially planned as a result of its extensive outreach
and collaboration with neighborhood groups in one of the city’s most
violent and underserved areas. The number of youths in Juvenile
Hall was reduced shortly after an innovative collaboration between
a citywide criminal justice alternative sentencing agency and a neigh-
borhood community center. An entirely new girls’ leadership develop-
ment agency has been started, stimulated in part by the availability
of Prop [ funds.

The Cily has a new family resource center in a very high-risk
area, and the program is well utilized and effective. Two new teen
centers were established; a third was greatly enhanced. The Depart-
meni of Public Health ‘outstationed’ maternal and child health clin-
ics in the most underserved parts of the City. This represents only a
portion of the new and expanded programs that resulted from the
Jurst year of funding.

In a survey of all agencies that had received Prop [ dollars con-
ducted six months after the funding cycle began, most reported very
positive benefits to their programs. The agencies projected serving
approximately 10,000 children during the first year, and had al-
ready reached about 50 % of their targets.
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Some were able to eliminate waiting lists, others reported im-
proving the quality of programs, and others reported improvements
in inter-agency cooperation. The agencies reported an additional $2
million that had been leveraged from the state and federal govern-
ment and various private sources as a result of the new Prop [ dol-
lars. This represented a 40% increase in the funds available!

The planning for Prop J applications brought many or-
ganizations together for the first time, others for a renewed
effort. Agencies serving homeless families only received a
small grant, but their interagency planning process has been
strengthened as a result of putting the grant together. Anum-

ber of public/private partnerships were forged.

A Goal of Comprehensive Planning

Despite the tension and the power struggles, there is still great
hope for realizing the potential of Proposition J. A new plan-
ning committee of approximately 35 members includes rep-
resentatives from public agencies, mayoral appointees, and
neighborhood agency representatives.

This group plans to collect data, prioritize needs, and
develop program and policy recommendations for all
children’s services in the city. The Director of MOCYF also
hopes to have the committee develop objective outcome mea-
sures for children’s services. He believes that he has brought

together a diverse group of key players (including Coleman)

who have the potential to develop a new consensus on
children’s services. Knowing that there will be many ups and
downs in this process, Coleman continues to hope that this is
possible. (As of this writing, the committee has proceeded,
but with difficulty. The political pressure applied behind
closed doors about racial equity in funding isn’t easily brought
to an open discussion. And a group comprising many who
seek funding from Proposition J tends to avoid establishing

priorities, an essential aspect of good planning.)
Baseline Budget

One of the least talked about, but strongest results of Propo-
sition ] is the elimination of the annual battles to prevent
budget cuts in children’s services.

1t’s almost unbelievable what happened the first year the
Children’s Amendment went into effect. There were so few budget
battles to fight. We were like the Maytag repairman. Here we were in
the “worst budget crisis ever” and children’s services were protected.
Sometimes I think it was just dumb luck, sometimes brilliant plan-
ning. And then the next year — it was again the “worst budget crisis
ever” and children’s services were still protected. It was a miracle!

The City Controller conscientiously implemented the
baseline children’s budget mandated in the proposition. It
took months of work, but finally each public agency analyzed
its children’s expenditures by line items. This means that the
City has two budgets: its regular budget and its children’s bud-

get. Children’s services are now easy to track.
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“San Francisco created a
baseline children’s budget.
That means we can’t reduce
expenditures. The children’s
baseline has its own separate
section at the end of each
department budget. This flags
the fact that the department
must meet mimimum guide-
lines. This is one of the only
protected programs in the
general fund budget. We [the
Controller’s office] were asked
to figure it out, and we did.
It worked out reasonably
successfully, because no one
has challenged our work.

I believe we succeeded in
carrying out the intent of

the law.”
John Madden
Deputy Controller
of San Francisco



“Prior to Prop J, if we as a
typrcal city service could
provide the very basics, well,
that was the ultimate goal.
And the constant fight was
Just to remain whole enough to
keep rec centers open so kids
would have a place to go. Now
we dare to think creatively and
imnovatively, to say, We're
open and the kids are here, so
what can we do to improve

their lives?’”
Joel Robinson
San Francisco
Superintendent
of Recreation

There have been ongoing negotiations over what will
undoubtedly be endless details and differences of opinion.
To determine which services would not qualify for ten-year
protection in the children’s baseline budget, the Controller
used as his litmus test the wording of the amendment: “ser-
vices which benefit children incidentally, or as members of a
larger population including adults.”

That meant that funding for swimming pools was not
part of the baseline children’s budget in his judgement. Nor
was funding for general City clinics, something we unsuccess-
fully protested. On the other hand, funds for children’s li-
brarians, most recreation center costs, pediatric clinics and
wards, and pediatricians, all child welfare services, homeless
family shelters, delinquency prevention, and much more, were
included. Allin all, we felt that the concept was implemented
in a fair manner.

Of course, the Mayor is extremely frustrated by the children’s
baseline budget. The City has faced the two worst budget crises of its
history in the two years since the proposition passed. In 1993 the
strains were so great that the Department of Public Health attempted
to “raid” the Proposition ] fund to underwrite several children’s pro-
grams they claimed were developed after the proposition passed. We
knew efforts to circumvent the law were inevitable. But even in this
case, the compromise reached was that there would be only a oneyear
use of Proposition | funds to underwrite long-promised HIV preven-
tion and substance abuse services for youth. There is no doubt the
programs are needed, but they had been planned (though not funded)
prior to the passage of Proposition [, and fell into one of those inevi-
table loopholes.

City department personnel in children’s services are ecstatic about
the children’s baseline budget and believe their programs would have
been decimated without it.

There is an almost inevitable backlash to Prop [, particularly
within City departments. It’s hard for people in adult mental health,
Jor instance, to see their programs cut dramatically while children’s
mental health programs go untouched. Some health workers in the
children’s field say it’s time for a second “inoculation” for the public;
theyre asking that Coleman conduct a public information campaign
reminding people about the plight of children and the need for

children’s services.

National Impact

Despite the somewhat rocky course in San Francisco,
Proposition | has already had an impact on child advocacy
around the country. Many communities have taken note, and
at least a half dozen are considering a similar strategy.
Coleman has received hundreds of inquiries for information
from just about every state in the country. If a critical mass of
communities in America finds a way to voice support and man-
date protections for children, the impact will be felt at the
national level. There is probably no more effective strategy
Coleman could undertake than to enable other American

cities to mount campaigns for children.
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Lessons
Learned

Ultimately the greatest
challenge for Coleman
since the passage of
Prop ] has been to not
rest... to continue to
advocate with innovation
and energy for the rights
of San Francisco’s
children... and to
encourage and inspire
other children’s advocates
across the country to
continue to fight on
behalf of all the children
who haven't the power
to fight for themselves.

* True reform requires
ongoing advocacy to assure
that the intent of reform
legislation is carried out.
Bureaucracies will always find
a way to circumvent good
intentions, even those related
to the welfare of children.
Advocates should watch out
for power struggles that
divert attention from
providing services, elected
officials satisfying political
needs rather than providing
quality leadership, and
bureaucratic inertia that
simply holds up needed
action.

* The role of the advocacy
organization in monitoring
reform legislation involves
balancing the roles of adviser,
booster, and critic. There is
probably no one right way to
do this.

* The primary challenge to
the feaders of the children’s
movement is to create new
forums for the public to
support children.The forums
that must be created should
utilize the power of children
as an issue (i.e., that the
majority of Americans care
about children and that there
is no argument that will be
made in public against
investing in children). But the
forums must also understand
the limitations of the
children’s constituency. The
financially powerful are not
part of the children’s con-
stituency, and the majority of
strong children's supporters
are not in a position to
participate in traditional
lobbying and politics.

* New organizing tools must
capture the public’s inherent
support for children and allow
children’s constituents to voice
their concerns within the
realities of their day-to-day
lives.

