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MEETING UF THE PROJECT ON STATE -LEVEL CHILD OUTCQ II~ES
OPERATIQNAL PHASE

AG~NDA
DECEMBER 9,1997

CHILD TRENDS, INC.
4301 Connecticut Avenue, iVW Suite 100

Washington, DC 20~08

9 :00-9 : 30 CDNTINENTAL I3REAKFAS T

9:30-10:00 WELCOME AND OPENING REMARK S
Howard Rolston, O~ce of Pdanning, Research, and Evaluatian, ACF, U.S DHHS
.4nn Segaf and Martha Moorehouse, ASPE, U.S. DHHS
Kristin Maore, Presielent, Child Trends, Irxc .

1 D :00-1 ] :00
Conneetieut
Fforidra
tndiana
lotiva
Minnesota

11 : 00- L 2 : 30

12 : 30- i : l 5

l : l 5-2: 30

2 : 30-2:40

STATE UPDATES ON IMPACTS AND INDICATORS STUD[ES

MEASURING THE COMMON CORE OF CC3NSTRUCTS

LUNC H

MEASURING THE COMMON GORE QF CONSTRUCTS , Gontinued

BREAK

2 :40-3 :40 INT~RVIEWE~ TRAINITIG ATfD THE MONITQRING (3F DATA
COLLECTION Q[JALIT Y

► Questionnaires
Lee Robeson, Response .4nalysis Corporadion

► Calendars
Adria Galdup-Blacl~ Manpower Demonstration Research Corparation

► Interviewer Observations
Martha Zaslow, Child Trends, Inc .

► Audio Camputer Assisted Sslf-Interviewing (CASI~SeIf-administercd Queskionnaires (SAQs)
Adria Galdup-Black, Manpower Demonstration Research Corporatio n

3 :40-4 :15 LESSONS L£ARNED FROM THE NATIONAL EVALUATION ~F WELFARE TO WORK
STRATEGIES ~1VEWS) ASOUT INT~RVIEWER TRAINING AND THE MONITOWNG OF DATA
COLLECTION QUALITY

Lee Robeson, Response Analysis Corpnration

LESSONS LEt~RNED FR~M FIELDING THE MINNESQTA FAMILY INVESTMENT (MF[P)
PROGRAM QU~STI4NNAIRE

Rdria Gadlup-Blacl~ Manpower Demonstration Reseurch Corporation

4 :15-4:45 TECHNICAI. ASSISTANCE NEEDS FOR TI~E OPERATIOTVAL
PHAS E
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OVERVIEW QF THE OPERATIONAI, PHAS E

The operational phase, whicl~ began Octaber 1, 1997, is fihe second phase of the Froject an State-
Level Child Outcomes. Five states receiv~d funding for data collection, a ]]a,I~5I5, ~nd reporting
activities . These includ~ : Cannecticut, Florida, Indiana, Iowa, and Minnesota . 'T~is document
sununarizes the first working meeting of the operational phase, which was held on December 9,
19g7 at Child Trends, Inc ., Wasl~ington, D.C. 1Vleeting participants included representa.tives
from the five operational phase st~tes, their evaluators, federal government representatives, and
the technical assistance team from Child Trends . The primary purpose of the meeting was tq
cvme ta a consensus on how to measure fihe commvn care of constructs that was s~lected by the
project participants during last year's planning phase ofthe project . The second goal offihe
rr►eeting was to provide information an interviewer training and the rnonitoring of data collection
quality to carry forth th~ theme of commonality across the five states' evaluations .

I. WELCOME AND UPENING REMARKS

Howard Rolston opened the meeting by emphasizing the importance of mak ing this project a
unified ane . He said that developing a common set of constructs and measures is an important
milestone . The critical end goal of the project is to create a data base that contains comparable
rneasures . Rolston aiso indicated that he is confident that all five states will be able to fietd an
in-home survey. HHS has prepared a prospectus that has been shared witn several private
foundations, anc~ they also have had conversatians with o#her federal government funders . The
prospectus laid out several "add-ons" to the basic surveys . Th~ highest priori#y is for all five
states to cto in-hor,ne surveys . Tl~e second l~ighest pz~or2ty is to build sample sizes . Nex~ are
linkages ta administrative data bases . HHS alsa ineiuded in the prospectus as funding optians a
teacher survey and stand-alone studies of child care . Ralston said that the work that these
projects are doing wi ll serve as a tremendous legacy and lang-term asset.

Ann Sega1 not ~ed that the government has a strong interest in getting some state-level informatian
and developing a database . Part of the underlying ~ammitrnent to the project , she noted, is that
what happens to the children is an importaint part of welfare reform .

Martha Mvorehouse noted that these waiver evaluations build on the pioneering efforts of the
JOSS evaluat ion (now ca~led the NativnaI Eval~ation af Welfare to WQrk 5trafieg ies vr NEWS
evalua.t ion} . This was the first attempt to embed a set af child autcomes measures in a rnaj or
welfare evaluation focusing on adults, in order to track #he effects of welfare reform on children .
Getting rich information on children in a sur~ey eantext is not always easy , but the NEWS study
made cansiderable methodological progress and prov ides a history of what ta do that wi11 inform
this project . The cornmonality in the current set of st~dies comes aut of that history .

Mvorehouse also noted that it is important to Iook at the null hypothesis in this sefiting . We need
to be sure that policies do no harm. Thus, both finding differences and also not finding
differences in child outcames is significant . She also nQted the importance of taking a fine-
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grained look at risk factars and ernphasized the impoc~tance of understanding implerr~entation .
Comrnon measures, comrnon implementativn, and commvn interviewer training are a11 essential .
She cammented that interviewer training is where commoanality hits the road, #hat "the devil is
really in the details ." She emphasized the seriousness of interviewer training and enco~traged
states to use NEWS as a model, with Child Trends' technical help .

