Appendix |
Basic Demographics
This section provides statistics on the number, age, Appendix Table 1). These data present an image of

race, family status, and other demographic charac- the nation’ s female population and can be used to
teristics of women in the United States (see provide insight on the topics covered in this report.

Appendix Table 1.
Basic Demographic Statistics for the United States

United States

Total Population, 19982 270,298,524
Number of Women, All Ages® 138,252,197
Sex Ratio (women to men, aged 18 and older)® 1.08:1
Median Age of All Women® 36.3
Proportion of Women Over Age 65° 14.6%

Distribution of Women by Race and Ethnicity, All Ages, 1995°¢
White* 73.0%
African American* 12.8%
Hispanic™* 9.8%
Asian American™ 3.6%
Native American* 0.8%

Distribution of Households by Type, 1990¢

Total Number of Family and Nonfamily Households 91,770,958
Married-Couple Families (with and without their own children) 96.2%
Female-Headed Families (with and without their own children) 11.3%
Male-Headed Families (with and without their own children) 3.2%
Non-family Households: Single-Person Households 24.4%
Nonfamily Households: Other 4.9%
Distribution of Women Aged 15 and Older by Marital Status, 1990¢
Married 95.6%
Single 23.1%
Widowed 11.9%
Divorced 9.4%
Percent of Households with Children Under Age 18 Headed by Women, 19901 19.5%
Proportion of Women Living in Metropolitan Areas, All Ages, 1990° 83.1%
Proportion of Women Who Are Foreign-Born, All Ages, 1990" 7.9%
Percent of Federal and State Prison Population Who Are Women, 1998 6.5%

* Non-Hispanic.

** Hispanics may be of any race.

Source: 2 U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1999b; bys. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1999c; ¢ U.S.
Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 19974a; d Population Reference Bureau, 1993, Table 7; © Population Reference Bureau,
1993, Table 10; f IWPR, 1995a; 9 Population Reference Bureau, 1993, Table 6; h Population Reference Bureau, 1993, Table 3; ' U.S.
Department of Justice, Bureau of Justice Statistics, 1999, Tables 3 and 7.

Compiled by the Institute for Women’s Policy Research.
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Between 1990 and 1998, the population of the
United States grew by 8.7 percent. In 1998, there
were 138.3 million women in the United States. The
median age of women in the United Statesis 36.3
years. Women over age 65 comprise 14.6 percent of
all women. Women of color (including African
Americans, Asian Americans, Native Americans,
and Hispanics [who may be of any race]) comprise
27.0 percent of the national female population. The
two largest minority groups are African Americans
(approximately 12.8 percent of women in the United
States) and Hispanics (approximately 9.8 percent of
women). Asian Americans are the fastest growing
group of minority women. Foreign-born women
make up 7.9 percent of the female population. Most
American women (83.1 percent) live in metropoli-
tan areas. Approximately 6.5 percent of prisonersin
the United States are women.

Over 23 percent of women in the United States are
single, an additional 9.4 percent are divorced, and
11.9 percent are widowed. Almost 56 percent of
women in the United States are married. The pro-
portion of single person householdsis approximate-
ly 24.4 percent and non-family households make up
4.9 percent.

Among married couples with children, dual-earner
couples have grown from about one-third of all fam-
ilies with children in 1975 to nearly half in 1999,
while traditional couples (those with a working
father and a nonworking mother) have fallen from
nearly 45 percent in 1975 to 20 percent in 1999. The
proportion of families supported by working moth-
ers aone has nearly doubled from about one-tenth to
nearly one-fifth (Hayghe, 1990; Hartmann, 2000).

Demographic Variations
among the States

¢ All women in Connecticut, the District of
Columbia, New Jersey, and Rhode Idand live in
metropolitan areas. In Idaho, Montana,
Mississippi, South Dakota, Alaska, Vermont,
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and New Mexico, over 50 percent of women
live in non-metropolitan aress.

The median age of women islowest in Utah
(27.4 years) and Alaska (30.9 years). In contrast,
the median age of women is highest in West
Virginia (39.9 years), Florida (39.7 years), and
Pennsylvania (39.1 years).

The District of Columbia (73.6 percent), Hawaii
(73.3 percent), and New Mexico (50.9 percent)
have the highest proportions of women of color.
In the District, most women of color are African
American (64.2 percent of women); in Hawaii,
most are Asian American and Pacific |slander
(63.6 percent of women); and in New Mexico,
most are Hispanic and Native American (38.3
and 9.0 percent of women, respectively).

Cdlifornia (21.3 percent), Hawaii (16.8 percent),
and New Y ork (16.0 percent) have the highest
percentages of foreign-born women.

Between 1990 and 1998, the total population of
Nevada grew 45.4 percent. Other states with rel-
atively high rates of growth include Arizona
(27.4), Idaho (22.0), Utah (21.9), and Colorado
(20.5). The Digtrict of Columbia's population
during the same time period decreased by 13.8
percent, the largest decrease in population.
Similarly, the populations of Rhode Island (1.5),
Connecticut (0.4), and North Dakota (0.1) also
experienced negative growth.

The ratio of women to men, at 1.08:1 for the
United States as a whole, varies from state to
state. In the District of Columbia, thisratiois
much higher, at 1.18:1. On the other hand, in
Alaska, it is0.89:1.

The proportion of women aged 65 and older is
highest in Florida (20.1), Pennsylvania (18.3),
and Rhode Island (18.3). It islowest in Alaska
(6.1) and Utah (9.8).
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Methodology, Terms and Sources for
the Composite Indices

Composite Political Participation
Index

This composite index reflects four areas of political
participation: voter registration; voter turnout;
women in elective office, including state legisa
tures, statewide elective office and positionsin the
U.S. Congress; and institutional resources available
for women (such as a commission for women or a
legidlative caucus).

To construct this composite index, each of the com-
ponent indicators was standardized to remove the
effects of different units of measurement for each
state’s score on the resulting composite index. Each
component was standardized by subtracting the
mean value (for al 50 states) from the observed
value and dividing by the standard deviation. The
standardized scores were then given different
weights. Voter registration and voter turnout were
each given aweight of 1.0. The component indica-
tor for women in elected office isitself a composite
reflecting different levels of office-holding and was
given aweight of 4.0. The last component indicator,
women'sinstitutional resources, is aso acomposite
of scoresindicating the presence or absence of each
of two resources; a commission for women and a
women's legidlative caucus. It received aweight of
1.0. The resulting weighted, standardized values for
each of the four component indicators were summed
for each state to create a composite score. The states
were then ranked from the highest to the lowest
score.

To grade the states on this composite index, values
for each of the components were set at desired lev-
elsto produce an “ideal score.” \Women's voter reg-
istration and voter turnout were each set at the value
of the highest state for these components; each
component of the composite index for women in
elected office was set asif 50 percent of elected offi-
cias were women; and scores for institutiona
resources for women assumed the ideal state had
both a commission for women and awomen’ s leg-
idative caucus in each house of the state legislature.

Because states can have anegative score on this
composite index, values for each of the components
were set at low levels aswell: voter registration and
turnout were each set at the value of the lowest state;
each component of the composite index of women
in elected office was set at 0.0, and women’ s institu-
tional resources were each set at 0.0. Each state's
score was then compared with the difference
between the idea score and the lowest possible
score, to get a percentage value representing the
state's performance relative to the ideal perform-
ance. The resulting percentage determined the
state’s grade.

Women's Voter Registration: This component
indicator is the average percent (for the presidential
and congressional eections of 1992 and 1996) of all
women aged 18 and older (in the civilian noninsti-
tutionalized population) who reported registering.
Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of
the Census (1993, 1998b) based on the Current
Population Survey.

Women's Voter Turnout: This component indica-
tor isthe average percent (for the presidential elec-
tions of 1992 and 1996) of all women aged 18 and
older (in the civilian noningtitutionalized popula-
tion) who reported voting. Source: U.S. Department
of Commerce, Bureau of the Census (1993, 1998b)
based on the Current Population Survey.

