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Potential Pathwavs of Inf~uence on Childre n

The focus of our ta~k today is the range of pathways or mechanisms by whi .ch

programs to enhance the self-suffciency of welfare families may a .ffect chi lc~ren , Two

fundamental app~oaches have emerged in such programs for welfare families : those that

focus solely or primarily on ikcreasing families ' economic self-sufficiency, and those that

add ta this goal an expl€cit focus on enhancing the develapment of children . The first

strategy is a single-generational approach, focusing on education, traini .ng, and job seazch

services designed to enhance th .e employability of the pa.rent. The second is a two-

generational approach , with components addressing the needs of both parents and children .

It is important to note that even the programs focusing solely or primarily on th e

parental generation have the potential to affect children's development . Family economi c

status and maternal education are among the strongest predictors of children 's

developmental status . Thus, if welfare-to-work programs succesd in increasing materna l

1 The authors are grateful to the fotlowing individuals for their e~rtremely helpful feedback on an
earlier version of this paper: Jeanne Brooks-Gunn, Robert Granger, Rebecca Maynard, Janet Quin#, Sheila
Smith, and Robert St. Pierre . The authors also gratefi~lly acl~owledga the National Institute of Child ~Ieal#h
and Human Deveiopment's Family and Child Well-Being Networic (Crrand No. HD30930) for providing the
funding for preparation of ttus paper.
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education andlor family income, the potential exists for children's develapinent to be

affected .

Farmulators af programs for welfare families have assumecE that these variables have

potential importance for children. For exaznple, the Congressional debate precedi.ng

enactment of the Family Support Act of 1988 noted that bringing abaut change in maternal

employability and actual employment was funda.mental to improving the circumstances and

development af paar children .

Yet, as we have argued elsewhere (Zaslow, Maore, Morrison & Cairo, in press) ,

tl~ere aze further potential pathways of influence of pragrams for welfare families on

children. Specifically, we have argued that such programs have the potential of affecting

cluldren's child care arrangemen~s and altering maternal subjective state, a .nd thereby the

hame environment . Again, the accumulated child development research supports the view

that t~ese variables {children's experiences in child care, maternal subjective states, and the

home environment) are i.mpartant to children's development. As a result, chan~es on these

variables brought about by programs for welfare families could potentially influence the

deveiopment of children in these families .

When only the pathway vaziables of maternal education and family economic status

have been considered, the assumption has been that effects on children will be positive .

That is, increasing maternal education or family income is assumed to improve children's

wellbeing~'. However the inclusion of further ~athway vaciables raises the possibility of

Z Maynard (personal oornrnunication, November 30, 1994) notes that increased maternal emgloyment
also involves decreased maternal time with chiidreq and that this has possible negative impiications for
ciutdren. Thus, it wilt be important to take into account the offsetting influences of utcreased maternal
emglayment but decreased maternal time utputs ta children .
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negative as well as positive effects on children . While it is plausible that participation in

educatianal or job training activities might increase matemal self-esteem or sense vf

efficacy, mandat~ry participatiot~ could al~o plausibly increase maternal stress {Wilson &

Ellwaod, 1989), Previous research suggests that increased matemal psychological

wellbeing would predict positive child development while a deteriaration in maternal

subjective wellbeing woutd be associated with negative effects ~n children . Similarly,

partic ipation in a welfare-to-wvrk program could be associated wi#h children ' s part icipation

in child care af varying quality . Previous research suggests that poor quality child care (or

care of worse quality than would be provided by the mother} would be detri_mental tv

children ' s development. Thus , expand ing our consideration to further mechanisms of

in£luence on children requires of us consideratio~ of the potential of negat ive as well as

positive implicati4ns for childr~n . Further, it raises the poss ibility of offsetting effects .

Towards A Sase Madel for the Influences of We~fare Pro rams on ~'hildren

We have begun to articulate l~ow these differing mechanisms or pathways a f

influence on chiidren in programs far welfare families might be organized, in the hopes of

working tawards a model that would sharpen how we view the implications of such

programs for children. Figure 1 provides an initial categorization of tke pathway variables

we have identified. This schema is lacking arrows ta indicate causal connections (aad

therefore doesn't yet look like a traffic circle at rush hour) . We will 6e discussing the

direction and location of the causa.l connections . Furti~er, we nate that this is work towards

a"base model" in that it identifies the pathways of influence an children that could b e
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present in a .11 programs to enhaace the self-suff 'iciency of welfaze families . The fully two-

generativnal programs will each have tl~eir own distinctive elabarations of tlus base model .

Far exampie, they will include in their descriptions of program components entr ies for

parenting c~asses, pediatric care, developmental screening, or personal and group

caunseling .

As per our discussion above, we assume that vvh~ile the base-model (that is single

generational) programs for welfaze families explicitly ta .rget maternal educatio~ a .nd fam ily

income , #hese prograins ca .n influence children thraugh other mechanisms as well . The five

pathways variables include changes in maternal education and family economic status, bu t

also changes in maternal subjective wellbeing, changes in children's experiences of chil d

care , and changes in the home environment .

The columns distinguish between the program or intervention, changes the progra m

brings about in the mother, chan~es the prvgram brings about in the immediate

environments of children, and changes in chil~ren's development. These distinctians map

clasely onto Bronfenbrenner's view (198f) of the nested contexts relevant to children' s

development: contexts that children experience directly ; the fam ily variables that shape

children's immediate environments; and the larger societal and policy variables that can

influence what happens within the fa~n ily . We make several assunnptions :

• We assume that programs for welfare families can affect ehildren ' s im.mediate

environments directly, for example by altering the amaunt of time a child spends at hom e

and in substitute care , and indirectly , for exa.mple , cha.nging interactioms in the hame b y

altering maternal subjective state. Th~ fully elaborated versian of tlus ~nodel would
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therefore include arrows d irectly from the program to chi ldren 's im~nediate environments,

and arrows reaching children's immediate enviranments indirectly, through changes in th e

family variables .

