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teehn ical suppart on these actiaities from ]ead ing re s earchers whp are members of the NICHD Family and Child
VJe31- Being Research Network . The Network's techn ica3 support effort is led by Child Trends, Inc .
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PROJECT ON STATE-LEVEL C HILD OUTCOMES : SECOND MEETING
Fe6ruary 27-28, 1 997

Wyndl~am Bristol Hotel
2430 Pennsyl~ania Avenue, N .V~ .

Washington, D .C. 2003 7
Ph: (202} 955-64001 Fax: (202) 775~8489

da eb 1 7

9 :30-10:00 SIGN-IN; COFFEE/TEA

10 :00 INTRODUCTION : UPDATE ON PROJECT STATU S

lo :oo- 10:3o V~Ieicome -- Howard Rolston (Director, Office of Planning, Research, and
Evaluation, ACF, U:S. DHHS); Martha Movre~ouse (Office of the Assistant
Secretary for Planning and Evaluation, U.S. DHHS)

10 :34-11:00 3ecap fr~m Last ~eting ~n~l Update on Related Activities -- Kristin Moore,
Child Trends, Inc .

Overview of topics covered at last conference
Discussion of related activitie s
o WELPAN meeting, Jan 23rd (~L, IN, IA, MI, MN, OH)
o MDRC sta .tes meeting, Jan 29th (CT, FL,1~IN, VT )
o Child care researchers ' meeting on Feb 7#h
o Other meetings?
o Letters, proposals sent to fiuiders

] 1 :00-~2 :0o ate ta. es' E luatians d In i ators -- Representa,tive from
each state

12:00-1 :00 LUNCH (will be provided)

1 : 00-3 :00 WORKING SESSIQN ' OhT GORE CONSTRUCTS
o Review CTI's composite grid of child outcome (impacts and indicators) and intervening

mechanism constructs and measures



' Thursdav . Februa~v 27. 1997 fcont.,~

3 :00-3 :15 <BREAK~

3 :15-3 :30 FROM C~NSTRUCTS TO MEASURES : "FILLiNG THE NOTEBOOK"
a Brief presentation on what constitutes a"good" measure for use as an indicator, and what
canstitutes a"good" tneasure for use as an impact; criteria for selecting good measures
o Criteria for deciding if a measwe should be in the r~ommon core or if it can be 'stte-sneci~c
(o See composite grid of constructs, far each age range)

(o See one-pa.ge summaries of ineasures and rationales, by construct)

3:30-5 :45 CHILD OUTC~MES snecifv wh ich measures to be used as an indicators and /ar
which as im acts)

3:30-4: t 5 1. Child Health and Sa .fetX

4 : 15-5 :00 2 . Co~nitive Aclue~ement/Educational Attaintnent/Schaol Progress

5:00-5:45 3. Be~avior ar~d Adjusirnent

5 :45 REGEPTION



Frida.v. Februarv 2$ . 1997

8 :~0 CONTINEIVTAL BREAI~FAS T

9:00 "FILLING THE N~TEB~OK" {cont.)
INTERVENING MECHANISMS/INTERIM OUTCOME S

4:QU-9:30 I. Child Care

9:30-9:50 2. Maternal Psychological Well-being

9:50-10:]0 3. Maternal Attitudes and Skilis

10:10-10:30 4. Stress

io:3o-ia :~s <B~~>

~0 :30- 1 i :oo 5 . Parenting and the Home Environrnent

l ] : 00- 11 :30 C . Father Involvement

11 : 30-12 :40 7 . Stabilitv of Living Arran ernents and Familv Structure

12 : 15-1 : i 5 LiJNCH (will be provided)

1 : 15-1 :45 S . Use of ServiceslBenefits

1 :45-2 :00 9 . Income

2 :00-2 :15 10 . Matetnal Education

2 :15-2 :45

2 :45-3 : ~ 5

3 :15

POSSIBILITiES FOR ADDITTaNAL FLTNDING -- Howard Rolstan ; Barbara
Blum

NEXT STEPS FOR TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE -- Kris Moare

ADJOURN



SUMMARY OF THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 27 PRESENTATI4N S

I . YNTRODUCTION: UPDATE QN PROJECT STATUS

Dr. Howard Rolston, Director, ~ff 'ice of Planning, Researeh, and Evaluatian, AC~, U .S.
Department of Health and Human Services , opened the meeting . Rolston comanented that he
was impressed with the amount of work that the project partic ipants have accomplished thus far .
He also acknowledged all of the state participants, Child Trends, and the other researchers wha
have contz7ibuted to the success of this project . Rolston announced that ACF had developed the
criteria for the implementatian phase of the Project on Sta .te-Level Child Outcomes . The criteria
were distributed later in the meeting , He also noted that they might rnake modest changes in the
criteria, depending upon the discussions at the meeting . Second, Rolston said that ACF was
close to rnaking the announcements for the Track t January 15 grants . Thirty sta ,tes sub~itted 43
applications for funding . Rolston nated that they were nat able to fully anticipate what the Track
2 awards would loak like until after the Track 1 awards were announced .

Dr. Martha Moorehouse, frorn the Office of the Assistant Secretary for Flanning and Evaluation ,
U.S . DHHS, alsa provided opening rernazks . Moorehouse said that she was also very exc ited
about the work that the project participants have accampl ished t~ date and ataout the future
d'uections of this project. She also nated that the project has been conducted in a spirit af
callaboration, and that this collaborative spirit should continue . Moorehouse provided thanks to
the National Institute of Child Health and Human Development for their support of the February
7 Child Care Researchers Meeting . She also acknowledged Dr . Martha Zaslow and Natasha
Cabrera ~or their role in organizing this meeting . Moorehouse stated that rnuch of the wark ta
date on the Project on Sta.te-Level Child Outcomes has been focused on impacts designs .
Hawever, the Project has a dual interest in impact work and indicators vvork . Making
improvements in states' ab ilities to track trends in children 's well-being over tiz~e is an
important part of the project . In order to spend more time focusing on the indicatars area, DHHS
is sponsoring a meeting on indicators on Apri128 .

II. BACKGROUND AND UPDATE ON RELATED ACTIVITTES

1. Coaversations and meetings -- I~ristin Moore, Child Trends; Bob Lovel l

Dr . Kristin A . Moore reported that, since the initial meeting in November of 199b , regular
telephone conversations with state representatives have provided an opportunity to hear from the
states and to provide information and assistance to thern . States, meanwhile, were completing
proposals to DHHS to support ongo ing evaltra .tion activities .

One highly efficient mechanism for work ing with the states was suggesfied by Bob Lovell of
Michigan and Tam Corbett of the Institute for Research on Po~erty at the Univers ity of
Wisconsin . Together with Theodara Ooms of the Family Impact Seminar, fihey have organized
seven Upper M idwest states into an organization ca.lled WELPAN, the Welfare Feer Assistance
Network. Since six of these states aze members of the Praject on State-LeveL Child Outcomes , it
made sense to meet jointly with tl;ese states . In fact, th~ seventh Upper Midwest state ,
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Wisconsin, was invited ta listen in for the day, and one evaluator, David Fein from Abt, was able
to join the discussion as we~E .

To assure that participants are communicating with common terms, the WELPAN meeting began
witll a review of the "Faur I's ." Even within the research cornmunity, th~ same terms are not
a .lways used . In order to be able to communicate across states, across research organizations , and
across academic disciplines , a set of common terms are necessary :

Indicators: a measure of a behavior or a can .di,tion vr sta.tus that car~ be tracked over time,
across people, and/or acrass geagraphic units.
Impact Stud ies : experimentaUcontr~l (EIC) studies in which participants are randomly
assignec! to either the exp~rirnental or the control group . If the study is well-designed and
implemented, causal implications can be drawn for the population in the study .
Iafervening Mechanisms : the ways in whi,ch welfare programs may have impacts on
children. Intervening mechan isms are first affected by a palicy or program ; they in turn affect
children's developrnent and well-b~ing.
Inferenti~~ Studies: st~dies that fall between indicator and impact studies, that go beyand
indica#ar studies in that they attempt to assess causality but which cannot provide definitive
evidence regarding causality .

4ther terms that will be used over the life of this project were defined as well :

Domain: a broad substanti~e topica~ area, such as "Child Health & Safety ."
Construct: topics witlun a damain . For example, grade progression, cognitive achievement,
and engagement in schoolwork are all construets rvithin the broader domain of educational
attainment and cognitive achievement .
Measure: an item or a set of i#ems that provide a concrete way tv assess a construct . For
example, maternal depression can be ass~ssed with a set of self-report paper and pencil
questions asked of a mother. The individual items are cvmbined into a depression scale .
When a measure is included in an analysis, it may be d~scribed as a"variabie," e .g., our
depression variable .
Child Outcome Measnre: an item, scale or index that assess~s an aspect of the child's
development or well-being, e .g., health, school performance or behavior. (Measures like
income and parenting are not child outcomes, but can be intervening mechanisms or
underlying indicators of child well-being. }

After reviewing these terms at the beginning of the WELFAN meeting, the graup worked all day
to select constructs within domains . Farticipants began w ith the lists develaped at the November
conference when sta .te representativ~s met in smail groups and generated a list of ch i ld outcomes
and intervening rnechanism ; these lists were shared with states at the back of the summary af the
first me~ting . The gaal for tlle WELPAN meeting was to go over this list and expand it . The
technical assistance team wan#ed to make sure that the full range of pot~ntial outcomes being
considered in the states would be represented in the tist . The team wanted state r~presentatives
to really think through how welfare reform as implemented in their sta.te might affect childaren,
ei#her directly or indirectly .
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Thinking througl~ this process sometimes led state representatives to think of unexpected effects
{for example, that children in tl~e experimental group might be more likely to arrive in school on
t~me and be absent less often than children in the control group) . Sometirnes, this thought
process led state participants to discard some expeetations (for example, that work-oriented
programs affect children's cognitive achievement or positive outcornes such as volunteering) .

Sob Lovell from Micbigan acknowledged tkAe support of the Joyce Foundation, the Institute for
Research on Poverty and the Family Impact Seminar, and provided additional insights about the
WELPAN meeting. Lovell said that the meeting participants' goal was to "tell a story" abaut the
mechanisms through which we~fare reform will affect a family. The group considered whether a
particular construct was a matter af public pnlicy, whether it was zelated to welfare reform, and
whether the construct was measurable . For the purposes of the W~LPAN meeting, welfare
reform was primarily focused on work. Meeting participants hypathesized that work would
decre~se parents' isulation, routinize family life, imprave parent-child interactions, and decrease
parental stress . These intervening ~ariables, in tum, will affect children . Lovell stated that the
group decided we need to knaw about income (its form and source), characteristics of the parents
(e.g., attitudes, skills, psychoiogical well-being, involvement in drug and alcohol abusej,
characteristics of the children (e .g., academ~c achievement, behavior, emational well-being), and
characteristics of tbe braader family aa~d group (e .g., housing, role of grandparents) . Tlie group
decided that in order to tell a complete story, it was necessary to consider variables beyond child
outcumes .

This conversation led ta a discussion of priorities, which was completed by mail and which
pro~ides the basis for the current discussion .

Kristin Moore commented on another issue ihat began to emerge during these meetings and
conversations . This is the question of haw indicators ofchild well-being fit into a project where
child impacts have captured everyone's imagination. From the beginning, this project has been
designed as a way to help states develop or augment or make use of existing administrative data
for their state . Administrative data can be Iinked with the records of the ciuldren in a state's
impact sample and be used for impact analyses . Less noted but of cornparable importance is the
fact that administrative data can aiso be used to report on the condition of a11 children in a state .
In addition, other data r~sources that go beyond administrative data are available and can be used
as indicators of the well-being of a11 children in the state . The importance af w4rk on this topic
was further emphasized at a dinner held that evening . Dr. Martha Moorehouse challenged state
participants to link up with others in their state whv are striving to assess child well-being
beyond the welfare domain and to think abaut how information being collected about children
and families in their state nnight be reported .

3. Chi~d care researchers' meeti~ng, Febraary 7,1997-- Martha Zaslow, Linaa Srnmlev e

Dr. Martha Zaslow gave a brief history of the meeting that was heid on February 7, 1997, to
inform the Project on State-Level Child 4utcomes with regard to the choice af child care
rneasures . She noted ~hat cIv[d care had emerged as a high priority of the states in the 1Vcavember
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meeting . A numher of hypotheses were articulafied for how state policies could . affect child care,
and in turn, Ghildren 's development.

Child Trends staff thought that it would be productive to have a brief consultat ion from a
research graup at the National Institute af Child Health and Human Development (NICHD)
wurking en the issue af child care . This research group, the NICHD Study of Early Ch i ld Care,
has expertise in both recent research findings and measurement issues . Warking together with
Dr. Natasha Cabrera and Dr. Jeff Evans of NICHD , Child Trends started to plan for a brief
workshop with sorne af the members of the NICHD Study of Early Child Care .

However, it quic~cly surfaced that there was a great deal of interest in child care in the new po~icy
context. At a planning meeting , a larger group of researchers and policy makers {at both the
national and state levels) expressed an interest in expanding from a brief cons~ltation to a one
day meeting with formal presenta .tions. It was noted that such a meeting could serve two
purposes instead of one : (1) to help infarm the choice of child ~are measures for the Project on
State Level Child Outcomes, and aIso (2) to discuss what is known aba~t child care for low
income children, and what xesearch is needed within the new policy context .

Therefore, Cabrera and Evans callaborated with the team at Child Trends to plan a larger
meeting. The meeting that was held on February 7th included about 50 participants and had
abaut 12 presentations. These presentations focused on the new pvlicy context, and also on
research on child cara used by low incom~ families. A nurnber of the people from the Project on
State Level Child Outcomes were ahle to attend.