Women in Elected Office: This compositeindica
tor is based on a methodology developed by the
Center for Policy Alternatives (1995). It has four
components and reflects office-holding at the state
and national levels as of January 2000. For each
state, the proportion of office-holders who are
women was computed for four levels: state repre-
sentatives; state senators, statewide elected execu-
tive officials and U.S. Representatives; and U.S.
Senators and governors. The percents were then
converted to scores that ranged from O to 1 by divid-
ing the observed value for each state by the highest
value for all states. The scores were then weighted
according to the degree of political influence of the
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position: state representatives were given aweight
of 1.0, state senators were given aweight of 1.25,
statewide executive elected officias (except gover-
nors) and U.S. Representatives were each given a
weight of 1.5, and U.S. Senators and state governors
were each given a weight of 1.75. The resulting
weighted scores for the four components were
added to yield the total score on this composite for
each state. The highest score of any state for this
composite office-holding indicator is 7.62. These
scores were then used to rank the states on the indi-
cator for women in elected office. Source: Data
were compiled by IWPR from several sources
including the Center for American Women and
Politics (1999a, 1999c¢, 1999d, and 1999¢); Council
of State Governments, 1998.

Women's Institutional Resources: Thisindicator
measures the number of institutional resources for
women available in the state from a maximum of
two, including a commission for women (estab-
lished by legislation or executive order) and aleg-
islative caucus for women (organized by women
legidatorsin either or both houses of the state legis-
lature). States receive 1.0 point for each institution-
al resource present in their state, although they can
receive partial credit if a bipartisan legislative cau-
cus does not exist in both houses. States receive a
score of 0.25 if informal or partisan meetings are
held by women legislatorsin either house, 0.5 if a
formal legidlative caucus exists in one house but not
the other, and 1.0 if aformal legislative caucusis
present in both houses or the legislature is unicam-
eral. Source: National Association of Commissions
on Women, 1997, updated in 1999 by IWPR, and
Center for American Women and Politics, 1998.

Composite Employment and
Earnings Index

This composite index consists of four component
indicators. median annual earnings for women, the
ratio of the earnings of women to the earnings of
men, women’ s labor force participation, and the per-
cent of employed women in managerial and profes-
sional specialty occupations.

To construct this composite index, each of the four
component indicators was standardized; that is, for
each of the four indicators, the observed value for
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the state was divided by the comparable value for
the entire United States. The resulting values were
summed for each state to create a composite score.
Each of the four component indicators has equal
weight in the composite. The states were ranked
from the highest to the lowest score.

To grade the states on this composite index, values
for each of the components were set at desired lev-
elsto produce an “ideal score.” Women's earnings
were set at the median annual earnings for menin
the United States as a whole; the wage gap was set
at 100 percent, as if women earn as much as men;
women'’s labor force participation was set at the
nationa number for men; and women in managerial
and professional positions was set at the highest
scorefor all states. Each stat€' s score was then com-
pared with the ideal score, to get a percentage value
representing the state’ s performance relative to the
ideal performance. The resulting percentage deter-
mined the state’ s grade.

Women’sMedian Annual Earnings. Median year-
ly earnings (in 1998 dollars) of noninstitutionalized
women aged 16 and older who worked full-time,
year-round (more than 49 weeks during the year and
more than 34 hours per week) in 1996, 1997, and
1998. Earnings were converted to constant dollars
using the Consumer Price Index and the median was
selected from the merged datafile for all three years.
Three years of data were used in order to ensure a
sufficiently large sample for each state. The sample
size for women ranges from 511 in Vermont to
4,805 in California; for men, the sample size ranges
from 641 in the District of Columbiato 7,594 in
Cdlifornia. These earnings data have not been
adjusted for cost-of-living differences between the
states because the federal government does not pro-
duce an index of such differences. Source:

Economic Policy Institute cal culations of the 1997-
99 Annual Demographic Files (March) from the
Current Population Survey, for the 1996-98 calendar
years, Economic Policy Institute, 2000.

Ratio of Women's to Men’s Earnings. Median
yearly earnings (in 1998 dollars) of noninstitutional -
ized women aged 16 and older who worked full-
time, year-round (more than 49 weeks during the
year and more than 34 hours per week) in 1996-98
divided by the median yearly earnings (in 1998 dol-
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lars) of noninstitutionalized men aged 16 and older
who worked full-time, year-round (more than 49
weeks during the year and more than 34 hours per
week) in 1996-98. See the description of women’'s
median annual earnings, above, for amore detailed
description of the methodology and for sample
sizes. Source: Economic Policy Institute calcula-
tions of the 1997-99 Annual Demographic Files
(March) from the Current Population Survey;
Economic Policy Institute, 2000.

Women'’s Labor Force Participation (proportion
of theadult female populationin thelabor force):
Percent of civilian noninstitutionalized women aged
16 and older who were employed or looking for
work (in 1998). This includes those employed full-
time, part-time voluntarily or part-time involuntari-
ly, and those who are unemployed. Source: U.S.
Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics,
1999c (based on the Current Population Survey).

Women in Managerial and Professional Occu-
pations. Percent of civilian noninstitutionalized
women aged 16 and older who were employed in
executive, administrative, managerial, or profes-
sional specialty occupations (in 1998). Source: U.S.
Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics,
1999b (based on the Current Population Survey).

Composite Economic Autonomy
Index

This composite index reflects four aspects of
women’'s economic well-being: access to health
insurance, educational attainment, business owner-
ship, and the percent of women above the poverty
level.

To construct this composite index, each of the four
component indicators was standardized; that is, for
each indicator, the observed value for the state was
divided by the comparable value for the United
States as a whole. The resulting values were
summed for each state to create a composite score.
Each of the four components has equal weight in the
composite. The states were ranked from the highest
to the lowest score.

To grade the states on this composite index, values
for each of the components were set at desired lev-

elsto produce an “ideal score.” The percentage of
women with health insurance was set at the highest
value for all states; the percentage of women with
higher education was set at the national value for
men; the percentage of businesses owned by women
was set asif 50 percent of businesses were owned
by women; and the percentage of women in poverty
was set at the national value for men. Each state's
score was then compared with the ideal score, to get
a percentage value representing the state’ s perform-
ancerelative to the ideal performance. The resulting
percentage determined the state’ s grade.

Percent with Health I nsurance: Percent of civilian
noninstitutionalized women between ages 18 and 65
who are insured. The state-by-state percents are
based on the averages of three years of pooled data
from the 1997-99 Current Population Survey from
the Bureau of the Census, for data years 1996-98.
Source: Employee Benefit Research Institute, 1999.

Educational Attainment: In 1989, the percent of
women aged 25 and older with four or more years of
college. Source: Population Reference Bureau,
1993, based on the Public Use Microdata Sample of
the 1990 Census of Population.

Women's Business Ownership: 1n 1992, the per-
cent of al firms (legal entities engaged in economic
activity during any part of 1992 that filed an IRS
Form 1040, Schedule C; 1065; or 1120S) owned by
women. This indicator excludes Type C corpora-
tions. The Census Bureau estimates that there were
approximately 517,000 Type C corporations in
1992. The Bureau of the Census was required to
provide data on women's ownership of Type C cor-
porations by the Women's Business Ownership Act
of 1988. The Bureau’s methodology for doing so
differs from the methods used for other forms of
business ownership, which include individual pro-
prietorships and self-employment, partnerships and
Subchapter S corporations (those with fewer than 35
shareholders who can elect to be taxed asindividu-
als). Type C corporations are non-Subchapter S cor-
porations. The Bureau of the Census determines the
sex of business owners by matching the social secu-
rity numbers of individuals who file business tax
returns (Form 1040, Schedule C; 1065; or 1120S)
with Social Security Administration records provid-
ing the sex codes indicated by individuals on their
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original applications for social security numbers.
For partnerships and corporations, abusinessis clas-
sified as women-owned based on the sex of the
magjority of the owners. Datafor Type C corpora-
tions do not come from tax returns and because of
the limitations of the sample are considered less reli-
able. Source: U.S. Department of Commerce,
19964, based on the 1992 Economic Census. (Please
note that results of the 1997 Economic Census were
not available at the time of production of this

report.)

Percent of Women Above Poverty: 1n 1996-98, the
percent of women living above the official poverty
threshold, which varies by family size and composi-
tion. The average percent of women above the
poverty level for the three yearsis used; three years
of data ensure a sufficiently large sample for each
state. In 1997, the poverty level for afamily of four
was $16,700. Source: Economic Policy Institute cal-
culations of the 1997-99 Annual Demographic Files
(March) from the Current Population Survey for the
calendar years 1996-98; Economic Policy Institute,
2000.