• We also assume that the pathway variables have reciproca .Z influences . That is , the

arrows on this schemata wauld have to be going in mare than ane direction . For example,

we know from tl~e work af Marsha Meyers (1993) in studying child care among

participants in t.kie Caiifornia GA~N prvgram that child care variables influenced mothers'

odds of dropping out of the program3 . Thus, we would need arrows back from child care

to the program variables as well fanvard from these to child care . There is also evidence

that mothers sometimes imitate the interactions they observe in child care centers . Again

we need arrov,~s not only progressing forwards from ~hild care towards the child outcom e

variables, but also vertically between the two child environment variables . What happens in

child care and at home may be mutua .~ly influen~ial .

• Fiually, we assume that children's development is linked di~ectly to t .tieir

exp~riences in their im~ediate environments ; arrows go directly from ~e immediat e

environmeat variables to the child outcome variables . However, we assume that th e

program and faznily variables are linked indirectly ta cluld outcomes, through their unpact s

on children ' s imm.ediate environments .

' For example the odds of a mothes dropping out of the GAIN pragram were higher when "staffing
rad~s did not meet those recommendecl by child care experts" ; when "par~nts . . . travellad further from ch i ld
eare to GAIN and missed more time in activit ies due to child care difficulties'; when parents "changed care
more often due to schedule changes " ; when specialized child care needs (e . g. sick cl~ild care) were nat met ,
and when the child care providez ' °was unreliable or not sufficien#ly flexible" (Meyers , 1993 , p . 7$0).
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Problems in General 'ezing Frosn Egistin~ CorrelatiQnal Data

Existing evidence suffices to put each of the boxes into the modeL That is , the

Iiterature provides sufficient basis tv say on the one hand, that each of these "pathway

variables" may ehange in the context of programs for welfare families , a.ind on the other

hand that each variable is potentially of importance to chiidren's development (Zaslow e t

a1 ., in press) . But there are some serious problems w ith making .the teap from e~isting

evic~ence to hypothesi2ing how children may be a~fected within programs for welfare

families .

In particular, the child development l iterature yields mostly correlational data link ing

each of the pathway variables with child outcomes . For example, children of less educated

mot~ers, children from less ecanamically advantaged families, children of mothers who are

depressed or socially isolated, children participating in low quality child care, anc~ children

from less stimulating home environments, al~, an average, show less optimal deveiopment.

But these correlational data cansider the full ran~e of variatian on each pathway

varia~le, while the variation that wi ll be of importance within programs for welfare families

is on a small se ;~ment of this ran~e . For example , differences have been documented in

children's development when mother's education varies from no high school diploma to

completion of graduate work . Pragrams for welfare families are likely to bring about

changes across only a small portian of this broac~ range . For example, mothers may move

from no diploma to completion of the GED; far~ily economic wellbeing may change or. ily

fram receipt of welFare ta vvorkittg poor status . We know very little about the impl ications

for childrett of changes withi ~a these far mare restricted ranges . We need ev idence directl y
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examining whether changes within the more restrieted ranges likely ta be brought about b y

programs for welfare fauulies are of importance to children's development .

In addition, the available correlational data considers what happens to children whe n

families, through chaices of their own, experience changes in economic or edueationa!

status , mother ' s subjective well-being , th~ quality of the hame enviranment or day car e

experiences . For example, these data te11 us what happens when mothers tl~emselves seek

and complete certa in levels of education . But the relationslup between the pathway

variables and child outcomes may be quite different when mothers are mandated to

participate in welfare programs, and when changes on such variables as educationa l

attainment do not occur at the mother ' s own initiatian . It may be that an important share of

the link between educational attainment and child wellbei .ng documented to date is

attributab~e to the factors #hat select mothers into participation in educationai activities, suc h

as motivation and internal locus of control .

Finally, tl~e existing correlational evidence does not assume a net of mutually

influential pathway variahles . Rather, it tends to single out and consider i .ndi~idual strands .

We would argue that an adequate understand ing flf how wel afare program~ affect children

wi ll requir~ an undarstanding of the simultaneous functioning of the pathway variables , and

an understanding af their reciprocal and possibly offsetting influences . It may wel[ be , far

example, that programs for welfare mothers expose children to better child care

environmen#s, but in creased maternal stress , and thereby less supportive i. nteractions at

home. Such offsetting influences might yield a negligible net influence on chilc~ren . But
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understanding this pattern of simultaneous influence cauld prove essentia~ to modifying

programs in the future sa as to tip the balance towazds programs that benefit children .

Because of these issues, it is crucial that we look beyond the existing correlational

data at the limited set of studies that consider children's development specifically in the

context of prQgrams for welfare or low-income families . In paztieular, we need to ask :

(1) Are these programs in fact bringing about changes in the variables we hav e

identified as potential pathways of influence an children ?

(2) Do changes an these pathway variables mediate any program im~acts on cluldren,

and ~f sq how?

The limited set of studies that considers the implications for children of programs

far welfare or low-income families is very much "in progress ." However, for seven

programs we can now look at findings pertaining to the first of the two questions listed

above . Specifically , there is now evidence addressing the question of wh~ther a variety of

programs for welfare families or low incame fam ilies bring abo~t changes on each of the

pat~way vaziables we have identified for the base model . We ca.n also begin to ask

whether chan .ges appear to be occurriz~g in a direction tbat would predict positive ar

negative autcomes far children . Because results from these studies are often published in

pcoject reports rather than mvre w idely available books or journals , providing a summary of

findings to this point may alsa serve to cal~ wider attention to this work .