Identifying herself as this proj~ct's spoicesperson for tracking indicators oFchild well-being over
time, Moorehouse then encouraged states to look at administrative data, perhaps with
experimental and control groups . She noted that the broader wortc of looking at indicators is nat
being led out of the welfare offices but indicated that the government still wants to support
indicator efforts and is exploring other ways to support indicators of child well-being w~rk as the
operational phase vf th~ impact studies continues.

Kristin Moore highlighted two goals for fhe day . The first goat was to help state representatives
develap and implement a useful data co~lection effart for their sta .te. The secand was to build a
Iarger body af knavs~ledge about how welfare policies affect children . She suggested tha~ these
two goals are generaliy compatible, and ean be forwarded by a lat of sharing af knowledge and
experience. Moare reiterated the theme for the day : Commonality .

Moore noted that at previous meetings, state representatives had agreed on a set of common
canstr~a .cts, but had not yet selected spec ific measures to operationalize these constructs . Since
Minnesota is already in the field, whi~e other states wiil nat be in the fietd for some time, ~his is a
camplex task, made easier by the availability af #he Minnesata Family Indepenc~ence Program
{MFIP) questionnaire ta use as a template. She commended Minnesota and Manpower
Demonstration Research Carporation (MDRC) for their excellent work, noting that any
subsequent comrr~ents be viewed not as crit icism af their tivark but the need to use #he MFIP
instrument as a common reference point for seeking ta implement the cammon core of
constructs . Where possible , other states should attempt to replieate the M~IP questionnaire .
Before moving on ta discussions about specific measures , meeting attendees provided brief
updates about each state.

II. STATE UPDATES ON IMPACTS AND I lVDICATORS STUDIES

Sharon McGrvder from Child Trends intrvduced the state representatives . They were asked to
discuss any changes in fiuiding, the evaluation's design, anc~ project t ime tables. In acldition, the
representatives were as~Ced to describe a.ny recent changes in policies, and the ir sta.te's economic
or political environments . Finally, they were asked to d iscuss any indicators work that their
offices are conducting , as well as vther indicators efforts being conducted in t~he state .

1 , CONNECTICUT

Mazk Heuschkel from Cor~necticut's Departrnent of 5ocial Services began by discussing the
status of their waiver evaluation . As a Track One state, they are main#aining their control group,
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which is still subject to pre-TANF (i .e ., AFDCj poiicies thaugh, in a few cases, cantrols are
subject to a few TANF pravisions that are expected to affeet ~ery few fanulies (e .g., making sure
fleeing felons ~on't get assistance). In terms af changes to their propasec~ "enhanced" child
outcom~s evaluation, Connecticut is naw planning an 18-month "interim" survey ta be fielded in
Spring, i 99$ ; this is in additian to the enhanced 36-month survey effort, which will comrnence in
the Spring of 1399. Sorne academie researchers in Cor3necticut and eisewhere are interested in
collaborating on this. Connecticut is not currentty funded by ACF to conduct a .n in-home survey
or for adrninistrative data collection, which hampers their ability to develop indicators under this
project; #hey would like fio track child welfare data over time .

An additional study, funded state funds and including subjects from both withiti as well as
outside the waiver evaluation research sites, will focus on tracking t~ose vyho leave welfare due
to time limits -- which is already happening -- and examine such characteristics as their financial
well-being and livin~ arrangements . Anecdotally, Heuschkel reported that about half of Ehose are
el~gible for ext~nsions, but rnany ar~ not because they are working and have earnings above the
TANF cash program's payrnent standard . Heuschkel also reparted, incidentally, that Connecticut
has met their TANF participation rates for FY 199~ (mostly through subsidized employment) .

in terms af the economic and political cantext of Connecticut, the econamy is startzng on an
upward turn . The unemployment rate is still lagging in tile region . The national econorny is
"pulling up" Cannecticut's economy .

Howazd Rolstan then asked about the inherent disincentive to increase the number of hours
worked, given that Cann~cticut's income disregards do not exp ire and are enough to allow
recipients to became "comfartable" with the amount of rnoney they get . He wanted to know if
there is some effort to er~courage peopte ta increase work hours _ Heuschkel noted an increased
interest on the part of the state to address this issue, and there is a big effort to get peopie into
nigher-pay~ng jobs . Whi le addressing tla is "haurs disincen~ive issue," they are currently
concentrating their efforts on people reaching the end of their time lim its .

2. FLORIDA

Jea~ulee Elswick-Morrison from the Florida WAGES Of~'ice was "pinch-hitting" for t.he usual
Florida representatives, Pat Hall and Dan Winstead, wha were attending another conference .
Elswick-Morrison reparted on severa~ policy changes that have occurrec~ ~n Florida . The F~orida
legis(ature has set a 48-month lifetime lim it on wetfare prograrn participation . Ther~ is also a
Work First Plus time lim~t . Hovyever, Florida is providing intens ive case management far hard to
place anc€ long-ter~n welfare recipients . They are piioting these programs in six counties .
Among other changes taking place in Florida is the piloting of a privatizatit~n pragram for
welfare administration, including eligibility and terrnination . The legislature has required a
privat ization pilot pragram in three counties : one urban , one suburban, and one rural . These pila#
programs will be up and runriing in th~ next twa months .
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Next, Elswick-Morrrson gave an update on child care and child safety issues, including informal
child care. Within t~e iast three month~, five children have died in H i llsborough county while
they were in informai care arrangements . These events have precip itated cl~anges in how
informal child care can be arranged for welfare recipients . The legislature gave a d irective for
the need #o insure child safefiy in informal arrangements beyond the immediate family . This
directive was interpreted as meaning if anyone beyond the maternal grandmother was used for
informal care, there had to be a nationa .l backgrflun~i check pxiar to placement . However,
interpretation of informal care placement approval was nat coordinated with welfare reform prior
to imptementation, and much confixs ion has resulted. (~n Florida, the State D~partment is the
child care provider, with placement ~arried out by private, nan-profts ; welfare refvrm, however,
is operated under local WAGES coalitions . Elsw ick-Marrison noted that often one hand doesn't
know what the other is doing .) Currently, Florida is working on getting the new child care policy
in place and getting it wetl-know~ across the state .