Linda Brumleve from Ill ino is summarized her exp~rience of the Chi1d Care meeting as a state
level representative interested in the issue . She nated that the rnee#ing was productive and
infarmative . Much could be ~leaned about measures and measurernent strategies for the
purposes of the Project on State-Level Child Outcomes . The meeting was also extremely
informative as to research findings . Linda Bnimleve recammended that the state teams read the
summary about the meeting that was p arepared (the su .inmary is appended to this document) .

4. Letters, proposals sent to funders

A topic of cnnsiderable interest to state xepresenta.tives concerns ongoing conversations with
private foundat~ons . Interest on the part of foundations in understanding how welfare reform
affects children as well as adults has been strong , and only one of the miiltiple foundations
contacted to date has said it would not be possible to pravide funds for the project . Contact with
foundations will be ongoing, in the hope that funds can be made available that will augment the
funds that the government will be able ta allocate ta these studies .

III. UPDATE QN STATES' EVALUAT IONS AND WORK aN INDICATORS

Representatives fram each state gave bz~ef updates on their state's activities related to their
evaluations. In addition, state representatives described their plans for the upcoming May 31
proposal .
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1 . California. Oslii Ruelas from California ' s Departrnen# of Social Services provided an
upda#e of the state's activities since ihe November mee#ing. Ruelas indicated that the fust report
fQr the California Work Pays program was rel~ased in December, and a report for the CAL Learn
program is being prepared for release a# this time . California submitted a propasal for both
Track 1 and Track 2 funding in .Ianuary . A varieiry of inter-agency meetings are taking place in
Galifomia in an attempt ta coardinate the l inking of adminastrative data, and to explare which
indicators will be most important to include for study . An interdeparimental meeting is planned
for fihe child impacts study in wlzieh the team wiil explore wl~a .t research q~estians shoule~ be
asked, how to ask those quest ions, and to decide on an age group .

2. Connectieut. Mark Heuschkel reported on his state's activities s ince the November meeting .
Cannecticut decided to continue their cantrol group and keep their original waiver evaluation
intact. T~►eir evaluation includes an impact study and a cast-benefit axialy s is of JOBS First .
They have also ad.ded sorne enhancements to the evaluation, including an 18 manth survey .
They also pIan to increase their sample size from I OSQ #0 1700 fvr the 36 rnonth survey so that
they can do more subgroup analyses . Connecticut is a.lso condueting a special study of clients
who reach the 21 month time limit. The first group of clients will reach this time Iimi# in
October of this yeax. The study will inc~uae between 4Q and 50 inter~ ive case stuc~ies of
families' work behaviar, other sources af income, and changes in living arr~ngements . Families
will be followed for ane year . Representa .tives from Connecticut partic ipated in a meeting in
January of the four s~a .tes that ha .ve Manpower Demonstration Reseazch Corporation {MDRC) as
their third-party evaluator. Since this meeting , the Cotuzecticut team has laeen reviewing relevant
literature and refining their hy~o#heses abaut the relationsh ip between welfare reform and child
outcames. They have also been working with MDRC on finalizing their measures and
evalt~ating the quality and accessibility of their administrative data . They have not yet decided
how they will incorporate the development af indicators into this project.

3. Florida. Don Winsteat~ updated the graup on Florida's activities s ince the November
meeting. MDRC has prepared a repart on impacts for the Florida waiver experiment that should
be released soon . The evaluation shows employment and earnings gains continuing over time .
There has been a decline in welfare r~cipiency . The higher income disregard and other policy
initiatives ha.ve not cost the state extra dollars. They are tracking administrative data and child
care expenditwes for th~ experimental and cantr~l group . There is a higher child care cost for
the experimental group but not as high as might be expected . Florida is concentrating its
continuing evalua,taon effarts on Escamb ia County, the county that has policies that are most
similar to WAGES, the state's welfare reform program. There aze over 800 families that have
been subject to the experiment for over 2 yea .rs arid thus could have been subject to the #ime
l irnit . Howev~r, a much smaller number have actually reached the time l im i t. There were a
number af famiiies who reached the final rev iew process and withdrew in order to bank some
months . More than 30 families have actually been terminated . Among these fam i lies, three out
of ?6 children ha.ve had benefts continued. MDRC is do ing an extensive fQllow-up on those
families that hav~ hit the time lim it. This includes in-depth qualitati~e interv iews . Florida is
maintaining old AFDC policies for the control graup and submitted a Track 1 proposal .
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4. Ill inois. Dave Gruenenfelder gave an update of Illinois' activities s ince the November
meeting. Illinois will implement TANF in Juty af 1997 . Consequent~y, the design of Illinois'
experimental study will change slightly . Illinois will naw be concentrating an the study of time
limits and work requirements. All program participan~s (e's and c's) will be equally subject to
all other waiver and TANF provisions . The University of Chicago has been canducting
interviews to deterrriine the availability of data on chilciren within the sta .te. Although Illinois
does not currently have a third party evaluatar, they are planning on putting out a RFP for one
SOOri .

S. Indiana. Tracey Nixvn gravided a report on some of Indiana's activities . They have been
meeting with various agencies to devetop a list of priorities for this project . They have been
considering what is available, what can be coll~eted and where the impact of their waiver
demonstrations will be . The current priorities are access and use of health care and child care .
They are unsure whether some of this rvill involve special studies . David Fein of Abt Associates
provided some further updates concerning Tndiana's evaluation . ~ndian.a sub~tted a Track 1
proposal and is continuing to pursue its statewide experirnent. The control group will continue to
get fxaditional AFDC . The policies of the treatment group ~will change in May . This vvill extend
the work requirement and time limit to most af those treattnent group m~mbers who were
previously exempt. This will enable them to make camparisons amvng groups that experience
palicy changes at different points in #ime . There wi11 be a two year time limit that sanctians the
adult's cantributian to the grant . They have a survey of 15(?0 clients that is currentZy in the fie~d .
The survey is collecting informatian an demographics, fami[y structure, and some other
infanmation . Indiana will be issuing an early-impact report within a rnonth or so which will
cover those recipients expvsed to 6-18 months of the original refarms .

6. Iowa. Deb Bingarnan updated meeting partic ipants pn events in Iowa . Iowa began welfare
reform in 1993 . They would Iike to continue their study, but without a control graup . The study
will include continuing their client surveys, some of which will be m ixed mode (telephane and
in-person) . Particular topic areas that Iowa is interes#ed in include spells of prograrn use,
recidiv ism, employment and its effect on the family, rec ipient earnings, and poverty rates in the
sfiate . In addition, the client surveys will include questions on family formation and stability,
child outcomes, a client ' s invol~emen# in various programs, fam ily circumstances and life
events, attitudes , and clients' impressions of TANF . Iowa is also cantinuing a series of foeus
groups which will include teenage parents, two-parent a .nd single-parent families . Iowa is
considering adding ad ,ditional focus groups that may include legal immigrants, fanulies w ith
children less thati thrse years of age, the uneFnptoyed, the sanctioned, and the exempfi . The focus
groups will be designed to ~anderstand the experiences and perceptions of rec ipients a.nd their
progress toward self-suffic iency . Perceptions of child care availability will be another
con r~ponent of the focus groups .

'l . Miehigan . Bob Lovell sunimarized Michigan 's activities . Michigan subm itted six grants ,
includ.ing twQ related to their 1115 waivers and two related to state plans to evaluate welfar~
reform . 5everal major changes are going on within the state . As of February 18 , 1997 , Miehigan
has a new director of its vvelfare ~ystern . Beginning April 1 , Michigan will be eombining the day
care warker , t.~►e employee trainer, and the case worker inta one position called a Famil y
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Employment Specialist. The statt~; has also instituted an early retirement prograrn which will
have implications for the research efForts that Michigan has been canducting, Finally, Michigan
wili implement a new computer system in ~ctober . Michigan's evaiuation of "To Strengthen
Michigan Families" will be finished in April, 1997 . In August of this year, the state will be
hosting an evaiuation conference . Participants, inctuding policy makers, potentiat funders, and
reseazchers from Michig~n universities, will examine what is ciurently being dane in Michigan
to evaluate welfare reform programs and what future evaluations should be ur~dertaken .

$. Minnesot~. Chuck Johnson presented an overview of Minnesota.'s activities . MDRC ,
Minnesota . 's third party evaluator, w ill be releasing an evaluatian of Minnesota's pr4gram , the
M innesota Farnily Independence Plan or (MFIP) this spring . Th~ report will include
employment and earnings impacts. Johnson noted that the impacts of MFIP on employment and
earnings are large for long-term recipients . Minnesota . will continue their control group.
Minnesota has plans to field a 36 month follow-up survey , which will include a child outcomes
component . The survey has been expanded by 25 minutes and it will be conducted in homes for
a partion of the single parents in their sample . Johnson also said #hat Minnesata is conducting a
lazge, comprehensi~e indicators project . The Department of Children, Families, and Learning
has data on &0,000 school chi~dren acrvss the state .

9. Ohio. Jackie Martin updated meeting participants on Ohio's activities . Ohio is considering
adding child outcome measures to three evaluations. These include : Ohio First, LEAP , and
LearnFare . For the evaluation of Ohio First, they are focusing on using indicators and
conducting inferential studies as they dropped their control granp. Ohio is develaping an RFP in
~rder to obtain a third-party evaluator of this program . LEAP is a program that affers financial
incentives and sanctiuns for teenagers who aze pregnant or parenting . MDRC has beeen working
on the evaluation of this program and will release a repnrt in June of 1997 . Ohio has a waiver to
continue LEAF through 2003 . Tnus, they will be able to follow the sample ( including children of
the teenagers) until they are in their la#e twenties . They wi~l be developing an RFP this
September to obtain a third-party evalua .tor ta continue the evaluation of LEAP . Macro
Interriatianal is evalua.ting Learn Fare . The Qhio team has been working on rr~any different
progratn areas . Within the next two weeks af~er the seeond meeting of the Project on State-Level
Child Outcomes , the team will develap their model of causal pathways between welfare reform
and cluld outcomes .

10. Oregan . Lily Sehon from the Adult and Family Services division presented the update for
Oregon. ~regon did not suhrnit any proposals under either Track 1 or Track 2 in ]anuary . In
addition, Oregon plans to drop their control group and is not intending to apply for
implementa .tion funds on 1VIay 31 . They are interested in further discussions an indicators of
children ' s well-being . They have aiso expanded their indicator capacity by us ing the Shared
Information System, an a.dministrative data warehouse that involves several sta#e agencies .
Oregon has also developed other data processing and survey systems. The projects Ehat tl~ey are
conducting are guided by the Oregon Benchmarks, a statewide system set up in 1991 to provide
state indicators in several different categories .
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11 . Vermont. Cheryl Mitchell from Vermunt reported on the activities of the state since the last
meeting . Vermont submitted a Track 1 praposal in January . They pIan on maintaining their
original experimental design for their wa.iver evaluation . They proposed adding 1000 people to
their survey in the danuary proposal as well as adding an interim survey . V~rmont cvntinues to
monitor their administrative data for measures of children in relation to an impact study as well
as an indicatar project.

12. Virginia. Garol Baran from Virginia's Departinent of Svcial Services reported on the
activities of the state . V irginia's YIFIVIEW program began in July of 1995, and for now, the
experimental design is being rnaintained. On February t st, the mandatory TANF program was
implemented, but the contral group participants will be exempted from the work requirements
and time limits until June 30, 1997. Virginia app~ied for Track 1 fiu~ding in order to complete
analysis of the data . that has been collected since the program began and to carry out a suivey
possibly conta ining some child autcomes. Virginia also applied for Track 2 funding for future
indicators work and a TANF evaluation activity. V irginia Tech's Center for Publ ic
Administration and Poiiey and Mathematica Policy Research have been retained by the state to
assist in developing the May proposal .

IV. SYNTHESIS ON PRIORITIZATION OF CHILD OUTCOME AND INTE1tVENING
MECHANISM CONSTRUCTS

1. Overall Conceptual Model, with Core Cons#ructs -- Martha Zaslo w

Dr. Martha Zaslow gave a presentation that traced how the steps made at the pr~vious rneeting of
irhe Project on State-Level Ghild Outcomes, and in subsequent communications, have evolved
into a conceptual mfldei of how welfare polic ies could affect children . The ste~s that have been
made thus far have involved two processes : (1) expansion, or seeking to articulate hypotheses
and constructs in an inclusive manner ; and (2) winraow ing, that is, with the full set of possibilities
laefore us, identifying those that the states view as most important .

The expansion phase in articulating a conceptual model . At the November meeting of the
Praject on State-Level Child Outcomes, work towards a conceptual model began by identifying
the three major components needed far a conceptual model (see Figure 1, Initial Madel, in
Appendi~ :

• State policies
~ Intervening mechanisms
~ Child outcome s

In the most basic terms, a model wauld need ~ca specify the key components of the state welfare
policy, identify the mechanisms or pathways by which such policies might afFect children, and
indicate which specific child outcomes might be affected .