What we wauld 14ke to da tvday is look carefully at the evidence to date £or each of

the five pathway variables within this set of studies . For each pathway variab~e we will ask

what spec i~c markers have been examined, whether program impacts on the pathway
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variable have been detected, and whether differences appear to surface soon after

enrollment in the program or only over time . We will also identify gaps in data collected

by the current set of studies .

To anticipate our broad conclusions: (1) Of the pathway variables, ch~nges have

been most universally reparted across differing programs in families' use of child care .

Changes in matemal subjective wellbeing have been reported the least consist~ntly . (2) The

findings to date underscore the importance of fairly long fallow-up periods . Conclusions

differ depending on how long after pragram enrollment data were collected . (3) For each of

the pathway variablES , conclusions differ depending on how each pathway variable is

measured . For example, impacts an educational attainment do not parallel impacts on

educatianal achievement . It will be important to specify which aspects of each pathway

variable appear to be important to children ' s development . This witl be central to the

design of future evaluations , and ta assessing the success of particular programs from t~e

point of view of tE~ .eis i_mpact~ on children .

Brief Overv iew o t' tE~e Seven Evaluations

Table 1 provides a brief description of each of seven programs encompassed in our

review of the evidence to date : 30BS , GAIN, Even Start, New Chance , the Camprehensive

Child Development Progra .m (CCDP), Teenage Parent Demonstration , and Proj ect

Redirection . These programs share in common a number vf characteris~ics . Each serves

either families on welfare or predominantly low-income families ; each pravides some self-

sufficiency services to the parents ; anc~ each evaluation involves comparison of an
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experimental group with either a randamly assigned control group or . (in the case of Prolect

Redirection) a matched comparison group . As we have noted, beyond this com .man set of

characteristics, tl~e programs divide into those that are single generational , aiming primarily

at the ecanomic self-sufficiency of ~he family , and thase that are two generational , with

pragram components aimed at enhancing the development of the children . As can be seen

in the table , while the JOBS and GAIrI Evaluations focus on pragrams that can be

charaeterized as single generational , the rema.inder are two generational . Thus , far exam~le,

wlule the only provisions far ch ildren in JOBS are the vouchers ta pay for child care,

Medicaid , and enhanced child suppart enforcement , New Chaace as a program provides

pediatric care and parenting classes , and aims to provide high quality center-based cluld

care .

It is important to note that the progra .ms dif£er not only on the bas ic distinction of

single- vs . two-generational programming , but also in terms of whether they are mandatory

ar voluntary in nature , use sanctioning faz nonparticipation , the segment of the law- income

population they target , how they obtained the study sample , the breadth of pragram

com~anents , how long the intervention conti .nued, the length of the follow-up period in the

evaluatian, and whether the prograrn is a reflect ion of national policy or a demonstration

project . With programs varying on so many dimensions simultaneausly, it will be difficult

to trace any d ifferences in child impacts across studies to particular program features .

Tables 2 through b summazize the data available from each of the evaluations as to

whether changes have been dacumented on each of the pathway variables . These tables

note rnultiple markers for each of the ~rathway variaUles . For each sepazate marker , the
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table summarizes the evidence by noting a+ for a positive or beneficia .I program impact,

and a- for a negative program impact. 0 indicates that the pragra.~a did not affect this

marker of the pathway vazia~le, whereas a shaded box indica~es that the available reports

for t~is program have not examined impacts for this marl~er .

In some cases there were multiple discrete variabies for a single marker of a

gathruay eaciable. Far example, regarding the pathway of parenting anc} the i~ame

environment, a study might have examined program impacts on a dozen different discrete

measures of cognitive stimulation. We include a+ ar - in a table if ~ discrete variable

pertaining to that marker vc~as affected (in the example above, any one of the dozen

uariables that a study might have considered, regarding the cognitive stimulation marker o f

parenting) . The tables prov ide faotnotes to indicate those rare instances in which very few

significant differences were detected out of a fairly large set of variables considered , thus

rais ing the possibility that findings might be attributable to chance . ~ur goal in these tables

is tv report on the most recent follow-up data from each evaluation . The timing of the

most recent follow-up within each evaluation is indicated in the line labeled "Follow-up

pezifld . "

We turn now ta an exainuaation af tlie question of whether and how changes are

bei.ng reparted on the five base model pathway vaziables .

Famil Economic Status

Table 2 facuses on change in family economic statu s as a potential pathway of

influence on children . This table i ll~strates our point abaut the identification of discrete
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com~onents or markers within pathway variables : the seven evaluations have included fiv e

quite different markers of change in famil y economic status : increased earnings , decreased

AFDC receipt, increased total family income , movement out oF poverty, a .nd maternai (or

parental) employment .

Programs af both t1~e single and two generational type have reported impacts on

earnings a .nd AFDC receipt . GAIN, the Teenage Parent Demonstration, and Project

Redirection all reported significant positive impacts on earn ings . For exa .nnple, across the

three years of the GA .IN evaluation, single parents in the GAIN experimental gro~p earne d

22 percent more than th~ir counterparts in the control group . These earnings effects

increased over time . The same three programs were assoc iated with declines in AFD C

receipt . However , because of the offsetting effects ~f these two changes , both Project

Redirection and the Teenage Pa .rent Demonstrataon report no unpacts on tota .l family

ir~come . (GAIN does not measure impacts on overall incoine) .

The findings in Table 2 also underscore the importance of long term follow up .