* Reformers rarely get “thank
you's”. Reform requires
dramatic shifts in business-as-
usual; it requires new players
taking ownership of policies
and tasks they had previously
scorned. It is unsettling for all
concerned, and the reformer
often bears the brunt of
people’s frustrations.
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“The stated goal of Coleman-
sponsored Youth Making A
Change (YYMAC) is... to ‘help
leens get more active in making
changes in their communities.’
During the 1992 election, Y-
MAC and Coleman organized
a Youth Vote project that
mobilized 8,000 high school
students to vote, not only their
presidential preferences, but
also on priorities for spending
Children’s Fund money. Y-
MAC members take an active
political role, attending
meetings of the Board of
Supervisors and lobbying on

issues related to youth.”
“Teens in the Trenches”
By Sarah Skaggs
a Bay Guardian
education supplement,
August, 1993



Coleman’s
Dilemmas and
Opportunaties

3

New Pressures on Coleman

We never thought that our greatest victory also might cause our great-
est anguish. Before the final vote tally was in, we began to realize that
life for Coleman had changed. We had pulled off a significant politi-
cal and policy maneuver. We were now perceived as powerful, and
that meant that some people cozied up to us, others resented us, and
still others wanted to do us in. We were a new kind of threat, not only
lo the political establishment, but also to the children’s establishment.
Were we going to try to control the money? Were we going to diminish
other child advocates’ clout in City Hall? It was clear that we would
now be subject to a new kind of scrutiny, and greater opposition, as
well as greater support.

For us, certain questions remain: How do we keep the momen-
tum going? Shall we operate behind-the-scenes or as a loud public
voice in monitoring Prop J? Will we be able to be honest advocates
with such a heavy stake in Prop J? What should our relationship be to
service providers (now applicants for money) 2 How much should we
Jocus on Prop Jin contrast to other issues? How shall we use our new
power? How can we pass the power on to others? And, finally, what to

do for an encore?
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Comments from Recipi-
ents of First Year Prop )
Funds:

“We’ve started an innovative
process which helps schools
find mental health agency
partners.”

“We’ve been able to add
hundreds of kids to our youth
employment program... from
every neighborhood in the
City.”

“Our program has allowed
mothers to go to work, since
they can now be assured of free
child care.”

“The race politics around Prop
] is poison.”

“I’'m just pleased that kids with
disabilities have been included

in the Prop | funding plan.”

Coleman barely had time to celebrate before it was in
the throes of sorting out these questions. At a special retreat
for Board and Staff, the following policy decisions were agreed
upon:
® Coleman’s most important task was to build on the mo-
mentum created by Proposition |, and to develop a consis-
tent, effective, citizen-dominated constituency that could be
an ongoing advocacy voice in San Francisco. The agency’s
heightened visibility, the public’s increased awareness and
sense of empowerment, and a new cadre of activists for kids
would provide the building blocks for such an effort. Cole-
man would focus its efforts particularly (but not exclusively)
on bringing the voices of parents and youth into the child
policy-making arena.
¢ Concomitant with the above goal, Coleman would distance
itself from service providers, both because the agency’s aim
was to bring other voices into the children’s arena, and be-
cause it didn’t want to get in the middle of struggles over
money.
® Coleman would aggressively monitor the implementation
of Proposition |, and attempt to influence the policy deci-
sions made by the Mayor’s office to assure that the imple-

mentation was consistent with the intent of the Amendment.

Monitoring Proposition )

Coleman didn’t anticipate the intensity and all-consuming
nature of monitoring the implementation of Proposition J,
partly because of the agency’s enormous investment in seeing
that Prop ] went well, but also because the Amendment posed
such new problems for the City and for the agency as advo-
cates.

Guiding principles. Shortly after the election, Coleman
recommended principles based on input received during the
campaign to guide the implementation of the Children’s
Fund:
® Focus on prevention and early intervention.

* Distribute resources equitably to children in need through-
out the City, providing services to the largest number of chil-
dren possible.

® Target new services to children at risk of failing to acquire
the skills necessary to become productive adults.

® Provide services in the most accessible, culturally relevant,
and neighborhood-based manner.

® Improve parity in the service delivery system so that pro-
grams for girls receive equitable funding.

® Maximize community input into the planning process.

® Maintain rigorous quality standards for agencies and pro-
grams receiving funds.

* Use existing administrative systems to minimize additional
administrative costs.

¢ Use funds as a way to restructure City departments to maxi-

mize efficiency and improve public service.
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¢ Use Prop ] funds as a means to improve the community of
San Francisco, and not to focus exclusively on the needs of
particular neighborhoods and the service providers who op-
erate in those neighborhoods.

Many of the principles were ultimately adopted.

Early opportunities for input. Initially, Coleman had the
opportunity for enormous input into the Prop J process.

We were conflicted about how much input and involvement we
should have. Some Board members pushed to see us involved almost
daily, even recommending people for staff and advisory positions in
the Mayor’s office; others thought we should limit input to a few
carefully worded policy recommendations and purposely remain dis-
tant. Then came the questions: Should Coleman Board members serve
on the new citizen aduvisory commattee to implement Proposition J?
How could they be both objective monitors and participants? Would
they get co-opted? Did they want to lose an opportunity for input?

Coleman decided to have Board, but not staff members
on the advisory committee. These Board members would
function as individuals, not as Coleman representatives.

Then came the much harder issues for an advocacy
agency, particularly as the process progressed. Coleman had
to figure out whether the glass was half-empty or half-full, and
to what extent the agency ought to critique the shortcomings
of the Prop J implementation process. More important was
the choice about making criticisms public, or negotiating be-
hind closed doors with the Mayor’s Office to make improve-
ments. If the agency went public with its concerns, there were

matters of degree: how public it would go, and with what level

of concern. Criticisms could be shared with colleagues in the
field, or through the agency’s growing mailing list, or via the
press. Coleman could voice concerns directly, or attempt to
organize large protests. Both Board and staff were extremely
ambivalent and often conflicted as the agency attempted to
address these questions.

There were a lot of liabilities for children in having the
proponents of Proposition J act as the major critics of the
Amendment. Having the public view Prop J as problematic
as soon as it started was a double-edged sword. It might have
created pressure on the Mayor; but it might also create a back-
lash against Proposition J. Coleman was acutely aware that
once criticisms get aired in the public arena, subtleties and
shades of gray are entirely lost. In the eyes of the press, and
therefore the general public, Proposition J would either be
going well or going badly — nothing in between.

This dilemma caused months of conflict on the Coleman Board,
and sometimes conflict between staff and Board. Finally, after the
strongest proponent of a don’t-go-public-with-criticisms strategy left
the Board, the conflict subsided. But the judgement call about
Coleman’s role is still an uneasy one.

In the two years following the passage of the Amendment, we
adopted a middle-ground strategy. We had a number of meetings with
the Mayor’s staff to express concerns about implementation. We esca-
lated to behind-the-scenes threats, having written private memos to
the Mayor’s staff, and even a confidential first-year report with 13

recommendations for the second year.

71

More Comments follow-
ing FirstYear Prop )
Funding:

“Prop | has really gotten the
providers of services to homeless
children to work together like
never before.”

“We need to focus funds on
programs that serve kids, not
ones that flex political muscle.”
“I never thought I 'd say this,
but being forced to work with
two other agencies has made
our program better”
“Neighborhoods that have
clamored to have recreation
services will now have them.”
“Our success has been the
collaboration’s ability to pull
provders together who otherwise
never would have worked
together. Non-traditional
leadership has been fostered.”



Coleman has also been somewhat ambiguous at many public
hearings, expressing “concerns” about various documents prepared
by the Mayor’s Office, and offering constructive “recommendations”
aloud, while never expressing forceful opposition or attempting to
mobilize large groups of people to protest.

