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PROJECT UN STATE-LEVEL CHII,D OUTCOMES: INITIAL MEETIlYG
Wyndham Bristoi Hotel

2430 Pennsylvania Avenue, N .V~ .
Washingtan, D .G . 2003 7

Ph: (202) 955-b40p / F~ : {202) 775-84$9

We ay, November fi_ 1996

9 :30-10 : OQ SIGN-Ihi

10 : 04 INTRODUCTION : SETTING CONIMON GROUN D
Welcome and Introduction of Attendees -- Kristin Moore (Child Trends, Inc. ) ; Howard Roiston
{D irector , Offce of Planning, Research , and Evaluation ; Admi~ istration for Children and Familias ;
U.S. DI-~ISj; Martha Moorehouse (O~ce of the Assistant Secretary for Plann ing and Evaluation,
U .S. DHHS)

10 :45 OVERVIEW : BiTILDING COMMQN DEFII~TITTONS -- Martha Moarehause

L Indicators : Ag~rggate Meas~ '~~2f Child W _ell-being Qver Tun~
-- Speaker: Kristin Moore

• What are "indicators"?
• Purpose of indicators: What yau can do, what you can't do

• Criteria of g4gc~ indicators
• Examples af i~dicators at tl~e federal and state levels
• Discussion

II . : Uo Welf Pra r e t Children~

-- Speaker: Martha Zaslow, Child Trends, Inc.

• What are "child impacts"7
• Purpose af child impacts: What you can do, what you can't d a
• What aspects of child well-being may be affected by welfare progrants?
• Discussion

III . Intervening Mecha .ni sms through Which Welfare Pragrains Mav AfFect Children
-- Speaker: Sharon M. McGroder , Ch i ld Trends , Ine .

• What is meant by "intervening mechanisms"?
• Through what mechanisms might welfare programs affect child well-being?
• Why are intervening mechanisms important ta study 7
• Discussion

12 :1 0 WRAP-LT P -- Krisfin Moore

12:15 LiJNCH {will be provided)



Wednesda,y, November 6, 1946 (cont .)

1 :4Q STATE PRESENTATI4N S
-- Introduction bv Moderator -- Kristin Moar e

1 :15-2:15 I. Session I-- Chi~d Imnacts from Adania nistrative Data
-- Moderator : Jeff Evans, NICHD
-- Presenters :

J . Oshi Ruelas (Research Analyst, Califomia Department of Social Services)
Dave Gruenenfelder (Manager, Eva .luation Section of the Illinois Department of Public A id)
Chuck Brandenburg (Indiana Family and Social Services Admin istration )

Discussion

2 :15-3 : I S II . Session II -- Child Impacts from Survevs at~d Child Assess~nents
-- Moderatar: Martha 2aslow
-- Presenters :

Don Winstead (Welfare Reform Administrator, Florida Department of
Heal~h and Rehab ilitative Services}

Bob Lovell (Director of Program Evaluation, Michiga.n Family Independence Agency)
Jackie Martin (Supervisor, Bureau of Welfare Refarm, Ohio Department

of Human Serv ices)

Discussion

3 :15-3 :30 <BREAK>

3 :34-4:30 III . Session III -- Intervening Mechanis~ns lfrom Administrative or Suarvey Data~,

-- Modera.tor: Sharon McGroder
-- Presenters :

Deb Bingamsn (Federal Welfare Reform Coordinator, Iowa

Department of Human Services )
Mark Heuschkel (Planning Analyst, Connecticut Department of

Social Services)
Chuck Johnson (MFIP Project Director, Minnesota Department of Human Services )

Discussion

4:30-5 :34 IV, Session N-- Child Indicators
-- Moderator: ICristin Moore
-- Presenters :

Marge Reinhart (Quality Ass~rance Manager, Oregon Department of Human Resources)
~h~ryl Mitchell (Deputy Secretary, Vermont Agency of Human Services)
Carol Baron (VIP Evaluation Manager, Virginia Deparhnent of Human Services )

Discussion



WednesdaX November 6 . 1996 (cont J

5 :30 SUIvIlvIARY
Greetings and Introduction of Barbara Blum -- Olivia Golden, Acting Assistant

Secretary for Children and Families, U.S. DHHS
Summary Remarks -- Barbara Blum, 4utgoing President, Foundation for Child

Development
Crreetings and Closing Remarks -- Ann Rosewater, Deputy Assistant Secretary for

Huma~ Services Policy, Office of the Assistant Secretary far Planning and Evaluation, U .S . DHHS

6 :00 RECEPTION AND CONTINUING DISCUSSION

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

ursdav. November 7 . 1996

5 :00 CONTiNENTAL BREAKFAS T

$:30 WELCOME BACK -- Kristi~ Moore

8:45-10:15 CHILD IMPA~TS, INTERVEMNG MECHANISMS, AND GHILD WELL-BEING
INDICATORS: DATA CQLLECTTQN OPTIDNS -- Moderatar : Martha Moorehouse

I . A Menu of Possible Designs . and Trade-offs -- Presenters : 5uzanne Miller, Christopher Botsko, Robin
Dion, and Erin Oldham, Child Trends, Inc .

• Administrative records (linked to researoh sample)
• Phonesurveys
• Teacher surveys
• In-home surveys
• Direct child assessrnents
• Self-administered questionnaires ("SAQ")
• In-home observations
• Video demonstration of selected data collection strategie s

II . ~~le of an Irnpact Design : The J~BS Evaluation -- Presenter : Suzanne Miller

III . Examnles of State-level Indicators Desig r,~ -- Presenter: Kristin Moore

IV . Summarv -- Kristin Moore

V. Introd ct'o Mo in Warkin S s'on o nv ~ After Break -- Kristin Moor e

t~:15-1430 <BREAK>



Thursdav. November 7 . 1996 fcont . ~

10:30-12:45 WORKING SESSI~N : MOVING TOWARD COMMON C~NSTRUCTS
Group I: CA, CT, MI, VA

-- Group I . Faciiitators : Greg Duncan, Sharon McGroder, Robin Dion

-- Group I . Spokesperson: A designated representative from a state
Group II: IL, IA, OH, OR

-- Group II . Facilitators : Larry Aber, Martha Zaslow, Erin Oldham
-- Group II . Spokesperson : A designated representative from a state

Group III : FL, IN, MN, VT
-- Group III . Facilitators : Kristin Moore, and Suzanne Miller, Christopher Botsko
-- Group III . Spokesperson : A designated representative from a stat e

Topics that each groe~p will discuss, and general time frame :
10:30-11 :30 Child Impacts

o V~Thich child outcomes may be affected by state policies? How would this vary by age group?
o Data sources for child outcomes to measure child impact s
o Thoughts on possible core child outcomes to be measured by all state s

11 :30-12:04 Intervening Mechanisms
o W~at are some of the rnechanisms through which your state's demonstration may impact ehildren?
o Thonghts on possible core intervening mechanisms to be measured by all state s

12 : 00-12:45 Child Indicators
o How ca~ indicators be used to track child well-being ?
o What sources of indicatar da .ta are available for your state?
o Thoughts on possible core child well-being indicator s to be measured by all states

12:45 - 1 :30 LUNCH {will be provided)

1 :30-2 :45 WORKING GROUPS REPORT TO ~ULL GROLTp -- Moc~erator : Larry Aber
Group I(CA, CT, MI, VA) Spokesperso n
Group II (IL, IA, QH, QRj Spokesperson
Group III (FL, IN, MN, VT} Spokesperson
Summary Comments -- Larry Aber

2 : 45 NEXT STEPS -- Kristin Maore

3 :00 ADJ4URN



SUMMARY OF WEDNESDAY N~VEMBER 6 PRESENTATIONS

OVERVIEW: BUILDING CUMMON DEFIIVITION5

Representati~es of twelve sta .tes and their 111 S waiver evaluation teams met in
VVashington, DC. They were welcomed by Howard Ralston of the Administration for Cluldxen
and Families (ACF), who emphasized the importance of the opportunity to add child impact
studies into states' ongoing evalua .tions . Noting uncertainty ainong states regarding their abi lity
to sustain their current evaluations, Dr . Rolston described an announcement that had been sent to
all states. The government will make about $7 .5 miilion available annually for evaluations
among the states . Martha Moorehouse, representing the Office of the Assistant 5ecretary for
Plamung and E~aluatian {ASPE), also reflected ASPE ' s interest in making children a facus of
the discussion from the outset . Dr. Moarehouse noted the government's interest not only in
experimental child impact studies but in developing state-level indicatoxs of child well-being .