New Chance was associated with n~ative impacts on earnings in the first year of its

evaluation (though not the following six months), perhaps due to the opportunity CQSt ~f

educational activities . Further, CCDP was associated with an increase in the proportion of

farnilies receiving AFDC, presumably because of families' inereased access to sezvice

delivery systems . Yet New Chacice , CCDP and Even Start have not yet gone beyand two

years in the ir evaluations . With evidence from GAIN and New Chance suggesting that

impacts on earn ings change over time, it is of great importance that longer term follow-ups

are planned for a number of ongoing evaluations {e . g., New Chance, CCDP , and J~BS) .
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Considering tl~e implications of change in family economic status for children, w e

note that a marker that m ight be considered paRicularly itnportant fvr cb,ildren has been the

least exarnined: movement out of poverty . Shaded areas on the tab~e indicate that studies

have not always considered this variable . Yet as Moore and colleagues have reported at

this conference, movement off of welfare but not aut of poverty does not appear to sufFice

as a basis for improveznen~ in child outc,omes . It is impartant for future studies to

document this aspect of change in family economic status .

Maternal Education

In Table 3 we again see multiple components being dacumented for a singl e

pathway variable; education. We also see divergent conclusions about program impacts

depending on which particula.r marker is examined .

Almost all of the pragrams reviewed report imgacts on artici ation in educationa l

activities . Several program. s (GAIN, Even Start, New Chance and CCDP) also repozt

impacts on educational attainment as well, that is on completion of higber levels of

education . For example in New Chance a tugher proportion of the experimental tha n

control group mothers completed the GED and had co~lege credits ; in GAIN and Even Start

the difference was specif"ic to completion af the GED .

It is quite striki.ag, however, that of the four evaluations that measured bot h

educatior~ai attain.ment (completion of higher leveis of education) and achievement (progres s

on tests of basic skills and literacy), none reports a program impact on aehievement4 . The

4 In 3 out of these 4 programs , there was an impact on atta i~unent but nat achievement; Teenage
Parent Demonstration found impacts on neither .
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most obvious and troubling implicat ion of this pattem is that the GED test does nat ind icate

greater mastery of basic skills ar i .mprovement in literacy, and may not act~ally signify

increased job readiness on the part of the mother (se~ Quint et a1 . (1994) far an excellent

discussion of the reasons for the disjunction between GED attainment and educatianal

achievement) .

Again we must ask which of the markers of maternal education may be im .porta.nt to

chi ldren 's develQpment . Interestingly, the Southpart Institute for Policy Analysis (1992)

has summarized qualitative data indicating that the fact of welfare mothers ' participation in

educational activities may suffice to affect children ' s development. They note frequent

reparts by mothers that just by bringing home the 'u books and homework , their children

observed that these were valued objects and activities , and increased their schooi

mativation. It vvill be very impartant to discern whether changes in materual literacy and

basic skills are required to bring abaut improvements in children's cognitive de~elopme~t,

or whether mothers' participatian in educational programs and changes in educational

attainment suffice to bring about such irnprovements .

Maternal Subjecfive Wellbein~

We 1{now from a number of studies that law income mothers with young children

are at risk in terms of their subjective welibeing. For example, high proportions of low

income mothers (approaching half of study samples) have been reported to show clinically

significant levels of depression (Hail et al ., 1991 ; Ha11 et al ., 1985 ; Quint et al ., 1994) .
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Fwrt~er, many welfare mothers are coping with serious i ife stressors , such as inadequate

housing or having a friend or relative in jai l .

Tab1e 4 shows sign~cant program impacts on participation in mental health services

or counseling in all of the two-generational programs that evaluated part icipation in such

services . Hawever , beyond participatian in services , the evaluations to date are

discouraging as ta program impacts an matemal subjective wellbeing . None of the

evaluations has reparted effects an such markers of interna~ subjective state as depression ,

locus of conttol, or reported stress level .

Turning to more external nnarkers of wellbeing , that is markers that have to do with

social support and social relationships, both New Chance and CCDP report some positive

effects in this area . Experimenta.l group mathers in New Cha.nce report greater availabitity

of social support and greater satisfaction with sacial suppart. Further, experimental group

mothers were more likely to be living with a partner or husband at the 18 month follow-u~,

and control group mothers were mare likely to be living with a parent ~or grandparent . In

CCDP, experimental group children were more likely than control group childr~n ta have

their bialogical fathers ar other father figure living in the household.

Particularly given the evidence that maternal depression, stress and social support ar e

predictive of the quality of mother-c~i~d interactions and of child outcomes, the results to

date are cause for concern. We must ask, on the vne hand, whether pragrams are addressing

the fairly serious problems af subjective wellbeing in these populations appropriately .

Perhaps, for example, longer-term and tnore clinically-oriented interventions axe needed tv

address the widespread depression annong welfare mothers . Alternately, perhaps longer-
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term follow-up would indieate that t~e increasing econamic chauges occurring over time i n

these interventiflns will eventuallv be associated with improvements in markers of

subjective wellbeing .

Child Care

Far child care, by contrast with the other pathway variables, it is no t

isnmediately evident what should be seen as a beneficial program impact; a"+" in the table.

5hould an increase in extent of child care used by famil ies in a treat.~nent group be

interpreted as beneficial in the absence of information on the quality of care used? Chil d

car~ quality, the single marker that coutd be readily interpreted in terms of beneficial or

detrimental program impaets, has rareiy been atudied . Because of this concern, Table 5

uses a different notation system for all markers af cluld care except child care quality,

recording an "i" rather than a"+" for increases in use of differing child care arrangements

and use of child care overall .