At the small group discussions at the end o~ the November meeting, the states made a great deal
of pragress in breaking these broad categories down inta more specific anes . Three kinds o f
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intervening mechanisms were differentiated (see Figure 2, Diff'erentiation of ~nter-uening
Mechanisms Foldowing State Discussion in Appendix) :

~ Aspects o£ adult life that were darectly targeted by state welfare palicies (for example ,
maternal employment and famity income) ;

• Other aspects af adult life that were not directly targeted by state welfare palicies, but
that nevertheless might be affected by these policies (for example, maternal psychologi~a l
well-being); and

• Aspects of the child's environment that might be affected by the policy, because of
changes brought about in adult life (for exarnple, changes in t1~e home enviranment tliat
might occur when the mather is employed )

In the same way, the states identified three types of child outcomes that they felt rnight be
affected by their welfare policies, and that s~ates would be most concerned about (see Figure 3,
Differentiatian of Child Outcomes Fallawing State Discussions in Appendix) :

• Educatianal outcomes
~ Health anc! safety
• Social and emotional adjustment

In the small graup meetings at the end of the IVvvember conference, the group leaders asked the
state teams to articulate their speeific questions and hypotheses for haw state polici~s wauld
activate intervening mechanisms that might, in turn, affect children's develaprnent . In tl~e
ensuing discussions each team articulated a list af specific intervening mechanisms and child
outcomes. For example, in these discussions, the teams went beyand identifying rnaternal
employrnent as something that might be affected by their policies to specify that hours af
employment and wages should be considered . The teams went beyond the broad category of
educational outcomes to identify such speeific aspects as expulsion from schoal and retention in
grade as impartant . Afi~er the November meeting, staff at Child Trends compiled an inclusiv~ list
of the more specific constructs that the s#ates had articulated .

As a final step iri the expansifln phase, stafF at Child Trends sent a summary list to the states,
asking for feedback, and asked for the state tearr~s to add any key constructs that appeared to be
missing.

The winnaw ing phase in articulating a~vnceptual modeI. The next step in the process
involved prioritiaation . The inclusive list of intervening rneclzanisrns and chi ~ld outcomes was
revised in ligl~t of feedback from the states . Ea~h team was asked to identify their highest
priorities (see copy o~ form sent to states for prioritizat ion in the Appendix) . Ths srnall graup
meetings that have occurred since the November meeting also focused on the key task af
prioritiza.tion .

Dr. Zaslow then pxesented an overview of the conceptual framework that emerged ~ram the
prioritization process (Figure 4, Conceptual Fratraewark Following State Discussions in the
Appendix). For each of the canstructs (boxes) in the conceptual framework, Zaslow als o
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reviewed the specific aspects that state~ had identified as irnportant to measure (see Figures 5-8
identifying Aspects of Canstructs to he Measured Following State Prioritizations) .

~t was nated that the model is primarily a "left to right" model . That is the boxes on the left in
the figure are assumed to progressively lead to the baxes on the right, with state policies
affecting aspects of adult life that are directly targeted by the policies as well as other aspects of
adult l ife; these in turn are expected to affect children's experiences in their primary care
environments and subsequently chi ld outcomes. Zaslow nated, however, that rnore camplex
Feedback loops were possible . For example, the child care environment could have implications
for the mother's employment. The la~k of arraws showing specific lines of causation in the
conceptual framework ~gure was noted. Arrows are absent at th i.s point because each of the
states will vary in exactty how they will want to fiIl in the arrows , according to their sta .tes '
policies and specific hypotheses . She alsa noted that the conceptual frarnewark would provide
the basis for chaosing meas~res far the "common core," or set of ineasures to be used in common
across each of the child outcome studies . Sta.tes coutd choose to add further cvns~eicts and
variables ifthey wished to go beyotad the cammon core in the ir evaluation studies .

Zaslaw then asked the state teams for discussion about the conceptual model to this point, asking
specifically whether the teams saw a need to revise at this point . There was an extrernely helpful
diseussion. It was noted that the identificatian of constructs and specific variables within these
modeis should allow fvr program impacts in a pvsitive as well as negative direction, whereas the
wording used for certain of the constructs seemed to anticipate only negative outcames . Th~s,
for example, the states requested that the term "mazital birth" as well as "nanmarital birth" be
used within the construct af family farmation . There was a discussion af the likelihood af
maternal depressian changing as a result of state policies . The possibiiity was raised that states
might want to attempt to rneasure such positive aspects of maternal psycholpgieal well-being as
life skills or sense of optimism .

Participants looked at the conceptual model also from the perspective vf constructs that might be
~nissing. For example, it was noted . that there was no construct seeki~g tv measure neighborho~d
or housing quality . Yet families may move if their incomes change as a result of the state
palicies , and their residential situations may change (for better or for warse) accordingly .
Participants at the meeting noted the importar,ce of the issue of flexibility in work and cluld care ,
which did not yet seem to be addressed in the present conceptual model . There was discussion of
the importance of attemp~ing to measure premature employment in older children in the sample ,
and of levels of family income that might need to be passed before child outcomes were affected .

Having examined the conceptual model for missing constructs and variables, the group then also
noted the risk that a common core of ineasures, based on the conceptual madel, was overly long .
The discussian raised the passibility that we may need to do some further prioritizatian. One
possibility that was raised was that of focusing on aspects of adult life that are directly targeted
by the policies, but not on the vther aspects of adult life that, while nat directly targeted, may still
be affected by state policies .
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2. Su~group .Analyses--Krisfin Moore

Kristin Moore noted that states need to be concerned not only about constructs and measeires, but
the design of their studies as well . Qne issue that requires advance planning is the implications
of subgroup analyses for sample design . Subgroup analyses require a large number of cases . For
example, az~alysts migh# rvish to examine unpacts separately far long-term versus short-term
recipients. Looking several years into the future, it may be the case that overall child impacts are
found. Whether positive ar negative, poiicy makers are likely to want to know whether such
impacts occur acrass their entire elient papulations or are concentrated within particutar
subgroups . For example, impa~ts might be found among long-term recipien#s but not shart-term
recipients. Alternatively, impacts might be found among rural but not urban recipients . ~n the
other hand, no overall impacts might be found . However, when subgroups are examined it may
be the case that impacts are found . For example, impacts may occur among recipients with high
levels af depressive symptvms but not in the larger population of recipients with no or few
depressive symptoms .

A~ailable research and theory suggest that the implications of welfare refarm for children are
quite likely to differ for different groups of children, and it will be important to plan ahead to be
able to conduct subgroup analyses. Fvwer analyses need to be consulted to ascertain whether
planned sample sizes are sufficient to detect likely impac#s for the total sample and for subgroups
of the sample .

V. A DISCUSSION OF WORKING PARAMETERS--Marths Zaslow and Howard
Rolston

Howard Rolston nofied the need for common working parameters as we move towards a common
core for this project . Whi1e sta#es wil! need ta make some decisions separately, there is also a
need to be in agreement across the states for certain common decisians .

Dr. Martha Zaslow then led a disc~ssion of a preliminary list ~f such "working parameters ." A
ha~dout (that had been reviewed by govemment project officers) was distributed as a starting
paint f4r a discuss ion on working pararneters . The sta.te teams reviewed and discussed t1~e
following elements of ihe working paran~eters document :

• Suggested measures for the common core are based on the constructs identified in the
priorit~izaNon process . The technicai assistance team has assembled options for the commvn
care measures . The team has also provided suggestions for measures for those constructs that
the states identi~ied as important at the November rneeting and then that "survived" the
process of prioritization .

• Comparability across s#ates. The purpose of the common core is to corne up with measures
that can be used acrass states, and thus provide some comparability of data .

~ Flegibility for states. It is assumed that states can opt to go beyond tlae measures of the
common core , for example by carry ing out in-c~epth studie ~s of spec~al issues (e.g., on-site
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observations of child care settings), or by requesting funds to improve their state-level
indicators data .. It is assumed that states proposing to carry out augmente~t studies of particular
topics will also request additional funding for such studies .

• It is assumed that states can opt ta drop sections of the common core, for example if the issues
covered have already been addressed in previous survey waves for the sample . States may
also opt to drop sections of the common core if they prov ide good justificatian that an
intervening mechanism or child outcome is not likely to be afFected by sta .te policies .

• It is assumed that states can opt ta substitute administrative da .ta for the survey measures being
prapased, with appropriate justification and assurance of data quality .

* Mode of data eollection. In assembling a set of suggested measures far the common core, the
technical assista~ce team assumed mixed mode adm inistration of a survey, that is, telephone
administration with in-home follow-up of families who could not be reached by phone . It is
in~portant ta nofie that all measures that can be administererl by phone are alsa appxopriate for
in-home administration. A key decision for the group is t1~at af whether a survey approach
will he tatcen and if so, whether the sta .tes wi ll use mixed mode or in-home admin istration .

~ Focal ehild. The technical assistance tea.m assembled possible measures for each cnnstruet
assuming that a focal child wauld be selected in each family . Hawever , some questions may
be asked about all children in the fami ly, and thus suggested measures are marked as "focal
child" or "all chi ld" measures .

• Child age. In assembling possible measures , the technical assistance team assumed that states
may choose to focus on specific , delimited age ranges in carrying out the core study (for
example , elementary schaol age or adolescentsj rather than focusing on a wide age range .
Thus, the age ranges for which child outcame measures are appropriate are noted. In addition,
specific augznented stu .dies may chaase to focus on a very narrow age range (for example, a
state m ight apt ta focus on the issue of infant day care, and accordingly select measures
apprapriate far this delimited age group}. A key issue far the group to discuss is that of
whether any limits shoulc! be placed on cl~ild age for the state studies .

Discussion and Deeisions. An open discussion fo[lowed the review of these working
parameters . The discussion facused on the key cleeisions af (1) whether states neecled to field
surveys for their child ou#comes studies or could rely primarily on administrative data, and (2)
the range of child age that the present studies should facus on . Please note that svme vf the
following decisions were finalized following post-meeting discussions between CTI and HHS .

After extensive discuss ion, it was agreed that an order to have comparable data, the sta~es
examining chiid outcames should ~11 plan to field surveys . The working pararneters regarding
substitutian and deletiQn will, however, hold . If a state has already collected key information in
previous surveys, it will nat be necessary to da so again . Sta .tes may propose the substituti4n of
administrative data for selected constructs in the survey (though not the full surv~y) with
appropriate justification and assurance of data quality .
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The advan.tages of in-home as opposed to telephone surveys were noted . Tl~ese in~lude the
greater ease of collecting child caze histories and the greater reliability of the data . when mvtl~er
and interviewer use a calendar forrnat to record the information ; the ability to collect direct
assessments af c~►ildren's cognitive development ; and the ability to complete ratings af the hvme
environrnent and hous ing circumstances.

The discussion concerning child age resulted in the decision that the present child outcome
studies would ~acus on children of 5-12 years of age . This decisian was based on t1~e fact that
the child outcorne studies, in most instances, will be fielded a period af years after random
assignrnent ta waiver evaluations. This age range would thus perrnit consideratiun of child
aut~ames far children who were preschoolers when their mothers became subject to waiver
policies, and children who were of schoal-age already at this point in time . In addition, states aze
interested in considering autcomes for school-age children, where special services, both in school
and out of schaol, may begin to be involved for children experiencing difficulties . Only a srriall
nuinber af state proposals had indicated plans to s#udy adolescents . Studies of adolescents would
still be passible as augmented studies . However, the group decided that the common core wauld
involve schovl-age children .

The team af~rmed the decision to select a focal child within this age range within each family,
but also to ask certain questions for all children in the family .

VI . FROM CONSTRUCTS TO MEASURES: "FILLING THE NUTEBOOK"

A number of sessions then focussed on the very practical ta .sk of exam ining measures and
discussing the rationates for includ ii_ng constructs ax~d specific measures .

Interven ing Mechanisms/Interim Outcomes: Targets of Welfare Po lic ies

1. Income

Many welfare policies are designed to change income. Welfare reform may change income
because :

• employment leads to higher income ;
• in~reased in~come c~isregards may lead to an increase in family incomes ;
• sanctions may praduce a decrease in family inco~ne ;
• greater emphasis on employment may mean a greater percentage of income comes from work

rather than welfare ;
• the unsteady nature of low-skill employment may lead #o greater instability in income .

Changes in income may in turn affect children because :

• increased income may in turn allow the parent to purchase better quality child care, food,
health care, and educational resources;

18



+ decreased income may increase parental stress levels and decrease the resources available for
the child ;

• declining or unstable income may make it difficult to pay the rent and this may lead . the family
to move or double-up; alternatively, higher income may enable the famiiy to move to a
neighborhood that is safer or has better schools .

Pvssiblc Measures . The wi _nnowing process began with a list of constructs that included total
income, sources of income , and stability of income. Va .rious measures were rev iewed and a
debate ensued over the usefulness of administrative data .. Some states thought they could make
greater use of administrative data; others were less sure. Many participants expressed a concern
over t1~e potentiallength of the income section . There was a suggestion that financia .l strain and
material hardship would be worth considering for inclusion . In response to the graup's cancerns
over length, Child Trends decided they wauld confer with Greg Duncan (who wrote the income
rat ianale), look at the Minnesota MFIP questionnaire and the Indiana questionnaire and present a
more limited number af items that would get at the crucia~ areas regarding income .

2. Employment

Employment is one of the key targets of welfare reform. Ineluded among the ways that welfare
reform may affect employment are :

~ stricter work requirements rnay lead to higher andlor langer hours of employment ;
~ work requirements may lead more and more parents to take jobs they might tiave passed up .

This may lead to an increase in jobs characterized by shift wark and "off-hours" work ;
• training programs may r~sult in impro~ed soft skills and job retention ;
• work requirements may result in more ili-prepared individuals entering the labor force . They

may be unable to reta.in jobs for any length of time .

Some of the reasons changes in employment-related behavior may affect children inc lude:

• successful emplayment may lead the parent to enforce routines . These routines may result in
the child perforn~ing better in schoal ;

• some par~nts may fail to get a job or end up getting fired ; tiiis may result in depression witla
negative effects for the ehild;

• steady employment may lead the pazent to find a stable, high-quality child care situation that
has a positive effect on the child's school readiness vr sch4Q1 performance ;

• a parent with an"off-hours" job may place a child in an inad .equate, changing or ad hoc child
care situations, producing prablems for child's health, socioemotional development, and
safety .