At the end of the first year of Proposition ], Coleman wrote
an open letter to the public in some San Francisco neighbor-
hood newspapers. The letter described the programs that had
been funded, and the positive results of having prevented
budget cuts. Coleman promised to continue its monitoring
efforts and warned of potential problems, but the message
remained positive.

Outcome takes time to measure. Conclusions about the
success or fatlure of a reform measure become clear only after time. It
will probably be a full four years after the passage of Prop | before we
Jeel comfortable asserting a forceful judgement, and, if necessary,
engaging in public organizing to effect change. This is partly be-
cause it takes that long to determine whether something is working.
But it is also because the judgement must be translated to the public,
and the only translation that makes sense is the ultimate impact on
the children of San Francisco. People don’t rally around the need for
professional planners or independent evaluations, or problems with
REPs. But they do rally around money going to a program that kids
don’t attend, or all the services being in one part of town, or children

not receiving adequate supervision.

Coleman is trying to monitor every program that is funded
through Prop J. We've enlisted the help of graduate students and are
conducting structured interviews with representatives of each pro-
gram. The responses are coded for computer; and we’ll be preparing

regular reports for the public on the data collected.

Since the Campaign

The real focus of Coleman’s work following the passage of
Proposition | has been to build on the momentum created in
the campaign, and to organize a political constituency com-
prised of ordinary citizens. The agency postulated that many
people in San Francisco were now better informed about
children’s issues, and that a certain segment of the people
who enthusiastically supported Proposition | could be in-
volved in ongoing advocacy. While the election had been a
dramatic event in establishing a new strategy, Coleman had
to find a way to sustain this new strategy beyond the election.
Often a ballot measure is the culmination of grassroots mo-
bilizing. In this case, the agency wanted to use it to spear-

head a new level of involvement.
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Some of the efforts subsequent to the election include:

Creating the Kids Network. Twenty-five hundred people
are now members of the Network. They receive a monthly
newsletter with an advocacy action enclosed: a postcard to be
sent, flier to be posted, or petition to circulate. A wide vari-
ety of issues have been dealt with through the Network.
People have circulated petitions to maintain library services
(they were maintained); sent postcards to prevent cuts in
school crossing guards (there were no cuts); protested to the
local paper about gun ads (the paper launched a series of
articles and opinion columns on the issue, but retained the
ads); and wrote the City’s major corporations protesting their
support for an anti-welfare initiative (one of the corporations
discontinued support).

When San Francisco’s most effective youth program was
about to be cut, 500 members of the Kids Network protested.
Despite this effort — the largest of its kind to occur in San
Francisco in long a time — only 50% of the program’s fund-
ing was restored. In a mailing, the Network identified local
businesses that tried to have the City’s school tax declared
illegal. There were so many calls to these businesses to pro-
test their action that the businesses mounted a counter-cam-
paign in the City’s major neighborhood newspaper. The news-
paper carried two strong anti-Coleman editorials, and a bar-
rage of letters and phone calls followed. Coleman realized
that this was an inevitable result of having increased its power
within the City. They were now an agency with, as the edito-

rial put it, a “political agenda.”

Through the Kids Network, Coleman has established a
Children’s Action Hotline, which consists of a tape record-
ing, updated weekly, that identifies actions needed on behalf
of children at the local, state, and federal levels in language
that is simple and accessible to the average San Franciscan.
The agency continues to refine its candidates’ questionnaires
on children’s issues and its report cards on how City officials
‘performed’ on children’s issues. In a postcard survey, mem-
bers of the Network identified this report card as their most
valuable publication.

Coleman has also sponsored a number of events for Kids
Network members, including an annual dinner meeting, a
press conference-demonstration in City Hall, and special perks
at a concert in the park; created bumper stickers, refrigera-
tor magnets, buttons and other items which help give people
a sense of identity with the Network; and made available a
variety of educational materials, including a parent guide to
children’s services, an information card with the phone num-
bers of relevant public officials, a video, and information re-

ports on the needs of children.
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Developing a comprehensive First Steps Project. As a
new strategy to increase involvement in children’s services,
one hundred and fifty children’s agencies are participating
in the First Steps Directory. The Directory lists places to vol-
unteer and donate, inspirational and educational material to
stimulate citizen involvement, and realistic advocacy sugges-
tions for the average citizen. Coleman will conduct a public
education campaign to motivate people to order the Direc-
tory. The agency’s thesis is that any type of involvement, whether
donating a refrigerator to a group home or volunteering in the
office of an agency or tutoring a child, will not only improve
services for children, but will create more activists.

Writing a citizen guide on how to help children.
Coleman leapt at the invitation by Harper, a San Francisco
publishing company, to create this important tool for citizens.
In writing the book, Coleman realized that most of its think-
ing had been about what children’s policies were needed and
what child advocates should do. The agency had spent very
little time thinking about what most Americans should do.
The book gave Coleman an opportunity to expand its think-
ing in precisely the direction it needed to go.

Expanding youth involvement. Coleman has come to
believe that young people themselves must be a central part
of an effective children’s constituency, and has worked hard
to strengthen the youth arm of its own agency. Youth Mak-
ing A Change (YMAC) consists of 15 high school students
from throughout San Francisco whose projects have focused

on empowering a new youth constituency:

¢ Youth Vote. In November of 1992, Coleman conducted a
youth vote in San Francisco’s public high schools. In col-
laboration with the school district and civic organizations
(League of Women Voters and the Junior League), Coleman
worked for six months to develop a curriculum, resource
material, and a mock ballot handbook for an election to de-
termine what programs young people wanted to see funded
by Proposition J dollars. The election was held prior to the
official election, with the same type of voting machines used
in the city’s election. Six thousand youths ranked teen cen-
ters, services for the homeless, sex and AIDS education. At
Coleman’s initiative, the Board of Supervisors urged the
Mayor to use these priorities in the development of the sec-
ond-year plan, and that has happened.

® Youth speak-out. In collaboration with several other youth
groups, Coleman organized a full day of youth presentations
on a wide range of issues, from race discrimination to school
curriculum to AIDS. The speak-out received considerable
media attention, and was attended by some of the city’s school
board members, supervisors, and staff from the Mayor’s Of-
fice. It resulted in a proposal by YMAC for an official youth
forum within city government.

¢ Other youth projects. Y-MAC sponsored a citywide confer-
ence for youth interested in advocacy. Its members monitor
the media’s portrayal of young people, appear on radio and
TV shows, are interviewed by newspapers, give testimony at
hearings, and attend civic events to learn about advocacy strat-

egies or represent their points of view of youth.
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Future
Directions

Coleman Advocates for
Children sees great hope
for the youth of San
Francisco. Citizens have
made clear their support
for future generations.

Hopes for San Francisco

San Francisco has embarked

on an exciting ten-year

adventure to improve the

plight of its children. Proposi-
tion | has ensured that some
resources to make this
possible are available, and
that some of the impetus to
make improvements will go

beyond the legislation itself.

The goals of Proposition | —
to protect existing funding
for children and to increase
the level of services for
children — will very likely be
met. Most of the services
funded will address many
unmet needs of all the City's

children and youth. Thou-

sands of children will benefit.

New, creative programs will

be developed.
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Whether Proposition | will
realize its full potential
depends on:

* The leadership of the
Mayor’s Office;

* Healing the divisive politics
surrounding any funding
initiative;

* Developing a collective
vision among all stakeholders
about a children’s service
system, and developing the
skills to make that vision a
reality;

* Building a strong parent-

and-youth-based constituency.
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Appe’ndlx I. Creating a Children’s Budget

A “Children’s Budget” has come to mean a document that
child advocates submit to policy makers to promote either
the reallocation and/or expansion of public resources for
children. For some, such as the Los Angeles Roundtable for
Children, it has meant an analysis of how money is currently
spent on children. For others, such as the Association for the
Children of New Jersey, the budget itemized recommended
allocations for children’s programs, and served as an alter-
native to the official budgets.