In Table 5 we see clear and consistent evidence that both sing~e and tw o

generational programs affect children's participaYaon in nonmaternal care . These impacts

aze apparent both for programs that provide such care on-site (New Chance in most sites,

CCDP, Even Start), and for those programs that instead provide payments and/or referrals

for cluld care (10BS, TeeQage Parent Demanstratian)' . Iz~ addition, such impacts are

5 Teenage Parent Demotastradon pmvided payments for chiid care from licensed day care centers and
approved family day care providers . In addition, two sites provided on-site child care dtrr~tg programt
activities, and one used. program staff for th~s purpose .
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noticeable both early in the evaluation period (JQBS) and up tA two years after random

assignment to the pragram (e .g. CCDF) .

Iu all cases in which a program resulted in increased use of chiZd care, the resul#s

indicate increased use of formal arrangements . In addition, three studies {JOBS, New

Chance, Teenage Parent Demonstration) report an increase in the use of some or alI forms

of in£ornial care . It is noteworthy that even when choice a~ type af care was left to

maternal discretion (e .g. JOBS), the increase in use of formal care was greater.

Table 5 reveals a gap in the available evidence . Oniy one study -- Teenage Parent

Demonstration -- has dacumented whether program participation is associated with an

impact in terms of the quality af care the child is ~posed to . Teenage Parent

Demonstration fonnd some evidence that program mothers were pushed toward caxe of

~esse~ quality, alth~ugh most indices of quality showed no group differences . Unfortunately

we do not have data from other programs to support or chall~nge this tentative concIusion .

Programs such as CCDP and Even Start provided access to early childhoad educational

programs that were e ither carefully deve~oped as part of the intervention, or available in

local communities . Particularly when care was ava.ilable in the comrnunity, quality has not

been dacumented . Thus it is important ta document experimental-control group differences

in the q~ality of care received, and particularly so foc programs where type of care is left

open to mothers' cl~oice .
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Home E~vira~men t

As can be seen in Table b , programs that include a parenting component have

produced significant increases in participa#aon in such activities . However, evidence

regarding the extent to which programs are assaciated with changes in reported or observe d

parenting behavior is somewhat mixed , and because different evaluations have included

various measures of parex~ting or the home environment , cross-program comparisons are

difficult . We have attempted to group m .easures of the home environment into those

measuring the socioemotional dQmain and those measuring cognitive aspects .

Project Redirection is notable for showing impacts on parenting at tlie five-year

follow-up, including subscates af la .nguage stimulation in the home, mat~mal wa .rmth and

affection, and maternal acceptance . Other programs report effects on either the

socioemotional or cognitive domain. Looking at the socioernotianal measures , four studies

(New Chance , CCDP, Teenage Parant Demonstration in its observational sub-study , ancf

Redirection) hava reported that mothers in the exper imental group are more warm and less

harsh i .n their beliefs or behaviors with their c~ildren . Twa programs (Even Start and

Redisection) report unpacts on aspects of the home environment related ta cognitive

development . However, while Even Start was associated with an increase in reading

rnaterials in t~e home, there were no program impacts on several other zneasures of

cognitiva stimulation, such as how often the parent talks with the cfuld or engages in

certai.n activities .

Group contrasts of parenting in the JOSS St~dy are planned for later waves of the

evaluation and for an o~servationa] substudy . Findings from JQBS will be important in
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determining whether effects on parenting occur only when there are .program components

aimed specifically at mother-cluld relatians . We have speculated that even though there is

no component in the JOBS program focused an parenting behavior , effects on mother-child

relations may occur if mothers are stressed by this mandatory program, if employment goes

agai~st their beliefs about appropriate rales for mathers wi#h preschaolers , or alternately if

mothers experience an increase in self-esteem or sense of mastery as a result of program

participation .

Summarv and Conclus ions

From the evidence available to date, there appear to be ma.rked differences in the

extent to which the diffez-ent pathway variables are affected 6y the different interventions .

At the extremes, child care use was reported ta increase in each o£ the studies that

evaluated it, while changes in measures of maternal subjective vc~ellbeing were rarely

reported across the seven evaluations . In anticipatiug patterns of influence on chiidren , the

findings to date suggest that child care will be a particularly impartant pathway to consider .

A high priority should be placed in future work on documenting changes not only in the

quantity but also in the quality of child care experienced by children in association with

mothers ' program partic ipation .

The set of stud ies moving forward at present will provide a uniqu~ opportunity to

exami~e with greater specificity the particular changes in famiiy cireumstances that are

important to the developanent of children in wetfare pragrams . Fflr example , the evidence

to date suggests that pragrams increase educatianal atta inment but not cognitive
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achievement. Will higher educational attainment in the absence of changes in acluevement

su~ce to af'fect children's development? If so, then we will have new and important

information to enter into the debate on the relative importance of these two variables . We

will alsa have a new perspective from which to eva~uate the succ~ss of the pragrams .

Findings to date also caution us against confe~sing an initial pattern of f~ndings f4r a

long-term pattem of results . We have seen that program impacts on earnings can grow

over time. Are there similar but undocumented patterns fnr other pathway variables? For

example, vvauld a careful examinatian of changes in parenting behavior aver time show a

pattern soon after motlaers' program enro~lment quite different from what would be

documented years later, when longer term adaptations and economic effects have come to

be felt?

We have identified a number of gaps in the existing research . Future studies should,

if pos s ible, go beyond documenting earnings and AFDC receipt , to documenting movement

out of poverty . Too few studies have included measures of literacy and basic skills .

Studies need to document graup differences in quality as well as type of claild care . Work

is needed evaluating mare cluucally-oriented interventions with welfare mot .hers , to ask

whether such interventions improve markers af intemal subjective stat~ .