Possible Measures . Th~ group considered the initial list of employment constr~xcts ar ►d
examined some of the question items designed to get at thase canstructs . Once again th~re was
an extensive debate over administrative data and the potential length of any survey section on
employment. A decisian was made that it would nofi be usefixl to measure soft skills given the
quality of existing measures. There was a concern that any measure of employment needed to
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get af whether a person held multiple jobs at the same time . As with income, Child Trends
decided they would confer with Greg Duncan (who v~ rrote the income rationale), ~ouk at the
Minnesota . MFIP questionnaire and the Indiana questionnaire and present a more limited numbe r
of items that would get at the crucial areas regazding employrnent .

3. Family Formatinn and Dissolution

Family formation, dissolution and non-marital childbearing did nat suddenly emerge for the first
time as issues in TANF. Indeed, a number of the state waivers over the years have had among
their goals reductions in non-rnarital childbearing, reductions in faznily dissolution, and increases
in the formation of 2-pacent farnilies . Expectations are that:

• work requirements, time limi#s, sanctions and/or a family cap may reduce nan-marifial
cluldbearing;

• stronger child support enforcernent may discourage parenthoad ontside af rnarriage ;
• time limits and sanctions may cause families to double up, eifiher with grandparents and

relati~es, or with unrelated individuals ;
• families may form or stay together despite high conflict, due ta economic pressures .

Changes in family structure are anticipated to have a number of implications for children in turn .
In fact, a considerable body of research suggests that twa-pazent families would foster child
development, particularly if the parents are the child's own biological parents and it is a low-
conflict mairiage . Specifically :

• smailer families would enhance child development ;
• two-parent families wauld have higher incom~, and stronger investment in the child sach as

monitoring and routines, especially if families are formed by biological parents ;
~ high conflict maYriageslunions may undermine children's development ;
+ living in a supportive situation, perhaps with grandparents, ~ay be supportive fflr parents ar~d

children ;
~ doubled-up households may be crowded and increase the risk of abuse Qr violence .

Fossible Measures. The technical assistance tearn suggested covering issues of famil y
formation and dissolution using a set of questions pertaining to changes in living situation similar
to those used in the New Hope project. These questiflns would ha .ve ta be modi~ied for use on
the telephone , but the general formai could be preserved. A person could be asked if they have
experienced a rnarriage, separation, or divorce since random ass ignment . If they replied "yes "
then they could be asked when this occurred. Ask ing when the change occurred is useful
information in itself and is likely to improve the accuracy of reporting .

4. Changes in Attitudes Toward ~Vork and Welfare

Welfare reform was hypothesized ta affect recipients' attitudes towazd work and welfare in the
following ways :
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• work and training experiences will produce more positive attitudes about work amang parents ;
• general discussions abou# welfare and work will pro~uce increased expecta .tions for wark,

more positive attitudes about work and marriage, and less positive attituc~es about weifare .

Attitudes toward wark and welfare, in turn, tivere hypothesiaed to affec~ children's well-being in
the following manner:

• positive parental attitudes about work andlor negative attitudes toward welfare will increase
children's educational goals, school engagement, and schoal success .

Possible Measures . Seven iterns from t~ae National Survey af American Families which tap
mothers ' opinions on the effects of welfare on other life decisions (e .g., finding work ; having a
child} and attitudes about ma.ternal employment were recommended . This survey is still in the
field, hence no reliab i lity ar predictive validity information in available . Also recomrn.ended
were e ight items frorn the Five-Year WIn Home Infierview of the JOBS Child Out~ames Study .
These items are related ta mpthers' employment and welfare and the perceived barriers to their
becoming employed. After discussing this domain at the meeting , state represen#atives preferred
not to include measures of attitudes in the common core .

INTERVENING MECHANISMS/INTERIM OUTCOMES: Other Factors tbat May be
Affected by Welfare Policie s

5 . Res ident Parent's Psycho togica l We ll-beiing

At the November i 996 meeting, states tended to focus their interest in parentai psychological
well-being on one key aspect : maternal depression. Discussion of depression started by defuung
it as a negative mood state sa extreme that it interferes with daily functioning and productive
activity. Previous research was cited, showing that depression rates in samples of low-incame
women with young children range from 42% (in the JOBS Descriptive Study) to 60% . In
thinking about whether welfaze refarm policies may inerease or decrease maternal depressive
symptoms, we hypothesized that :

• working in low-paying, unsti~nulating jobs, or hitting time limits or sanctions may increase
depressian; or

r becorning self-sufficient may put mothers into a more positive frarne of mind and decrease
symptomatology .

It was painted out that high levels of depression and stress have been found to lead to parenting
that is more harsh, hostile, and less etnotianally suppartive t~ the child. A variety of child
development studies have established that children of depressed parents :

• display higher levels of heha.vior problems, both externalizing behaviors, such as aggression,
and internalizing behaviors, such as anxiety and depression;

• have been found ta have deficits in social and academic competence ;
~ often have ~aorer physical health
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The CES-D , a widely used survey measure of depressive symptoms, was recornmended . The full
20-item version of the scale has high rel iabiiity and ~alidity and has been used in other welfare
program evaluations . For shorter surveys, or for telephone fvrmats, shorter versions are
availabie, though esta .blished cutoff scor~s are nat yet established for these . A telephone version
of the CES-D is planned for the parent questionnaire af a large-scale na#ionally representa .tive
survey of early childho4d education .

Some participants questioned whether depression is sensitive to the effects of progtams and
whether it is the most appropriate construct to measure in the domain of parental psycholagical
well-be ing . However, other participants noted the substantial var iation in depression across
persans in varied life circumstances and others felt it was impart ~ant to rely on the knowledge that
has already been established regarding the link between pazental depressivn and children ' s
outcomes .

b . Absent Parent Involvement

In previaus discussions with the state representatives, many people have said that the core
constr~xcts should be focused not just on the 'resident parent, but also on the nonresidentparent.
Thus, this sectian is entitled "Absent Parent Involvement ." However, since in most cases, state
wa.iver provisians concerning nonresidential parents are targeted toward fathers, the hypotheses
and meas~res that were presented were focused on fathers .

First, hyputheses on the relationship between welfare reform pzovisions and absent parent
involvement were presented :

• enfarcement of child suppart and paternity establishment may increase contact between
nonresident parents and their children ;

• forcing fathers to acknowledge their pat~rnity and pay child support might increase feelings of
anger and resentment toward both the mother and the child ;

• enforcement of formal child support payrnents may affect the nonresident parent's provision of
informal support, such as the provision of cash, gr~ceries, clothes or diapers, to the child, or
affect the involvement of the father's family with the child .

Then, hypotheses an the relationship between absent parent involvement and child outcomes , in
general , were presented :

• increased involvement of absent ~arents in the form of child support payments is anticipated to
ha.ve pos itive implications for children's well-being, particularly on cognitive developrnent,
academic achievement, and behavior problems ;

• alternatively, increas~d stress and confl ict between parents, if child support enforcement may
have a detrirnental effect on ch i ldren's well-be ing if the quality of the father-child relationship
is poor or inconsistent or the relationship ends .

Possib le Measures. Administrative Data: States are already collecting administrative data on
child support and paterni~y estab l ishment. The question is whether for the states' evalua.#ions,
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they will be able ta linlc data from the chi ld support enforcernent agencies to their research
samples . Data . quality is another important consideration . In addition, administrative data will
not capture the provision of informal support--either economic or noneconomic--or thE amount
of contact tl~at a father has witn ~s child .

SurveX Data : Meeting participants were provided vvith several examples of child support
modules which include ques#ions about formal child support payments, infvrmal child support
payments, and other aspects of informal support such as purchasing toys or groceries . In
addition, they were provided with examples of questions about father-child contact--bo#h in
person and through letters and phone cantact . These include quesfiions from the TOBS
Descriptive Study; the Child Deveiopment Supplement of the PSID, the National Survey af
America's Families, and t1~e child support topical module from the Survey of Incame and
Program Participation .

7. Stability and Turbuleace

Turbulence was defined as muttiple cha.nges in life circumstances . There are a number of ways
that welfare reform may alter the level of sta .bility or turbulence in a child's life . Examples
include :

• parents who become employed may use child care assistance tv enter intv a sta .ble, long-term
child care situation ;

• sanctioned parents ~nay be unable to pay rent and end up moving be#ween relatives and
fri~nds ;

~ chi~clren may change schools andlor child care arrangements frec~uently ;
• employment requirements may lead parents to acquire a steady job wi#h a stable income ;
~ employment requirement may resuit in a parent taking a job that requires shift-work . Such

parents rnay have to rely on multipte and shifting child care arrangements .
Changes in the level of stability and turbulence have been shown to affect a number of different
aspects of a child's life . Examples of how this may happen include :

• employed parents may locate a stable, high-quality child care situatian, which can improve the
child's school readiness and reduce behavior problems ;

• a chaotic and frequently changing living situatian ~nay result in a deterioration in child's
school wark ;

~ lawer income may make the family mov~ and the child may then adapt poorly to a z~ew school
resulting in an inerease in behavioral prob~ems .

Possib le Measures. The initial iist o~constructs was presented along with a set of ineasures .
Most of the group agreed that this construct is closely linked to changes in welfare palicy . There
was a strnng sense that both stability and turbulence needed to be covered . Participants s~ressed
the importance of focuszng o~ the chi~d's experience since the child may be separated from the
parent.
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8. Consumption

Changes in welfare policy will potentially alter fam ily consurnptionpatterns . . Among the ways
this might happen are the following ;

• increased income from higher income disregards may decrease the perc~nt of family income
needed far housing and food, making more money available for other purposes ;

• sanctions may reduce income, making it difficult for families to continue to afford their
current residence;

• wark requirements may result in chil~lren being enrolled in a day care center where they are
served a better brealcfast and lunch than they were eating previously ;

~ family income may decline and the family may end up spending less on food and as a result
may have a poorer qua.Fity diet.

Some exampies af how changes in consumption may affect childxen include :

• increased income may enable a family to move to better housing while spending the same
percentage of their income on housing

• decreased income may mean housing requires more of the family l~udget and eventually may
result in fatnilies moving in with friends or relatives ;

• sanctions may result in decreased income, squeezing the family's food budget, but families
may be able to make it up by an increasing reliance on food banks .

Possible Measures. Three areas of cnnsumptian were discussed . These included percent of
income spent on child care, housing and faod. It was stressed that any such measure needed ta
include cancurrent measures of ~nth income and the area of consumption being examined . Chi1d
care measures had been discussed under child caze . Concerus were raised over the difficulty of
getting strong measures of foad cnnsumption . Steven Carlson of the Food and Consumer
Service in the U.S . Department of Agriculture suggested that sta .tes interested in #he topic
consider a sat of questions they have cEeveloped as part of the food security measurernent project .
This will be discussed in the summary of the discussion of health and safety outcom~s . Concerns
were raised about measures of housing consumptivn since it is dif~cult to get a clear r~ading vn
housing-related costs such as utilities . There were suggestions that measures of financial strain
may be a useful way of getting at some of the same concerns which led to the inclusian vf
measures af consumption . The gmup decided to retain "% of income spent on child caze and
rent" as part of the comman core .

9. Use of Health and Human Services

At the November meeting, states identified the use af health and human services as an important
domain for measurement . Mothers who are mandated to participate in employment and
educational activ ities through the welfaze office might also be intraduced to addi~ ianal resaurces
available to them . Welfare refanm may affect participants ' use of health and human services in
the following ways :
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• case management through the walfare office may identify families' service needs and irnprove
access to needed services;

• referral to needed services may facilitate parenfis' leaving welfare for employment (e .g., child
care subsidies, Medicaid, Foad Stamps) .

In addition to supporting the mathers' transitian from welfare to work, these services are ~ikely to
benefit children in the following ways :

• Food Stamps may allow the family t~ purcha se additional/more nu#ritious food , improving
child health ;

• quality child care benefits children 's health, educatianal , and saciaemotional development ;
• Medicaid can ensi ,~re praper med ical care when neecled , improving ~hildren 's heaIth .

Possib le Measures. Data for the use af health and human setvices are often collected
administrativ~ly. However, such data may sornetimes be incornplete or have other quality
problems, or identified records may be difficult to obtain for a sample . In additian,
adtninistratiee data may nat be informative of whether the child may have health care coverage
ot~er than Medicaid (such as private insurance ar art HMQ), or whether the family is having
difficulty accessing services . Thus, some opfiions for mixed mode or in-home surveys were
presented. Meeting participants suggested that ather health and human services be added to the
list, such as ~the use 4f inental health services, alcvhoi and drug services, ChiZd Protecti~e
Services, and the use af hea#ing and energy assistance programs. Meeting participants, however,
decided to retain the set of core constructs (Food Stamps, Medicaid, childcare subsidy, access to
medical care) . St.ates cauld still measure use af vther services, but #hese wauld not be part of the
comman core .
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SUMMARY OF FRIDA~' , FEBRUARY 28 PRESENTATION S

I. INTERVENING MECHANISMS/INTERIM OUTCOMES: Child's Enviranments
Likely to Se Affected by Previous Intervening Mech~nism s

10. Ch~ld Care

Chiid care is of great importance to the evaluation of welfare waivers and welfare reforrn as it
is generally crucial for parents ' success in employment and self-sufficiency act ivities . Child care
is typically defined as any non-maternal or non-parenta! care arrangernent . Types of child care
include chilci. care centers, f.amily day care homes, relativa or neighbor care in ar out af the
parent's home, Head Start programs, and before or after school care . Qnce the child is of school-
age , the notion of child eare is expanded to include lessons , regular activities , and self-care .