The Children’s Budgets developed by Coleman Advo-
cates went beyond documenting what was spent on children
in San Francisco, and beyond identifying programs that
should be retained or expanded. The agency proposed spe-
cific, new policy directions; a comprehensive rationale for
these policies; and a coherent set of (often new) programs to
implement these policies. Coleman also proposed funding
sources for the entire budget package. (It should be noted
that Coleman’s Children’s Budget efforts never included edu-
cation beause in California, education is primarily funded by
the State, and is not controlled at the City level.) In this way,
an innovative Children’s Budget model with the potential to

be an effective tool for advocacy and planning was born.
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Community Outreach

As the development of the
Children’s Budget evolved,
Coleman was able to expand
ways to solicit community
input. Efforts to expand
thinking, get new ideas, ensure
support, and, simultaneously,
to ‘spread the word’ included
questionnaires; focus groups;
presentations in high school
classrooms to gather youth
inpul; attendance at political
clubs and neighborhood
meetings lo solicit ideas;
inlerviews with key personnel
tn City departments; and
holding open, well advertised
stralegy meetings. Hundreds of
diverse organizations and
community leaders partici-
pated, including the Junior
League, gay and lesbian
political clubs, business
organizations, neighborhood

clubs, and church groups.

In preparing the initial San Francisco Children’s Budget
in 1988, Coleman relied on a dozen officially and unofficially
produced reports on the problems of San Francisco’s chil-
dren. It also used longstanding recommendations of many
neighborhood coalitions to supplement the input from con-
ference attendees and follow-up caucus groups. Drafts of the
budget were circulated to community leaders and opinion-
makers throughout San Francisco’s network of neighbor-
hoods. Contrary to what might have been anticipated, results
showed very little controversy about the programs to be pro-
posed in the budget. Even later, when budget requests had to
be pared down, as long as there were proposals in each of the
major service areas, there was surprising consensus among

diverse groups.

Refining the Children’s Budget Process

Community outreach had an increasing effect on the
Children’s Budget. As Coleman searched for community
groups to involve in the effort, the agency discovered a grow-
ing number of parent-initiated grassroots efforts organized
out of people’s homes, primarily addressing the drug crisis
and community violence among youth. After identifying al-
most a dozen such groups, Coleman convened several meet-

ings among the groups themselves, and developed a proposal

for grants to “neighborhood-based peer and parent support
programs.” These groups all felt they needed small amounts
of money to sustain their efforts so that supplies and other
expenses wouldn’t continue to come from their members’
own pockets. This proposal became a centerpiece of
Coleman’s subsequent Children’s Budget. While not imme-
diately funded by the City, it became the basis of San
Francisco’s federally funded drug prevention program, and
within six months of the idea’s inception, a $500,000 grants
program for these groups had been established! That pro-
gram is still in place, and has spawned many neighborhood
empowerment groups.

Five hundred copies of the first Children’s Budget were
mailed to City leaders, leaders in the children’s field, and key
children’s service providers. Hundreds more were dissemi-
nated upon request. It became a significant planning tool for
many non-profit organizations (one of the secondary benefits
of a Children’s Budget).

Building ad-hoc coalitions with key allies. San Francisco’s
child population is probably the most diverse and multi-cul-
tural in the country. African-American children (approxi-
mately 15% of the child population in San Francisco) are, by
most standard measurements, at a high risk for infant mor-
tality, needing foster care or special education, ending up in
the juvenile justice system, etc. Coleman worked in conjunc-
tion with the African-American Community Agenda Coali-
tion, an organization of grassroots activists concerned about

youth violence in their neighborhoods, to incorporate into
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their work a specific budget for African American children.
The agency pointed out how elements of the overall
Children’s Budget could benefit African-American children,
and identified several programs, such as residential drug treat-
ment, that could specifically focus on African- American youth.
As a result, two African-American Supervisors on the Board
at that time became more interested in the Children’s Bud-
get, and pushed hard for the programs affecting their com-
munities.

Coleman organized a broad-based health coalition to
urge the Mayor to spend a significant amount of the City’s
share of tobacco tax dollars — The Coalition for the Proper
Expenditure of Tobacco Tax Funds — on new programs for
children. The agency knew it would be more effective in push-
ing for this funding source if it did so as part of a more com-
prehensive health agenda that included AIDS programs, ser-
vices for refugees, the homeless, and other low-income groups.
Health proposals were worked out in collaboration with the
broad committee that was formed in order to make sure that
all concerned could back each other’s proposals. The
Children’s Budget proposals, health outreach teams, and drug
treatment for mothers with children, were, of course, key parts
of the package. As aresult of the coalition, Coleman received
more publicity and political support for its proposals.

Working with City departments. As time passed, Coleman
added an important element to its process: negotiations with
City departments. This served a double purpose: 1) it was an

opportunity to test the Children’s Budget proposals and, if

need be, to modify them to be more compatible with other
plans of the department; and 2) it provided an additional
forum to try to get some new children’s services inserted into
the City’s own budget.

An exciting moment came when we received a call telling us
that the City’s Social Services Budget was to be heard at the Social
Services Commission the following day. (It had not been advertised,
50 even though we tried to follow every budget hearing, we had been
in the dark about this one.) We began making calls, and within
several hours we had mobilized a very articulate and persisient group
of about eight grandmothers caring for young children to come to the
meeting. The grandmothers’ testimony about their need for respite
care took everyone by surprise. Immediately the Commission insisted
that respite care be added to the department’s budget. Department
staff were ordered to come up with a detailed proposal, and insert it
into the budget. That year it was one of the few new services for
children that was funded. This just illustrates how flukey budget
advocacy can be.

Formalizing the Children’s Budget Coalition. By 1990,
when Coleman began a third Children’s Budget, the agency
felt it was important to formalize a coalition of children’s or-
ganizations that would submit specific proposals. Fifty diverse
and representative children’s service organizations joined the
coalition that ultimately sponsored the Budget, including the
PTA, Grandmothers Who Care, child care centers, commu-
nity coalitions, youth-serving agencies, and the local welfare

rights organization.
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A Difficult Balancing Act for the Lead Agency

While the San Francisco Children’s Budget was Coleman-
driven, the need for strong leadership and flexibility was bal-
anced with the need for collective ownership of the concept
and genuine widespread support for the project. The efforts
to gather input, convene groups to develop specific propos-
als, and have organizations review the drafts led to numerous
endorsements. People seemed quite satisfied with having a
say, but letting the project be Coleman-initiated.

Seeing the work through. Within Coleman, the Children’s
Budgetwas definitely seen as a Coleman project. Understand-
ably, other children’s service providers in the coalition were
preoccupied with the work of their own agencies and their
particular budget needs. That they were invested at all in the
examination of a Children’s Budget was a positive reflection
on them and on the importance of coalition-building.

It’s a delicate balance — Assuming a leadership role and being
able to control the advocacy process, and also having it be truly based
on a genuine consensus of the major players and stakeholders. I think
it always depends a great deal on the personalities involved. But in
our case, for a number of years we were able to keep a very high level
of trust among a critical mass of people who supported this, and
then, of course, if we’d have a success, that made it easier But Jor the
budget process, we went to extraordinary lengths to have a commu-
nity consensus-building process and we gathered enormous amounts
of input from everybody who would have a stake in it. After the big
citywide conference that introduced the idea of a Children’s Budget,

we broke up into many small groups and asked, “What do you, think
should be in it2” We held follow-up meetings, and then sent out ques-
tionnaires, and had focus groups, and then sent out drafts and asked
Jorinput, often sitting down with the draft itself...so that even though
we did the writing, it was based on a careful response to what we
heard others say the priorities were. We didn 't think we could get the
support and win the kinds of things we were going after unless it
really did reflect consensus. But if we had waited for a formal con-
sensus process — well, I have seen lots of advocacy efforts die because
the process is just interminable...paralyzing, really. If we had waited
Jor the group to write it collectively, or to vote on every single sen-
tence, it simply would never have happened. I think people bought
into it because we were really careful to make sure that each round
reflecied what they wanted it to say.