Our review has been constrained by the status of ongo ing evaluations . Having

provided a~nore differentiated view of the pathway vaziabtes in the present review, it will

be important for these evaluations to coutinue to identify which particular component or

components of each pathway variable are important ta pa .rticulaz child autcomes. It will

also be crucial for studies to consider how the effects on different pathway variable s
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summate . Perhaps small but posit~ve differences occurring an multipie pathway variables

summate to create strong positive effects on children . Alternatively , offset#ing effects an

differing pathway variables (for example positive unpacts on family eax -nings but negative

impacts on cluld care quality) cauld summate to yield iittle or na net effect on cbildren ' s

development . Detailed information on the simultaneaus operation of multiple pathway

variables will be central to the understanding of program impacts on children .

Looking beyond this important colaort af ongoing studies , a planful research agend a

needs to be set in place, in which a complementaiy set of rigorous studies is implemented

to address the gaps in our current understanding (Smit~, 1993) . With such a plan in piace,

we can increase our understanding of the role of particular pathways and vf their

interactians .
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Table 1
Description of Programs and Project Report s

Jab Opportuni#ies and Basic Skills Training Progra m
The Job Opportunities and Basic Skills (J~BS) Training Program was enacted under the federa€

Family Support Acr of 1488 . JOBS provides education, training and employment services to faznilies
receiving AFDC in order to enaourage self-sufficiency and reduce welfa.re dependency . ]'OBS is mandatory
for welfare recipients with children age 3 and above (ar age one, at state optian) and failure to participate
can result in sanctions . The J~BS evaluation, being conducted b~ Manpower Demonst~ation Research
Corparation (MDRC), includes the random assignment of over 55,0~0 JOSS eligibles ta e~erimental or
coantrol groups in seven sites around the country . The IOBS evalua#ion also includes a substudy of the
effects of JOBS on chi.idren -- the ]OBS Child Outcames Study (COS) -- which is being conducted by
Child Trends, Inc. under subcontract to MDRC. The C~S involves data collection in three sites over a
four- to five-yeaz follow-up peri.od, from approximately 3,000 families with a youngest child aged 3 tA 5 at
the time of random assignrnent . Results for the current paper are based on data collected in one site, Fulton
County, GA, an average of 3 months followin.g random assignment to the 30BS pmgram .

Moore , K .A ., Zaslow , M . J ., Coiro , M . J ., Mi~ler, S .M ., & Magenheirn, E . (1995} . How rvell do they
fare? AFDC famrlres with preschool age children at the outset of rhe J~BS Program . Washingtan , D . C :
Child Trends , Inc .

Greater Avenues far Independence Progra m
Califomia's Greater Avenues for Independence (GAIN) Pmgram was established in 1985 and was

the first of i~s kind to emphasize large-scale, mandatory participation in basic education, in addition to job
search, training and unpaid work experience, for welfare recipients who were considered to need it .
GAIN's emphasis on basic education was subsec~uently embodied in the Family Support Act of i988 and its
canterpiece, Ehe JOBS Program. The multi-year evaluation of GATN was condacted by MDRC and
included over 33,000 individuals who were assigned to either an experimental group or control group .
MDRC has produced a series of reports from the GAIN evaluation, including most recently a three-year
impacts report.

Martinson, K., & Friedlander, D . (199~) . GAIN: Basic education in a welfare-to-work program .
New York: Manpower Dernonstration Reseazch Corporation.

Riccio , 7 ., Friedlander,
of a welfare-to-work program .
Corparation .

D., & Freedman, S . (1994) . GAIN.• Benefits, costs, and three year impacts
Executive summary . New Yark: Manpower Demonstration Reseazch

The Even Start Family Literacy Program
Administered by the U .S. Department of ~ducation, Even Start awarded grants far 240 program

sites between 1989 and 1991 . Even Start targets low-income families in whieh the parent is in need of
adult basie education and has a child under age 8 . Even Start integrates three types of core services : adttlt
basic education, parenting education, and eazly childhood education . In addition, support services such as
child care, heaith care, and transportation are provided by Even Start sites ar coflperating progranis .
Although most Even Start programs are center-based, some deliver services ttirough home visits . Fatnilies
may remain active in Even Staxt as long as they meet initial eligibility criteria . The Even Start evalua~ion is
being conducted by A~it Associates . 'I7~is paper relies on program impacts from the Even Start In-Depth
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Study, in which partici~ants in 5 projects were randomly assigned to either a treabment ar control group,
collected appmximately nine months after random assignment . A final report is forthcoming .

St. Pierre, R ., Swartz, J ., Murray, S., Deck, D., & Nickel . P. {1993) . National evaluation of the
Even Start Family Liieracy Program . Washington, D .C: U.S . Department of Edncation .

New Chance
New Chance is a national demonstration program that was operated in 16 sites between 1989 and

1992 . New Chance programs were directed toward mothers aged 16 to 22 who becaztte parents before age
20 and who were high schoal dropouts and welfare recipients . New Chance provided a camprehensive,
structured set of supports and services for parents and children, including : case-management; preparation for
the high school equivalency (GED) test ; vocational training ; classes in career plazming, health, nutrition,
family pianning, and parenting; pediatric services for the children; and ch~ld cate (on-site at 10 of the
programs) . New Chance pmgrams primarily served volunteers, who were randomly assigned to either an
experimental or cantrol group . 'I'he New Chance evaluataon is being conducted by MDRC, and data from
the 1 S month follow-up are used for the current paper .

Qui .nt, J .C., Polit, D .F., Bos, H., & Cave, G. (1994) . New Gha~►ce: Interim findings on a
eomprehensive program for disadvantaged young mothers and their children . New Yorlc: Manpowar
Demonstration Research Corporation .