For the possible effects of welfare reform on child care, it was hyputhesized that :

~ increased work participation leads to increased use of child care;
• increased child care subsidies and transitional benefrts may lead to increased use of child care

and use of child care over longer periods ;
~ reliable child care may contribute to sustained employment ;
~ increased demand for care may lead to increased use of unregulated care.

Regarding the effects of chiid care on children's development, there is evidence that participation
in child care can lead to :

• enhanced cognitive development especially for law incame children when the child care
environment provides a stimulating environment from which to learn ;

• enhanced socioemational development through the ~hild's intera~ctivns with other children and
with competen#, sensitive teachers .

On the other ha.nd, if the child care arrang~ment is of ~ow quality then the child 's develapmen#
might be put at-risk in terms of both their cognitive and sac ial development . For instance, high
rates af teacher turnover have been shown to be related ta aggressive behavior . Altematively,
then:

~ law qua~ity or inconsistent arrangements may undermine children's development .

Possib le Measure~. Administratiue Data. Administrative data cauld be used to measure some
af the aspects of child care that states might want to capture. Admirustrative records could be
used to assess the availability of care, use af subsidies for care and the cost of care, although the
cost af care is most likely not broken down by child . A particular state may have additional child
care ir~ormation avaiiable. It is very possible that administrative data may be very helpful in ~lie
fi~ture due to new reparting requirements . Currently, administrative data are restricted to those
who receive services and sui~sidies .
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Survey, ,Data. : With regard to survey data, a number of poss ib ilities were considered. Sta.te picks
for child care included accessibitiry of care, availab ility of care especially for nontraditional work
hours, infant care and sick care, cost of care, and type of care . The technical ass istance tearn
recommended tha# the sta .tes also measure the extent of care . This ailows states to know how
much time the child is spending in the care situatian . After much discussion about whether the
states agreed with the initial picks, we came to consensus that the focus of the child care
measures should be the chi ld . Thereftire, our core list changed to the following :

a question on the type of care
a question on the numl~er af children in group (group s ize)
a question an the n~nber af teachers with children in group (ratio)
a three item quality scale from Arthur Emel in
ques#ions on sta .bility (number of care givers over past year, number of ca .re atrangement using
during last week, scheduling of arrangements-on a weelcly basis or same from week to week)
a question on extent of care (nutnber of hours in care per week)

Beyond #he key questions for a .ll of the states, we alsa decided on a number of child care
questians for states that want to fncus in pazticular on child care in their evaluations. This secand
group of questions would include :

a question on relation of child care to work (number of days missed or late because of child
care)
a question an availability of sick care and care in genera I
a question on reliability of care (Emelin's three item scale )

11. Home Environment and Parenting Practices

Tne home enviranment is another proxirnal environxnent that will directly affect #he child.
Parenting pract ices represent a primary element vf the horne enviranment . We hypathesized
possible efFects on parenting and the hnme environment to include :

• Qpposition to wark participation by partners which could increase conflict a .nd possibly
damestic vialence ;

• reduced income frarn w~lfare and other benefits which may lead ta increased incidence of
neglect ;

• mandated participation in emplayment or edu~ational activities may provid~ structure and
routines to families ;

• mandated participation in employnaent or educational activities may affect parental depression
or aggravatian and stress in parenting, either positively or negatively, depending on the
parents' experience and success .

We hypathesized that the home environment and parenting practices may in turn affect child
outcomes in the following ways :
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• children's observation of aomestic vialence is associated with an increase in child behavior
problems;

• domestic violence between partners predicts child abuse whieh is strongly linked to behaviar
problems;

• neglect has negative cansequences for health, as well as cognitive and socioerriotional
development ;

~ regular rautines (adequate sleep, regular meals) benefit ctuldren ;
• aggravatian and stress in parenting are related to child behavior problems .

Poss ible Measures . Donaestzc Viadenee . After much discussion about issues of sensitivity of the
topic and confidentiality, we decided that domestic vialen~e measures could nat be used over #he
phone. However, there are questions fram. the Natianal Survey of Families and from the JOBS
Eva.luation that could be used in the home in a self adrninistered format .

Additionally, Manpower Demonstration Resea .rch Corporatian has develvped a set of questions
that specifically measures barriers #a work which includes questians on dvmestic violence within
the series of questians. These questions were asked in the JQBS Evalua#ion and ean also be used
in a self-adrninistered farmat .

Abuse/neglect : Links to administrative records may be the best way to get at infvrmation on
child abuse and neglect . After much discussion about issues of confidentiality and the restricted
population of people included in administrative data, the discussion raaved in the direction of
asking questians on a survey that would indicate individuals at risk for abusive behavior . There
is a single question in the JOB~ Evaluation that ean be used as an indicator as well as questions
from Abt Associates that can be usad. In the end, it was decided that the combination of
administrative data and a few survey questions would be most informative .

We alsa briefly discussed the idea Qf using child abuse and neglect data as indicator data .. Many
states are a.lready engaged in efforts to track child abuse and neglect over time .

Routines. Data on farn.ily routines can not be collected through administrative data . For survey
data., the technical assistance team suggested the Famity Routines Inventory . The inventory was
used in the Head Start/Public School Trans i tion Survey. These questions ask about th e
frequency with which family mernbers engage in individual and mutual activities and the
regularity of daily schedules . The team also suggested particular consideratian of a draft vers ion
of the same inventory From the Early Childhood Longitud inal Study that is currently being
pretested over the phone. Th is is an even shorter scale, with only 7 items .

Aggravatiorrlstress in Parenting. Again, aggravation and stress in parenting are not available
from adrninistrative recards, but there is a gaod measure for mixed mode surveys: the 5-item
Aggravation in Parenting scale. `This scaJ.e was developed for the JOBS evaluation and has
strong psychometrics and predicts child behavior prablems, based on analyses of the control
group sample .
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II. CHILD OUTCOMES

1 . Child HeaIth ancl Safety

There are a number of ways that welfare refarm may ultimately affect child health and safety .
Some eacamples include :

• sanctions may reduce income which could reduce money spent on food, which may leave the
family short on food by the end of the month ;

• work requirements may lead the parent to enroll the child in a day care center where the child
is given regular check ups and irnmunizations are made current, This may result in a better
overall health rating for the child ;

• work requirements may lead to less parental supervision af the child which may result in an
increase in number of accidents and injuries experienced by the ehild ; or

+ family income rnay increase over time, leading to improvements in nutrition and safety .

Possible Measures. The technical assistance team suggested a l imited n~ni~er of ineasures of
hunger and nutrition . Steven Carlson of the Food and Consumer Servi~e in the U .S . Department
of Agriculture urged states to cansider additioria! measures for this cvnstruct . He has
subsequently provided Child Trends w ith sets of questions that ask the family about their food
situation, which will be provided to states for their consideratian . Immunization was discussed
but it was agreed that su ir ~vey measures of th is construct are tune consuxning and problematic .
Therefore s#ates which are interested in examining policies related fio imrnunization were urged
to set up administra~ivE systems to verify immunizatian . The group decided that immu .nization
was not well suited far inclus ion in a core set of constructs . One construct was added to the
initial list and this was whether the child had a regular source of inedical care . States alsa agreed
to include teen childbearing as part of the comnmon aare .

2. Education

The education domain includes several constructs, same of which are more appropriate for some
age graups t1~an others . General hygatheses that might explain the relatianship between welfare
reform and different aspeets of children's education were presented :

• parents who participate in work or training activities might esta .blish regular routines for their
children . The establishment of regular routines, such as nightly homework sessions, might
have positive implications for children's school progress and academic achievement ;

• welfare reform provisions, such as requiz~ing that teen pazents remain in school or
implementing sanctions if children are not attenc~ing school, might ~ncrease parent's
monitoring of children's schooi attendance. Regular school attendance might decrease the
likelihood that children are held back a grade and may be positively associated with high
school completian ;

• parents' ability to monitor their children's behaviors and assist with school work might be
compromised because af increased dema .rids an. their time . Lack of parental monitoring may
have negative implications for children's school progress ;
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• family income may be increased due ta employment or income disregards . Increases in family
income may provide resources that facilitate learning;

• welfare reform provisians' work requirernents are likely to lead to more children, partice~larly
infants and t~ddlers, being placed in child care . Placement in child care of high quality xnay
have positive implieations fpr children's schoal performance, while placement in low-quality
care or incansistent arrangements may underrnine school performance ;

• welfare policies may bring abaut instability in ~iving arrangements, such as family moves to
find employment . Instability in living arrangements may have negative implications for
children's school progress .

Possihle Measures . ~ldaministratave Data . Some states may have access to standardized test
scores and other data that they will be abie to Iink to their research samples. However, gaining
access ta these data on an individual child level might prove to be very diffici~lt . In addition, it is
rare for schools to use the same tes~s, even within a particular county or schooi district . States
need to explore the situation in their state .

Survey Mea;s~.~res . Meeting participants were provided with several survey measures of different
aspects of children's education that can be a~xninistered over the phone or in an in-horne
interview . Sample size for a particular age graup is a consideration for some of these measures ,
such as school readiness .

School readiness (0-5} . Child Trends provided everyone with a copy of the National Household
Education Survey (NHES) School Readiness Interaiew which is a 12-item developmental profile
for preschuol-aged children. Sta.te participants voted to drop this construct frorn the core list
because of small satnple sizes for tlus age graup .

Engagement in school. States were provided with a rneasure of children's engagement in school
developed by Dr . James Connell . This measure is both reliable and valid, and is predictive of
school outcornes, such as attendance, grade point average, test scores, suspensions, and grade
xetentian .

Schaol attendance and grade repetition . Measuring school attendance and grade repetition is
fairty straighYForward, though it is possible that parents are not aware of all of their children's
absences . Items from the Prospects Survey and the 1Vational Household Educatinn Survey were
recommended to the states .

Achievement . For states that are interested in canducting in-home interviews and who can then
administer direct assessments of children's cognitive achievement, Child Trends pravided a
table, compil~d by Abt Associates, which presents a review of ineasures of children's cognitive
achievement and development . It was agreed that achievement tests would not be part of #he
common core .

Graduation from high school. A question from Nationa~ Education Longitudinal Study 198$
Parent Questionnaire can be asked of parents . As with schaal readiness, this outcome only
applies to a narrow age range . Therefore, it is necessary to examine the ~urnber of cases
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available far a.nalysis on this outcome . Th is construct was eliminated from the comman core in
the final discussion on Friday afternoon .

Grades. State participants agreed that they would like to add a measure of children's grades in
school to the comrnon core .

3. Socia l and Emotionai Adjustment

Because af the number of different conshucts under this domain, general hypatheses which may
explain the relationship between welfare reform and children's and adolescent's social and
emotianal adjustment were presented :

• state welfare policies may increase or decrease levels af maternal depression and stress .
Changes in maternal depression rates or stress could have implieations (either pasifiive or
negative) far children's and adolescent's ~nental health and behavior ;

~ increased work requirements may lead ta a decreased ability on the part of parents to monitor
their children°s behavior. Lack of parentai monitoring and supervision due to increased
participation in the workforce may lead to an increase in prvblem behaviors ;

• welfare policies may bring about changes in family structure or family income . Changes in
fanaily structure or family incorne may have implicatians for children's and adolescent's
mental health and behavior (either positive or negative) ;

• child suppart enforcement policies may increase fathers' involvernent in their chiEdren's lives .
Increased father invoivement may increase ar decrease children's behavior problems,
depending on the quality and continuity of the relationship .

Possible Measures . Administrative Data. There are several possibilities for collecting
information about children's social and ernotional adjustment through adxn inistrative data .
However, it was noted that these data wi ll only be available far children who have entered the
affic ial systexn. For example, juvenile justice departments could provide data on off 'icial arrests
and contacts with the police . However, these data . do not capture thase youtYi who have not been
cauglat or who are engaging in behaviars that have not been serious enough to attract police
attention .

Survey Data. Meeting participants considered a nuxnber of primar i ly parent-report measures of
children's behaviars and emotional adjusEment. For adolescents, it would be ideal to collect this
inforniation from the youth themselves . There aze two p~ssibilities. Firs#, if conducting a
telephone interview, it is possible to have parents "hand oi~' the phone to their adolescent child .
This has been done previously in the Nati4nal Commission on Children Telephone survey . For
states who are cons ~idering in-home interviews, adolescents could answer questions using a self-
administered questionnaire format .

Behavior Problems. General behavior problems : Child Trends recommended the Behavior
Problems Index (BPI) as a measure of general behavior problems . This is a 2$-item parent-
report rating scale of children's behavior developed by Nick Zill and James Peterson, based on
the Child Behavior Checlc~ist developed by Achenbach and Edelbrock . There are versions
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available for children ages 4-17 . For shorter surveys, the technical assistance team recommended
using two subscales from fihe BPI that tap externalizing and internalizing behaviors .

Delinquency, drug and alcohol use . The no#ebaoks that were distributed to meeting participants,
included several questions that can be asked of parents about their adolescents' behaviors . These
come from the National Education Longitudinal Study {NELS) and the Na#ional Survey o f
America's Families. Questions from the NELS 1988 about alcohol use, drug use and problem
behaviors can also be asked of adolescents . However, states agreed that these should not be part
of the common core. However, a single item concerning arrests was added to the common core .