Once we submitted it to the City, we felt that we were the advo-
cacy experts, and could really develop a strong advocacy strategy and
not have to take a vote on whether to go to the media or to provide
lestimony or to discuss what the focus of the press conference should
be — I mean we had meetings and got input, but ultimately we made
those kinds of decisions. And if we hadn’t done a good job, I think
we would have lost our credibility immediately.

But we were able to be much more aggressive than I think many
children’s advocates have been — at least in San Francisco — because
we weren’t being funded by the City or through the policies we were
asking to see changed. So we had a lot of latitude. We were also able
to use the advocacy skills we’d developed over the years.

Advocales fight for a cause — in this case, kids, and in this case,

we were fighting against the Mayor and the Board of Supervisors to
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get them to change the budget process. The advocates’ only tools and
skills are issuing reports, researching data, making policy proposals,
using the media, negotiating with public officials, holding public
hearings, testifying before public bodies, drafting legislation, and
mobilizing the community. Coleman was equipped to be independent
and to fight aggressively because we didn’t have any conflicts of in-
terest issues to contend with.

Without the flexibility to call the shots, it would have been im-
possible to be as effective as we were. In many instances, the effective-
ness of Coleman’s advocacy depended on one person (often myself
becawse I'm the Director of the organization) knowing everything about
what was happening. Allowing that person to make quick judgement
calls was absolutely necessary.

The balance seemed to work well for us. We were free to advocate
as we saw fil, yet there was sufficient buy-in so that many groups felt
the budget reflected their priovities. Thus, supporters could often be
quickly mobilized when needed. It is important for child advocates to
realize that while there are many enthusiastic endorsers of the cause
initially (powerful individuals, laboy;, business, other public interest
groups), allies will not necessarily put their clout on the line to have
children’s services funded when those services need to be pitted against
other items. Allies often fade from the scene when you move to budget-
ary allocations.

Advocacy tactics. Tracking the budget process, negotiat-
ing with decisionmakers, presenting testimony, organizing
letter-writing campaigns — these are all skills child advocates
can master well. Some of the advocacy tactics Coleman en-

gaged in were fairly typical:

¢ Sending notices to the agency’s mailing list requesting sup-
porters to call and write to the Mayor, department heads, and
supervisors — the Children’s Budget package included pre-
written postcards to the Mayor and the Board;

® Orchestrating hearings at key points in the budget process,
making sure that a large enough group of people appeared
when important decisions were to be made, and even more
people when Coleman’s items were the only ones on the
agenda;

* Meeting regularly with legislators, their staffs, and high-level
administrators in the Mayor’s Office, and making sure care-
fully organized representatives of the constituency of that par-
ticular politician were present;

* Submitting editorials to major newspapers, neighborhood
papers, and even one to the business paper (recommending
a “pro-business tax ”to support youth employment programs),
as well as opinion messages that were aired on TV and radio;
e Seeking official endorsements of a children’s budget from
one of the two major local newspapers, two of the four local
TV stations, and the predominant local news radio station;

* Keeping information and meetings going at a steady pace
during the several critical months while budget policy was

being made.
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It may not be necessary to undergo everything Coleman went
through to gain inspiration to mount a Children’s Amendment-type
campaign — I certainly hope not!

One reason for preparing this document is to allow oth-
ers to learn from Coleman’s experiences without necessarily
going through the same steps. There are, however, some ele-
ments of budget advocacy which must be undertaken before an
organization attempts a charter amendment-type strategy.

* Document the problems of your community’s children, the
general level of expenditures for children, and the types of
new services that are needed.

* Develop a moderate level of consensus among those involved
in children’s issues about services needed.

* Document the failure of local government to respond ad-
equately to needs of children(which doesn’t mean that they
must have failed to respond to a Children’s Budget or to as
aggressive an effort as Coleman conducted).

* Develop credibility on children’s issues with policy makers,

the press, and the service provider community.

The Budget Process and Accountability

Creating a budget is a complex, difficult process, often requiring a
high level of expertise. Public comment is often perceived by policy-
makers as a necessary annoyance. And in some instances, public
scrutiny minimizes political courage in making difficult choices. But
the lack of public scrutiny means that a child advocate’s greatest
weapon — the threat of public exposure — is difficult to wield. The
press, and even the most persistent advocates, often miss those few
public moments when the priorities are really set. The true budget
priovities of any politician (what they really bargained away and
what they really fought to preserve) rarely come to light.

Because the budget process is usually part of the reason that the
budget status quo is maintained, it can become a legitimate, and
even important, focus for children’s advocates. Demands for greater
public access can be an integral part of a Children’s Budget cam-
paign. As a result of Coleman editorials and protest letters to City
departments about access, four City departments modified their bud-
get-making process and increased community input. The Mayor con-
ducted several community meetings prior lo developing a budget, and
established a special community advisory committee on the budget

(with child advocates as members).
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Lessons

Learned

Coleman learned many
lessons — the painful way
— throughout the budget
process. As stated in
“Confronting City Hall,”
some of these seem
obvious enough, but they
were made relevant to
the agency in significant
ways over the course of
the three years spent
fighting for a Children’s
Budget. Perhaps some
brief discussion here will
save other children’s
advocates time, energy,
money, and even
heartache.

* Children’s advocates can play hardball, too.

Budget politics is hardball. For children’s advocates that means
no longer being ‘nice guys,” but rather being comfortable play-
ing tough, even with friends. I suppose no one’s angry at you
until you challenge the status quo. In many ways it was pain-
Sul to lose my innocence about this, but it also helped me be-
come a beller-equipped, more ‘grown-up’ advocate.

This proved to be a painful lesson for us at Coleman.
Because our cause is perceived as just, we were used lo having
people admire our commitment. The ‘good’ people in City Hall
ltked to see themselves as our friends, and certain legislators
ltked to be seen as being in the forefront of children’s issues.
But as our campaign for real reform and meaningful realloca-
tion of resources wore on, our so-called ‘friends’ realized they
couldn’t deliver without major disruptions of the status quo.
There was a real personal toll — relationships suffered, and it
was, for me, deeply painful.

When we attacked the Mayor for ignoring our second
Children’s Budget, his Budget Director (a friend and social
worker) became enraged. He was convinced that I was consid-
ering a run for Mayor and was, out to undermine the future
candidacy of the current Mayor. When we insisted that the
Board of Supervisors had not acted adequately on our propos-
als and instead went to the press, we were chastised and ridi-
culed publicly. When we sent out a newsletter criticizing the

General Manager of the Department of Social Services and the

President of the Social Services Commission for holding their
annual budget hearing with virtually no public outreach be-
yond the legal requirement, these two friends were angered and
surprised that we — who were well informed about their budget
— dared to criticize them on behalf of others. Each of these
tactics in fact resulted in some level of success for our cause,

but there’s no question there was personal pain involved.

* Kids are their own best sales pitch.

Children’s advocates have potential opportunities to
make their case that those representing more en-
trenched and traditional causes do not. After all, chil-
dren are very compelling. Almost everyone can under-
stand the urgent needs of children when confronted
directly by the children themselves. Coleman never
missed an opportunity to make images of children vis-
ible. Pictures of children appeared on huge bus shelter
signs; day care centers were frequent sites for press
events; every event at City Hall was crawling with kids,
no pun intended. In short, kids were featured promi-
nently in the ‘campaign’ for a children’s budget, and as
it progressed, more and more children were brought
into the arena. Often these were children from com-
munity agencies, or the children of Coleman Board
members. This included, as mentioned earlier, orga-

nizing a youth speak-out; youth attending meetings with
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policy-makers; parents bringing their kids to hearings;
even a children’s version of the Budget, complete with
the concepts in children’s words accompanied by
children’s drawings.