The meeting began with a session designed to establish a common vocabulary across the
state evaluation teams .

L Indicators: Aggregate Measures af Child Well-being 4ver Tim e

An indicator was defined as "a measure of a behavior or a condition or status that can be
tracked aver time, across peaple, andlor across geographic units ." Economic indicators such as
the unemployment rate are used regularly . Numerous child well-being indicators are tracked at
the nati4nal Ievel , such as the teen b irth rate, the cl~ild immunization rate , and the dropout rate ;
but fewer indicators are available at the state level . Indicators can appropriately be used to #rack
well-being trends . However, since we11-being is determined by many factars , care is warranted if
indicators are used to assess accounta .bility (e .g., to hald sta .te public health afficials solely
responsible for trends in adolescent childbearing) . Indicator data . cannot show causality . A good
system af indicators will assess a braad array of ineasures of child well-being across the
childhood years .

II. Chi ld Impacts : Do Welfare Programs Affect Children?

Impaets were defined as ix~ ,easures of the effects of a policy ar pragram . Impacts are
measured in the context of evaluation research, examining the implications of a policy or
pragram by contrasting outcomes for those exposed to the program or policy with those nat
exposed to it. By conhast with indicators, impacts do not pertain to a whole population, for
example of a couniy, state, or country . Instead, they are spec ific to the kinds of families included
in the program evaluation, Programs may have different ial effects on such aspects of child well-
being as cagnitive developrnent, health, adjustment, and social competence . As a result, when
studying pragram impacts on child well-being, it is important to cansider including measures of
developmant in all these domains . An incorrect distinction that is soanetimes made between
impacts and indicators concerns the ~evel of complexity or detail of the measure of child well-
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being. I# is not correct that an indicator involves a superficial or brief ineasure , while an impact
involves a more detailed measure of child well-being . Rather the key distinetion between
indicators and impacts involves the type of sampl~ they are dravcm from . A direct assessment of
a child's cognitive development coutd serve as an indicatar if it were callected for every ehiid in
a population (or a representa.tive sample of that population) . The same measure could serve as an
impact measure if it were used as part of a program e~aluation, cantrasting the develop~nent of
chaldren who had and had . nat been exposed to a particular program . In the same way , a brief
marker af child well-being , such as the number of children rece iving an inoculation, could serve
as either an indicator or an impaet measure, depending an the sample it was collected frfltn .
Indicator and impact measures can complement each Qther, providing state policy makers with a
more comprehens ive view of how children are faring .

A discussion arose at the meeting concerning whether impacts must be studied in the
context of evaluation s#udies involving experirnental designs . Experimenta .l des igns, ar designs
in which research participants are randomly assag~ .ed ta be exposed to the program or pol icy or
not, have the important strength of permitting causal conclusions . In such research approaches ,
because selection into the progra~n is randornly assigned, differences in outcomes can be
attributed to the experience of the particular pr~gram rather than to initial chaxacteristics of the
families. The states represented at the meeting all have ongoing stud ies of the economic impacts
of their welfare waiver policies involving exp~rimentai designs, to wh ich further measures of
child well-being could be added . It was nflted that this is an unusual opporturiiry to study
program impacts on child wetl-being in a rigar~us way. However, there axe other research
designs, albeit allowing weaker causal conclusions, in wh ich ehild outcames can be studied that
do not involve random assignrnent . One state representative noted, for example , the instance in
which there may be reluctance to prevent the exposure of families in a control group to a
parogxam or policy that already has a known and pvsitive track reccard . Nevertheless,
incorporating child impact modules into an experimentai framework provides a unique
opportuniiy to expand our knowledge base regarding the impact of varied welfare reform
strategies on children.

I~L Intervening Mecha~isms Through Which Welfare Programs May Affect C~ildren

Intervening ~naechanisms were defined as "ways in wlvch welfare programs may have
impacts on children." It is importar~t to note two key features of intervening mechanisms : (a)
they are a~`'ected 8y welfare progratns (whether or nat they are explicitly targeted for change by
the program}, and, in turn, (b) they can af~'ect child ~uell-being. Five possible intervening
mecha.nisms were discussed, though there are certainly likely t~ be more : (1) househflld ancUor
family income, (2) maternai education, (3) maternal psychological well-being, {4) parenting and
the home environment, and (5) child care . It is important to study intervening mechanisms to
understand why observed child ixnpacts came about, as well as to examine possible reasons why
child impacts did not come about. if there were na impacts of the welfare program on chi~dren, it
may ha~e been because the program : (i) did not activate any intervening rr~echanism through
which a ch~ld can be affected, {ii) did activate intervening mechanisms, but the changes were no t

8



of a suff cient magnitude to lead to changes in child well-be ing, or (i ii) activated multiple
intervening mechanisms, wi#h the effects of some mechanisms heing offset or counterbalanced
by the effects of other mechanisms . A fourth important poss ibility, raised by an evaluator in the
audience, reiates ta the timing of inease ,uernent : data collection on child well-being andlor
intervening mecha~usms d id not take ptace at a time when changes in these variables were likely
ta have oecurred. In sum, with an understanding of how ch i ld impacts did or did not occur,
program developers can modify welfare programs in the future to "tip the balance" towards
components and supportive services likely to result in pos itive ou#comes for chilcEren and
families .

STATE PRESENTATI4NS

Each state was reques~ed tQ make a 15-minute presentation that briefly described the
policy initiatives undertaken under the 1115 waiver, the current waiver demanstration
evalua.tions in pracess, the questions they hope ta answer about the impact of wa iver provisions
on participants, and plans to collect data on indicators af chi ldr~n's well-being . State
representatives were also asked to discuss their state's plans for the enhanced evaluat ion with an
emphasis on one of fuur areas : measuring child impacts using adrninistrative data; measuring
child impacts using surveys and assessments ; measuring i~tervening mechanisms using
administrative ar survey data; and measuring indicatvrs of child well-being. Rapresentatives
were also asked to describe the questions that their states hope ta answer about the impact of
waiver provisions on children af participants and their goals for the planning phase of the Project
on State-Level Chiid Outcames .

I. Sessian I: Chi~d Impacts from Administrative Data

Although the three states who presented information in th is first sessian identified
numerous areas in which they were currently using or planning data collection strategies, they
were asked to focus on oppartun ities for obtaining informatian on child impaets from
administrative records . In particular , these states were asked ta discuss plans foz integrat ing data
bases from multiple saurces , and plans to have information from thase data . bases linked to the ir
research samples.