Positive Behavivrs/~ocial Competence. Although measures of positi~e behaviors were not
included in the measures notebook, state representa .tives agreed fihat these would be important to
include as part of the common core . A measure that was used in the JOBS Evaluation and the
Ner~ Chanee Evaluati~n, the Positive BehaviQrs Scale , wi ll be provided to s#ates .

Depression/Mental Health. Far children and yauth ages 2-17, a copy of a short rnental health
measure developed by A~henbach for the National Hea .lth Interview Survey (NHIS) was
suggested . These items overlap with the Behavior Proble~ns Index, as bo#h rneasures were
developed using items from the Child Behavior Checl~ist . The short NHIS scale is designed to
measure mental health, whereas the BPI is a more general measure of behavior prablems .

For those states t.~►at are able to callect information about depressive symptoms fram the
adolescents themselves , a copy af the Center for Epidemiologic Stud ies Depression Scale for
Children (CES-DC) was provided . This is a modified version of tl~e Center for Epidemiolog ic
Studies Depression 5cale designed for use with adolescents ages 12-18 .

Children's depression/mental health was el iminated from the common core .

III. POSSIBILITIES FOIt ADDITIQNAL FiTNDING

Barbara Blum from the Natianal C~nter fur Children in Poverty introduced the panel of private
faundation representatives. Jennifer Phillips, from the Charles Stewart Mott Foundation,
provided a national faundation p~rspective about the importance of the Project on State-Level
Chiid autcomes. Judith Simpson, from the George Gund Foundation, prvvided a regional
foundation perspective on hvw states should approach f~undations to obtain funding to support
fiheir evaluations . Mary Bogle described an organization called Crrant Makers for Children,
Youth, and Families, a consortium of over ~QO foundations .

The Natianal Perspective

Jennifer Phillips presented tliree questions that foundations might asic themselves . First, why
would they be interested in this type af research? PhilEips noted that the end products of tl~is
research will be very important in shaping policy . Second, foundations ~night ask themselves
wha.t is the importance of ineasuring the effects af welfare refa~n on children? Third, what is
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innovative about the Froject on State-Level Child Ou~comes, compared to other similar
initiatives? Phillips noted that this proj ect is one of the few forums where practitianers are
formulating the research quest ions and the cnethods for collecting information on children. This
project will form a"national patchwork" of in.f'ormation that as a whvle, will provide important
information an the weli-being of children . This patchwork has the pfltential to refrarne the
current welfare debate .

The RegionaULocal Perspective

Judith Simpson presented severa .l techniques for approaching local and regional funders for
support. First, she explained that there are two types of local and state funders : pri~ate
foundations and commun ity foundatians . These foundations ra .nge from the very small to the
very large . Most states have a regianal associat ion of gaa~t makers. Simpson suggested that one
way to approach these funders is to ask if the regioanal association would convene a mee#ing so
that a state cauld provide an educational presenta .tian about this project.

Second, a welfare reform evaluation project needs to be framed appropria#ely for a state funder .
Many foundations might say that they do not fund research, but this might actually mean that
they do not have the staff ta evaluate a research proposal . Instead, Simpson suggested to the
states that they should say they would like to "engage in an assessment process" to determine
how and in what ways welfare reforms are affecting children.

Third, fiinders should not be overwhelrned with paper ar descriptians of research methodologies
or measures . Fow-th, those who are appraaching funders should ac~rnowledge t1~at this is a
compe#~ti~e environment . Foundations are asked not only to fund research but also are
increasingly asked to "prop up" the safety net for poor families (for example, by funding foad
banks and homeless shelters) . Funders will need to be shown that welfare reform research is
crit~cal in the context of ather service delivery needs that they might be asked to fund .
Simpson also noted that funders are interested in the availability of interim data . They do not

necessarily want to wait five years far results . In addition, community foundations will want
analyses for a particular community because they have geographic restrictions on funding . States
who approach private funders should alsa nate whether the foundation money w ill leverage other
funds, either public nr private. An additianal "sell ing point" for the states that are participating in
this project is that they ha~e worked w itl~ the U .S. Department of Health and Human Services ,
the NICHD Family and Child Well-being Network, Child Trends, and all of the partic ipating
states to develop a common core af nrzeasures .

Grant Makers for Children, Youth, and Families :

Crrant Mak~rs for Childre~, Yauth, and Families has over 400 founda .tions as members . This
organization sponsors Learning Circles for these foundations . Three to five topics are
l~ighlighted each year . One of t1~e Learning Circle topics this year is "Creative Fou~datian
Responses to Devolution." Grant Makers is cornp i ling a notebook that wi ll contain infarmation
about various prajects , including the Project an State-Level Ch ild Outcomes. Mary Bogle asked
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state representatives #o let her know what successes they have had in working with private
foundations.

IV. NEXT STEPS FOR TECI~IYICAL AS5ISTANCE

It is antic ipated that the group , potentially including all twelve states , will continue meeting flver
the next several years, as i~ ►pact and indicator wark is designed and implemented . Members of
the technical assistance team agreed to be in regular cvntact with state participants abou t
constructs and measures for their impact studies, as well as the indicators meeting . In addition,
ways to share the infortnation generated as a part of this pracess with sta .tes that are not invalved
will be considered.

The core constructs char~ that was distributed at the meeting needed to be revised, based on the
discussions and recommendations af the rneeting participants . A copy af the revised c~nstruct
chart appears in the Appendix .
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A meeting of child care researchers , federal and state child care administratars , and
participants in the studies of child outcomes in the context of state welfare waiver evaluations
was convened on February 7, 1997 . The purpose of t~iais meeting was tv ask for input as to the
most important aspects of child care to caver in the sta .te welfare waiver evaluations , and for
advice on specific measures of child care for inclusion in these evaluations. A second purpose of
the meeting was to discuss more broadly the key issues cancerning child care in the new policy
context that should be examined in future research.

This document sununarizes (1 } keyfindings from the research , as discussed at #he meeting ,
that can help provide a context for the study af child care issues within the state welfare waiver
evaluations ; (2) design and measurement issues raised at the meeting that shauld be taken into
account in the welfare waiver evaluation studies ; (3) prel iu minary suggesticrns for what aspects of
child care could be addressed in the eva .fuation studies, and what specific chiid care measures
could be used in these studies .
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I. Key Findin~s From the Child Care Researcl~,
Pr~euted at the February 7#h Meet ing,

that 8re Pert~inent to the Welfare Waiver Evaluations

We highlight here resea .rch findings presented at the February 7th meeting, that may be
particularly important for understand ing child care use and its implications in low income
families .

A. Qua lity of care ~nd family income. Income is associated with quality in family day care
homes as well as in child care centers . For fa.t~ilies using farnily day caze, the evidence indir,a .tes
that quality of care increases with . family income. For families using center care #he relationship
is more complex. Rather than children from families with the ~owest income receiving tlze
poorest q~ality care, it is children just above the poverty line who appear to be tlze most likely ta
get low quality care .

B . Child care daesn 't only affect the chi ld . Researchers at the meeting noted repeatedly that
child care has the patential ta affect not only children's develnpment, but also mothers' ability to
maintain employment and pragram partici~ation, andfamily stress/stability . We need to
cans ider simultaneausly whether child care supports mot~ers' employment and children's
development .

C. Child care quality and children's development. Studies consistently find that child care
quality is related to child outcomes in multiple domains of development .

A review of the evidence on how child care quality affects children's development concurrently
found that outcames most commonly associated with higher $ua~ity cure ineiude: niore optimal
peer interactions, more positive social skiIls, a higher complexity of play, higher levels of social
problem-solving, and fewer and less serious behavior problems .

Patterns most consistently found in the research in association with lawer quality care include
children engaging more often in solitary play and wandering aimlessly, a lack of involvement in
classroom activities, n~ore cryi~ng and negativity , less sustained verbal interactions , and lower
levels of langua .ge development .

Lc~ngitudinal benefzts (at preschool age) of higher quality of child eare dut~ing the infancy period
include less distractibility and amore task-orientatian, more considerate social interaction, better
academic pragress and fewer academic problems.

Wiuie associatians between child care quality ar~d child outcomes are faund quite consistently, in
some research the magnitude af the relationship is moc~est .

D. The impnrt~.nce of quality of child care for children in famil ies at risk. Quality of care
matters to children's development across ali income groups . However there is some evidence
that the quality of care matters more far cliildren from families at risk . For example , a study o f
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chiCdren in center care faund that care quality had larger effects for cluldren from fam i lies with
lower parental educa .tion.

E. The importance of aspects of ch ild care to mothers' ability to maintain employment and
program pa.rtic~pation. Mothers appeaar to be attuned to aspects of care that are particularly
impartant to rnaking their ernployment ar►d progra .m participation viable : stabil ity/reliability, and
convenience/location .

F. Aspects of child care that are related to mothers' discontinuing program participation .
Motl~ers' discontinuing their participation in a we~fare-to-work program has been f4und to be
related #o concerns about the staff:child ratio, safety, and reliability of cluid care.

G. Child care and family ~tress . Several researchers at the rneeting noted evidence that a
breakdown in child care arrangements acts as a source of stress to mothers and families .
Cansistent child care can stabilize a fatnily otherwise characterized by turbulence, such as
homelessness .

H. Findings on family day care. Manq low income faxnilies reiy on family day care rather than
formal care . A study of faanily day care fo~d that much of that care is of poor qua .lity. There is
alsa evidence of much turnover of provi~ .ers/ instabil ity in family c~ay care (noted by several
researchers at the meeting) . Findings on the quality of care in fami ly day care settings noted at
the meeting include the fallowing points :

1 . Quality of famiiy day care was higher when the provider was licensed .

2. The caregiver's reasans far providinRg child care were important . The qualiry af care was
higher when the caregiver reported that this was her chosen profession . It was lower when she
noted that she worked prirnarily for the znaney, or that she eared for other chiidren primarily as
a way ta s#ay with her awn children.

3. Quality of care was higher when the educatian of the provider was higher .

4.Group size and ratio for older children did not seem to be very important in family c~a .y care ,
(though these are consistently found to be impartant in center day care), perhaps because
group sizes in family da .y care are typically smatl and ch i ldren are more likely to vary in age .

5. However for infants, there seems to be an irnportant distinction between care that is
provided 1 :1 (for example, a grandmother caring for one infant~, and care that invalves 2 or
more children per caregiver .

I . F ind ings on infant eare. Studies are showing widespread use of child caze for infants . The
NICHD Studq of Early Child Care has found that 72% of children in their sample had
experienced child care (by a caregiver other than mother or father) by their first birthday, and that
those children averaged 29 hours per week in care . Most of this care was in informal
arrangements. With fhe number of babies in care so high, quality of care for infants is important .

39



1 . The particular features of care that rnatter to infants ' development vary depending on what
aspect of development (for ~xample , peer relations , a~tachment relationships wi#h ad.ults ,
curiosiry) is being considered . However, avezall , infants fare better when :

graup sizes were srnaller and there were fewer children per adult, the physical setting was
rated as safer and more stimulating, care givers had rnoxe education, care givers had less
authoritarian attitudes about child rearing, and there was greater stabiliry of care .

2. But the importance of these different quality features for children's development differed
soinewhat for care in a hame as opposed ta chiid care cen~er .

In home settings, ga i. ng from one tv two {or more) chiidren ger adult reduced quality, and
authoritarian child rearing attitudes were associated with lower quality .

in center care for infants, caregiver training and education, graup size, and ratio were
important.

J. Findings on state child care regu lations. A study carried out in Florida faund that when
state regulations changed, requiring ratias of 1 :4, instead of 1 :~, and increasing requirernents for
stafFtraining, child outcames improved . The study of Cost Quality and Child Outcomes in Child
Care Centers also found higher quality center child care in states with tighter regulations .

K. Findings on availability of care, Participants at the meeting pointed to evidence of
substantiai variation across communities in how many center slots there are for children .

1 . Even across lvw income comrnunities with similar demographie characteristics, the
availability af center slots can differ dramatically .

2. A new study is looking at how the supply and cost af care vary by community
characteristics, such as the percent of children who are poor and the p~rcent af female- headad
hauseholds. Preliminary findings from tl~is study will be available soon .

3. At the rneeting it was stressed that mothers' choice of type of care is related to the
avaiIability of different types of care in a community . It is impvrtant to collect information
abnut the type of care used by low income families, but this information needs to be placed in
the context of care available within the cvmmunity .

L. Choice of type of care in relafion to family race/ethnicity . There is evidence of differences
in the type of care chosen by families of differen# race/ethnicity . Hispanic mothers are Iess likely
to chaose formal child care . This appeazs to be related both to the relative availability {lack of
availability} of center care in neighborhvods with high concentrations of Hispanic farnilies, but
alsa to beliefs about child rearing. Latino mothers believe that in a~;nter care their children will
become more independent and individualistic . This is not in accard with their socialization
goals. In general, researcla needs to cansider the issue of child care use (type and extent} in
relation to cultuxe and beliefs about child rearing .
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M. Chi ld health in center and family dsy care settings. The accumulated evidence is usually
s~.ulunarized as showing that children in center day care have more absences than childre~ in
family day care homes, who in turi~ have more absences thau children cared for at home .
However, when illnesses are examined instead of absences, children in day care homes exceed
those in centers .

Parent recall is an issue here. Children i~ centers are rnore likely to be excluded when they are
il~ . Parents with children in centers may be more likely to remember days involving absences .