The children and young people we included in our ac-
tivities were extremely articulate, often moving in their efforts
to convince policy-makers to fund services for them. In fact,
one legislator begged us to stop bringing the youth to public
heanings because it was so difficult to say “no” to them. Of
course that plea only pushed us harder to make children vis-
ible. But Coleman also learned not to limit all strategies to
traditional lobbying techniques. When the City’s Budget Ana-
lyst prepared a report the agency didn’t like, we prepared an
alternative report, replicating exactly the format and style, and
simply changing the content. When pictures of earthquake-
shattered homes featured prominently in all papers, Coleman
took pictures of pre-earthquake shattered homes of the poorest
children, and maintained they looked just as bad. When we
wanled to underline our message about the unmet needs of
San Francisco’s children, we brought Santa Claus and a group
of children to put their wish-list at the foot of the Mayor’s Christ-

mas tree and sing carols to the Mayor in four different lan-

guages.

*The media forced Coleman to up the ante.

The media is accustomed to covering social problems,
and is generally willing to cover children’s issues long
before politicians are willing to make them a priority.
The media can also get the message to the public, which
is the basis of any advocate’s influence in the political
process. Using the media is often the only way to push
moral arguments, which have little impact when held
behind closed doors at private meetings. One story in
the paper about support for a particular program was
sometimes equal to dozens of meetings, letters, phone
calls, and public testimony.

The media can be an ally, but it is also fickle. It tires of
issues previously covered or no longer ‘hot.” This poses prob-
lems since budget battles are never short; they are long and
tedious, and rarely consistently press worthy. Often, just when
a cause most needs the punch that the press can offer, they are
Jfenished with the issue and on to another one.

When the first Children’s Budget was released,
Coleman got press coverage simply by tacking up all of
the proposals on butcher paper in the Rotunda of City
Hall and having young people hand-deliver copies to
the Mayor and President of the Board of Supervisors in
black envelopes. The means of delivery and the power
of the document itself garnered lots of public attention.

By the second year, the issue of a Children’s Budget
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wasn’t new and catchy enough for the press, so Coleman
did its own ad campaign (part paid and part pro-bono)
in order to get public attention.

Coleman staff posted devastating quotes from kids
in trouble asking people to support a Children’s Bud-
get on telephone polls. Coleman also staged events,
sponsored a speak-out in which young people gave dra-
matic testimonials about their problems, and staged
guerilla theater in City Hall about children being an
endangered species in San Francisco.

Do you know the story of Martin Luther? He was tak-
ing on the whole Catholic Church, mostly for its rampant cor-
ruption, and he posted his theses right on the church doors. 1
have to admit, he crossed my mind when we were taping up
our proposals in the Rotunda of City Hall!

By the end of the three years of presenting children’s bud-
gets we had run out of ideas for getting public attention. Ad-
vocates must constantly find new angles to sustain a certain
level of attention. This is extremely difficult. It continually
taxes our ingenuity, and sometimes affects the substantive policy
proposals we make. To get press attention, often you have to
position your issue in the most controversy-laden way. It’s as
simple as that. You almost learn to say things in an inflam-
matory way because that’s what the press will cover It’s ter-

rible, but true.

Issues are only sexy in the media for a certain amount of time,
which is usually a far briefer a period than their actual relevance. 1
think it’s really unfortunate in many ways that news has become
entertainment, and you have to provide good entertainment if you re
going to get news coverage. Now you can either reject that and say, “I
won'’t do it — I will be pure.” Or say, “That’s what it is and we’ve got

to become part of it.” I chose the latter

* Advertising and advocacy have similarities.

Budget battles are most successful when they are targeted to-
ward just a few symbolic issues that are immediately and po-
litically ‘sellable’ to the public. This runs contrary to good
policy-planning concepts because policy analysts believe in
developing a comprehensive, interrelated agenda, with pro-
grams based on the most urgent needs of the highestrisk
populations. But when such analysts find themselves in the
throes of a political budget battle, the struggle to identify the
few issues and programs that have the most ‘sex appeal’ with
the public becomes the priority.

Budget advocacy must also resonate with the other ma-
jor events or problems that are occurring in the community
and are foremost on people’s minds. Using these problems
as themes — whether it be a drug crisis, a natural disaster, or

concern about violence — can be a powerful tool.
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* Drama and conflict get attention.

One of the most memorable events of the entire bud-
get advocacy process was the press conference jointly
sponsored by Coleman and the African-American
Agenda Coalition to protest the City’s inaction in pre-
venting drug violence. Several dozen individuals stood
together, all holding coffins representing youth who had
been killed in drug violence in San Francisco the prior
year. The group called on the Mayor to declare a state of
emergency and to immediately implement a number of
the key recommendations in the Children’s Budget.

The two things that people probably remember
most about the Children’s Budget campaigns were the
proposals to replace gardeners (from the Recreation
and Parks Department) with recreation workers who
would supervise at-risk kids; and to use the funds nor-
mally spent on box seats for City officials at sports events
in order to generate funds for a sports program for chil-
dren and youth. These ideas got strong press coverage
and embodied the major conflict of the Children’s Bud-
get: children vs. business-as-usual.

Editorials were written on this. It was one of the
few things the person on the street knew about the
Children’s Budget. Conservative columnists and politi-
cal analysts began to take the effort seriously because

Coleman was willing to talk in realistic terms about the

City’s overall funding picture and where funds for
children’s services might come from. The agency re-
ceived a great deal of credit from the local political com-
mentators and probably received a majority of the edi-

torial endorsements because of this strategy.

* Newspaper ads.

One strategy recommended to Coleman was placing a
full-page ad about the Children’s Budget in the San Fran-
cisco Chronicle, the City’s major newspaper. The ad con-
tained arguments for the Budget, and coupons to be
cut out and sent to the Mayor and Board of Supervisors
to support the Budget. It cost approximately $15,000,
and did not turn out to be cost-effective. The timing of
the budget process is complex, and it’s nearly impos-
sible to time a single ad so that it can have a strong
enough impact. An ad is also an extremely high-risk
undertaking because where the ad actually appears
within the paper is unpredictable, as are other national
and local events occurring on the day the ad is sched-
uled to run. The greatest value of an ad is to convince
politicians that the issue and its advocates are serious

and capable of being aggressive.
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* Some ideas carry a high price.

It’s important to note that presenting concrete ideas about
where to get funding is a fairly unusual strategy on the local
level. (To our knowledge, no other advocates in San Francisco
had done this.) The general response of advocates to the
politician’s question, “Where can we get the money?” is “You 're
the policy makers; that’s your problem.” We decided that we
lived in a time when that was no longer a responsible answer,
and that we needed lo suggest higher and lower priorities.
We did it partly to be responsible advocates, and partly because we
knew that this would grab public attention, and give us
credibility.

Despite all the problems, Coleman doesn’t regret the strat-
egy of identifying funds that should be reallocated to children,
and would probably adopt it again under certain circum-
stances. It was considered very daring to break the taboo you
learn in Advocacy 101, which is that when the policy makers
ask where they’re supposed to get the funding, you’re not sup-
posed to answer the question.

In the end, almost none of the ideas that we recommended
were adopled. And most of the policy-makers didn’t want to
deal with those issues, but it did force them to pay attention to
us, and it did make a statement about the seriousness of our
efforts. But no organization should adopt this strategy with-

out knowing and weighing all the pros and cons.

While ideas about reallocating resources can be the ba-
sis for a great deal of public attention, they carry a high
price. Every “resource” that is to be reallocated is a piece
of turf being protected by some special interest group
that potentially becomes an opponent.