1. J. Oshi Raelas (Researeh Analyst, C~lifarnia Department of Social Services )

J. 4shi Ruelas described Californ .ia's existing demonstrations and plans fia enhance them .
Currently, Califurnia has two welfare demonstratian prajects being carried out statewide : the
Califomia Work Pays demonstration project, and the Cal-Learn Demonstration projec~ . The
Califorrua Work Pays demonstxation involves work incentives, while Cal-Learn is directed
taward pregnant and parenting teens on welfare and aiams at increasing the graduation rate .
Current data collection efforts involve both admin istrat ive and survey data, including a
praspective survey of high risk adolescents, beginning in l~te 1996 . However, Ruelas was asked
to facus an the administrative data collectia~ effort. California plans to expand #heir eurrent
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effort to fiirtlier integrate their a.~ready we11-linked state administrative records, and to link these
records to survey information obtained from their study samples in the ir ongoing evaluation of
Cal-Learn. Administrativ~ data for both evaluations includ~ records from : AFDC, Food Stamps,
Medi-Cal, chiid care, ancillary services , transgortation , birth records, and wage data . Californ ia is
considering enhancing its data collection on children, both through expanding its use of
administrative records and through further survey waves . Ruelas presented a detailed overhead
showing both hypothesized intervening mechanisms and outcomes for children and facni lies
differentiated by child age .

2. Dave Grue~enfelder (Manager, Evaluation Section of the Illinois Department of Public
Aid)

Dave Gruenenfelder described his state's atternpts to increase self-sufficiency arnong
welfare recipients by focusing on time limits, the family cap and jab search requirements within
Illinois' waiver (Wark and Responsibility Demonstration) . Iflinois' waiver was approved in
September of 1995 and t1a~e evaluation is underway, atthough the thixd party evaluator has not yet
been selected. With regard to children, Illinois has a particular interest in h~w vaziables such as
wages and child suppart monies affect children, especially witlt reference to family structure and
stability, child abuse and neglect, health status, and school truancy .
3. Chuek Brandenburg (Indiana Family aud Soei~l Serviees Adminis#ration )

Chuck Brandenburg led off the dis~ussion for Indiana, followed by Laura I*ielson-Green
{also fronn Indiana), and David Fine of Abt Associates . Indiana ~as implemented random
assignment in each of the 92 count ies in the sta .te. They are seeking to measure vaziation in
implerrientation across the counties . Indiana has submitted their TANF state plan and will retain
their experimental design. They are considering expanding the inclusiQn af child autcomes
canstructs regarding : child ahuse and neglect ; foster care; health insurance and immunization ;
academic performance ; emotional adjtistrnent; child care ; family stabi lity ; and parental
behaviars . UVhile they have done a cons iderabte amQUnt of work with adrninistrative data , they
are also interested in cansidering the use of survey and observativnal data .. With regard to
adminisfirative data, they have a considerable amount of data #hat has been integrated across
ageneies . They are in the process of creating a data warehause and bringing tagether more data.
They are warking with a Geographic Information System (GIS) that enables them to map out
cvncentrations of such things as lead expasure . This could be appended to other well-being
indices such as concentrations of poverty ar welfare receipt .

II. Sessian II ; Child Impacts from Surveys $nd C hild Assessments

The t~ree states who presented their plans during this sessian had a.iso discussed several
data collection strategies in theix proposals . Theix proposals ' unique strength, however , was in
their plans to augment their evaluations by using surveys and assessments to measure child
impacts .
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1. Don Winstead (Welfare Reform Ad~ninistrator, Flarida Department of Health and
Rehabilitative Services }

Don Winstead indicated that Florida is currently implementing a statewide overhaul of
weifare which is called WAGES . WAGES is based on a mandatory version of a waiver
experiment known as the Family Transition Program (FTP) . Two counties implemented FTP in
199~4. One county allawed recipients a choice as to whether they wanted to enrall in the
program; the other county assigtied rec ipients . The mandatory assignment versian was expanded
to add itional counties in 1995 . They are unlikely to continue the experimental study in the
eounty invalving voluntary pat~ticipatian . The implementativn of WAGES has raised questians
about what happens to the control group under the wai~er . The cutxent thinlcing is that the
control group is likely to cantinue to have the requirements of the ald program. The original
plan for the FTP waiver called for a 42 month survey, bnt they are now considering doing a 24
month survey in order to get data that is relatively free from effects brought on by the transitian
to WAGES,

2. Bob Lovell {Director of Program Evalu~tion, Michigan Family Independence
Agency)

Bob Lovell suFnmarized the waiver demanstrativn in place in Michigan . It is a four-year
experiment which began in October of 1992, and includes waivers cammon to many of the
states. The primary intent of the demonstration is to make work pay . As part of the
demonsfiration, each participant is required to sign a social cantract . Acevrding to Lovell, the
Michigan demonstration emphasizes incen~ives and minimizes penalties . Four sites are
participating in the evaluafiion of the dernonstration, though the policies are applied state wide
{eaccept for Kent County, which is part of the JOBS study) . A telephone survey is plaiuied for
1997, and they are working on which population to sample for the survey. At tlus point, work
has cozne to a halt because there l~ave been three yeaxs worth of results from fihe experiment, and
they have concluded that the incoxne disregards and work requirements are a set of policies that
are superior to AFDC policies. Lovell wondered whether it is ethical to impose these AFDC
policies on a control group. He also said that it is unlikely that Micl~►igan will continue with the
AFDC policies for the control group, though there is still support for random assignment .
According to Loveil, there are two models that can be tested : 1) the rote of the parent is essential
and children benefit frorn the security of having a pazent at hame (AFDC policies} ; and 2)
children learn respect for work and benefit fram a regular household schedule when patents are
working {waiver and TANF palicies) . The primary research yuestion that wauld Ue supported in
Michigan is to ask which of these hypotheses captures the impact af waivers or TANF on
children and families .
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3. Jackie Martin (Sapervisor, Bureau of Welfare Refarm, Ohio Deparhnent of Human
Services)

Jackie Martin reparted that Ohio has seven demanstrations, two af which are federal
initiatives . Their initial plans inclucled examining existing data bases to see what is available and
doing solne preliminary surveys ~ooking at attitudes, beliefs, and opinions of demonstration
participants, and ethnographic studies of participation . ~n August 23, they were ordered to put a
hold on all evaluations that did not have an evaluator . This inciuded the Ohio First
demonstration, the pr~mier pragrazn. Thus, Martin and her colleagues had to redo their list of
tasks and time frames for completing these tasks and are now back at fihe begiruung of the
process. T'hey have been working on identifying research questions and outcome rneasures . The
first set of outcomes that ~hio was interested in examining included school, child care ,
Medicaid, economic autca~nes, the home environment, psychological well-being, and safety .
The re~ised set of autcoz~a.es includes: schaal success and attainment ; schooi readiness; child
health; the home and cam~unity ; and safety . Martin outlined five questions that Ohia must
address : 1) What is a good indicator of child well-being? ; 2) How do v►~e keep child well-being
indicators linked to welfare reform?; 3) What are the elements, toois, or skills of effective group
processes for develaping these indicators, given that diverse staff need to be involved in plan
development and implementation?; 4) What are effective collabQration models given that we will
be working with agency staff who we have not worked with before who have different cultures,
funding, regulations, jargon, and structures, which may also be changing in response to welfare
refvrm?; 5) What are appropriate research designs to assess impacts when welfare policies,
programs, and funding have changed dramatically, and welfare is likely to be a moving target for
several years? These changes can affect ~c~vhat treatment and control groups receive, or make
evaluation results based an current palicies and samples irrelevant to policy making as states
respond to incentives, penalties, deadlines, and other garameters of H .R. 3734 .

III. Session IIL• Intervening Mechanisms from Administrative or Survey Data

The tl~ree states who presented their evalua .tion plans during this session were asked to
focus on their plans to measure the intervening mechanisms through which their demonstrations
may have impacts on the children of part icipants . In their proposals , states identified using either
administrative or survey data . to examine intervening mechanisms .