N. Use of child care subsidies. Findings shaw that a substantial proportion of families
~ransitioning off of AFDC in the past were paying for child care, and not using subsidies This
may reflect a lack of infarmation about eligibility for subsidies . It may also reflect diff'ice~Ity
g~tting the subsic~ies .
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IL De i n Me re ent s es I2 ' ed t e Meet'
Pertinent to the State Wel~$rg„ Waiver Evaluations

Participants at the meeting had been asked to comrnent on design and measurement issues
pertinent to the state welfare evaluation studies . A summary of icey issues raised at the meeting
fnllovvs :

A. Age of children focused on in the state studie s

1 . The rale of child care will be different i~the state evaluation is focusing on 5-12 year old
children as opposed ta younger children . The meeting did nat focus specifically on af#er-
school a~rangements, care during the summer, self care, or care during non-standard hours at
length, but th~se may play a large role in the state studies .

2. In states focusing on 5-12 year old children, we can still ask same key questions
retrospectively, far example about stability of care . We can also ask concurrentty about after-
school care, care during non-standard work hours, +care used during the smzuner, and self-care .

B, Timing of the survey in relation to random ass ignment

1 . In states that choase to field a survey to augment their evaluations, the role af child care will
also vary depending on the number af years after ranc~~m assignnaent that the survey is
administered. For example, the role of child care soon after random assignment rnay differ
from the role it plays 3 or 4 years after random assignment.

2. It is still important to study child care even 3-4 years after random assignment especially
among respondents utho are employed . It vvill still be impat~tant to know about type of care
used, reliance on self-care by the child, handling of nontraditianal hours and s~unmer, and
stability of care .

C. Use of administrative data : challenges and apportunities

We aze at a tuming point in terms of the use of administrative data to study cluld care issues in
the sta.tes.

1 . A new set of projects launched 6y the Child Care Bureau involves collaboratians by
researchers, state child care administrators a .nd resource and referral agencies to examine such
issue~ as cast and availability of child care in relation to community characteristics .
Preliminary fmdings from these s#udies will he available soon.

2. It was nated at the rneeting that there is d~ast ic variation across locales in terms of how
child care administrative clata. are collected and summarized, from penc i~ and paper tallies, to
rnore sophisticated on-line systems .
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3 . In addition to variation in the qua.lity of administrative data, participants at the meetin.g
noted that #hese data are alsa generally available only for those receiving services and
subsidies . Therefore, using only administrat ive data produces a biased sample, excluding
those no longer receiving services and funds and those not currently util izin~ services or
subs idies that they are entitled ta . A survey may 6e necessary tc~ get infarmat ion for a broader
sample, including those wha received services and subsidies in the past and those eligible but
not receiving services or fu .nds .

4. There may be important changes in administrative data collection regarding child care in the
future. While data were collected and summari~ed at the aggregate level in the past, states
will naw be append information that will make it possible to look at individual recipients, and
relate child care use and use of subsidies to ather data .

5 . We need to thinl~ about the extent to which these changes in administrativ~ da .ta. calleetion
can benefit the state evaluations, and the extent to which the changes will not be fully realized
soon enaugh to bu i ld on in these evaluations but could be critica .! in further work .

D. Whs~t can mot6ers report on? When should the sta~e studies turn to other respondents
and data cvllection strategies ?

1 . Coneerns abaut maternal re~ort. There was much discussion at the meeting abaut
matemal report . There was agreement that mothers are good sources of information on some
aspects of child aare, but not very good sources at a11 regarding other aspects of child caze .

2. When are mothers good soarce s of iaformation about child care? The researchers at t1~e
meeting felt that mothers could be tumed to for information about the following as pects ~rf
child care .

For a particular child (focal child) :

Nuxnber vf different chi ld care arrangements used . regularly for focal child at present; type of
care setting (center care, fam ily day care, etc .) for prixnary arrangement or all arrangements ;
hours per week chiid participates; number of children present ~n group ; ages of children
present ; number of care providers in group ; relation of mother to care provider (is provider a
relative or nonrelative); whether the care setting is licensed; how rnuch household pays for
primary arrangernent or all arrangements for child ; assistance in paying for child care;
lacation af caze(cc~nvenience of getting to care .

For a11 ehildren in the family :

How many different care situations the mother relies an for a11 of her children currently;
whether any one care setting provides care for more than one of her children ; how rnuch
household pays for child care for all children in £amily ; assistance in paying for child care
for all children; whether any of children in family cares for self on own on a regular basis ;
whether any of chi~dren in family cares for younger siblings on a regular basis .
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For all children ~ for focal child :

How often a clv.ld car~ arrangement has broken down over the past (month, 6 months, year,
ather interval) ; number of different arrangemants rnother has had to rely on over the past
(manth, 6 rnanths, year, other interval) for focal child ar a11 children ; wh~ther mother has
access to care when child or children are sick; haw often mother l~tas had #a miss
wark/schaaUtraining b~cause a child was sick and eouid not go to child care ; how often
mother has had to miss work/sehooUtraining because of any other child care issues ; reliance
on care for children during nontraditional hours ; difficulty in arranging such care, if mother
were entirely free to choose, would she change child care provider for focal child/any of her
children; extent to which coneerns about child care are a source of stress to mother; whether
mo#her sometim~s works hours that are nat covered by child care arrangemen#s for her
child{ren) .

3 . When is maternal repart questiouab le? Mothers da not seem to be good reparters of
caregiver educativn or iraining.

In addition, it appears to be very important how questions about maternal satisfaction with
child care are warded. When asked about their overall satisfa~tion with child care, mothers
cansistently report high levels of satisfaction, and their ratings do not correspond closely with
on-site ohservations nf the quality of care . It is possible that mothers react to g~ahal qu~stions
about satisfaction with child care on grounds that are different than what child care researchers
are looking for when they are ratizig cluld care quality. In particular, mathers may complete
such ratings from the perspective af the realistic constraints and demands of their lives (e .g .,
regarding employment, cvst, otlier children's needs) .

Yet when mothers are asked if they would chaase to change child care providers if they were
free to, mothers show much more variation ic~ response . This may be a better way to approach
the issue of maternal satisfaction with child caxe .

4. What data could be obtained by coetacting care providers? It was noted that maternal
permission can he obtained to call or send a survey to the child's child care provider .
Providers can report on :

Caregiver education ar~d trainang ; caregiver salaries ; group size and ratia ; ages of children ;
type of care ; auspice of ca.re; licensing and certification ; hours and days care available ; if in
center, nutnber of classrooms ; ages of chilclren wha attend; proportion of chilcl~en receiving
subsidies; "intentionality," or reasons prawider is working in this capacity (as a profession ,
primarily ta earn money, pr imarily as a means to be with her own children whi le earning
money) ; authoritarian child rearing attitudes .

5. What kinds of information require on-site observations? Gertain aspects of quality
require on-si~e direct observation for reliable measurement . These include observations of the
qualifiy and qiiantity of caregiver-child interaction, of child peer interac~ans, and of child task-
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orientation (as opposed to ai~iless wandering) . On-site observations can also yield
infarmation aboe~t the physical characteristics of the setting and safety.

E. Care instabiGty a~d the value of collecting data about child care quality ia the context of
the atate welfare waiver evaluatians

An irngortant cancern was voiced about col~ecting data (via maternal report, pravider report or
direat observat~on .) about a child's current pr imary child care arrangement . There may be so
much instability of care that attempting to measure the quality of care ~n any one setting may
give us very little inforn~atian about a particular child's cumulativ~ experiences . If we attempt
to document child care experiences at only one pv int in time, we may have a very nairow
window on child care quality, and a very limited basis for examining child care experience as a
predictar of child outcomes . In short, it may be mare valua .ble to v iew ~he child care
information as one factox in fihe mother's employment and well-being, tl~an as a med iator of
the child's outcomes .

'Tl~us , the possibil ity was raised that it may be more important in this sample to obtain
measures of:

• convenience of care for parent
• stability/cflntinuity
~ COSt

~ r~lationshi~ with provider
~ degree to which care is a source of stress for the parent
~ mother's perceptions of safety, reliability, tr~zstEUOrthiness of the provider

Vi~e nate that a one-time profile of the child's current child cate experience could serve as
valuable descriptive information, helping us to document the kinds of child care chi~dren in
families receiving ar transitianing from public assistance experience . That is, even if we
decide that a one-time measure af child care type and quality is of limited usefulness in
predicting to child outcomes, we still may want to be able to describe the child care settings . In
addition, it may be that arrangements are fairly similar, and that obtaining information on one
setting reflects characteristics of o#her settings the child is in ar has been in .

F. Concerns about measures of caregiver sensitivity and the phys'rca~ setting in direct
observations of the quality af car e

It is important ta be avvare that many of the measures involving direct observation of the child
care environtnent were designed using middl~-class Cancasian samples . Within these
measures of chilc~ care quality involving direct observation, the appropriateness of the ratings
of caregiver sensitivity acrass different population groups has not been explicitly examined .
"Sensitive" care giving may not look the same across ethnic groups ; tlae cultural context of the
interaction between caregiver and child is critical to understand, I# is important to review
ratings af caregiver sensitivity from this perspective .
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In addition, in some currently used measures of the quality of the child care environment,
ratings of caregiver-child interactian are made only if the ratings af ~tlie physical environment
indicate a sufficient level o~ physical safety and presence of materials . Because caregiver-child
interac~ions have an inirinsic value, and because the material focus of the measures might
preclude ratings of caregiver-child interactions in child care arrangements with limited
resour~es, it may be important in the future to eliminate the linkage between carrying out
ratings of the physical environment and of caregiver-child interaction .

G. Measures of care type used, and child autcome ~easures, must be u~derstoad in
cultural context.

Culture and beliefs can afFect whether child care is used (see summary af findings) . In
addition, parent-report measures of child outcames (far example , a description of the child ' s
behaviors) must also be seen in cultural cantext . For example, such measures might view
independence anc~ autonomy as positive, whereas ~these may go against soc ialization goals in
some cultures. We need to be carefiil in our interpretation of parent-report child outcome
measures .
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IiI. om ati n or As of to ea e
nd 'n W lfar 'ver 1

Researchers at the meeting stressed two main themes : the connection between child care and
the mother's ability fio participate in work, and the connectian between child care and child
outcomes . Below we su~unarize aspects of child care that could be addressed in the sta.#e studies
cflnceming each of these. We suinmarize aspects of care that could be addressed separately
according to different optians that states might ta .ke in collecting data: relying on mother as a
zespandent in a survey, obtaining pernussion to conta ~ct child care providers, and assessing chiid
care quality through direct abservat ion .

A. Mother as res~r ndent in a survex

1 . States may want ta know how child care affects the ability of recipients to get and maintain
employment . Relevant aspects af chi~d care include:

a . the supply of child care {if thraugh admin istrative data., then number of center s~ots and
licensed faxnily day eare slats available per 1,000 children in recipients neighborhood)

b. mother's perception of difficulty in finding care for fflcal childlall childre n

e. reliance on care for non-traditienal hours ; difficulty in finding such care

d. the number af different arrangements the parent is having to use simultaneously for focal
child/all children

e. the cost of care for focal child/all children

f. use of s~bsidies for care for focal child's care/all children

g. the con~enience of care (lacation and transporta .tion issues)--focal childlall children

h. avai labi lity uf care for c hild(ren) when ill

T . frequency with which mother has had ta miss v ►TorkischoQlltraining because of problems
with chi ld care (note nature of problem)

j . frequency with which work schedul~s/ dernands have disrupted chi. ld care arrangements

k. rating of child caze as a source of stress for tl~e mothe r

1 . if mother were free to choose, would she change care provider for focal childlany of her
children?
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m . if mother has access to a phone at work, so that she can touch base with ch ild care parovider
andlor children, ar►d receive emergency calls while children ara in child car e

2. Sta.tes nnay want to knaw haw chiid caze or lack of child care affects the development of the
child. Tn addition, (vr instead), states may want to be able to describe the child care settings that
clzildren in the studies are experiencing . Here measures wotxld pertain to the focal child, because
we would be seelcing to describe a particular child's experiences arid relate these experiences to
his/lier development . Relevant aspects of care to measure for these purposes include :

a. type of care (primary arrangement/all current regular arrangements--number of
concurrent arrangements)

b. hours per week in primary arrangementlall current regular arrangements

c. number of children in child's group

d. number of praviders in child's group

e. licensed care or not

f. whether the child talces care of him/herself on an occasional or regular basi s

g. whether the child is cared for by a sibling on an occasional or regular basis

h , haw many caregivers ch i ld has had in the last year (ar choose longer interval }

3 . For oider children (7-14}, it would be very important ta go beyond consideration of center
care , family day eare, and reliance on relatives and neighbors as forms af care . Types of care far
older children should include also after-school child care, after-schaol activ ities, boys and girls
clubs , and regularly scheduled lessons . It would continue ta be important tv ask about self care
and care by siblu►gs . It would aiso become impartant #o ask abflut whether ciuld is in charge of
siblings or other cYuldren on a regular basis .