Composite Reproductive Rights
Index

This composite index reflects a variety of indicators
of women’s reproductive rights. These include
access to abortion services without mandatory
parental consent laws for minors; access to abortion
services without awaiting period; public funding for
abortions under any circumstances if awoman is
digible; percent of women living in counties with at
least one abortion provider; whether the governor or
state legidature is pro-choice; existence of state
laws requiring health insurers to provide coverage
of contraceptives; policy that mandates that insurers
cover infertility treatments; whether second-parent
adoption is legal for gay/leshian couples; and
mandatory sex education.

To construct this composite index, each component
indicator was rated on ascale of 0to 1 and assigned
aweight. The natification and waiting-period indi-
cators were each given aweight of 0.5. The indica-
tors of public funding for abortions, pro-choice gov-
ernment, women living in counties with an abortion
provider, and contraceptive coverage were each
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given aweight of 1.0. The infertility coverage law
and gay/leshian adoption law were each given a
weight of 0.5. Finally, states were given 1.0 point if
they mandate sex education for students. The
weighted scores for each component indicator were
summed to arrive at the value of the composite
index score for each state. The states were ranked
from the highest to the lowest score.

To grade the states on this composite index, values
for each of the components were set at desired lev-
elsto produce an “ideal score.” An “ided state” was
assumed to have no notification or waiting period
policies; public funding for abortion; pro-choice
government; 100 percent of women living in coun-
ties with an abortion provider; insurance mandates
for contraceptive coverage and infertility coverage;
maximum legal guarantees of second-parent adop-
tion; and mandatory sex education for students.
Each state's score was then compared with the
resulting ideal score, to get a percentage value rep-
resenting the state’s performance relative to the
ideal performance. The resulting percentage deter-
mined the state' s grade.

Mandatory Consent: States received a score of 1.0
if they allow minors access to abortion without
parental consent or notification. Mandatory consent
laws require that minors gain the consent of one or
both parents before a physician can perform the pro-
cedure, while notification laws require they notify
one or both parents of the decision to have an abor-
tion. Source: NARAL and NARAL Foundation,
2000.

Waiting Period: States received a score of 1.0 if
they allow awoman to have an abortion without a
waiting period. Such legislation mandates that a
physician cannot perform an abortion until a certain
number of hours after notifying the woman of her
options in dealing with a pregnancy. Source:
NARAL and NARAL Foundation, 2000.

Restrictionson Public Funding: If a state provides
public funding for abortions under most circum-
stances for women who meet income digibility
standards, it received a score of 1.0. Source:
NARAL and NARAL Foundation, 2000.
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Percent of Women Living in Counties with at
Least One Abortion Provider: For the indicator of
the percent of women in counties with abortion
providers, states were given a scaled score ranging
from 0 to 1, with states with 100 percent of women
living in counties with abortion providers receiving
al. Source: Henshaw, 1998.

Pro-Choice Governor or Legislature: Thisindica
tor is based on NARAL'’ s asssessment of whether
governors and legislatures would support a ban or
restrictions on abortion. Governors and legislatures
who would support restrictions on abortion rights
are considered anti-choice, and those who would
oppose them are considered pro-choice. Each state
received 0.33 points per pro-choice governmental
body—governor, upper house and lower house—up
to a maximum of 1.0 point. Those governors and
legislatures with mixed assessments received half
credit. Source: NARAL and NARAL Foundation,
1999.

Contraceptive Coverage Laws. Whether a state
has alaw or policy requiring that health insurers
who provide coverage for prescription drugs extend
coverage for FDA-approved contraceptives (e.g.,
drugs and devices) and related medical services,
including exams and insertion/removal treatments.
States received a score of 1.0 if they mandate full
contraceptive coverage. They received a score of 0.5
if they mandate partial coverage, which may include
mandating that insurance companies offer at |east
one insurance package covering some or all birth
control prescription methods or requiring insurers
with coverage for prescription drugs to cover ora
contraceptives. Source: NARAL and NARAL
Foundation, 2000.

Coverage of Infertility Treatments: States man-
dating that insurance companies provide coverage
of infertility treatments received a score of 1.0,
while states mandating that insurance companies
offer policyholders at least one package with cover-
age of infertility treatments received a score of 0.5.
Source: Stauffer and Plaza, 1999.

Same-Sex Couples and Adoption: Whether a state
allows gays and |eshians the option of second-parent
adoption, which occurs when anonbiological parent
in a couple adopts the child of his or her partner. At

the state level, courts and/or legislatures have
upheld or limited the right to second-parent adop-
tion among gay and leshian couples. States were
given 1.0 point if the state supreme court has pro-
hibited discrimination against these couples in adop-
tion, 0.75 if an appellate or high court has, 0.5 if a
lower court has approved a petition for second-par-
ent adoption, 0.25 if a state has no official position
on the subject, and no pointsif the state has banned
second-parent adoption. Source: Hawes, 1999.

Mandatory Sex Education: States received a score
of 1.0if they require middle, junior, or high schools
to provide sex education classes. Source: NARAL
and NARAL Foundation, 2000.

Composite Health and Well-Being
Index

This composite index includes nine measures of
women's physical and mental health: mortality from
heart disease, mortality from breast cancer, mortali-
ty from lung cancer, incidence of diabetes, incidence
of chlamydia, incidence of AIDS, prevalence of
poor mental health, mortality from suicide, and
mean days of activity limitations. To construct the
composite index, each of the component indicators
was converted to scores ranging from 0 to 1 by
dividing the observed value for each state by the
highest value for al states. Each score was then sub-
tracted from 1 so that high scores represent lower
levels of mortality, poor health, or disease. Scores
were then given different weights. Mortality from
heart disease was given aweight of 1.0. Breast and
lung cancer were each given a weight of 0.5.
Incidence of diabetes, chlamydia, and AIDS were
each given aweight of 0.5. Mean days of poor men-
tal health and women’s mortality from suicide were
given a weight of 0.5. Activity limitations were
given aweight of 1.0. The resulting values for each
of the component indicators were summed for each
state to create a composite score. The states were
then ranked from the highest to the lowest score.

To grade the states on this composite index, values
for each of the components were set at desired lev-
elsto produce an “ideal score.” Mortality from heart
disease, breast cancer and lung cancer were set
according to national goals for the year 2010, as
determined by the U.S. Department of Health and
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Human Services under the Healthy People 2010
program (U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services, Public Health Service, 2000). For heart
disease and breast cancer, this entailed a 20 percent
decrease from the nationa number. For lung cancer,
it entailed a 22 percent decrease from the national
number. For incidence of diabetes, chlamydia and
AIDS and mortality from suicide, Healthy People
2010 goals are to achieve levels that are “ better than
the best,” and thus the ideal score was set at the low-
est rate for each indicator among all states. In the
absence of national objectives, mean days of poor
mental health and mean days of activity limitations
were also set at the lowest level among all states.
Each state' s score was then compared with the ideal
score, to get a percentage value representing the
state’'s performance relative to the ideal perform-
ance. The resulting percentage determined the
state’'s grade.

Mortality from Heart Disease: Average annual
mortality from heart disease among all women per
100,000 population (in 1995). Data are age-adjusted
to the 1970 total U.S. population. Source: Centers
for Disease Control and Prevention, National Center
for Chronic Disease Prevention and Health
Promotion, 1998.

Mortality from Breast Cancer: Average mortality
among women from breast cancer per 100,000 pop-
ulation (in 1991-95). Data are age-adjusted to the
1970 U.S. standard population. Source: American
Cancer Society, 1999.

Mortality from Lung Cancer: Average mortality
among women from lung cancer per 100,000 popu-
lation (in 1991-95). Data are age-adjusted to the
1970 U.S. standard population. Source: American
Cancer Society, 1999.

Percent of Women Who Have Ever Been Told
They Have Diabetes. As self-reported by female
respondents in the Behavioral Risk Factor
Surveillance System (BRFSS) survey in 1996. The
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention conduct
BRFSS in conjunction with the states among men
and women at least 18 years of age, and all dataare
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age-adjusted to the 1970 U.S. standard population.
Source: Centers for Disease Control and Prevention,
National Center for Chronic Disease Prevention and
Health Promotion, 1999a

Incidence of Chlamydia: Average rate of chlamy-
dia among women per 100,000 population (1993-
97). Source: Centers for Disease Control, Division
of STD Prevention, 1998.