Also, the Florida legislature is meeting and considering issues related to ~vork requirea~ents .
They met the work requirement for FY 1997 . They are changing what is an alIowable work
activity , and are alsa dealing with the issue of transportat ion (which is a big issue for the state of
Florida, since there is no public transportation) . Elswick-Marrisan also mentioned that they are
trying to retain eontr~l of some dollars that were slated for welfare and now seem to be up for
grabs . Flarida is now entering the tourist season ; there is much seasanal emptayment in the state .
Elswick-Morrisan reviewed . how welfare reform is handled in F 'lorida. She t ikened it to a tripod ,
where ihe majar players in welfare refarm are the Department of Labor and Emplayme~at
Security, the Department of Children and Families, and local WAGES coalitions .

For a discussion of indicators, Caroline Herrington of Florida State U~iversity took the floor .
Herringtan report~d that a state-wide task farce cansisting of sta.te agencies (I3epartment of
Labor, Department of Education, etc .), oversight groups, Management Information Systems
people, and uni~versity people (who are conducting research or who have expertise) had been
convened and was in the process of compiling a set of core indicators specific to Florida . She
mentioned that this list o~indicators would hopefully be comparable #o the Project on State-Level
Chiid Outcomes' common core af constr€zcts . This pracess should be finished in the next manth
qr so.

3. INDIANA

Tracey Nixon provided the update on Indiana's activities . There have been several recent policy
changes in the state . In June of 1997, Indiana eliminated a two-track system in which ane track
was not subjected to the 24-month time limit until it reached a higher track . As of June, there is
nnly one track and a31 adults are subject to the 24-month time limit . Changes are alsa being made
to rules for exemptians from the time iirnit. Currently, parents with children age one year or
younger are exempt, 'This age limit will be reduced in stages, until by December 1998, only
parents wha are respansible for tlae care af children 12 weeks of age or younger will be exempt .
Two requir~ments were added ta the personal responsibility agreem~nt that program participants
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must sign. These include: agre~ing to raise childsen in a drug-free ~ome, and agreeing to raise
children in a hame free fmm dvm.estic violenee. Nixon reported that the number of peflple who
are sax~ctioned has actually declined . She attributed part of thi.s decline tc~ the fact that
einployment anc~ training contractors have become more proactive in getting p~ople to work.

With regard to the impacts evaluatiori, Indiana has taken se~eraI steps to strengthen the
experiment . 4ne diffiauIty that they were experiencing is that caseworkers in the entire state
needed to be traine~l in both the new {i .e ., TANFIwai~ers) and old (AFDC) pQlicies . Beginning
in January, 1998, randum assignmen# will be limited to 12 counties . Each office will have a
designated "control group" casewflrker who will be very farniliar with the AFDC policies . The
other diff'~culiy that the state has had with the experiment is that there was a period of several
months during which people were not being assigned to the control group because of a camputer
prohlem. Nixon expects that control group assignment will be reestablished in January, 1998 .
Indiana will field a total of four surveys . The first has already been fielded, the next will be
fielded in early 1999, the child well-being survey will be fielded in 2000, anc~ the fourth will be
fielded in 2001 . Abt Associates is analyzing the first survey results and has compieted an
indicatars sfiudy .

4 . IOWA

Deb Bingaman described the state's recent poiicy changes and the cantext in which their
e~aluatian is being cor~ducted . Bingarnan said that welfare refqrm in h~r state has nearly
remained the same since 1993 . At this point, there is some "twealcing" of the policies . Iowa has
a five-year time limit far receipt of assistanee . They have increased incentives arid have faunc~
that almost all of the state's caseload are participa~ing in ernployment or training. Only those
who aze disabled are excluded from employrnent or training . They are currently conducting
severa~ small pilot studies on systemic barriers such as transportatian and child care . They will
provide recommendations ta the state legislature by January, 1988 on whether funding should be
increased .

Bingaman also noted that the sta#e's sanctions only last for six months . Based on results frorn
the Limited Benefit survey, they have conclt~ded that families are not suffering extreme
deprivation or hardship . Also, Mathematica Policy Research has completed a~ int~rirn impacts
study report. This repart is currently under review by Bingaman's department.

With regard to indicators, Bingaman said that her departt~ent has very little authority to initiate
projects in this area . However, several indicators activities are happening in the state . The
Council on Human Investment is doing indicators wor~C in the child abuse and neglect and foster
care areas, rn addition, the Lieutenant go~ernor's department is restr~.icturing a task force which
will recomrnend a set of indicatvrs f~r children ages 0 to 5 .

Ch~ristine Ross from Mathematiea Policy Research described the state's impacts evaluation . She
said that Iowa wi[l be the second state in the field . They plan ta field both the Track 1 survey an d
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the child impact survey by the end of January, 1998 . The Track 1 survey will be a 30-minute
telephone survey of approximately 3,000 people . The child impact survey w i ll be in-home and
will include about 2,000 fam i lies . The families that overlap betwe~n the two surveys w ill be
contactecf first by phane for the Track 3 survey . 'Tl~e chila ampact survey wi~l be sched~led for a
later poin.fi in titr~e . There will be some overlap between the Track 1 and common core
constructs. Ross said th~at they will have to set some priarities for canstructs in both the Track 1
and chiid impact surveys .

5. MINNE~OTA

Joel Kvamme from ~vlinnesata and Adria Gallup-Black from Manpower Demoris#ration Research
Corporation described Minnesota's palicy environment and evaluation aetivities . Kvamine said
that the demonstration program that Minnesota has had in place since 199~ will be the sta .te's
TANF program . Beginning in January 1~38, the Mir~nesata Family Investment Program (MFIP}
will be implemen~ed state-wide . There has been a change af focus in the state to take a broader
look at working poor families. The 19971egislature increased the state 's investments in child
care and health care. Kvamme also said that there has been a lot of attent ion focused on what is
happening ta children in the state .