B. Permission obtained to contact child care ~r ,~vicler

An intermediate metlzod of getting reliahle inf'ormation an charac~ristics of care that are
re~ated to child eare qualiiy is ta call the provider of child care, or send the pravider a survey . In
this case, states could address :

a . number of children in child 's graup

h. number af caregivers in child's group

c. training and education of child's prirnaty provider
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d . " intentionality" (reasons for being a child care provider }

e. licensed or not

f. auspice af care

g. attitudes about caregiving {e.g., authoritarian)

h. hours and days care pravide d

I. cost of care

C. Permission abtained to abserve in care settin g

There is clear added value to doing direct observations of the physical environment in child
care se~kings, and of interactive aspects of child care (caregiver-child interactions, and child's
interactions with peersj . Additional recommendations regarding measures for direct
observation of the child care setting would be made acctirding to the specific hypotheses and
research designs being used by states deciding to pursue this approach .
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Figurc 3
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Figurc 6

As~e~t ,s of Constructs to be Measured Following ~tate Prioritization
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To lal income
5ourccs o fin come (mot he r 's earni ngsfather's eamings, chi ld

support, AFDC, Foad S l amps, SS [)
Stab i lity ofIncome (CTI Pick )

A ny vs_ Nan c
Elealth benefi ts through cmpluyment

Wages (hourly )

Hours of employment
Stability of employment
Education/Licenses
Jo6 Sk i lls (Hsrd & Soft)

Nonm arit al birth
Fami ly living arrangements
Marita l Status, w i th b i q or non-bio father (CTI pi ck )

Attitudes about welfare (CTI Pick)

Attitudes about work (CTl Pick )

r+ I~UI'e 5

ther Aspects of Aduit Li e T~~ May Be Affected by State Policie s

Depres s io n

Fos ter c ue

Stab ilitv i n child care
Stabi l i ty in incom e
# of m oves of res idenre (CTI Pick )
Ch anges tn mari tal statas or coha bitation (C TI Yi ck)

VJhelher chi ld supp ort pm vid e d
Patemity est~bl ishmen t
Freq uency o f c on ta c t with child (C "I7 Yick)

Food Stamps
Medica id {awareness , usc , cli gib i l ity)
Child care s ubsidy (awurentss, u s e , eli gi6ili ty)
Access to medical care (CI1 Pi ck)

°! of in wme spent on cli ild care, rent , food

53



Figure 7

Aspects of Ch i ld 's Envi ronment That May Be Affec ted b ,y Previuus Co lu~ns
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Figure 8
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Prioritization of Outcome s for Welfare Ret'orm Studies
Project on State Level Child Outcomes

AriE 0- . 5
What are the child outcomes your state wants to measure? If you think any have been overlooked please
add them in the blanlc table and list their priority . Please indicate C if yoa feel the construct should be
core or included in all of the state evaluation or S if you feel the construct should be core only for your
partioular staxe. Please indicate a H, M, or L for high, medium, or low priority for use within an
indicators project.

He al th and Safety I I E ducati on I I Sqc ia l and Emo tional I 1
m m m ~ Adju stmen# m n
p d p d p d
a T a I a I
c c c c c c
t a t a t a
t t t
0 0 0
r r r

Acciaents a~d injuries Achievement tests Behavior problems

Apgar score (child's health at School attendance Fears, phobia, and anxiety
birth}

5chool readiness Institutionalization (criminal ,
Child abuse mental health)

Special educatinn (referrals or
Emergency room visits placemenis) Parent-child relationship

Hunger/nutrition Sibli~g relationships

Immunization Social skills

Lead elcposure

Limiting health (physicat or
mental) conditions

Low birth weight

Morhidity {sicknessldisease)

Mortality

Perception of safety

Prenafal care (Kessner index
looks at bath timel iness and
quantity of prenatal care}

RaTing of child's health (si~gle
question, parent rating)

Screens for developmental delay
(e .g., did child waik on-t 'sme ,
language development}
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AGE6I 1
Please indicate C if you feel the construct should be core or included in all of the state evaluation or S if you feel the construct
should be core only for your particular state . Please indicate a H, M, or L for h igh, mediu it~t, or lorxr prrority far use within an
indicators project.

Hea lth a nd S afefy I I Educa#ion i I Soeial and Emotional I I
m m m ~ Adjustment ~n n
P a p d p d
a I a I a I
c c c c c c
t ~ t a t a
t t t
a o 0
r r ~

Accidents and injuries Achie~ement tests Behavior prolilems

Child abuse Dropping out Confidence/self-estcem/perceived
self-competence

Emergency roam visits Educational expectations an d
aspirations Depression/mental he alth

Hunger/nutrition
Repeating a grade Druglalcoholltobacco us e

Immuniaation
School attendance Fears, phobia, and anxiety

Lead exposure
School engagement (5cale Gang membership

Limiting hea l th (physical or measuring how much effort a
mcntal) wnditions child is putting into hisllier Institutionalization (criminal,

schoo lwork) mental health)
Morbidity {sicknessldiscase)

Schaol performance Juvenile justice/iilegal activitie s
Mortality

School suspensinn/expulsion Life satisfaetion
Perception of safety

Special education (referrals or Paren#-child relationship
Rating of child's health (single placements )
yuestion, parent rating) Religiosity/spirituality

3creens for developmental delay Sibling retatianships
(e .g., did child walk on-tirr~e,
language develapment) Social skills

Teen pregnancylabortion/child
bearing

Volunteering
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AG~' 12- . 1 7
Please indicate C if you feel the construct should be core or included in a~l of the state evaluation or S if you feel thc construct
should be coare only for yaur particular state . Please indicate a H, M , or L far high, a~a~edium, or low priarity for use within an
ndicatars project.

Hea lth aed Safety I In Education I In Soci al and Emotional I In
m d i m d i Adj ustment m di
ps ca pa ca pa ca
ct to ct to ct to

i r r

Accidents and injuries Achievement tests Sehavior problem s

Child ahuse Dropping out Confidence/self-estecmlperceived
self-competenc e

Emergency room visits Educarional expectations and
aspirations Depression/menta.l health

Hunger/nutriaon
High School GraduationlGED Disengagement (not in school and

Immunization not working) and child's at#itude
Repeating a grade about work

Lead exposure
School attendance Drug/alcohoUtobaccn use

Limiting health (physical a r

mentai) conditions Scho41 engagement {Scale Erszployment and ennploycnent i n
measuring how much effort a relation to schooling (crowdin g

Morbidity (sickness/disease) child is putting into his/her out of schooling)
schoolwork)

Mortality Fears, phobia, and a~xiety
School perFormance

Perception of safery Gang membership
Schoo! suspension/expulsion

Rating of child's heaith (single Institutionalization {ctiminal ,
question, parent rating) Special education {referrals or mental health)

placements)
Screens for deveIopmental delay Juvenile justice/illegal activities
(e .g ., did child walk on-time,
language development) Life satisfaction

Parent-child relationship

Religiosity/spirituality

Sibling relaiianship s

Social skill s

Teen pregnancy/abortionJchild
bearin g

Volunteering
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OTI~R CONSTRUCTS
L ist any additiona~ consuvcts you feel should b e measured alo ng w ith tt~e apgropriate rating.

Health and Safety I I Educa tion I I Socia l and Emational A dj ustment I I
m n ~n m m ~
p d p d p ~
a i a i a i
c c c c c t
t a t a t a

t t t
0 O q
r r r
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STATE :

Prioritization of Intervening Mechanisms for Welfare Reform Studies
Project on Sta#e Level Child Outcomes

What are the intervening mechanisms your state wants to measure? If you think any ha~e been

overlooked please add them in the blank table and list their priority . Please indicate C if you feel the
construct should be core or included in all of the state evaluations or S if you feel the construct should be
core only for yaur particular state . Please indicate a H, M, or L for high, medium, or low priority for use
witl~in an indicators project.

Income Imp a ct Indi c a to r Em p loyment Impact Indicator Famil y Fo rmation and Im pact Indicato r
Disso lutinn

Child Support Accessibi3ity Abortion
(transportarion}

Hourly wages Adoption/relinquishment
Any r,s . none

Level of incame Emancipation of
Flexibility af work (e .g., adolescents

Saurces of income ta.ke emergency leave)
(mom, dad, child, Fa m iIy Plannin g
welfare, % of total Fringe benefit s
income) Foster Gare

Healih co~erage
Stability af income Marital

Hpurs status/cohabitation
Type of income (in- with biological or non-
kind, cash, eamed) Number of j4bs warked biological pazent

Quality af work Multi-generational
household

Satisfaction with job
Nan-marital birth

Shift work
Number of subsequent

Stability of work, births
months consistently
emgloyed/ job retention Teen birth

Subsidized or not

Wages (hourly)
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FatherlAbsent ImpACt Indicator Stabilityl ImpaM Indicator Use of Health and Impact Indicato r
Parent Turbulence Human Services
Characteristics an d
Involvement

Amount and Changes in: Accass to medical care
&equency of father (e.g., due ta insuwanee
involvement Child care coverage, transportation ,

(changes in remoteness)
Child support acrangeinents,
payrnen#s caretakers) Change in SSI use

Patemity Child's School Put offmedical care for
establishment some reason

Family living
Quality of father arrangements Use nf drug prevention
imolvement {doubling up, programs

living apar t
ltesidence (with fram parents, Use af food stamps
child, jail) kin,

homelessness) Use of health services
Stability of contact

Family Use af inental health
Stress, conflict structure services
between parents

Income Use of prenatal care
Type of contac t
(visitation) Residence Use of recreational

programs

Use of special educationa l
service

Use of transitional ohild
care

Use of transitional
Medicai d

Use of WIC
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Child Care Impact Indicator Changesin Impact Inc~ icator Parenting Impact indica tor
Res ident Pa re n#'s Practices
Per sonal &
Interper sonal
Attitudes & Ski11 s

Accessibility , Attitudes about Abuse-neg3ect
transportatian welfare

Chores, housswork
Availability of caze Educatinnal by child
For non-traditional aspirations and
work hours, infant expecta.tions for tE~e Cognitive
aare, sick care chiid Stimulation

Ava.iiabiliiy of child Education/Licenses Community
care, system involvem ent
capacity Job skills

hard (e.g., #echnical Discipline
Cost skills) and soft

{e.g., knowledge of Drug-free, no
Licensing expectations in the alcohol abuse

work piace)
Parent Satisfaction Harsh paren#ing

Level of personal
Quality {staff responsibility Immunizations
turnover, ratios,
group size) Probtem solving Parent-child

ski2ts ir~teraction
Stability (warmth,

Resident parent's aggravation)
Type attitude/preference

for work Parent's
mobilization of

Soeialization of the resources (caz
parent to work, pools, sports,
routines, willing to teams, free
stay employed community
(work ethic) activities)

Parental moni#orin g
(school on time ,
knowiedge of
friends}

Parental school
involvement

Recreational time
with children

Regular routine s

Role modeling
(work, education)
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Socia l Support Impact Indi c ator Con samp tion Impact Indicator Residen t Impact Ind ica tor
Parent' s

Psyc6ologica l

Well-beiug
and Physical
Health

Amount of social Distribution of D~pression
support in come within

the family Damestic
Extended families & (how mueh is violence
resources spent on /abusive

whom} relationships
Friendship Networks

Nousing Physical Health
ICinshig netwarks quality

Self-~i~icacy !
Mother-figure, Father- Material Locus of control
figure deprivation

Self-esteem
Organized Activities Neighborhood
(community, church) quality

Stress :
Quality of sooial Resource degree and
support utilization (% source (e.g .,

spent on child timc, finaacial ,
Reciprocity of (give care, rent, parenting)
vs. got) fond)

Satisfaction wit h
social suppor t

Type of social support
(emotional,
instrumental, social,
parenting)
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Core Constructs {4/8/97)

TARGET OF WELFA.RE
POLTCIES

INCOll~:
Total income

Sources of Income (mother ' s
earnings, father's earnings, child
suppor~ AF~ , food sta.mps, SSI ,
Fos~er G~are/Adoption)

Stability of Incom e

Financial Strain /Material hardship

EMPLOYMENT :
Any vs . None

Health benefits through employment

Wages (hourly )

Hours of employment

Stability of employcnent

Education /L,icenses

~THER VA RIABLES LII~LY
TO BE AFFECTED BY STATE
POLICIE S

PSYCHOLOGICAL WELL~
B~Il~iG:
Depzession

STABILITY AND
TLIRBULENCE :
Foster care

Stability in ch i ld care

Stability in income

# of moves of residence

Ghange in marital status or
cot~abitation

Why child not living with famiiy

A~SENT PA1tENT
~VULVEMENT :
Whether child support provided

Paternity establistunent

Frequency of contact with child

ASPECT QF CHILD'S
EIYVIRQNME IYT LIKELY TU
BE AFFECTED BY PREVIOUS
COLiJ MNS

CHILD CARE :
Type

Extent

CHILD OUTCOMES

EDUCATIONti
Engagement in school (ages 6-12)

School attendance (All Child)

5chool Performance (A11 Child)

5aspendedlexpelled (All Child)

Grades (ages 6-12)

7ob Ski[ls (Hard)

Multiple jobs concurrently

Barriers to Employment
(harassment, violence)

FANID.Y FQItMATI4N :
Nonmarital birth /Marital birth

Cfiild/Family living arrangements

Marital StaiYas, whether married tn
biological or non-biological fattser

USE fl~ I~EAI.TH & HUMAN
SERVICES :
Food stamps

Medicaid (awareness, use,
eligibility)

Chi~d care subsidy (awareness, use,
eligibility )

Access to medical care

CONSUMPTION:
% of incvme spent on child care and
rent

Quality (grou p, size, ra.tio, licensing,
parent percep~lon)

Stability

Child Care Calendarr for lart several
years

H NVIlt NMENT AND
FARENTING PRACTICES :
Child Abuse/negt ec c (Admin. Data)

Dom esric Violence/Abusi~e
Re lationsh ips

Family Rautines

Aggravation/stree~s in patenting

HOME (Emotional Support and
Cognitive Stimulation Scales)

HEALTH AND SAFETY :
Hungerln~tritinn (ages 5-12)

Rating af child's health {ages 5-I2)

Regular source af care (ages 5-12)

Teen Childbearing (ages 14-17}
(All Child)

Accidents and injuries (All Child)

~~~IAL & EMOTIUNAL
ADJUSTMENT:
Behavior problems Index (ages 5-12)

Arrests (All Child)

Positive Behaviors/Social
Competence Scale (ages 5-12)
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