Incidence of AIDS: Averageincidence of AIDS
indicating diseases among women aged 13 years
and older per 100,000 population (July 1998-June
1999). Source: U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services, Public Hedth Service, 1999.

Poor Mental Health: Mean number of daysin the
past 30 days on which mental health was not good,
as self-reported by female respondents in the
BRFSS survey in 1996. The Centers for Disease
Control and Prevention conduct BRFSSin conjunc-
tion with the states among men and women at |east
18 years of age, and all data are age-adjusted to the
1970 U.S. standard population. Source: Centers for
Disease Control and Prevention, National Center for
Chronic Disease Prevention and Health Promotion,
1999%.

Mortality from Suicide: Average annual mortality
from suicide among all women per 100,000 popula-
tion (in 1995-97). Data are age-adjusted to the 1970
total U.S. population. Source: Centers for Disease
Control, National Center for Injury Prevention and
Control, 2000b.

Mean Days of Activity Limitations: Mean number
of daysin the past 30 days on which activities were
limited due to health status, as self-reported by
female respondents in the BRFSS survey in 1996.
The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention
conduct BRFSS in conjunction with the states
among men and women at least 18 years of age, and
all data are age-adjusted to the 1970 U.S. standard
population. Source: Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention, National Center for Chronic Disease
Prevention and Health Promotion, 1999a.
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Sources for Table 1
(Women's Resources and Rights Checklist)

Violence Against Women

Separ ate Offense; States are given a“yes’ if they
classify domestic violence as a separate offense
from normal assault and battery. A separate offense
alows enhanced penalties for repeat offenders and
helps ensure equal treatment for victims of domestic
violence. Source: Miller, 1999a.

Domestic Violence Training: Whether the state has
adopted a legidative statute requiring new police
recruits to undergo training about domestic vio-
lence. Source: Miller, 1999a.

State Funding for Domestic Violence and
Stalking Programs. Amount of federal and state
money allocated to a state’ s domestic violence and
stalking programs per person in the state. Funding
estimates come from a poll by the Centers for
Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) of state and
federal agencies administering and distributing the
funds. The CDC notes that these numbers may not
include all funding because of difficulties with the
survey process, specifically, because violence
against women and stalking funds are distributed to
and by many different state agencies, the survey
may not cover them al, and as such it may leave out
some funding. Moreover, because data on the inci-
dence of domestic violence and stalking are unreli-
able, it isdifficult to gauge how much funding states
need to address the problem. Theinformation is pro-
vided to indicate which states are above or below
the national average. Source: Centers for Disease
Control and Prevention, National Center for Injury
Prevention and Control, 1997.

Stalking Offense Status. Whether a state classifies
a first offense for stalking as a felony. Source:
Miller, 1999b.

Sexual Assault Training: Whether a state has
adopted a legidative requirement mandating sexual
assault training for police and prosecutors. Source:
Miller, 1999b.

Child Support

Single-Mother Households Receiving Child
Support or Alimony: Asingle-mother household is
defined as afamily headed by a nonmarried woman
with one or more of her own children (by birth, mar-
riage, or adoption). Such a family is counted as
receiving child support or alimony if it received full
or partial payment of child support or alimony dur-
ing the past year (Annie E. Casey Foundation,
1999). Figures are based on an average of datafrom
the Current Population Survey for 1994-98. Source:
Annie E. Casey Foundation, 1999.

Cases with Collection: Acaseis counted as having
acollectionif aslittle as one cent is collected during
the year. These figures include data on child support
for all family types. Source: U.S. Department of
Heath and Human Services, Administration for
Children and Families, 1998.

Welfare

Child Excdusion/Family Caps Whether a state
extends Temporary Assistance for Needy Families
(TANF) benefits to children born or conceived
while a mother receives welfare. Many states have
adopted a prohibition on these benefits, sometimes
called a“Family Cap.” Source: U.S. Department of
Health and Human Services, Administration for
Children and Families, 1999c.

Time Limits States may not use federal funds to
assist families with an adult who has received feder-
ally funded assistance for 60 months or more. They
can set lower time limits, however. States that allow
welfare recipients to receive benefits for the maxi-
mum alowable time or more are indicated by “yes.”
Source: U.S. Department of Health and Human Ser-
vices, Administration for Children and Families,
1999c.

Work Requirements. What constitutes work activ-
itiesis a contentious issue at both the state and fed-
erd level. State policies around these issues continue
to evolve and are subject to caseworker discretion.
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This report uses each state' s self-reported policy to
identify which states require immediate work activ-
ities and which allow recipients time before they
lose benefits. Those states that allow at least 24
months are indicated as “yes.” To receive the full
amount of their block grants, states must demon-
strate that a specific portion of their TANF caseload
is participating in activities that meet the federal def-
inition of work. In fiscal year 2000, states must
show that 40 percent of their TANF caseload is
working. The required proportion grows each year
until 2002, when states must demonstrate that 50
percent of their TANF caseload is engaged in work.
The Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity
Reconciliation Act (PRWORA) also restricts the
amount of a caseload that may be engaged in basic
education or vocational training to be counted in the
state’'s work participation figures and allows job
training to count as work only for alimited period of
timefor any individual. Source: U.S. Department of
Health and Human Services, Administration for
Children and Families, 1999c.

Transitional Child Care: Whether a state extends
child care to families moving off welfare beyond a
minimum of twelve months. Source: U.S.
Department of Health and Human Services,
Administration for Children and Families, 1999c.

Family Violence Provisonsin TANF Plans. States
can provide exemptions to time limits and other
policies to victims of domestic violence under the
Family Violence Option. This measure indicates
whether a state has opted for the optional certifica-
tion or adopted other language providing for victims
of domestic violence. Source; U.S. Department of
Health and Human Services, Administration for
Children and Families, 1999c.

Earnings Disregards. States are given leeway in
determining how much of alow-income worker’s
earnings to disregard in determining eligibility for
welfare recipiency. Six states have not changed their
earnings disregards policy from the test that existed
under the former welfare program, AFDC, which
disregarded $90 for work expenses and $30 plus
one-third of remaining earnings for four months;
$120 for the next 8 months; and $90 after afull year.
Forty-four states and the District of Columbia have
changed their policies. Those that disregard at least
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50 percent of earnings areindicated by a“yes” Source:
U.S. Department of Health and Human Services,
Administration for Children and Families, 1999c.

Size of TANF Benefit: Average monthly amount
received by TANF recipient familiesin the state. This
number is not adjusted for family size differences
among the states. The average number of individu-
alsinaTANF family in the United States as awhole
was 2.8, with two of the family members children.
Whiletwo in five families had only one child, onein
ten had more than three children. Source: U.S.
Department of Health and Human Services,
Administration for Children and Families, 1999b.

Employment/Unemployment Benefits

Minimum Wage: States receive a “yes’ if their
state minimum wage rate as of March 2000 exceed-
ed the federa rate. According to the Fair Labor
Standards Act, the state minimum wage is control-
ling if it is higher than the federal minimum wage. A
federal minimum wage increase was signed into law
on August 20, 1996 and raised the federal standard
to $5.15 per hour on September 1, 1997. Source:
U.S Department of Labor, 1999.

Temporary Disability Insurance (TDI): In the
five states with mandated Temporary Disability
Insurance programs (California, Hawaii, New
Jersey, New York, and Rhode Island), employees
and/or their employers pay asmall percentage of the
employee’s salary into an insurance fund and, in
return, employees are provided with partial wage
replacement if they becomeiill or disabled. Source:
Hartmann, Y oon, Spalter-Roth and Shaw, 1995.