With regard to the adult impacts evaluation, Gallup-Black reported that MDRC has completed an
18-month follow-up report that was done in three urban coexnties, 12 months after randorn
assignment . They found p4sitive e~nployment and earnings impacts, and greater welfare receipC,
but a reduction in poverty . The child impacts ~valezatian has gone forward in seven counties and
the contrul groups have remained intact . The MFIP child outcomes questionnaire went in#o the
fieid in August of 1997 and will be out of the field by March, 1998 . Tliey are expecting
approximately 2,1~0 ctzild completions, and 1,500 non-child survey completions .

III . MEASURING THE CUMMON CORE QF CONSTRUCTS - FART I

Kr€stin Moore began by d irecting attendees to th~ one-page "constr~~ts" sheet (see Attachment
A), which ~ists all the common ~ore constr~ ,icts agreea upon c~uring ~he ~2-sta .te planning phase .
She said that for each construct, a member af the Child Trends staff will present the rationale for
why it is irnportant ta gather infvrmation on the construct, how it is measured in the MFIP
questionnaire , how the technical assistance team comprised of rnembers of the NICHD Network
proposed measuring it in the measures notebook for core constructs, and Child Trends ' current
recommendatzan, which reeagnizes the need to ~alance consistency across states with the best
pvssible measure .

1 , INC4ME

Kristin Moore led the discussion on constructs in the income domain . By altering tabor-fc~rce
behavior, the size and duration of cash grants, and family composition, numerous waiver
pr~visions raay produce important changes in the level of farnily income . Farnily income can
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affect childrez~ because money can be used to pu archase things that are essential for growth and
deve~npment, such as food, quality child care, activities, and lessons, and other resources . Lack
of resaurces may mean that 1ow-income cl~ildren do not have as many stimulating exper iences as
do chilc€ren in more affluent families . Money may also provide for greater safety and stability . A
continual struggle for resources may Iead children in low-income homes to experience less
predictable daily rout ines and more residential moves than children in higher incame homes .
Last year's pianning phase project participants selected the following ~ncome-related constructs
for the connmon care: total income; sources of income; stability of ineame ; and financial
strainlmaterial hardship .

la. To#a l income. While noting the value of MDRC's decisions on measuring monthly incame
in the MFIF questionnaire for assessing adult outca~nes, Moore noted that, for purposes af child
outcomes, income needs ta be rneasured over a ~onger time pe~iac~, e .g ., annua~~y, iaecause cnild
wel!-being is affected by longer-term economic well-being. Child Trends recommended that
other states use the two CPS items as praposed in the "Revised Measures Notebook for Core
Constructs ." A discussion followed focusing on : (1} whether annual income ca~a be measured
reliably; (2) technical issues surrounding measurement of annual income, and (3) options for how
best to measure annual incom~ . Below is a summary of the c~iscussion of these three issues .

First, Barbara Goldman (MDRC) questioned whether reliable annual income data . can be
co~lected in a survey, which is why they are focusing on obtaining monthly inforrnation from the
survey and frorn administrat~ve recQrds . David Fe in {Abt) noted that when " lining up" survey
and administrative reports af annual income , there is wide variability in measures . Barbara
Goldman concurred, reporting that 7Q-75 percent af surveyed income is accounted for by
administrative data an income . Christine Ross (MPR) proposed using administrative data to
create an annual amount since it rnay be rnore accurate than surveyed household income .
However, Howard Rolston noted that faad stamps are not taxable a .r~d, thus, wauld not appear on
tax records . Fallowing th is l ine of reasvning, Baxbara Goldman asked, "What else can't we get
fracn adm inistrative r~cords?" Child support was mentioned .

However, Moare not~d that there may be good reasons why these twa numbers might not be
equal; for example, to the ex#ent that recipients earn money under the table (e .g., babysitting)
which is not reparted in adminis#rative recoxds, such non-reported incorne is not captured in
administrative data but may be captured in surveys . In add~tion, she argued that the two CPS
items wark well according to Greg D~can (an econornist and NICHD Network member at
Northwesterri University} . George Cave {Child Trends) proposed that the issue is whether you
can go from mQnthly income to poverty status, which is based on annual income and which is an
important construct for relating to child outcomes . He suggested that aslcing surxunary questions
such as the two CPS items would not take much time and would allaw a paverty ievel to be
calculated (alang with infvrmation on family size) . Howard concurred that it cou~d be obtained
quickly with these two items, to which Moore added that it could serve as a"signal," even if it is
not precisely correct. She nated that arulual ineame will nat only be used in impact analyses ; i t
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wil l also be used in non-experimental analyses of cluld well-being as an "intervening
mechanism . "

Barbaza Goldman suggested pretesting these two CPS items on the next survey (Iowa ' s) , and
recording $10,000 interva~s , thc~ugh others said that $10 ,444 int~rvals would not provide a
sufficiently detailed income distribution . David Fein concurred tha# pretesting wauid
dernonstrate not only how valid the rneasure is but also the degree of b ias and, most importantly ,
whether the bias is the same for the experimenta .l and control group respondents-- in which case
irnpact estimates will not be affected .

In terms vf teclinical issues, Lee Robeson asked whether family or household income is
preferred. ~Vloore responded that househoId income is preferred. Robes~n t1~en noted that
welfare recipients do not think in terms of annual incorne, which exacerbates the problem af
getting a rel iable estimate from a survey . Jeannee Elswick-Morrison ~FL) concurred, saying that
sanctioning requires respondents to adjust ~tiie amount on a monthly basis . Mark Heuschkel (CT)
noted that characterizing changes in income due to san~tioning, time limits, and other
fluctuations makes it hard for clients to accurately report . Barbara Goldman expressed coneern
that t~e amount of tirnie it would take to get a reliable survey estimate of annual income may not
be worth it .