Comprehensive Child Development Pragra m
Created through Federal legislation in 1989, the Comprehensive Child Development Program

(CCDP} is a larger-scale demonstration designed ta make comprehensive, contint~aus supports available to
families and chi~dren from birth through the child's entry into school . Core child services include health
eare; child care, early childhood education, and earl .y intervention for developmental problems ; aud nutritian
services . Parents and other adult members of the famiiy receive prenata~ care, parenting education, health
care, job readiness services, and other needed supports such as mental hea€th and substance abuse treatrnent .
The demonstration current~y operates in 34 sites and serves approximately 5000 families . The impact
evaluation of CCDP is conducted by Ab# Associates Inc . and re~ies on randam assignment af families to an
~xperimental or control group in 29 of the 34 CCBP sites . Tf~is paper utilizes findings from a preliminary,
two yeaz follow-up of GCDF .

St. Pierre, R ., Goodson, B ., Layzer, J. ; & Bemstezn, L. {1994) . National impact evaluation of the
Comprehensive Child Development Prngratn . Washington, D .C: U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services .

Teenage Parent Demonstration
The Teenage Pazent Demonstration was a major, large-scale demonstration initiative sponsared by

the Department of Health and Human Services . Began in 1986, the demonstration was designed ta rednce
~ong-ternn welfare dependency by promoting self-sufficienay among teenage pazents, the graup most
vulnera.ble to long-term weifare dependency . Over a two-and-a-half year enrollment period, all first time
teenage parent weLfare recipients wi#hin the demanstration sites were enrolled in the study sample . Half
were randomly selected to participate in mandatory JOBS-type programs ofFering "enhanced services" to
support pa.rticipation in school, work, and job training. The other half of the study sampie received only
regu[ar AFDC benefits, with no school ar work requirements . The damonstxation programs operated under
a case manageinent madel, and programs also offer se~pportive services for cnild caze ant~ transporta~tion .
Three demonstration programs were in operation frorn late 1987 to mid-149t : two in New Jersey and one in
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Ch icago. Mathematic Policy Research (MPR) is eonducting the angoing evaluation of the demonsnation
programs . Findings in the current report rest prirnari~y on the 30-month folIow up of the stud y sample ,
although effects on parenting are alsa dra,wn from a prese~tation of findings from the ob servational
substudy of demonstration pa .rticipants ,

Maynard, R . (1993) . Buildrng self-suf~f'iciency among tivelfare-dependent teenage parents .
Princeton, NJ: Mathematica Policy Research .

Maynazd, R., Nicholson, W., & Rangasajan, A . (1993) . Breaking the eycle of poverty: The
ef~'ecttveness of mandatory serviees for welfare-dependent teenage parents . Princeton, NJ: Mathematica
Policy Research .

Bmoks-Gunx~, J ., Aber, J .L., & Berlin, L . J . (~993, Novem~er} . A considexaxion of self-sufficiency
and parenting in the conteart of tlie Teenage Parent Demonstration Program. In ] . Brooks-Gunn (chair), The
Effects of a Two-Genera .tion Pro ram on Mothers and children : The Te e Parent Demonstration
Pro~ram. Symposium conducted at th~ Second National Head Start Research Conference, Washington,
D.C .

Project Redirectio n
Project Redirection was a demonstration program aperated in the early 1980s whose impa~cts were

evaluated in four sites . Redirection was directed toward teenagers who were 17 ar younger, lacked a high
school diplama or equivalency degree, and were ei#her receiving or eligihle to receive AFDC . The progrun
provided comprehensive services aimed at educational, job-related, parenting, and life management skills,
and also encouraged parkicipants to delay fiuther childbearing. Redirection was a voluntaay program . The
impact evaluation consisted of comparisons of program teens with "comparison" teens who met the
Redirection eligibility requirements but lived in cities not offering the program . The demonstration was
sponsored by the Manpower Demonstration Reseazc~ Corpora .tion {MDRC) . The impact evaluation was
conducted by Humanalysis and the American Institutes for Reseazch under contract to MDRC, and included
one, two, and five yeaz follow ups .

Polit, D . F ., Quint, J . C ., & Riccio , 7 . A . (1988) . The challenge of serving teenage mothers :
Lessons f'rom Project Redirection , i+tew York, NY : Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation .
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Table 2

Sumtnary of Progra~n Impacts on Family Economie Status
From Mast RecenNy Available Follow-Ups of Seven Program s

Programs Facused an Adult Two-Generational Cocnprehens ive Programs
5elf-Sufiiciency

JOBS GAIN Even Start New Chance CCDP Teenage Parent Redirection
Demonstra.tion

Follow-Up Periodb 3 Mos 3 Yrs 9 Mos 18 Mos 2 Yrs 2g mos 5 yrs

l . Increased Earning s + - ' 0 + +

2 . Decreased APUC receipt ? ~ i + 0 4 - + +

3 . Increased Total family income ' ' . . .' . . ; .! : 0 0 0 0 0

4 . Moving Uut of Poverty 1 ' . . . ., ;:; + :: ~ : p

5 . Employed + 0 Og 0 f p

NOTE: + positive impac# ; - negative impact; 0 no impact . Shaded indicates this outcome not examined.

6'lhese numbe~s repre s eni the average len gth o f follow-up periotl for e ach study.

~ Looking acro ss the eatire l8 monlh follow-up perio d, ihere was a negative impaot on eaznings. H owever it is imp o rtant io n ote th at hy the sixth (fm al) qua Rer of 1he 18 month
follow-up p eriod, 1F~ere was na longe r an impac t on eamin ga .