Access to Unemployment Insurance (Ul) for
L ow-Wage Workers: In order to receive Ul, poten-
tial recipients must meet several eligibility require-
ments. Two of these are high quarter earnings and
base period earnings requirements. The “ base peri-
od” is a 12-month period preceding the start of a
spell of unemployment. This, however, excludes the
current calendar quarter and often the previous full
calendar quarter (this has serious consequences for
low-wage and contingent workers who need to
count more recent earnings to qualify). The base
period criterion states that the individual must have
earned a minimum amount during the base period.
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The high quarter earnings criterion requires that
individuals earn atotal reaching a specified threshold
amount in one of the quarters within the base peri-
od. IWPR research has shown that women are less
likely to meet the two earnings requirements than
men are and thus are more likely to be disqualified
from receipt of Ul benefits. IWPR found that nearly
14 percent of unemployed women workers were
disqualified from receiving Ul by these two earn-
ings criteria. Thisrate is more than twice that for
unemployed men (Y oon, Spalter-Roth and Baldwin,
1995). States typically set eligibility standards for
Ul and can enact policiesthat are more or lessinclu-
sive and more or less generous to claimants. For
example, some states have implemented a “mov-
able” base period, allowing flexibility to the advan-
tage of the claimant. Source: U.S. Department of
Labor, Employment and Training Administration,
Unemployment Insurance Service, 1999.

Since states have the power to decide who receives
unemployment insurance benefits, some states set
high requirements, thereby excluding many low earn-
es. A state was scored “yes’ if it was relatively gen-
erous to low earners, such that base period wages
required were less than or equal to $1,300 and high
quarter wages required were lessthan or equal to
$800. If the base period wages required were more
than $2,000 or if high quarter wages required were
more than $1,000, the state was scored “no”; “some-
times” was defined as base period and high quarter
wages which fell between the “yes’ and “no” ranges.

Access to Ul for Part-Time Workers: Only eight
states and the District of Columbia alow unem-
ployed workers seeking a part-time position to qual-
ify for Ul. Source: American Federation of State,
County and Municipal Employees, 1999.

Access to Ul for “Good Cause Quits’: Eleven
states offer Ul coverage for voluntary quits caused
by avariety of circumstances, such as moving with
a spouse, harassment on the job, or other situations.
The specifics of which circumstances are considered
“good cause’ differ by state. Source: American
Federation of State, County and Municipal
Employees, 1999.

Use of Ul for Paid Family L eave: Recent initiatives
in several states have advanced the idea of using Ul

to provide benefits during periods of family leave. At
the federa level, the Department of Labor now
alows states to provide partial wage replacement
under the unemployment compensation program on a
voluntary, experimental basis to parents who take
leave or otherwise leave employment following the
birth or adoption of achild. The new regulations were
issued in June of 2000 and took effect on August 14,
2000. To implement them, state legidatures must
approve of plansto use Ul in this fashion. Source:
National Partnership for Women and Families, 2000.

Pay Equity: Pay equity, or comparable worth,
remedies are designed to raise the wages of jobs that
are undervalued at least partly because of the gender
or race of the workers who hold those jobs. States
that have these policies within their civil service sys-
tem are marked as “yes” Source: National
Committee on Pay Equity, 1997.

Sexual Orientation and Gender
Identity

Civil Rights Legidation: Whether a state has
passed a statute extending anti-discrimination laws
to apply to discrimination on the basis of sexua ori-
entation or gender identity. Source: Hawes, 1999.

Same-Sex Marriage: Whether a state has avoided
adopting a policy—statute, executive order, or other
regul ation—prohibiting same-sex marriage. Source:
Hawes, 1999.

Hate Crimes Legidation: Whether a state has
established enhanced penalties for crimes perpetrat-
ed against victims due to their sexual orientation or
gender identity. Source: Hawes, 1999.

Reproductive Rights

For information on sources concerning these indica-
tors, please see the section describing the Composite
Reproductive Rights Index in Appendix 11.

Institutional Resources

For information on sources concerning institutional
resources, please see the section on ingtitutional
resources within the description of the Composite
Political Participation Index in Appendix I1.
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Appendix IV: State-by-State Rankings on the Composite Indices
and Their Components— Political Participation

Composite Index Women in Elected  Percent of Women Percent of Women Number of Institutional
Office Composite  Registered to Vote, Who Voted, Resources Available
Index 1992 and 1996 1992 and 1996  to Women in the State
State Score Rank Grade Score  Rank Percent  Rank Percent Rank Score Rank
Alabama -2.51 4 D 0.93 44 76.7% 10 61.5% 29 15 20
Alaska 1.93 22 C 1.99 15 76.9% 9 65.6% 16 0 44
Arizona 515 7 C+ 3.1 4 66.5% 38 58.3% 36 0 44
Arkansas -1.97 39 D 1.79 20 66.1% 39 55.1% 43 05 40
California 8.38 3 B 3.60 2 58.5% 50 52.0% 49 2 1
Colorado 2.83 16 C+ 2.15 14 74.7% 16 65.6% 16 0.25 41
Connecticut 6.86 5 B- 2.60 6 74.8% 15 66.2% 13 1.25 21
Delaware 2.74 17 C+ 2.24 11 68.2% 34 62.0% 28 1 31
District of Columbia n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 77.0% n/a 66.4% n/a 1 n/a
Florida -1.65 37 D 1.52 33 64.2% 47 54.7% 44 2 1
Georgia -3.79 43 D- 1.16 40 65.1% 43 52.7% 47 2 1
Hawaii 2.51 21 C 2.58 7 58.7% 49 50.1% 50 2 1
Idaho 1.53 23 C 1.69 25 72.9% 22 66.0% 15 1.25 21
[llinois 0.83 29 C 1.55 32 71.4% 27 61.3% 30 2 1
Indiana 1.32 24 C 1.72 22 69.2% 31 60.8% 32 2 1
lowa 1.09 26 C 1.48 35 76.6% 1 66.5% 10 1.25 21
Kansas 2.94 14 C+ 2.20 12 73.8% 21 67.7% 9 0 44
Kentucky -6.95 50 F 0.71 49 67.3% 35 55.2% 41 1 31
Louisiana 3.22 13 C+ 1.72 22 75.5% 13 66.2% 13 2 1
Maine 12.39 1 B 3.52 3 84.4% 2 70.8% 3 0 44
Maryland 6.26 6 B- 2.56 8 69.9% 29 62.4% 24 2 1
Massachusetts 1.05 27 C 1.58 28 70.9% 28 62.2% 26 2 1
Michigan 0.90 28 C 1.60 27 74.6% 17 63.6% 23 1.25 21
Minnesota 6.95 4 B 2.18 13 83.7% 3 721% 2 1.25 21
Mississippi -5.58 47 D- 0.72 48 76.2% 12 61.0% 31 0.25 4
Missouri 3.74 10 C+ 1.74 21 78.0% 7 66.3% 12 2 1
Montana 2.58 20 C+ 1.85 19 78.1% 6 72.5% 1 0 44
Nebraska 1.18 25 C 1.57 30 74.3% 19 64.4% 21 1.5 16
Nevada 3.59 11 C+ 2.92 5 64.7% 44 56.9% 39 0 44
New Hampshire 4.80 8 C+ 2.50 9 71.9% 25 62.1% 27 1 31
New Jersey -0.94 34 D+ 1.71 23 66.8% 37 58.6% 35 1 31
New Mexico 0.69 30 C- 1.90 18 65.9% 41 58.8% 34 15 16
New York -2.54 42 D 1.37 38 63.1% 48 55.2% 41 2 1
North Carolina -2.28 40 D 1.16 40 69.2% 31 57.8% 38 2 1
North Dakota 3.50 12 C+ 1.45 36 91.2% 1 68.5% 6 1.25 21
Ohio -1.54 36 D 1.40 37 69.8% 30 62.4% 24 1 31
Oklahoma -1.67 38 D 1.10 42 74.5% 18 64.6% 19 1.25 21
Oregon 2.61 18 C+ 1.67 26 77.1% 8 68.8% 5 1.25 21
Pennsylvania -6.14 48 F 0.75 47 64.6% 45 56.8% 40 1.5 16
Rhode Island -0.27 33 D+ 1.22 39 72.6% 23 64.5% 20 2 1
South Carolina -5.26 45 D- 0.62 50 68.8% 33 57.9% 37 2 1
South Dakota 0.55 31 C- 1.58 28 79.4% 5 68.3% 7 0 44
Tennessee -5.53 46 D- 0.99 43 65.8% 42 53.8% 46 1.25 21
Texas -1.15 35 D+ 1.95 17 64.5% 46 52.1% 48 1 31
Utah 0.36 32 C- 1.57 30 73.9% 20 64.2% 22 1 31
Vermont 4.00 9 C+ 1.99 15 75.2% 14 66.5% 10 15 16
Virginia -3.83 44 D- 0.88 45 67.0% 36 59.6% 33 2 1
Washington 10.77 2 B 3.67 1 72.6% 23 65.5% 18 0.25 41
West Virginia -6.88 49 F 0.78 46 66.1% 39 54.5% 45 1 31
Wisconsin 2.86 15 C+ 1.52 33 82.0% 4 70.7% 4 1.25 21
Wyoming 2.60 19 C+ 2.30 10 71.9% 25 68.1% 8 1 31
United States 0.00 68.3% 58.9% 1.25(median)
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Appendix IV: State-by-State Rankings on the Composite Indices
and Their Components—Employment and Earnings