Given monthly fluctuatians in income, Jeannee Elswick-Morrison ~FL) suggested that if
respandents do not know their annual income, maybe they can prnv ide an educated guess on a
rarige of income. Several options were discussed, such as asking respondents if "this past manth
was typical?," using categories of ranges of annual income, or following up the monthly incorne
questions with " if we rnultiply this amount by 12, is th is a.n accurate estimate of your annual
income?" The graup agre~d to use a follow-up questifln l isting categories of ra.~ges af ar~nual
income. C1uld Trends will provide sta~es and their evaluators with items #o pre-test . As items
are final ized (presumably for Iowa), final iterns w i l] be forwarded . In writing these iterns, Fein
recomxnended attention to four technica[ issues : (1) which 12 rnonths are typical? (2} what about
food stamps? (3) before tax ar after tax income? and (4) farnily or household income? Moore
reiterated fihat hvusehold income is preferred; it is easier to define a household than a family .

1 b . Material Hardship. Maor~ noted t .hat the measure of material hardship inctuded in the
MFIP questionnaire was the same one that was recornrnend~d by Child Trends. The gmup
agreed to include the same measure .

Child Trends also recommended getting permission ta ohtain administra~ive record data in the
future €f required by the state . One of the evaluators pointed out that in welfaze evaluations,
permission is not needed . However, athers said that parental consent is necessary to obtain
school records data. States were urged ta obtain parental consent just in aase the teacher surveys
are funded; an example of how this is done is on page 103 of the MFIP questionnaire .
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2. EMPLOYIVIENT

Kristin Moore Ied . the discussion on construc~s in the ernployment damain. How changes in the
number and timing of work hours of aduit women and ather family rnembers affect family life
and children is a matter of cansiderable debate. On the one hand, employment may redu~e tirne
for the care of chi ldren, for manitoring the activities and behavior of older children, and for
carrying out household responsibilities . On the other hand, employznent and increased income
may enhance parents' sense of financial security, self-worth, efficacy, and status . Children's
activities and time use are very Iikely to be affected by changes in maternal empioyment .
Further, chiidren observing their parents succeeding i .n employment may lead to increases in
children's aspirat ions anc~ optimism about the future. Yet if parents experience a substan#ial
increase in stress in association witla fheir employment , andlar experience job insecurity and
instability, this could have negative implications both for the quality of parent-child relations and
for the chiidren's asp irations . The constructs that the 12 states selected in this domain i anclude :
any vs. no employmen#; health benefits #hraugh employrnent ; wages; hours of employment;
stability of empla~ment; education /licenses; hard job skills ; multiple jobs coneurrently ; and
barriers to em,ployment .

2a. Employment History and Job Characteristics . Kristin Maare began the discussion on
emplvyment by commending MDRC for obfiaining detailed employment information in the MFIP
questionnaire, but wondered whether the chi~d care calendar was used to help respondents
remember jobs. Adria Gallup-Blact~ said that the reverse is true : jobs appear on the child care
calendar as an "anchor" to help the respandent remernber child care arra.ngements. Barbara
Golciman no#ed that law-incame papulations are mc~re apt to have shif~ work ex~ployment, and
are less likely to know their schedule (which days, what haurs) weeks in advance . She
recommended getting this information at least for t~e rnost recent job ; she also suggested
vbtaining the reason for jo~ loss . (MDRC is putting this back into the ~'lorida and Conn~cticut
surveys) . Deb Bingaman (TA) noted that their survey {to be fielded in January, 1998), is already
asking how a job ended and why) . Mathematica Policy Reseatch will share these iterns with the
project team.

Christine Rass asked haw far back an employment h istory should be abtained. She suggested
obtaining the last lwo years . Maore no#ed that employment sinc~ random ass ignment and since
the last survey date are other possibil ities . This is an "absolute versus relative time" issue . She
agreed that a five year employment history would b~ difficu]t, but also noted that it was done in
the Nationa~ Eva~uation of WE~fare to Work Strateg ies Cl~ild Outcomes Study on th~ child care
calendar which covered the target child's first five years of life . However , Christine Ross noted
that this sampte is 5- to 12-year-olds, and getting a history since b irth would mean more than five
yeaxs for mast sample children . Adria Gallup-Black noted that ~n MFIP , they are getting de#ai led
'rnformation only about t1~e mos# recent job, although a job history is c4llected for tY~e entire three
year period since random assignment . Howard Rolston suggested cvunting no more than the
three most recent jobs; he alsv noted that go~ng back only twv years may not capture the
respondent 's first job offwelfare, but we may have to live r~v ith that. Moore noted that whil e
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welfare o#ficials may want to know aUout the first job off welfare, for child well-being, the mast
recent jobs are more salient . IVlaore prapased that as }aart of the common core, states obtain a job
history for the last two years, with the option of coilecting mare years if they want ta . Barbara
Goldman recom~nended g~tting information abaut (~) reasans for job Ioss, (2} shift wark, (3)
rotating hours far each jol~ in last year (see National Evaluation of Welfare to Work Strategies
~'ive Year survey), and (4) an employment caiendar . Howard Rolston noted that it would be nice
to have each of these in each site, since rnany states are doing it anyway (excep# MFIP),
especially as they relate to child outcomes . The group reached consensus to get reasons for job
loss, shift work, rotating hvurs far each job in the last year, and the job history for at least the last
two years .

Coordinating with the child care questions, Christine Ross noted that Iowa is planning t4 obtain
current child care arrangements far a115- to 12-year-old children in the familyll~ousehold and
obtain a detaiied history for S- to 7-year-otds, Dave Fein wondered whether this woutd foeus
only on child care while the mother was employed . Mar~ha Zaslow noted that there is lots of
child care used by mothers who are nat employed, as they may be in training, so employm~nt
should not be tied into the child care calendar . This issue was tabled until the discussion on child
care .

2b. Hard skills. Kristin Moore noted that, beyond asl~ing about educational attainmen# and
licensing, there were not ~easures of "har~ skills" in the MFIP c~uestiannaire. T~e group
discussed including additional items specifically pertaining to human capital and
"promotionability." However, there was consensus that tl~ese additional questions vvould be
aptianal, not part of the comrnan core .