Coleman learned this lesson the day it released the first
Children’s Budget and received an angry call from the head of
the gardeners’ wiion. Despite meetings and negotiations be-
tween Coleman and the union, when the amendment measure
was on the ballot — four and-a-half years later — the leadership
of the union blocked the endorsement of the San Francisco Labor
Council. Coleman also entered into an angry letter exchange
with the Chief of the Fire Department. Some commissioners
will never forgive the agency for attacking their box seat perks;
some probation officers saw Coleman as the enemy; and some
in the business community saw the agency as just one more
group trying to drive business out of the City. Many of these
perceptions continue to this day.

This is a dilemma for an advocacy organization!
Some of the most powerful entities in the municipal
arena are the City employee unions, and all too often
child advocates find themselves at odds with these
unions. The advocates see the disparity between what
goes into police and fire departments compared to ser-

vices for children, and the detrimental impact on chil-

87




dren when institutional services are retained instead of
funding innovative community-based alternatives. Ad-
vocates know that some department budgets are extrava-
gant in light of budget constraints and overwhelming
social needs. And yet, they don’t want to oppose fair
benefits for workers, or make enemies.

Coleman purposely refrained from taking on personnel
issues at the police department in our reallocation proposals,
and the benefit was that the Police Officers Association became
strong supporters of our Charter Amendment. On the other
hand, advocates don’t want to buy into myths about the over-
riding power of these unions, and really have no idea whether
the passage of our charter amendment had any relation to the
endorsement of the police.

Despite constantly recurring questions about where to get
money for proposed programs, elected officials paid little heed
to our suggestions. It may have been naive, but I really thought
they would do some of it. They made some of the cuts, but they
didn’t reallocate those funds to children’s services. In the end,
politicians listen primarily to political power, and actually grew
quite uncomforiable with our suggestions about how they could
reallocate resources. Our ideas challenged them to make tough
choices and to take on sacred cows. We realized that success
had lttle to do with our ingenuity in finding funding, and
almost everything to do with whether we were seen as a power-

Sful constituency.

* Meetings with politicians may not be helpful.
One thing Coleman learned was that face-to-face nego-
tiations with politicians are often unnecessary, and not
particularly significant. That’s because political deci-
sions have little to do with reason or an exchange of
ideas, and much more to do with perceived power. Real
‘negotiations with politicians’ occur in the press and in
community forums. Despite the fact that the Mayor of
San Francisco continually refused to mect directly with
the children’s budget advocates, “negotiations” went on
for months, in some instances with favorable results.
While not having a real meeting distressed us a great
deal personally, it actually gave us good ammunition for our
campaign. On the other hand, meetings with our political al-
lies often had megative results in that these meetings became
opportunaties for our “allies” to attempt to co-opt us (e.g., “ex-
plain” the budget dilemma). My observation is that advocales
tend to pul too much stock in a personal meeting with policy-

makers, and too little into the ‘public negotiating” process.

* Reports don’t create change — power does.

Coleman spent a great deal of time producing detailed
documents on the needs of the City’s children, on pub-
lic expenditures on children, and on program models.
Initially the sheer impressiveness of all the work that

had gone into the Children’s Budget gave it credibility.
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However, one should consider doing a cost-benefit
analysis of time put into advocacy vs. time putinto docu-
mentation. The documents are impressive and satisfy-
ing (they are concrete, and funders love them), but they
don’t necessarily lead to real change. In Coleman’s case,
some of the documentation work went unnoticed and

seemed to play only a minimal role in the outcome.

* Inside-the-system allies are important to find.

Close allies inside government can make budget advo-
cacy for children more effective. These allies provided
critical specific information on the budget process. They
let you know when budget cuts are planned even though
they don’t become public for months; they tell you who
is on your side and who isn’t; they inform you about
whether your proposals are being considered. Some-
times these allies are not public about their support.
Middle- or lower-level people within City bureaucracies
often called Coleman with very useful suggestions based
on their inside information. These were often people
who were so frustrated inside the bureaucracy that they
welcomed the opportunity to help a critic of the sys-
tem. Coleman always worked closely with these people,

and their confidentiality was always protected.

¢ Legislators are more responsive than the
executive branch of government.

The legislative branch of government was generally
more responsive to advocates on budget issues than the
executive branch. This is partly because the legislative
branch makes an effort to operate in public, as opposed
to the executive branch which usually develops its bud-
get proposals exclusively behind closed doors. The leg-
islative branch has public hearings, and open votes on
specific issues in the Budget, its discussions are covered
by the press, and there is simply more accountability to
the public. Legislators could ‘adopt’ various children
and youth programs to fight for, and felt they could get
political mileage out of being identified with a home-
less program or recreation program or youth employ-

ment program.

* Budget advocacy is a year-round process.

Budget advocacy is a year-round process of building coa-
litions, developing proposals, and analyzing and nego-
tiating budgets. Budget advocacy is extremely time-con-
suming, takes lots of preparation, and cannot be done

effectively if it is limited to the ‘budget season.’
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*The bull dog approach pays off!

Coleman became known as “that group that will never
go away.” Coleman was consistently informed, always
there, and rarely missed a hearing or an opportunity to
comment on the budget process. When there was no
public testimony permitted, Coleman was in the back
of the room with signs. When the press didn’t call for
comments, Coleman called the press, or issued a news-
letter. This persistence made children’s issues difficult to
ignore.

1 hope not every children’s advocacy group will have to go
through what Coleman did for three years. Annual budget
battles are a drain on resources in almost every way — finan-
cially, professionally, and emotionally. In many ways my think-
ing now is, “Go straight for the ballot.” Of course, this is an
overstatement, as annual budget battles have to be part of ev-
ery child advocate’s work. But an election is compelling. Let
people in your community understand that they have the power
to be advocates in the voting booth, and that children — who
have no voice of their own in matters of policy — need adults to

exercise that power on their behalf.
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Appendzx 2. Sample Campaign Budget

Line items are roughly ordered as the expense was incurred.

Campaign Manager

Signature Drive
(staff/materials)

Filing Fee

Legal Fees

Telephone

Printing and copying

Meetings and rallies

Political Slate Cards

Postage and mailing expenses
Ballot arguments

Supplies

Miscellaneous

Total
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$10,000

50,000
200
1,500

2,000
97,000 } Includes petitions and two
1,500 campaign brochures (one

during signature drive,
one after)

2,000
10,500 } One large targeted mailing
after initiative was on

4,000 pon0t — 88,000

800
500

$110,000
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Appendlx 3. Text of Initiative Charter Amendment Proposition J
San Francisco’s Charter Section 6.415
6.415 Children’s Fund

(a) There is hereby established a fund to expand
children’s services, which shall be called the San Francisco
Children’s Fund and shall be maintained separate and apart
from all other city and county funds and appropriated by
annual or supplemental appropriation pursuant to sections
6.205 and 6.306 of this charter. Monies therein shall be ex-
pended or used solely to provide expanded services for chil-
dren as provided in this section.

(b) There is hereby set aside for the San Francisco
Children’s Fund, from the revenues of the tax levy pursuant
to Section 6.208 of this charter, revenues in an amount equiva-
lent to an annual tax of one-and-one-quarter cents ($0.0125)
for each one hundred dollars ($100.00) of assessed valuation
for the first fiscal year which begins ninety days or more after
the election which approves this section, and revenues equiva-
lent to an annual tax of two-and-one-half cents ($0.025) for
each one hundred dollars ($100.00) of assessed valuation for
each of the following nine fiscal years. The treasurer shall
set aside and maintain said amount, together with any inter-
est earned thereon, in said fund, and any amounts unspent

or uncommitted at the end of any fiscal year shall be carried
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forward to the next fiscal year and, subject to the budgetary
and fiscal limitations of the charter, shall be appropriated then
or thereafter for the purposes specified in this section.