Composite Score Median Annual Earnings Ratio Percent of Women Percent of Employed
Earnings Full-Time, between Full-Time, in the Labor Women, Managerial
Year-Round for  Year-Round Employed Force or Professional
Employed Women Women and Men Occupations

State Score Rank Grade Dollars Rank Percent Rank Percent Rank Percent Rank
Alabama 3.64 46 D- $22,084 38 68.8% 41 56.9% 42 27.8% 41
Alaska 4.42 3 B $30,119 3 74.1% 17 67.8% 5 34.3% 10
Arizona 3.88 26 C $23,277 30 79.0% 5 56.5% 45 29.7% 26
Arkansas 3.53 50 F $19,100 51 72.5% 23 56.9% 42 26.4% 48
California 422 9 B $28,001 9 78.7% 6 58.1% 39 33.7% 12
Colorado 4.38 4 B $26,422 10 74.5% 15 68.1% 3 37.4% 3
Connecticut 437 B $30,447 2 75.2% 12 61.5% 25 35.2% 6
Delaware 3.97 19 C+ $25,206 19 71.3% 30 62.3% 23 30.4% 20
District of Columbia 4.87 1 B+  $30,495 1 85.7% 1 61.2% 29 46.3% 1
Florida 3.83 33 C- $23,355 26 76.7% 8 55.1% 49 29.8% 24
Georgia 3.89 25 C $23,410 24 72.2% 25 63.1% 19 29.3% 33
Hawaii 4.03 16 C+ $25,246 18 83.8% 2 63.2% 17 26.2% 49
Idaho 3.77 37 D $22,049 40 74.8% 14 63.3% 15 25.9% 51
lllinois 3.99 17 C+ $25874 12 68.7% 42 61.5% 25 31.5% 17
Indiana 3.66 44 D-  $22,082 39 66.7% 48 61.5% 25 26.9% 44
lowa 3.95 21 C+ $23,226 31 76.4% 9 65.7% 10 28.2% 39
Kansas 3.92 22 C $23,403 25 70.2% 34 65.5% 11 29.7% 26
Kentucky 3.76 38 D $22,407 33 72.7% 21 56.3% 47 29.6% 28
Louisiana 3.57 49 F $21,109 44 64.8% 50 56.6% 44 28.6% 38
Maine 3.88 26 C $22,177 37 72.7% 21 61.5% 25 31.0% 19
Maryland 4.63 2 B+ $30,077 4 79.8% 3 64.0% 12 40.4% 2
Massachusetts 4.35 6 B $28,367 6 77.6% 7 63.4% 14 35.1% 7
Michigan 3.84 30 C-  $25,372 16 67.4% 47 59.8% 35 28.9% 36
Minnesota 432 7 B $26,241 11 72.4% 24 70.1% 1 35.3% 5
Mississippi 3.61 47 F $20,356 46 71.5% 27 54.6% 50 29.1% 35
Missouri 414 11 B-  $24,421 21 75.4% 11 62.7% 20 34.7% 8
Montana 3.74 42 D $20,327 48 68.9% 40 63.9% 13 29.4% 32
Nebraska 3.81 35 C-  $21,651 41 71.4% 29 66.6% 7 27.5% 43
Nevada 3.85 29 C- $24124 23 74.1% 17 62.4% 22 26.5% 47
New Hampshire 4.08 14 C+ $25,258 17 70.2% 34 66.1% 8 32.1% 15
New Jersey 4.11 12 B-  $28,495 5 70.0% 37 59.1% 38 32.8% 13
New Mexico 3.84 30 C-  $21,376 43 70.2% 34 57.6% 40 33.8% 11
New York 416 10 B-  $28,126 7 79.3% 4 55.8% 48 32.7% 14
North Carolina 3.84 30 C- $22,761 32 75.2% 12 59.9% 34 28.8% 37
North Dakota 3.68 43 D-  $19,540 50 69.6% 39 67.6% 6 26.1% 50
Ohio 3.91 23 C $25,094 20 70.7% 32 59.8% 35 30.1% 23
Oklahoma 3.79 36 D+ $22,393 34 74.1% 17 57.3% 41 29.5% 30
Oregon 3.82 34 C-  $23,322 28 67.7% 46 61.7% 24 29.8% 24
Pennsylvania 3.88 26 C $25,424 14 71.5% 27 56.4% 46 30.2% 22
Rhode Island 3.91 23 C $25,492 13 68.6% 44 60.2% 30 30.4% 20
South Carolina 3.76 38 D $22,212 36 68.7% 42 60.1% 32 29.6% 28
South Dakota 3.76 38 D $20,171 49 70.9% 31 68.1% 3 26.9% 44
Tennessee 3.66 44 D-  $20,927 45 70.7% 32 59.2% 37 27.7% 42
Texas 3.96 20 C+ $23,324 27 76.4% 9 60.2% 30 31.2% 18
Utah 3.75 41 D $22,317 35 64.9% 49 63.3% 15 29.3% 33
Vermont 4.05 15 C+ $23,294 29 73.8% 20 66.1% 8 32.1% 15
Virginia 4.09 13 B-  $25,398 15 69.9% 38 60.1% 32 35.7% 4
Washington 4.26 8 B $28,087 8 74.4% 16 62.6% 21 34.4% 9
West Virginia 3.48 51 B $21,626 42 72.1% 26 47.8% 51 26.6% 46
Wisconsin 3.99 17 C+ $24,387 22 68.6% 44 69.0% 2 29.5% 30
Wyoming 3.60 48 F $20,352 47 62.8% 51 63.2% 17 27.9% 40
United States 4.00 $25,370 73.5% 59.8% 31.4%
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Appendix IV: State-by-State Rankings on the Composite Indices
and Their Components—Economic Autonomy

Composite Index Percent of Women Percent of Women Percent of Percent of Women
with Health with Four or More Businesses that are Living above
Insurance Years of College Women-Owned Poverty