3. FAMILY FOR~VIATION

K.ristin Moore led the d iscussion on canstructs in . the faxnity formation domain. One of the sta .ted
~oals of welfare reform on the nationaI level is to reduce non-marital births and to end potentiat
ir~centives that exist for family dissolut ion. While most waiver policies do not directly seek to
influence wliat' kind of fam i~ies recigients l ive zn, the golicies may have conset~uences vvh ich
affect famiiy formation and dissolution. The following constructs were selected for inclusion in
the cornmon core : nonmarital/marital birth ; chi ld/family living arrangements; marita] sta.tus of
mother and whether she is or was married to the biologieal or n~r~-biologica! father. (Note that a
discussion about child living arcangements is covered in the stability/turbulence sectivn) .

3a. Nonmarital birth . Kristin Moore noted that, while abtaining information ahout additianal
births since random assignment and about whether the mather had married since random
assignment, MFIP does not measure whether any additional births since random assign~x~nent
occurred when the mother was married to the brvdogical father . She noted that Congress was not
onty interested in tracking nan-marr.tal births but alsa whetker births occurred in t~e eontext of a
twa-parent biological family . Martha Moorehouse then asked if we would have child autcomes
on the npnfocal child who was born to biological garents since random assignament . HowarcE
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Rolston noted that this is not a cenixal issue for this particular study, and the group eancluded this
would not be part of the core, but states can pursue this on their own .

IV, MEASURING THE COMMON CORE UF C4NSTRUCTS - PART II

4. STABILITY AND TURBULENCE

Suzanne Miller Le Menestrel led the discussion on measures for tiie Stabi[ity and Turbulence
donnain. During last year's planning phase, the project participants voted an including several
aspects of s~ability and turbulence For the comm~n core . These include : faster care piacements ;
wh~ther t}~e child was not or is nat living with his or her family; stability in child care; stability in
incame; nurnber of moves of residence ; and changes in marital status or cohabitation .

Turb~ulence means #hat a child and farnily is experiencing multiple changes in life circurnstances .
it is possible that same welfare poiicies may bring a6out changes in several areas of a. child 's
famiiy life, such as changes in chi ld caxe, place of residence , or family income . Some waiver
prov isions might pro~ide supparts that may make children's lives mare stable, whereas others
might incrsase iurbulence in chilsiren's lives . Turbulence dwing chiltihood in terms af family
structure and living arrangements , family relocatian, schools attended, ch ild care , and incame
le~el, has been shown to be assac iated with a number of negative outcames for children and
yvung ad.ults .

4~. Foster care and why the child is not living with his or her family . These constructs are
being measured in MFiP by asking parents whether they and their chiId have been separated
since randorn assignment and how many times this has nappened . For the most recent separation,
the parent is asked the main reason why the separation occurreci . Placement in foster care can be
captured in this follow-up questaon .

4b. Stability in child eare . This is measured in the MFIP quastiannaire using several different
types of questions. There is a series of questions about the types of a,rrangements that tlae parent
has used since randam assignment and how rr~.any different arrangements of that type the child
attended foar a month or more . Second, using the calendar, one can asce~tain the number af
different child care arrangements that were used for a month ar more since random assignment .
For the most recent arrangement (th~t is, the one used in the last full week), parents are asked
how many caretakers a child has, ~ow many children are in the arrangement, and the number of
hours the child spent in the arrangement . Stability in child care ~vas diseussed more fully in the
section on child care .

4c. 5tabiiity in income. This construct is more difficuit to measure . In the MFIP questionnaire,
data on income saurces are only colrected for the prior month . Tl~us, a variable which measures
stability in incame will need to be created fram data . collected in priar surveys ancE vi a
administrative records since random assigrtment such as earnings from UI records, AFDC and
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faod stamp payments . In order to measure stability in incom~ since random assignment, states
decided to use administrati~e records data .

4d. Changes in residence. This is being measured in MFIP by asking respondents a question
fram the National Evaluation of Welfare to Work Strategies Five Year survey which asks how
many times they have moved since random assignment .

~e. Changea in marifial status and cahabitation. These ate being measured in MFIP using a
series of questions fram t1~e New Hope evaluatian . Respondents are asked if they got marrieci,
separa#ed or divorced, ar started or stopped living with sorneane since randorn assignrnent, and if
these events occurred, how many times ,

The rnost importan# decision po int was to determine a time per~od in which to construct a
composite measure of stability or a composzte measure of turbulence . Because the constructs
that ~vere sel~cted for the common core are being measured s ince random assignment in ~the
MFIP questiannaire, it would be poss ible to get a picture of sta~ility and tur~ulence for th is t ime
periad . With some of the questions inciuded in MFIP, s~ch as the questian about recent
separations , it would not be passible to create a stabil ity and fiurbulence eomposite measure far a
t irr~e period such as the last year or manth , because the spec ific dates for the separations cannot
be ascertained.

The rneeting participants decided that it would be irnporta .nt to find aut whe#her the faeal child
was ever in faster care over some period of tirne, such as in the past twv years . Project
participants a~reed to use the MFIP iterns to measure nurnber of changes in res idence and in
marital status and cohabitation . Finally , upon Child Trends' recammendation, everyane agreed to
add t~ the common core one item from the National Survey of America ' s Fanni lies which asks
about the number of school changes the focal child has experienced in the past two years .

5. PSYCHULOGICAL WELL-~EING

Kathryn Tout led the discussion about psychological well-being . Matemal depression was the
aspect of psychological well-being that the group focused on in the commpn core . Depression is
defined as a"negative mood state so extreme tl~at it interferes with daily functioning and
producti~e activity." There are two general ways in which prograrn participation could influence
maternal depression. On one hand, mothers who are employed in low-wage jobs with few
benefits or who hit time iimits and sanctions may experience more depression . We know frorn
prior research that depression is related to dirninished parenting skiils, high levels af chiId
behavior problems and school difficulties, and poor physical health for children . On the other
hand, mot~iers wha secure emplayment and become self-sufficient may show decreased levels of
depression and, in turn, may ha~e children who show fewer negative developrnental outcomes .