8 Impact on employment was evid ent for first yeaz hut not ovetall foFl ow- up pe ri o d .



Table 3
Summary of Program Impacts on Educat ion

From Mast Recen~ly Available Foliaw -Ups of ~Seven Pragram s

Programs Facused on Adult Twa-Ge~erational Comprehensive Program s

Self-5ufticienc y

]OBS GAIN Even Start New Chance CCDP Teenage Parent Redireedo n
Demonstration

Follow-Up Period 3 Mos 2-3 Yrs 9 Mos 18 Mos 2 Yrs 28 mos 5 Yr s

1. Participateon + +9 + + + . D

2. Attaiument + + -~ + 0 0

3. Achievement 0 6 4 0

NOT'E: + pasitive impact ; - negative impact; 0 no impact . Shad ed ittdicates this outcome not examined.

9 Ass um ed bec ause 85°l0 of families pat#i cipated in adult educ a#i on.



Table 4
Surnmary of Program Irnpacts a n

Maternal Subjective Well -Being and Social Relation s
~'rom Most Recently Available Follow-Ups of Seven Prugram s

Programs FocUSed on Adu1t TwaGenerational Comprehensive Program s
Self-Suf~ciency

.~OB5 GAIN Even S#art New Chance CCDP Teenage Pazent Redirection
Demonstration

Follow-Up Period 3 Mos 2-3 Yrs 9 Mos ~ 8 Mos 2 Yrs 28 mos 5 Yrs

1 . Participation in ~nental health NA NA NA + + +10 + "
services, life skills training, or
counse~ing

2. Internal subjective state ~ 0 0 0 Q1 2

3. Relationships/Soeial Support 0 0 + + p

N4T~: t positive impact; - nega6ve impac# ; ~ no impact ; NA = progiam did not offer this component. Shaded indicates this outcome not examined .

10 Persanal casnmunic ation , Maynard, N ovemb er 30 , 1994 .

11 Reportad at 1 and 2 ye ar folFowa ups, nat 5 year.

12 Broaks- G unn , Aber, & Berlin ( (993) rep o rt no imp ac i nn depress i o n or daily hass l es for th e observati o n al study subs aznple.



Table 5
Sum~nary of Program Impacts on

Child Care Use and Quality
Crom Mast Recently Available Follow-Ups of Seven Program s

Programs Focused on Adult Two-GeneraNonal Comprehensive Program s
Self-Sufficiency

JOBS GA[N Even Start New Chance CCDP Teenage Parent Redirection
I3emonstration

Follow-Up Period 3 Mos 2-3 Yrs 9 Mos 18 Mos 2 Yrs 28 mos 5 Yrs

1 . Overall use of chi~d care i . . . . :; i13 i a i ' '~.
. . .. . . . .

2 . Use of formal care i . :;: '_ ;; i i ~ ; l ~ a

3 . Use of informal care i `' i l s ; ;,.: 1 ~ c

4 . Quality af care ~ . . . . < . .. . . . . . :i . . . :~ : . ; . ;, ~ ~

NOTE: "i" iundicates a significant increase in use of child care . In the absence of infarmation on chiEd care quatity, we chose not to interpret these changes in
terms of ben~cial or detrimental program impacts . Shaded indicates this outcome not exanvned.

~~ Ass umed b ecause 97% of participanls had child (ren) wh o receive d early ch i ldh oo d educaiio n.

14 ~~ea se d u se of He ad Stast; oth er Ty p es of caze not mea sure d.

1
5 Impact on use of fatnily day c aze oF unral ated b abysitter, but not on use o f relative care.

1 6 .~Q oui of tluee sitea repoi# imp acts an u s e of relativ e and family day care,

~7 Based oa a siuvey of family day aara provicl ers, pmYitler s of exp erimenta.! group children had sligh8y le ~s educatinp thatt provideis af control groap children. Howaver, otlcer
indic es of quality (6ro up s i ze , ratio, provide rs ' years o f e xperie nce , perc ent l icen sed, p enent with ohi ld c aze tra in ipg } did n ot differ.



Table b

$ummary of Program Impacts on Parenting
And the Home Environmen t

Fwom Most Recently Available Foilow-Ups of Seven Program s

Programs Focused on Adult Two-Generational Comprehensive Programs
Self-5ufficiency

34BS GA]N E ven Start N ew Chance CCDP Teenage Fareni Redirection
Demonstration

Follow-Up Period 3 Mos 2-3 Yrs 9 Mos i8 Mos 2 Yrs 3 Yrs1 9 5 Yrs

1 . Partiaipation in Parenting classes NA NA +20 + + +21 ~2z

2 . Socioemotiunat Measures + ~ +23 ~

3 . Cognitive Measures +24 0 0 d -~

NO'TE: + positive impact; - negative impact ; 0 no impact ; NA ~ program did not offer this component . Shaded indicates #his ontcome not examined .

19 PraBra m imp acts on pazenting are ba sed on findings fox a s mall subsample of Teenag e Pazent Demonstration p artic ip ants (l ess than 1 0% of full sample ), presente d by Bro oks _
Gurm, Aber & B erlin at the 1993 naiional Head Sta~t res eaYCh conference . A mo re de tailed teport on the Teenage Patant Dem an siration observational study i s forthcom ing.

Z~ Assum ed b ecause 94% of partic ipants p azticipated in parenting education.

2 1 Pers onal communication by M aynstd, iVovember 30, 1 494.

2Z Impact reported at l year; not rep orted for 5 yeaz fo ilow-up .

Z3 However, given tha number o f varia bles eonsid e red, and th e numb er on which s igiific anf di fferences occurred, the few signific ant d iffere nces may be attributable ta chance.

24 Even Start reports p ositive imp act o n azx►ount o f raad ing materials in ~he home, but no impact on 7 other m e~sures of cogn itive stimulation.
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