State Score Rank Grade Percent Rank Percent  Rank Percent Rank Percent Rank
Alabama 3.67 46 D- 81.9% 33 13.5% 45 31.5% 47 85.1% 39
Alaska 429 9 B- 83.3% 32 22.2% 7 32.9% 35 91.2% 4
Arizona 3.97 25 C 75.3% 49 17.2% 25 37.6% 3 84.2% 43
Arkansas 3.49 50 F 75.9% 48 11.9% 50 31.6% 45 83.1% 46
California 410 20 B- 76.8% 47 20.1% 13 35.5% 12 85.3% 37
Colorado 4.50 2 B 83.8% 30 23.5% 4 37.6% 3 90.4% 10
Connecticut 4.44 5 B 86.7% 12 23.8% 3 33.6% 28 90.8% 6
Delaware 419 13 B- 85.7% 21 18.7% 16 35.3% 14 90.7% 8
District of Columbia 4.89 1 B+ 84.3% 28 30.6% 1 41.3% 1 79.2% 50
Florida 3.84 39 C- 78.5% 43 15.1% 36 35.2% 16 85.9% 32
Georgia 3.92 31 C 80.8% 38 16.8% 27 33.6% 28 85.9% 32
Hawaii 4.42 7 B 91.9% 1 20.9% 1 37.6% 3 87.3% 29
Idaho 3.81 42 D+ 79.9% 40 14.6% 41 33.8% 25 87.7% 27
lllinois 413 18 B- 85.9% 17 18.4% 17 34.5% 21 88.7% 19
Indiana 3.86 36 C- 85.7% 21 13.4% 46 34.4% 22 90.8% 6
lowa 3.96 28 C 87.0% 10 15.0% 38 34.3% 23 90.3% 12
Kansas 414 16 B- 86.1% 15 18.4% 17 34.7% 19 88.5% 22
Kentucky 3.62 48 D- 83.9% 29 12.2% 49 31.4% 48 84.7% 41
Louisiana 3.65 47 D- 77.0% 46 14.5% 42 32.5% 37 80.8% 48
Maine 3.98 24 C 85.0% 25 17.2% 25 32.2% 40 88.8% 18
Maryland 4.49 3 B 84.9% 26 23.1% 6 37.1% 6 91.6% 1
Massachusetts 4.44 5 B 87.0% 10 24.1% 2 33.3% 31 89.9% 14
Michigan 3.97 25 C 86.5% 13 15.1% 36 35.2% 16 88.7% 19
Minnesota 4.24 12 B- 90.0% 2 19.2% 15 34.6% 20 90.4% 10
Mississippi 3.52 49 F 77.8% 45 13.3% 47 30.2% 51 80.7% 49
Missouri 3.93 30 C 85.9% 17 15.2% 35 33.8% 25 89.2% 17
Montana 3.94 29 C 79.9% 40 18.0% 20 33.2% 32 83.7% 44
Nebraska 4.07 21 C+ 87.6% 8 16.7% 28 35.1% 18 88.5% 22
Nevada 3.84 39 C- 81.6% 36 12.8% 48 36.9% 7 89.8% 15
New Hampshire 427 10 B- 88.2% 5 21.1% 9 32.2% 40 91.1% 5
New Jersey 417 14 B- 81.8% 34 21.0% 10 31.9% 42 90.7% 8
New Mexico 3.92 31 C 72.5% 51 17.8% 22 37.8% 2 79.1% 51
New York 412 19 B- 80.8% 38 20.7% 12 34.1% 24 83.4% 45
North Carolina 3.86 36 C- 83.4% 31 15.7% 32 32.4% 38 86.9% 31
North Dakota 3.91 33 C 85.8% 20 16.7% 28 31.7% 44 85.8% 34
Ohio 3.90 34 C- 87.4% 9 14.4% 43 33.7% 27 88.6% 21
Oklahoma 3.80 43 D+ 79.8% 42 15.0% 38 33.6% 28 85.8% 34
Oregon 417 14 B- 86.1% 15 18.1% 19 36.8% 8 87.5% 28
Pennsylvania 3.88 35 C- 88.1% 6 15.3% 34 31.2% 49 88.3% 24
Rhode Island 4.05 22 C+ 88.6% 4 18.0% 20 31.6% 45 88.2% 26
South Carolina 3.77 44 D 80.9% 37 14.7% 40 32.8% 36 85.1% 39
South Dakota 3.86 36 C- 85.9% 17 15.5% 33 31.9% 42 85.7% 36
Tennessee 3.73 45 D 84.8% 27 14.0% 44 31.1% 50 85.3% 37
Texas 3.84 39 C- 74.3% 50 17.4% 24 33.0% 34 84.7% 41
Utah 414 16 B- 86.2% 14 17.5% 23 35.3% 14 91.4% 3
Vermont 4.48 4 B 88.1% 6 23.2% 5 35.7% 1 90.1% 13
Virginia 4.31 8 B- 85.2% 24 21.3% 8 35.4% 13 88.3% 24
Washington 427 10 B- 85.7% 21 19.7% 14 36.6% 9 89.4% 16
West Virginia 3.47 51 F 77.9% 44 10.9% 51 32.3% 39 82.3% 47
Wisconsin 4.02 23 C+ 89.3% 3 16.0% 31 33.1% 33 91.6% 1
Wyoming 3.97 25 C 81.8% 34 16.1% 30 35.9% 10 87.0% 30
United States 4.00 81.5% 17.6% 34.1% 86.9%
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Appendix IV: State-by-State Rankings on the Composite Indices
and Their Components—Reproductive Rights

Composite Index Parental Waiting  Public  Percent of Contraceptive Pro-Choice Infertility Second- Mandatory
Consent Period Funding Women Coverage Government Parent Sex
Living in Adoption Education
Counties with
Providers
State Score Rank Grade Score Score Score Score Score Score Score Score Score
Alabama 1.50 36 D 0 1 0 0.42 0.0 0.33 0.0 0.50 0
Alaska 2.85 23 C 0* 1 1 0.77 0.0 0.33 0.0 0.50 0
Arizona 1.94 31 D+ 0* 1 0 0.81 0.0 0.50 0.0 0.25 0
Arkansas 1.68 32 D 0 1 0 0.22 0.0 0.33 1.0 0.25 0
California 497 6 B+ 0* 1 1 0.97 1.0 1.00 0.5 0.50 0
Colorado 2.33 25 C- 0* 1 0 0.66 0.5 0.67 0.0 0.00 0
Connecticut 4,98 5 B+ 1 1 1 0.90 1.0 0.83 0.5 0.00 0
Delaware 414 10 B 0 1 0 0.85 1.0 0.67 0.0 0.25 1
District of Columbia 4.38 7 B 1 1 0 1.00 0.0 1.00 0.0 0.75 1
Florida 1.28 38 D- 0~ 1 0 0.78 0.0 0.00 0.0 0.00 0
Georgia 3.64 15 B- 0 1 0 0.51 1.0 0.50 0.0 0.25 1
Hawaii 5.46 3 A- 1 1 1 1.00 1.0 0.83 1.0 0.25 0
Idaho 0.96 45 F 0 0 0 0.33 0.5 0.00 0.0 0.25 0
lllinois 3.08 20 C 0* 1 0 0.70 0.0 0.00 1.0 0.75 1
Indiana 0.97 43 F 0 0 0 0.39 0.0 0.33 0.0 0.50 0
lowa 2.73 24 0 1 0 0.31 0.5 0.17 0.0 0.50 1
Kansas 1.98 30 D+ 0 0 0 0.52 0.0 0.33 0.0 0.25 1
Kentucky 2.04 29 D+ 0 0~ 0 0.25 0.5 0.17 0.0 0.25 1
Louisiana 0.53 48 F 0 0 0 0.40 0.0 0.00 0.0 0.25 0
Maine 3.07 21 0 1 0 0.61 1.0 0.83 0.0 0.25 0
Maryland 5.77 2 A- 0 1 1 0.85 1.0 0.67 1.0 0.50 1
Massachusetts 3.67 14 B- 0 0* 1 1.00 0.0 0.67 1.0 1.00 0
Michigan 0.97 43 F 0 0 0 0.72 0.0 0.00 0.0 0.50 0
Minnesota 3.01 22 0 1 1 0.43 0.5 0.33 0.0 0.50 0
Mississippi 0.31 51 F 0 0 0 0.18 0.0 0.00 0.0 0.25 0
Missouri 1.43 37 D 0 1 0 0.47 0.0 0.33 0.0 0.25 0
Montana 2.22 26 C- 0* 0* 1 0.59 0.0 0.00 1.0 0.25 0
Nebraska 0.66 47 F 0 0 0 0.53 0.0 0.00 0.0 0.25 0
Nevada 4.30 8 0* 1 0 0.88 1.0 0.67 0.0 0.50 1
New Hampshire 3.87 13 B- 1 1 0 0.74 1.0 1.00 0.0 0.25 0
New Jersey 5.01 4 B+ 0* 1 1 0.97 0.5 0.67 0.0 0.75 1
New Mexico 3.61 16 B- 0* 1 1 0.53 0.0 0.33 0.0 0.50 1
New York 4.30 8 B 1 1 1 0.92 0.0 0.50 1.0 0.75 0
North Carolina 3.90 12 B- 0 1 0 0.61 1.0 0.67 0.0 0.25 1
North Dakota 0.49 49 E 0 0 0 0.20 0.0 0.17 0.0 0.25 0
Ohio 1.00 42 F 0 0 0 0.50 0.0 0.00 1.0 0.00 0
Oklahoma 1.59 34 1 1 0 0.46 0.0 0.00 0.0 0.25 0
Oregon 3.20 19 C+ 1 1 1 0.62 0.0 0.33 0.0 0.50 0
Pennsylvania 1.05 41 F 0 0 0 0.63 0.0 0.17 0.0 0.50 0
Rhode Island 3.21 18 C+ 0 1 0 0.63 0.0 0.33 1.0 0.50 1
South Carolina 2.05 28 D+ 0 0 0 0.42 0.0 0.50 0.0 0.25 1
South Dakota 0.34 50 F 0 0 0 0.21 0.0 0.00 0.0 0.25 0
Tennessee 1.59 34 0 0~ 0 0.46 0.0 0.00 0.0 0.25 1
Texas 218 27 C- 0 1 0 0.68 0.5 0.00 0.5 0.50 0
Utah 1.64 88 D 0 0 0 0.51 0.0 0.00 0.0 0.25 1
Vermont 6.15 1 A- 1 1 1 0.77 1.0 1.00 0.0 0.75 1
Virginia 1.15 40 D- 0 1 0 0.52 0.0 0.00 0.0 0.25 0
Washington 410 11 B 1 1 1 0.85 0.0 1.00 0.0 0.50 0
West Virginia 3.29 17 C+ 0 1 1 0.16 0.0 0.00 1.0 0.25 1
Wisconsin 0.71 46 F 0 0 0 0.38 0.0 0.33 0.0 0.00 0
Wyoming 1.21 39 D- 0 1 0 0.25 0.0 0.33 0.0 0.25 0