In the commcan core, Child Trends recommended using the Center for Epidemiologica] Studies
Depression Scale whieh is a 20-itern questionnaire that has been used in other welfare progra m
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evaiuations and which has high reliability ~nd validity . MFIP adopted the fiill scale (p. 90) and
states agreed #n follow suit .

6. ABSENT PARENT INV4LVEMENT

Suzaiule Le Menestrel led fihe discussion about the measurement of canstructs in the absent
parent i~cvolvement damain . Absent parent involvement was a domain of interest to the states
hecause rnany of the waiver provisions are aimed at increasing the rale of the fa#her in his child°s
life, mainly through paternity establishment, enforcement of chiid s~pport collection, and
allowing families to keep mare or a11 af the child support awards by passing through the monies .
A possible consequence of thase provisions is that fathers may see their childr~n mare frequently
and the relationships between fathers and their children may be enhanced . On the other hand,
forcing fathers tv acknowledge their paternity and pay child support might increase feelings of
anger and resentment toward bath the mother and the child . Prior studies provide evidence that
provisian of child support is related t4 several areas of child well-being including cognitive
development, academic achievement, anc~ behaviflr prflblems . The planning phase project
participants decided to foeus on the following aspects of absent parent involvement as part of the
common core: whether child support is or was pmvided ; whether paternity was established ; and
the frequency of contact that the father has with the target child .

6a. Whether child support is p~rovided . This is measured in MFIP with a series of questions
which ask if the chi[d is covered by a child support arder, whether any money was receiyed from
the child support office or from the father directiy in the past year, and whether the fath~r has
provided informal noncash support such as buying gifts for the cluld, babysitting, or caring for
him or her overnight . Jeannee Elswick-Morrisian from Flvrida asked whether these questions
could measure whether child support was not provided (or accepted by the mother} because it is
actually in the child's best interest na to see his or her father ar receive support from him
because of abuse or otl~er reasons . It was agreed that the sta.tes could add questions which could
answer that question, if they were interested in reasans why ehila support was not provided .

Gb. Whether paternity was estabIished. This construct is measured in MFIP by asking pazents
if papers have been filed with a court or legal agency that establish the father as the legal father .
Thexe is als~ a question which asks whether the respondent was married to the child's father ~t
the time the child was born. These questions were accepted for inclusian in the common care .

6c. The frequency of contact that the absent parent has with the focal child . This is
rneasured using two questians asking if the father has talked to the chi~d on the phone or sent him
a letter or card . Child Trends recammenc~ed adding an additional questian abaut "face to face"
contact that the child has had with his natural father in the past 12 months . This recommendation
was suppvrted by all pxoject ~articipants.
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a. carrsun~r~r~o~v

I~athryn Tout ted the discussion about consumption , wiiich refers to patterns af family resource
use or the decisions families make to allocate scarce resources for the ir children . Last year's
project participants had decided to measezre consumption in the common core as the percent of
income spent an child care and hous ing . Pragram participation ca .n afFect consumption patterns
by increasing 4r decreasing income . For example , if family income increases and a smaller
percentage of income needs to be spent on housing and child care, more income is left over fvr
otljer puipvses . If family income decreases, famil ies may need to rnove to poarer c~ual ity housin~
ar choose lower quat ity child care setkings. These patterns af consuxnpfiion directly affect the
con#exts, such as neighborhoods and child care, in which children spend their days ~d thus are
important for child well-being .

In the common core, ChiId Trends recomrnended using questions that ask famili~s how inuch is
spent per week or per manth on ~ausing (including rent or mortgage, insurance and taxes} and
child care .

MFIP included questians assessing percent of income spent on both housing (p . C8, qu~stion
AA4a) and child care (~. 58, question H9) in its Basic Survey . Child Trends recomrnended that
the other sta.tes inelude the sarne questions .

Jeannee Elswick-Morrision aslced if the impact of subsidies is captured in a measure of
consurnptioan (e.g., if a family only pays $4/week for child care)? Howard Rolston replied that
the importance of a consumption measure comes from assessing what the fantil~r pays . Thus, if a
family pays only $4/week (and tlie rest is covered by subsidies), then the $4 figure is what is
recorded .

$. USE OF HE~i, LTH AlYD HTJMAN SERVICE S

Tamara Halle led the discussion for this damain . Halle noted that access to health and hum~
services is lilcely to benefit e~ldren indirectly, by reducing parentai work disincentives, and
directly, by providing services that w i ll promvte children's overall health, ar~d educational and
socioemotional development . The recommendatians made in the common core of canstr~cts Far
Health a.nd Human Services include specific questians about food stamps, medical insurance
coverage for the parent and chi ld, child care subsidies, and access to medical care .

Sa. Food stamps. MFIP included questions about food starnps from the Nationa .i Evaiuation of
Welfare to Work Strategies Five Year survey (Section F, page 38 ; A5, page 3~. Howard Rolston
urged states to get food stamp data from administrat2ve data . rather than adding c~uestions t~ their
surveys . 'Barbara Galdman explained that some of the food stamp questions in MFIP were #here
because MFIP did a cash out . MFIP also included an additional question about rece iving MFIP
benefts , net of vther food assistance (F4, page 39) . It was agreed that states would try ta get
food stamp inforrr~ation frorn admin istrative data; if they were unable, they would use the MFIP
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items. Adria Gallup-Black cautioned that there may be a problem with using administrative data
if rnore than ane food stamp recipient unit resides in a household .