1 . Deb Bingaman (Federal Welfare Reform Coordinatvr, Iowa Department of Human
Services)

Iowa's waiver demonstration, the Iowa Family Investment Program (IFIP), includes an
investment agreement in which in.div idual pxovisions, such as time limits, are developed with a
case worker . Deb B ingaman reported that Iowa now has three years of evaluation data collected
between 1993 and 199G. A 3-year follow-up telephone survey with 3,Q00 cases is soon t o
happen. Bingaman nated that they are considering adding new modules to the telephone survey
including measures of parenting stress, quality of child care, and quali~y of #he hom e
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environment, Iowa may also conduct ar~ in-hame survey and expand their administrative data
linkages. Finally, the new s~rvey wauld cover young children, teenage parents, and school-aged
children.

2. Nancy Wiggett (Manager, Family Suppork, Connecticut Department of Social
Services} and Mark Heuschkel (Planning Analyst, Family Support, Connecticut
Department of Social Services)

Nancy Wiggett began by describing Connecticut's "Jobs First" wa iver program ,
highlighting three key f~atures : (1) a 2t-month time li~nit, which covers 7S% of their caseload;
(2) an emphasis on labor force attachment ; and (3) a disregard of earnings up to the poverty
level . Emphasizing the importance of wark and making work pay are the dual principles in
Cflnnecticut ' s waivers . {She also noted that Conneeticut submitted its TANF state plan on
Qctober 1 .) Mark Heuschkel then described their current waiver evaluation , which takes place in
two sites : New Haven (relatively urban) and Manchester . Heuschkel no#ed their particular
coneern in finding out what happens to fam i lies who hit the time limit, as well as tv families who
earn fiheir way off welfare. Connecfiicut is particularly interested in examining the role of
pazenting and child care in mediat ing the effects of Jobs First an cluldren. They also suspect tha .t
children can benefit from seeing their parent(s) work rather than receive welfare, hypothesizing a
"rale mvdeling" effect . Heuschkel summarized their plans and options for enhancing their
evaluation, including a longer phane survey, an in-home survey , a teacher survey , chi ld
assessmen#s, examining effects on more than one child per family, and examining the effects of
changes in fa~nily income over time. He also identified a need for help with integrating
administrative records.

3. Chuck Johnson (MFIP Proj ect D irector, Minnesota Depar tment of Human Services)

The goals of Minnesota's Family Investment Program (MFIP} are to reduce dependence
as well as reduce poverty . Key elements of this program, which is currently being implemented
in seven counties, include : (1) a disregard of earnings up to 140% of the poverty level ; {2~ a
mandate to move into work wifihin two years (but no tune limit); and {3} extensive case
management. The 1VIFiP evaluation contains two experimental groups . The first experimenta .l
grvup receives all MFIP seYVices, while the seeond group is subject only to the income policies
(i . e. , increased disregard and cashed out food stamps , but no time-triggered wark mandate and no
extensive case management} . An issue they are particularly interested in is consumption
patterns ; they hypothesize that patterns may change as a result of increased available economic
resources to the family . Mi~nesota has already planned a 35-minute survey of the research
sample at the three-year point and is committed to exam ining the impacts of MFIP on children in
order ta infarm the decision of whether to expand MFIP statewide . They are aiso interested in
how the results of MFIP compare with those from other states ' programs .
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IV. Session IV: Child Indicators

In the final state presenta .tian session, these states were asked to discuss the ir pla.ns to
measure indicators of child well-being . In particular, they were as~ed ta discuss their proposed
plans to integrate existing data . bases, develop profiles of child well-being indicators, and to
discuss whether they will be able to present their indicators for families pa.rticipating in tlie
waiver evaluation impacts study .

1. Marge lteinhart (Quaiity Assurance Manager, Oregon Department of Human
Resources)

Marge Reinhart presented an overview of Oregon's demvnstrat ion. Essenfiially, it
eliminates exemptions fram self-sufficiency ar wark-related requizemenfis . Participafiion is
mandatory for teen parents, and there is an educatian companent far those under age 16 . Oregon
submitted its TANF state plan in October and plans to keep its waivers intact. The focus of their
evaluation has been qualitative sur~veys. They have also expanded their indicator capacity by
using the Shared Information Systern, an integrated data base that has a focus on warkfor~e
issues . Oregan also established the "Oregon Benchmarks" in 1991 to prov ide state indicat~rs in
th~ fallowing categories : healthy babies ; stable home life; work force adaptability ; aeademic
achievement; health practices; public safety ; communieable diseases ; occupational training ; an.d
access to health care. These benchrnarks are used to form public policy . At t~e present time ,
Oregan is faced with working through confidentiality issues regarding l ink ing admin istrative
data. bases.

2. Cheryl Mitchell {Deputy Secretary, Vermont Agency of Human Services )

Cheryl Mitchell laid out Vermont's current data capabilities and future goals with regard
ta welfare reform . Vermont's primary goals are for children to thrive, be ready to en#er school
and be able to succeed in later life . Vermont's waiver, approved in July of 1994, applies to the
entire sta.te and combines time limits as well as various incentives for families to become self-
sufficient, such as modifications of t~e earned income disregard and eliminating the 100-hour
rule. Currently, Vertnont collects "benchmark" type data at the sta .te and comm~nity level . They
hope to be able to use these data on an individual level within the waiver e~aluation . Therefore,
VermQnt is especially interested in learning more about linking administrative data systems .
Areas in which Vermont has aiready invested time and resources and has a continued interest are
the following : economically stable and secure families ; basic health and safety of children ;
►~nhurried time with responsive adults; and access to yuality child caze programs .

3. Carol Baron (VIP Evaluation Manager, Virginia Department of Human Services )

Vi~ginia has only relatively recently received approval of their waivers to conduct t1~e
"Virginia lndependence Program," (VIP) which is currently implemented in two areas af the
state and is anticipated to g~ statewide by 1999 . They do not yet have an outside third-party
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evaluator, but Carol Baron has been overseeing the colle~tiQn and analysis of evaluation data .
since receiving waiver approval in ~une 1995 . While they are c4mmitted to evaluating VIP,
Baran noted that top V irginia palicy makers are also interested in mvving quickly to implement
and evaluate TANF . Indeed, th~se policy makers were meeting soon after Baron's return to
Richmond to discuss palicy and evalua.tior~ options . Consequently, while Baron autlined a
praposed enhancement of their evaluation with measures of child well-being, she suspected that
the moving target af pol icy changes may alter their current general pians .

SUMMARY REMARKS: Barbara Blum , Qutgoing President, Fouadation for Child
Development

Barbara Blw a n was warmly introduced by Olivia Golden, Acting Assistant Seeretary for
Children and Fanni lies . In her remarks, Blum pointed out that Ehe well-be ing of children in
welfare families has been neglected by policy rnakers and the research community far too long .
Thus, the ch i ld impact studies that are being planned by the states are essential . The Project on
State-Level Child Outcomes initiative will provide an opportunity for the sta .tes to test
hypotheses that have been discussed but never pr~ved or disproved . Blum also stressed that the
real opportunity is for sta .tes to learn mare about the effects of changes being implemented in the
states on #he children whose parents are participat ing. Blum noted that the enhanced evaluations
of the waivers include child relevant ~ariables that can greatly improve our knowledge about
children at risk. Using rnultiple researeh strateg ies, including surveys, administrative records ,
and observations, will provide the most reliable findings . Blum also emphasized the importance
of using administrative clata to create cross-agency data azchives that will prov ide timely and
important information on trends in children's well-being .