* Indicates the legislation is not enforced but remains part of the statutory code.
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Appendix IV: State-by-State Rankings on the Composite Indices
and Their Components—Health and Well-Being

Composite Index  Heart DiseaseLung Cancer Breast Cancer Incidence of Incidence of Incidence of Poor Mental Suicide Limited
Mortality Mortality Mortality Diabetes  Chlamydia AIDS Health Mortality Activities

ate Score Rank Grade Rate Rank Rate Rank Rate RankPercent Rank Rate Rank Rate Rank Days Rank Rate Rank Days Rank
abama 181 38 C- 826 15 300 14 237 9 79 50 3584 36 57 32 43 47 39 23 51 45
aska 222 22 C+ 69.7 7 400 46 225 3 2.6 1 4484 46 13 7 3.0 8 6.6 50 26 1
izona 229 18 B- 8.9 22 321 20 233 6 2.9 2 3846 40 39 29 1.2 1 59 47 37 27
kansas 1.73 43 D+ 1029 37 354 34 233 6 64 41 1811 5 30 26 38 36 45 37 57 47
llifornia 201 31 C 96.3 33 339 28 248 22 55 29 3277 31 51 30 34 18 44 34 40 37
rlorado 239 16 B 641 4 255 5 230 5 46 16 2844 25 23 23 37 30 57 46 31 13
nnecticut 247 10 B 849 18 326 23 260 37 3.8 9 2989 29 136 45 32 13 30 8 32 15
slaware 154 48 D- 89.0 25 412 48 284 45 45 15 5571 49 135 44 37 30 36 17 6.0 49
strict of Columbia  1.51 49 D- 75.7 12 347 32 332 51 72 46 3358 32 867 51 24 2 2.3 1 59 48
Jrida 1.63 45 D 980 34 357 36 249 23 59 35 2964 28 241 49 37 30 50 42 48 44
Jorgia 213 27  C+ 934 31 312 18 244 16 51 24 3694 37 116 42 40 42 38 22 34 19
waii 271 A A- 606 1 229 2 175 1 57 31 2613 18 27 24 2.6 4 48 40 30 12
aho 255 7 B+ 75.0 11 27.5 8§ 233 6 39 11 2247 12 14 10 34 18 49 4 28 4
inois 226 20 B- 108.0 41 337 26 284 45 59 35 2854 27 55 31 35 23 29 6 27 2
diana 220 24 C+ 1066 40 36.0 41 257 32 58 34 2611 17 1.8 16 35 23 36 17 29 7
wa 245 12 B 923 27 298 12 251 24 53 26 266.7 20 11 6 36 26 33 12 28 4
insas 256 5 B+ 8.4 19 298 12 239 12 3.6 5 2554 15 20 20 3.0 8 3.7 19 33 17
:ntucky 143 50 F 1084 42 418 50 251 24 57 31 2568 16 27 24 55 51 33 12 6.7 51
Juisiana 182 36 C- 1001 36 359 38 265 38 6.8 45 4178 44 115 4H 33 15 46 38 34 19
aine 225 21 B- 927 28 391 45 257 32 49 21 1413 4 13 7 34 18 35 15 42 40
aryland 191 34 C 86.7 21 37.7 43 278 42 57 31 460.0 47 216 48 41 43 3.1 9 38 33
assachusetts 247 10 B 858 20 357 36 291 49 341 3 2069 6 130 43 32 13 28 5 36 24
ichigan 179 4 C- 1124 47 349 33 270 40 76 48 3719 39 37 28 46 50 32 10 36 24
innesota 245 12 B 712 9 282 10 253 26 51 24 2099 7 21 21 37 30 33 11 42 40
ississippi 1.80 39 C- 931 29 300 14 237 9 82 51 4833 48 95 40 38 36 39 24 40 37
issouri 184 35 C- 1136 48 359 38 254 28 56 30 3911 42 34 27 39 39 41 29 37 27
ontana 236 17 B 639 3 320 19 245 18 41 13 2133 10 05 1 34 18 6.1 49 32 15
sbraska 244 14 B 776 13 269 6 247 21 50 23 2714 21 19 18 33 15 37 2 37 27
svada 182 36 C- 805 14 460 51 253 26 3.6 5 2116 8 6.5 34 41 43 79 51 29 7
3w Hampshire 227 19 B- 933 30 380 44 283 43 3.7 8 1083 1 14 10 38 36 44 35 34 19
3w Jersey 216 26 C+ 111.0 44 339 28 296 50 49 21 2347 13 203 47 2.9 6 27 3 37 27
3w Mexico 213 27 C+ 608 2 244 4 227 4 48 19 4037 43 14 10 43 47 59 48 39 36
3w York 138 51 F 1440 51 322 21 286 47 6.7 43 659.1 51 29.7 50 36 26 2.5 2 41 39
yrth Carolina 1.76 42 D+ 995 35 302 16 254 28 75 47 3866 41 6.2 33 37 30 43 32 44 43
yrth Dakota 255 7 B+ 828 16 243 3 255 30 42 14 2123 9 08 3 3.0 8 40 26 35 23
1i0 198 32 C 1148 49 359 38 273 41 53 26 3423 34 19 18 33 15 30 7 43 42
<ahoma 155 47 D- 1109 43 344 31 243 15 78 49 3715 38 1.7 14 24 2 54 43 51 45
‘egon 218 25 O+ 729 10 400 46 244 16 47 18 2375 14 10 5 36 26 54 44 34 19
nnsylvania 208 29 C 1040 38 322 21 283 43 6.0 38 276.0 23 88 39 31 1 35 14 38 33
10de Island 2.03 30 C 1114 46 341 30 287 48 59 35 3383 33 79 37 35 23 28 4 37 27
yuth Carolina 1.68 44 D 106.4 39 294 11 255 30 6.3 40 5817 50 16.3 46 36 26 45 36 3.7 27
yuth Dakota 258 4 B+ 909 26 269 6 242 14 3.6 5 2785 24 13 7 2.7 5 40 25 29 7
nnessee 180 39 C- 1110 44 334 25 257 32 64 41 3496 35 6.7 35 42 46 42 31 38 33
xas 192 33 C 9.2 32 326 23 239 12 6.2 39 4417 45 79 37 41 43 41 28 36 24
ah 262 2 B+ 648 5 14.0 1 220 2 3.8 9 1352 3 18 16 44 49 55 45 33 17
srmont 261 3 B+ 829 17 354 34 258 35 46 16 1269 2 08 3 31T M 37 20 27 2
rginia 221 23 C+ 877 24 338 27 265 38 48 19 300.3 30 72 36 39 39 41 30 31 13
ashington 241 15 B 685 6 367 42 246 20 53 26 2653 19 22 22 37 30 43 32 28 4
est Virginia 157 46 D- 1174 50 413 49 238 11 6.7 43 2742 22 06 2 2.9 6 40 27 6.1 50
isconsin 253 9 B+ 875 23 280 9 258 35 40 12 2846 26 17 14 34 18 36 16 2.9
yoming 256 5 B+ 705 8 307 17 245 18 3.1 3 2242 11 15 13 39 39 46 39 29 7
rited States 90.9 33.3 26.0 5.3 335.8 9.4 3.5 3.9 3.6
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