(c) Monies in the fund shall be used exclusively to pro-
vide services to children less than eighteen years old, above
and beyond services funded prior to adoption of this section.
To this end, monies from the fund shall not be appropriated
or expended to fund services provided during fiscal year 1991-
1992, whether or not the cost of such services increases, or
appropriated or expended for services which substitute for
or replace services provided during fiscal year 1990-1991 or
1991-1992, except and solely to the extent of services for which
the City ceases to receive federal, state, or private agency funds
which the funding agency required to be spent only on ser-
vices in question.

(d) Services for children eligible for fund assistance shall
include only child care; job readiness, training and placement
programs; health and social services (including pre-natal ser-
vices to pregnant adult women); educational programs; rec-
reation; delinquency prevention; and library services, in each
case for children. Services for children paid for by the fund
shall not include:

(1) for example and not for purposes of limitation,
services provided by the police department or other law en-
forcement agencies; by courts, the district attorney, public
defender, or city attorney; by the fire department; detention
or probation services mandated by state or federal law; or

public transportation;

(2) any service which benefits children incidentally
or as members of a larger population including adults;

(3) any service for which a fixed or minimum level
of expenditure is mandated by state or federal law, to the
extent of the fixed or minimum level of expenditure;

(4) acquisition of any capital item not for primary
and direct use by children;

(b) acquisition (other than by lease for a term of
ten years or less) of any real property; or

(6) maintenance, utilities or any similar operating
cost of any facility not used primarily and directly by chil-
dren, or of any recreation or park facility (including a zoo),
library facility or hospital.

(e) During each fiscal year, a minimum of twenty-five
percent (25%) of said fund shall be used for child care, a
minimum of twenty-five percent (25%) for job readiness, train-
ing and placement, and a minimum of twenty-five percent
(25%) for health and social services for children (including
pre-natal services for pregnant adult women). Beginning with
the fifth fiscal year during which funds are set aside under
this section, the Board of Supervisors may modify or elimi-
nate these minimum requirements.

(f) Not later than three months after the election which
approves this section and not later than December of each
calendar year which begins after said election, the Mayor shall
prepare and present to the Board of Supervisors a Children’s
Services Plan. The plan shall propose goals and objectives

for the fund for the fiscal year beginning the following July 1,
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propose expenditures of monies from the fund for the fiscal
year beginning the following July 1, and designate the city
departments which would administer the funded programs.
In connection with preparation of the Children’s Services
Plan, and (except in connection with the first Children’s Ser-
vices Plan) prior to the date required for presentation to the
Board, the Health Commission, Juvenile Probation Commis-
sion, Social Services Commission, Recreation and Parks Com-
mission and Public Library Commission shall each hold at
least one public hearing on the Plan. Joint hearings may be
held to satisfy this requirement. Any or all of the commis-
sions may also hold additional hearings before or after pre-
sentation of the Plan.

(g) The fund shall be used exclusively to increase the
aggregate City appropriations and expenditures for those ser-
vices for children which are eligible to be paid from the fund
(exclusive of expenditures mandated by state or federal law).
To this end, the City shall not reduce the amount of such City
appropriations for eligible services (not including appropria-
tions from the San Francisco Children’s Fund and exclusive
of expenditures mandated by state or federal law) in any of
the ten years during which funds are required to be set aside
under this section below the higher of the amount so appro-
priated for the fiscal year 1990-1991 or the amount so appro-
priated for the fiscal year 1991-1992, in either case as adjusted.
Not later than three months after the election which approves
this section, the Controller shall calculate and publish the
applicable base amount, specifying by department and pro-

gram each amount included in the base amount. Said base
amount shall be adjusted for each year after the base year,
based on calculations consistent from year to year, by the per-
centage increase or decrease in aggregate City appropriations
from the base year, as estimated by the Controller. Errorsin
the Controller’s estimate of appropriations for a fiscal year
shall be corrected by an adjustment in the next year’s esti-
mate. For purposes of this subsection, aggregate City appro-
priations shall not include funds granted to the City by pri-
vate agencies or appropriated by other public agencies and
received by the City. Within ninety days following the end of
each fiscal year through 2001-2002, the Controller shall cal-
culate and publish the actual amount of City appropriations
for services for children which are eligible to be paid from
the fund (exclusive of expenditures mandated by state or fed-
eral law).

(h) If any provision of this section, or its application to
any person or circumstance, shall be held invalid or unen-
forceable, the remainder of this section and its applications
shall not be affected; every provision of this section is intended

to be severable.
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Appendix

4. Index to News Headlines

Chapter 1

“The Sad State of Our
Children”

Editorial

The San Francisco Chronicle
February 16, 1989

“Group Tells Agnos How to
Cut Budget and Give Kids
More”

Thomas G. Keane

The San Francisco Chronicle
February 8, 1989

“Grim Future for Many of
City’s Children...”

Lisa M. Krieger

The San Francisco Examiner
September 25, 1990

Chapter 2

“Making Budgets Behind
Closed Doors”

Guest Editorial

Margaret Brodkin

The San Francisco Examiner
March 10, 1990

“Children’s advocates are
bypassing lawmakers”

from “San Franciscans to Vote
for the Sake of Children”
Jane Gross

The New York Times
September 23, 1991

“Invest in Kids or Pay Later,
Group Warns”

Donna Mooney

The San Francisco Independent
July 17, 1990

Chapter 3

“Grown-up S.F. Takes Kids to
Heart with Bold Initiative”
Miranda Ewell

The San_Jose Mercury News
July 24, 1991

“San Francisco Voters Test
Children’s Issues With ‘Proposi-
tion J'”

Scott Armstrong

The Christian Science Monitor
November 1, 1991

“Politicians Wary of ‘Kids
Initiative’”
Miranda Ewell (as above)

Chapter 4

“Standing up for S.F. kids” and
“Petition Seeks More Funds for
Services”

Stephen G. Bloom

The Sacramento Bee

July 25, 1991

70,000 Signers Back Aid to
Kids”

Jane Ganahl

The San Francisco Examiner
July 22, 1991
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Chapter 5

“San Franciscans to Vote for
the Sake of Children”

Jane Gross

as above

“Agnos Backs Initiative to
Benefit Kids”

Marc Sandalow

The San Francisco Chronicle
August 15, 1991

“Prop J Asks Millions for S.F.
Children”

Jane Ganahl

The San Francisco Examiner
October 17, 1991

Chapter 6

“Voters Say They Want
Candidates With a Children’s
Platform”

from “Survey on the State of
Children”

Bill Workman

The San Francisco Chronicle
January 8, 1992

“Kids Triumph”

Jane Ganahl

The San Francisco Examiner
November 6, 1991

“A Victory for Everyone”
Michael S. Hutton

Issues and Strategies

The Official Newsbulletin of the
California Children, Youth, and
Family Coalition

January 1992

Chapter 7

“Will Prop ] Help the Mis-
sion?”

John Mason

The New Mission News
February 1992

“Youth Office’s Priorities
Criticized”

from “City Youth Fund Eyes
More Staft”

Marsha Ginsberg

The San Francisco Examiner
January 3, 1993

“SF Must Now Develop a Plan
for Aiding Children”

from “Voters Approve
Measure That Is a First in the
Nation”

Elaine Herscher

The San Francisco Chronicle
November 7, 1991



Margaret Brodkin, A.C.S.W., L.C.S.W., has been the Execu-
tive Director of Coleman Advocates for Children & Youth since
1978. Founded in 1975, Coleman Advocates has emerged as
one of the most innovative and influential child advocacy or-
ganizations in the country. Brodkin is the primary author of
Every Kid Counts: 31 Ways to Save Our Children, published in
1993 by HarperCollins.
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