In her review of the states' enhanc~d eva .iuation plans , BlEUn said that she was struck by
how few states planned to include measures of parents ' physical and psychological well-being,
given its importance to functioning well in the workplace or with one's children. Blum also
noted that most states d id not include measures of the neighborhood d~ma.in in their evaluation
plans . Finally, Blum noted that states will face several challenges . First, they u~ll need to ensure
that their data. aze accurate while operating in a volatile environment . Secand, causality will be
difficult to establish in many cases . Blum also stressed that we must all be sensitive to the
responsibilities that come with the states' studies . The results of their wark wi ll be weakened if
mE.iltiple definitions are used, if protocols are nonconforming, and if the benefits of various
methodologies are not considered . ~tate contexts need to be discussed and compared and
consistent instruments need to be used whenever possible to measure change . In conclusian,
Blum said that callaboration between the states will greatly e~hance a field in which projects too
often work in isolation. She also expressed her hope that each state produces work so prom ising
that public and private foundation funds will be "irresistibly forthcaming . "

After Blum's talk, Ann Rosewater, Deputy Assistant Secretary for Human Services
Policy, shared her tl~oughts with the group. 5he emphasized the importance piaced in ASPE in
learning how welfare reform affec~s children .
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SUlVIMARY OF THURSDAY NOVEMBER 7 PRESENTATIUNS

CHILD IMPACTS, INTERVEIYING MECHAIWISMS, AND CHILD WELL-BEING
INDICATQRS: DATA CULLECTION 4PTIOlVS

I. A Menu af Poss ible Designs and Trade-Offs

General infvrmatian was presented about the advantages and trade-offs of several data
collectian strategies in order to inforna decisions abaut choosing part icular strategies. Seven. data
cvllectian options were described : administra~ive records ; telephone surveys ; teacher surveys ;
in-home surveys ; duect child assessments; self-administered questionnaires ; and in-home
observational studies . The options are summarized in Table 1 below by categorizing thexn with
regard to cast, the richness of the child data (the level of deta i l tha.t is availab~e), and the breadth
of child data (the number of different constructs that can be measured) . In sum, there is not a
single best data collection strategy. Idealiy, comhining s~rateg ies is the preferred approach,
although this is not always feasible. A video was shown illustrating the use of an in-home
survey, some in-home observational techn iques, and some direct child assessments .

Table 1

Type of I~ata Cost Richness of Ch ild Breadth of Ch ild
Collec#ion Data Data

Adrninistrative Low-High Low-High Ltiw-High
Records

Telephone Surveys Low Medium Mediuum

Teacher Surveys Low Medium Medium

In-Home Surveys Medium High High

Direct Child Medium High Low
Assessments

Self-Administered Low Mediurn. High
Questionnaires

In-Home High High Medium
Observationa l
~1U~1~ S

II. Ezample of an Impact Design: The JUBS Evaluation

The purpose of this talk was to describe the JOBS Child Qutcomes Study that Child
Trends is conducting under subcontract to the Manpawer Demonstratian Research Corporatio n
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(MDRC) in order to illustrate the factors that influenced the se~ection of data collection strategies
in this study . Funding for the study comes from the U .S. Departm~nt of Health and Human
Services, the U.S. Department of Education, the Foundatian €or Child Development, an
anonymous funder, and the William T. Grant Foundation.

The 1988 Family 5upport Act tegislation recammended a random assignment evaluation
of the JOBS Frogram to test its effectiveness, and this evalua.tion is currentiy being conducted by
MDRC . Due to the fact that JOBS departs from earl ier welfaze-to-work programs by mandating
the participation of garents whose children are as young as three years af age , a special suhstudy
of these parents and their preschool-agec~ children is be ing conducted with in the larger JOB5
Evaluation by Child Trends in order to examine outcomes for young children .

When Child Trends designed the Child Outcomes Study , there were three prirnary goals :
to examine whether the JOBS program affects the well-being and development of children in
families receiving AFDC ; to ga beyond examining the overall impacts of #he JOBS program on
chi ldren to exa .mine impacts among subgronps defined according to baseline characteristics {that
is , characteristics before enrollment) ; and to examine #he intervening mechanisms through which
the JOBS program may affect the well-being of children . Using a langitudinal design enables the
research team to examine baseline subgroups and tiie role af interven ing mechanisms, and ta
examine the short and longer-term impacts of mother's mandated participation in both the human
capital development approach and labor force attachment approach on children .

The first consideration in selecting measures af child impac#s and in#ervening
mechanisms was whether program impacts on a particular area of child well-being might be
expected , and whether the mecbanism might represent an important condu it 6y which the 70BS
mandate might translate into an impact on the development of children . A second important
consideration was the need to focus on multiple domains af children's development : cognitive
attainment and academic aehievement ; physical health and safety ; sacial development ; and child
adjustment arid behavi4r problems. A third consideration was the age of the child . Next was the
importance of collecting data from multipte soi~rces , including the respondents , the chi ldren, the
interviewers , and the children ' s teachers, to obtain a cornplete picture of development in ea .ch
domain. In sum , in selecting data collection approaches far this study, the research team's
starting paint was an articulation of ~he goals for this study . They then weighed the trade-offs of
cost and respondent burden with the advantages of obtaining detailed and broad child data, to
select from the menu of data collection options the best strategies to measure impacts and
intervening mechanisms .

IIL Examples of State-level Inclicators Design

Although the stack of state-level indicatars of child well-being is quite thin, a number of
sources exist for states interes#ed in constructing such measures . Data. are avai lable fram the
Census every decade , while vita.l sta.tistics information on births and deaths are available
annually . The Current Population Sutvey provides state-level information for the largest states
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anly. Although data . can be aggregated for several years to produce estimates for the smatler
sta.tes ; even then, the range af child well-being measures is limited . The American Community
Survey being developed at the Cer~sus Bureau w ill provide information at the sta .te and local
levels ; though the content does nat focus much on children at present , the survey can provide a
sampling frame for more facused surveys . The Youth Risk Behavivr Surveillance Systern
pravides information on risk behaviors such as substance use, sex, exereise, and injury for
adolescents in grades 9 through 12 . How~ver, not all sta .tes participate, and the samples are not
always representative of tl ~te state papulation. The Behav ioral R.isk Factor Surveillance System is
a telephone stirvey conducted a among adults . It is fielded in all fifty states and is sta.te-
represe~tative . Tl~ese surveillance surveys are conducted by the Centers for Disease Control and
Preventian . The National Immunization Survey sereens aver 800 ,00a households to produce
representative state-level samples af at least 40~ ch ildren aged 1$-39 months of age, and
represents a pramising sampling frame for additi4nal child well-be ing modules . The New
Federalism Survey being developed . by Chi~d Trends and The Urban Institute will produce state-
level information on income, health, and child well-being for thirteen sta .tes and the nation as a
whole in i 997; it wi11 be repeated two to three years later . IVone of these surveys is langitudinal,
yet they provide a strvng beginning point for fiarthering the undetstanding of child well-being at
the state level .

~'VQRI~ING SESSION: MOVING TOWAR.D C4MMaN CONSTRUCTS

Attendees broke up into smaller groups ta address several questions concerning
intervening mechanisms, child impacts, and child indicatars . First, states were asked to cvnsider
same of the mechanisms through which their dernonsfirations may impact children . Sta.tes were
then asked to consider which child outcomes may be affected by state policies , and how this
would vary by age group . States were also asked for their thvughts on possible core intervening
mechanisms and chi ld outcomes that can be measured by all states . Fina.lly , sta .tes cons idered
how indicatars can be used to track child well-being and to consider possible core child well-
being indicators that can be measured by all states.

I. Group 1: CA, CT , MI , VA

Greg Duncan began the session for Group 1 by descri6ing the approach taken by
researchers on the New Hape project, a welfare intervention in Milwaukee . The researchers were
interested in effects on both farnily pracesses and child outcomes, but reasoned tl~at any effects
on child outcomes would take longer to came about than effects on family processes . Th:us, t~ey
designed the evaluation to include a 20 month data collec#ion point where family processes were
measured, and a later 60 month point which was focused primarily on child outcames . Duncan
encouraged the group to think about the welfare programs in their states, and to consider what
changes may be likely ta occur as a result of implementation .
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State representatives began the discussion by brainstonming research questions. The

point was made that states tend to first consider effects that w ill cost them more money in tlae
long n~n, such as referrals to foster care, chi~d protective services, juverule delinquency, and
increases in injuries, accidents, and emergency room visits . Hawever, states were alsv interested
in knawing how a pragram might lead tc~ such outcomes. For exarnple, they noted interest in
su.ch questi~ns as : Does pressure for the mother to go to work lead ta ~rohlems in interaction
between the mother and her ch ild? Does stress on top of an already stressed fcamily lead Z ~o more
referrals? Do changes in time use dead to changes in mother-ch idd interaction? Do changes an
behaviar modeIing lead to changes in mother-child interactivn ?

Other research questions related to whether there may be effects on family formation ,
structure, and family stability due to the family cap, mandated participatian in work, or other
welfare policy changes such as the elimination of deprivation requirernents and the 100-hou.r
rule . Further questions related to delinquency and parental incarcerat ionlinstitutionalization for
child-only cases , tivancy of school-age children , and the use nf food banks and shelters. Finally ,
states were interested in knowing about expenditur~-related changes , such as costs for medical
needs, a working vehicle, toys and educational materials, faod, clothing and housing .

~~~ning Mechanism s
The group agreed that important inter~ening rnechanisms were aften those thought to be

assaciated with emplayment or education changes: income, ehild caare, parental socialization,
community involvement, level of personal responsibility, and role modeling . Qther areas the
group vcras interested in measuring included changes in child support (not always captured
through incame ques~ions), domestic violence, and the amount/quality of father involvement .
Additional intervening mechanisms the group identified were : stress (time stress, money stress,
psychological stress), the family's pvsition in the eommunity (i .e ., social capital), depression,
self-efficacy, self-esteenn, and interactions of child care with other mechanisms . Finally, states
suggested measuring family and zesidential stability, parental schaal involvement, parenting and
rnother-cllild interaction, mother's attitude taward work, and use of health services such as
prenata~ care .

Ghild Qutcomes
Regardless of whether they are ultimately measured as impacts or indicators, the group

felt i# was important to rneasure child outcoxr~es in the following three domains :

Health/Physical DevelopmentJSafetv: i3se vf prenatal care, medical care, child abuse and
neglect, low hirth weight, accidents, injuries, martality, reason receiving SSI, drug/alcohol use,
Apgar scores, suicide rate, immunization rates, birth outcomes, and hunger and foad suf#iciency .

~Qg~itive/Achievement out~omes : Gradua.tion rates, GED rates, reading at grade level,
repeating grades, schaol aehievement , referrals to Special Educatian .
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SociaVEnr~otianal Development : Two areas of development were identified in this damain :
behavior problems and positive social behavior . Behavior Problems/Rzsk behavior included
Juvenile Justice involvement, teen pregnancy, drug/alcohoVtabacca use, truancy, and gang
me~nbership . Pro-Socaal Behavaor included child's involvement in community activities and
insti#utions (e .g., Scouts) .

II. Group 2: ~L , IA, OH , OR

Larry Aber opened the discussion by asking everyvne ta introduce themselves . The
structure of the meeting was to have the representatives from the states bring up questions about
welfare polices that will be important to their states, then to brainstorm intervening mechanisms
and child ou#cames that would be important to measure in relatian to the sp~cific question .

in
Many af the representatives from the states were interested in the effects of time limits o n

families . Specifically, what happens to the families after the time limits? Representatives fram
the states were a,lsa interested in the effects of the pressure to work an families with regaxd to
AFDC (TANF) wark requirements and with regard to fvad stamp work requirements. How
woudd thzs pressure to work positively andJor negatively affect the children in these famidies?
Another work- related interest ~ras that of child care . What are the effects a~'child cars
availability ora jo8 placeme~at? Marge Reinhart from Oregon was specifically interested in the
impacts of progressive c~isqualification {flr progressive sanctions) on the famiIies . It was noted
that time limits and sanctions were an ongoing process with difFerent phases in many of the
states . What are the differential e~'f'ects of various levels of sanctioning on the families? Marge
Reinhart was a.lso interested in the effects of the "multi-agency sta~ring model" o~ fa .~ilies and
their children . Do "multi-agency" support services intended to connect clients up with services
they may need assist.f'amilies once their case is cdQSed?

Repres~ntatives from the states also brought up issues concerning eligibxlity requirements
(especially with respect to immigrants) for Social Security Insurance, Medicaid and food stamps .
6Yhat affects will new eligibility requirements have on the use of seruices, the use af alternative
services ~will there be a substitutian of different services,f'or welfare) and on the families
themselves? Jackie Martin, from dhio, was interested in the effects of the changes in child
support legislation on children. What are the negative and/or positive impacts of new child
support regulations on children?

Finally, representatives from tY~e states were interested in who selects into the new
welfare policies . Will certain groups be diseouraged from entering the "welfare o,f, ~'ice " wh ile
other ,groups will be more motivated ta come into the system? The group was also interested in
knowing who thrives on the new policies and wha does not . Are certain subgroups of people
more l ikely to benefit from the changes in welfare policies ?
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In~e~vening Mechanisms
The group was ask~. to list intervening mechanisms that would be importaiit to measure

with regard to the previausly listed q~estions. With regard to time limits, the pressure to wark,
sanctions, the "multi-agency " services, anc! child care services, the group decided Qn tlae
fallowing: incorne (arnount and sta .bitity ot}, employment, ehange in living arrangements, change
in attitude towarcls responsibility, fami ly stress, unhurried time, supervision of child, setf-care by
children, child care (type , quality, hours, stability), number vf births, invalvement with other
social service agencies, and famiiy functioni~g. With regard ta new eligibility requirements and
child support regulations, #he graup decided on the fotlowing : income (amount and stabiiity o~ ,
living arrangernents, use of alternative welfare programs, out-migrativn , access to medical care
and father involvement. Finally, with regard to who will be on welfare in the future, the group
decided on the fallowi,r~g: demograpltics, perseverance vf parent, organization of household,
depression, social support , parenting, family violence, public perceptian of new welfare off 'ice,
and local and regional conditions .

Chi ld Outcomes
The group was asked . to brain stoz~n child outcome constructs fihat they would wa .nt to

rneasure accarding to the age of the claild in question. As we ~isted the child outcomes, we found
that most of them applied to all age group exoept for a number pertaining to infants or
adolescents. Trte group came up with a sizable list : health, infant mortality, hunger status, safety ,
chi ld abuse and neglect, child depression, behawior prablems, cliild self-esteem, child homicide,
child suicide, teenage drug violations, risk beha.viors, teen pregxiancy , schaol dropout, school
attendance, schvol readiness , school performance, prexnature employment, child's attitudes about
work, sibling relations , need for special services, and institutionaiization.

Consensus on the Most Imnortant Intervening Mechanisms and Child Outcome s
The group came to co nsensus an the most important intervening mechanisms and child

outcomes :
Intervening meehanisms : employment, i~come, living arrangements, quaiity/stability of child
care, teen child 6earing, mentaVemotional status of parent, school attendance, use of s~rvices,
and aecess to health services .

Child outcomes : schooi re~diness, school performance, health (including nutrition, height,
weight), safety (including cluld abuse and neglect), juvenile delinquency, social skills, teen
pregnancy and mental health {including attachment fio parent) .

III. Group 3: FL, IN, MN, VT

Kristin Moore, the group's moderator , opened the session by ask ing state representat ives
and evaluators to introduce themselves and to describe quest ions ~hat tl~eir states have about how
their demonstrations will affect ch itdren and their parents .
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The effects of instabi lity on children was discussed extensively . This topic came up in
the context of the ch i ld's iiving situatian with the idea that changes in welfare golicy m ight lead
to childxen being passed ar~und when the custodial parent hits the t ime limit . There was an
interest in answering the questions : How wild penalties aff'ect custod iad arrangements and kinsh ip
care? Will parents frnd that the relative they rel ied upon~'or chidd eare is naw subJect tQ a wark
requirement? This led to a general d iscuss ion of instability. Everyone thought it would be
useful ta know how changes in policy affect instability in areas such as income, child care,
schooling, livi~ag arrangements and family structure . It was noted that there is evidence that even
when instability is in a presumably pos itive direction (e.g ., ~change ta a better school or
neighborhood), if there is a great deal af change it may still cause problems .

Child care also reeeived considerable attention. There was concern over how policy
changes would affect the supply of both informal care {as earetakers come under work
requirements) and formal care . Quality was a concern, but there were dvubts abaut the feasibility
of getting gaod data on child care quality .

There was a discussion about the implieations of different sources of income . The
arguments for changing the system presume mvney from work is better than money from
welfare. Individuals may end ~zp witl~ similar income levels but be getting them in different
forms (faad stamp cash auts, work vs. welfare} . The yuestion is : do different sources matter
and, if so, how?

The concept of role models rnotivated much of the poliey discussaon . The group
discussed what is meant by the concept and how it cauld be measured . The concept of routines
was suggested as one way af ineasuring what is meant by role modeling . The questions are
whether changes in policy produce farrailies with mare structured routines and whether more
structured routines produce better child outcomes .

There was a discussian of males in th~ families of pragram participa~ts . Qne of the
q-uestions is whether male partners are putting up obstacles to work or are being helpful . This led
to a discussion of whether policies will increase the number of #wo-parent families across
subgroups . The assumptiora is that marriage is good, but is it gond for everybc~dy? ~hat if it is a
high cvnfl'ict marriage? If there is an increased presence of males, who may or may not be
relatives or husbarzds, hotiv will this aff'ect children ?

Another topic that came up was the issue of social isolation . This was raisec! in regard to
women in rural cvmmunities and abuse cases . Will work requireme~xts reduc~ sociul isplution~
Will abusers respand to the reduction in soczal isolation by escalating therr level af vaolence ?

Other issues that were seen as important were changes in rnothers' psychological well-
being. T'his included forms of well-being such as depression, however the buIk of the discussion
was dev4ted to self-esteem and similar concepts. T4iere was a discussion about th~ us~fulness af
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measuririg self-esteem, a preference for samething more like self-eff cacy and real concern over
the politica] problerns states face when they txy to deal with such measures of subjective well-
being as self-esteem. There may be other tiungs that state policy rnakers are more likely to
suppart measuring such as work orientation. Interest would arise because of concern alaout
children . The question is : haw do palicy changes a~`'ect recipients' psycholagical weld-being
and how does thas in turn aff'ect the child ?

~ntervening Mechanisms
The bulk of the discussion centered around intervening mechanisrns . The states were also

very interested in exploring intervening mechanisms that ha .d known links ta important child
autcQmes .

Among the intervening mechanisms that were derived from the questions were : sources
of income (work, welfare, ehild support etc .); residential changes; school changes; changes in
child care arrangements ; type of child care; family routines; social isolatian; father involvement;
presence af male partner ; mother's depression; mother's self-efficacy ; and mother's work
orientatian .

Cbild Outcornes
The outcomes of cancern far yvunger children focused on safety and health . These

include: lead exposure; immunizations; school readiness; physical health; housing ; the
neighborhood environment ; nutrition and hunger; child abuse and neglect ; and develapmental
milestones .

For school-age children ane of the critical issues is school attendance, Oth~r outcomes of
special interest to palicy makers inalude aggressian, violence, sexual behavior, school discipline
problems and drug, alcahal, and tabacco use . Mental heatth problerns were also mentianed . The
key reasan tl~at these outcornes are important is that policy makers know that these types a f
problems have clear cut costs and xnust be addressed at some point .

Indicators
The two indicators which states felt they mast needed at a more local level and with les s

lag in reportin rg time are child poverty and i~ea .ith insurance. Other topics of interest included
getting naore informatian on the working poor and information on faod stamp rec ip ients. 4ther
indicators that were mentioned were : child abuse and neglect ; aceess to
transportatian; school attendance ; out of wedlock births; access to chi ld care; cl~ild care capacity ;
licensing of child care; food consumption; expenditures on such things as food and housing ; and
sources of income inciuding incame from ciuld support, work, and public programs .
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W~RKING GROUPS REPORT TO FULL GROUP SESSION

Laxry Aber served as a moderator for this session in whieh representa~ives from each
working group reported back to the full group .

I . Themes Across Graups:

Aber pulled out several themes that were common to the individual groups :

• There is a value in having prograrn atid research people working together to develop a list
of canstructs for measuring impacts and intervening rnechanisms and a list of key
indicators .

• The groups were explicit about how they thought policy changes might affect intervening
mechanisms. However, how po licy changes might affect child outcomes was seen as
more distal.

• We need ta consider the effects of welfare reform on cluldren aud families as a process,
vv~ith the possi~itity that effects will vary over time, as different phases of prvgrams come
inta play (e .g., the time regulated aspect of changes) .

• We vvill want to measure some things at some sta .ges and other things at other stages in
the process o~ welfare reform.

• There is a c~ear convergence in child outcomes that people want to assess . However,
what is pQSSible to assess? What is important ta assess? There seemed to be even more
convergence regarding intervening mechanisms .

• We also need to acknowledge that it is difficult to use a1i of the data collection strategies
that one would like .

State representatives and evaluators shared the child well-being constructs, and
intervening mechanisms and policy questions devetoged in the group discussion sessions .
Outcornes and intervening measures constructs are surnmarized in Tables 2 and 3 .

The group adjoumed, planning to meet again in Washington, DC February 27-28 .
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TABLE 2: CHILD UUTCOME CUNSTRUCT AREAS FR4PUSED IN SMALL
GRUUP DIS~US~I4NS F4R IMPACT OR INDICAT4RS PROJECTS

, :, .: . .. . . . . . . ~ ~ ~ . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . .<.:4:. .~ :•: - < C4:<:>;, ; :~ :< ~i;!"ri~~ ii:4:ry::{~ii:'r~:i:: ~ : ttc:i:t:::s:t:•2~.':~• 'i:iit:s:.`::>~f•;2~?^~i:>;:: ::2 :~ ::;Sxt'~'4 i :Cx . `i•i . >:SV M1 . .: ~. :. .:•-'. : .: :. . :. .::.:::>: :T::~: : ' :iiTii:''::l :rcij;ti{ ?:.. ' . . .4. . . .. .y . : . .. .. . . . . . . . . .:. . . . .. . n .~ :r.:: :::: •: : :^ :+~. . .. . . f. . . .f$: . . . . . . . . . . r .. . : ::: .,-~: . ~:}:i::e:::-.:: i~:~ ::^i~::+~r~: :^ : ~: ~'r ~~:{~i iiiii:~i:::4:i:::fS~:i . . . . . . ti:r. ..L .. . . . . . ~. . : . . . : .:. . :::::,:: :. .~ ::.:::. . .,.; :., ... : . .. .., . ..
: ~::~:~:::x,+~'1rnq':.4, . :i ::~:?;{S,%::{: .: : y~ .:~li '.;~:. •: yti Q • ~ - :::'~:' <i~:•tit:•: ~i .. . . . . :~:r 'r /}:i.. ::T ~: :i ~ ~:~i~i:t?~:•~ ~i;~y :ti;;;}:.{;:;ii:yv:ti;:}i:i. ..::~ :}i _. .: .:

i1~i~
.:
.:. ; .

.vr.::r.,.y,,v:::o::;3~ ::Y;:R . .,-..,;3... .:: :: `~ .~.~: i
. .,_ ._.~. .~ . . ~:+.. . . .~~ .. r . ~~i!~F~R7 . .. . ~i>;ii'•':x:t<:":.:Y;i3:: •i ';:;~.^-.~i`5:~}:~Y.:, .. :. . n: D. . ~p h }p .::<~r..'~..y~. x . .. + i'.'~~ . . .,,i . . ..titi;y.s.... . . . ..~ . . x}}:~:4::y%'r" r,:57:+•. . . : vT: . .. { •l ?x:, ~:.~~'.~~'~'~'~~'.{+.~'H.i.'•::75.'.':.`>:.~2'.ti+r. . . :: Y~ " _ . .:4:..., . . . .. ~~~ " -:•.t i: . :f:t~ ' ::?ii+:... . . . '9.',., . ~ ;::$::'t: ',•iA<~t5?:?c±:?:•. .. . . . . .. .:.:::::::. ,.. . .. . . .~. .., : .. ; .;. ' ~ . . . . .. :.:: ~:::. . : ., . . ...~a•r:.•.? .6$. .# . . .. . . . .44. . .. .:,. . .". .̂W . . .r. .,:.: . . . . .:~:.~ ,,;,o-a... , ;:L,:

„~,:: 'r.'..~~.".
.'"

.+

.
"

.

.'

_,„
".

.>.'.<."'~~x'.~~"~'~."~ ....::.,..~:i..: , .a:.4~.•;:~.. ..b:r . . .
~.~- :v . . . .~. . •: : .: :v •.~{:.}r .r N,14:~•A:ti+by;?{6 ~ b+ . . . . ~~Ni . . . . .v .y:::~n:::. :::::y~•:: . .: ; .ti:F. .; i?O v' .4:Sii:jj~~' ~ ~~~'• .. }; f•i:.i ~ :ij ~ y:r'•i i~ i::i~ii~ , ~w. ,. . . .:.. . . . . . . . . . . . :y

;~wn.
..::~.r:;::. . . . . . . . . .. . . ;

i`~~#<:°:: ~ ;,:o.?!?aw.,..a:ro-}. .g . . . .:. 7i::` c•̀: S `~~ ,r.av ,.n.• .:. . .t..•s::?EPS::: ~.~j •.:>:;o : : . : ; : "-~r-^:: ., .,,ti,. . . ..:::: „pw}.;pyi..:o::;:m.;Fny9,.,~: ~:::: :. :: : -.,:. . :. ~ ,.
i• . .., ,.:'.: •.: :.g,. . .,.,., :$i..}:.._».. ::,:. :: x.v[w.,.. ??akit£j; t_ ~ .y..: :..:;:::;:. : . : .. ;;.:::: --: ~,.:: .: :.;:,:.~~ . .L... . . . .}. . . ~. . . : ... ..... . :•.:0:?.'::Yr.i:i:tiy:~ :%:~!..v:. . .R;. . .•7.;~ :$r .. :TVV.ai.A..vF.S:•r.. :<

:i'rx :̂d't::"::iY'6...::m_rr.;'••R~:.. . . . .. .f. . . . . . :::w:c ..:., : ~ .:,.~xc:i ;:x;R:<y!~ . . .. ::,,_::,::.:: . . . .;r. •.viO:i:i:: .~~F~:•nsx:..:x:`+w:: : • :. :. ~: :: .: .... .. .: ': t• ' ..:a:•: .c ?o?. ... . . . . R . .. :. ;. . . :. . :. . . . .. . ~:.::: . .. . . . . .~ . ?~'~:o.•+:.!!:< ._ .~. . . .. .:: .. : •~~~',~1 .~,.~,.,,~. . .~, . .:.... . . . . .. ...v~.., .,..#,..i:., .. .,.,r. :.~:3.,.a.::.:7.. :..:.::.., :., ..,:.a, . : ...: .:•::•:+: ..~ ....,:~, .~.ar.:•.a..,.,; ,;.}:.3:ii? :%;'•'. ::::$•..:::::::.::.~::.,•:•:.,~• :;~:-•: :•~.^•:••:r•o-'; :' - 6: :'0:::::$:

Us~ of prenata! care Graduation rates Juvenile Justice involvement/

Medical care GED rates Juveniie
delinquency

Child abuse & neglect/placements Reading at grade level ?'een pregnaricy

outside of the home Sexua! behavio rRepeating grade s
Low birth weight Abortion

Schoot :
Accidents readiness DrugtalcohoU

attendance tobaceo use
Injuries achievemen t

com letion Aggressio nMortality per~rmance
expulsion ViolcnceReason receiving SS I riropou t

Apgar Scores TS"~°y
Referrals to special education

Suicide rate Schaol discipline

Ghild's need for special servsces Gang membershi pImmunization rates
Birkh Dutcomes Institutionalizat'son

Hunger
Child homicide

Food su~ciency/consumption Behavior prublems

Nutrition CQm~ur►ity activities

Depressio~r/ER Visits ~Lfental health problems
Foster Caze

Anxiety
Child Health

Neonatal Outcomes Confidenc
e

lnfant Mortality Self-estee~
n

Child suicide Sacial skill
s

Utiliza#ion of atter school program s
5afety

Immunizations/immunization rate E~urricul at activities

Lead exposure Child's attitude about work

Developmental milestones Sibling relations

NUTE: Italies indicate agreement acros~ the three discussion group s

NOTE: Only one group categorized the constructs in terms of developmental domains .
The categories are used here to simplify understanding and provide a framework, This
categorization is flezible and states may choose #o group constructs differently.

25



TABLE 3 : INTERVENING MECHANISMS PROPOSED iN SMALL GR~UP DiSCUSSION S

~~i~
Capacity

Type

Licensing

ACCess

nathu~reg~g

Non-
traditional
work hours

Chitd
suppor t

Amount of
father
involvement

Patemity

Quality

Housing/
Housing
quality

Neighborhoo
d
environment

Number of
moves

Self efficacy Level Fmni7,y
ShYICIllTB

Self-esteem Fredictability

Stabitity l~~~ry

Domestic ~~~~d arra gemrrts
violenee/
abusive guP~o~ Income
rela#ionships Schoolin

gSources o f
l~epression

iocome Child care

Type of ~Sidential
income s~bility

Emplvyment

Parenting
practices

Parental
school
involvement

Reg_ular
rouiines

Mother-child
interaction

Rolo
modeling

Parcnt 's
abi l ity
to rrH-bi l ize
resaurces

Parental
monitoring

Extsnded
fam ilies &
resources

Parental
support

ICitishi p
ne tworks

ATarital
s#atus

Education

Number of
subsequent
births

Mother's
attitudel
i~reference
ior wotk

Work

orienfation

Problem
solviog skiils

Parental
socialixation

Le~el of
personal .
responsibilit
Y

Time CJse ofot6er
(amount or welfare
quality vs. Pro&~ams!
hurried t~me) $~Iange s m

FioanCial
Use of health

Psychologica service s
L
Family Aecess to

medical care

Birdts to teen

moms

Child
s upport
en3orce me nt

Household
organizati on

L.ocal and
regional
wndit~ons

Public
perception
leultural
i s snes a6out
welfar+ce

Child health

ATOTE : Ti►ere was coosensus across t he 3 gro ups thsf

discussion groups

are impo rta n t to me asure. ag r ee men t acros s
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