Sb. MedicaidlMedical Insurance. MFIP used a series of questians fram the New Hape survey
to ask about insurance coverage in the past month (Section I, page 60) . In additian, two items in
the Material Hardship 5cale (2Jf & 2Jg, page 63) ask if anyone in the household postponed
medical or dental care. It was agreed that other states would use the MFIP items. States were
also urged to aonsider (as an option) getting additional information far reasons why medical care
was postponed (questian F17 fram National Survey of America's Families was recommended) .

8c. Child care suhsidies. Questions abaut child care s~bsidies were covered in Section H of the
MFIF survey (H3 & H7, pages 55-57j . It was agreed that states would use the MFIP items
(although other states will substitute th~ir ~wn state pragrarns where MFIP is explicitly
mentioned) .

$d. Access to medical care . MFIP has questions about source and regularity af denta~ and
medicai care for the child {Sectian CC, page 7$) . States agreed to use these i#ems .

9. CHILD CARE

Martha Zaslaw ~ed the discussi~n on the measurement of constructs in the child care domaan .
'Tl~e work requirements in place with many of the waivers and with TANF are likely to affect the
use of child care . There is evidence that child care can affect fihe mot~~r's abiFity to get and
maintain a job. The use af child care by respandents is also likely to affect the development of
the children . In particular, the research titerature s~ggests that high quality early childhood
programs can play a significant, pasitive role in the lives of disadvantaged children . Zaslvw
nated that the r~comm.endation for the cammon core regarding child care measures had been to
address ~xtent of care used fnr the focal child, types of eare used ; quality of care used; and
stabilit}~ of care . (Other secti~ns af the conunon core address issues concerning paying for child
care) .

These aspects af child care are weli ~vvered in MFIP, particularly in section HH . Very little is
missing in terms of partic~lar items that had been reeommended for the core (see belovv) . In
additivn, MFIP goes beyond the core recomrnendations in the sense that it ineludes the full series
of questians developed by Eml~n cvncerning rea~tions to child care {e.g., "GHILD feels saf~ and
secure" in the prirnary arrangement ; with mnther responding never, svmetimes, often or always) .
This set of questians had been noted as optional in the core reeommendations .

9a. Type, Exten#, Quality, Stability . Zaslow noted that the MFIP surv~y covers chiid care in
two very different ways . Section H asks about child care specifrcally for the mother's current or
most recent jo6 and regarding all af the mother's children. By contrast, Section DD asks abaut
the entire pertod of time sinee random assignment, about child caYe used for any reason, nat ondy
for emplayment, and about the focal child only. Zaslow noted that the differences in approach in
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asking abaut child care in these two sectians aze impartant . For example, regarding the fact that
one section focuses on child care for purposes of employment but the other does not require
employment, ifi is important to note that national data indicate that child care occurs for reasans
ather than em~loym~nt. In tne context of welfare waiver eva~uativns, one reasan fvr using care
other than employment might be for participation in education or training activities vr unpaid
wark.

Zaslaw rev i~wed the cantent of these two child care sections in MFIP : Section H asks vvhere the
care is occurring (or accurred); how many of the mather's children are in the care situation ;
whether the care giver is paid an .d who pays for all or most of the care ; which particular types of
care aze used for any of the mothex's children and for how many hours per week ; the total
payment for child care for all of the mother's children ; and whether th~re is assistance with
paying. Section DD asks, for the focal child, whether part icular types of care have been used
since random assignment ; how many di#ferent persorts or arrangements of each #ype have been
used since random assignment; and whether the care giver for each iype of care is younger than
l3, between 13 and 17, or older .

One item that had been recammended for the core was not included in MFIP : "As far as you
know, is yoExr child c~re provider licensed or regulated by the state?" (YeslNolDan't Know ; This
question was to be asked regarding in-home child care but not center care) . The group decided
that this should be included amang the items used in cammon where ~his is stiii possib[e .

There is at present no item concerning accidents or injuries while tY~e focal chi ld is in child care.
The morning discussion, especially cornments made by the representatives from Florida , had
raised the possibility #hat such accidents ar injuries might occur . The group decided to add a
question to the child care sectian asking whether since random assignment the foca] chi ld had
experienced an accident or in~ury wlule in child care that resulted in a visit to the emergency
roona . The Child Trends team will rn .ake this item available to the stat~ teams .

Ross noted an alternative to asking ab~ut care quality that might perhaps be more fitting to a
sample of school age ch iIdxen : asking about the three activities fihat the child engages in most
while in the primary child care arrangement , Such an item wouid reveal, for example, whether
watching television is tl~e mos~ frequent activity . Ross noted that they wi11 be pretesting this item
shortly for the Iowa eval~ation. The group dec ided that this item shauld be optianal . The Ghild
Trends team will make this item available to all the state fearns and prov ide any i.nformation
provided by Mathematica Policy Research from the pretest .

96. Ch ild Care Ca lendar. A calendar format is used in Section DD to nate the months since
randam assignment when each type of care was used . The calendar also notes the months during
this period when the mother was ~rnpioyed . Section DD also asks the child's age when he/she
first cared for hirn/herseIf and the number of hours the child cared for hirn/herself in the last
week. For the primary child care arrangemen# for the focal ctaild in ~he last week, there are
questions about hours/week, grvup size, and number of care givers . The sectian ends with a
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series of questions about reactions to the major child care arrangement . Gallup-Black gave a
presentation on how #he child care calendar is being administered in MFIP using CAPI .
Participants were able to examine an exacnple of a campleted child care calendar .

The graup discussed whether schooi age children experienced enaugh chi~d care ~eyand schaot
hours to warrant the use of a child care catendar format, given the time that this format requires
to complete . Gallup-B~ack noted that in the inter~iews completed thus far in MFIP, quite a bit of
child caxe is being reported for the children in the sample, who are scl~ool-age children. Zaslow
noted tl~at there is evidence linking the development of schooi-age children to Ehe quality of the
before and after schaol programs they participate in . It was nated that child care for school age
children was a topic in the recent White Hause Gonferenee on child care . The group deeided to
retain the child care calendar .

Whi~e the group favared retaining tha child care calendar, the issue remained regarding the
period of time i~ should cover . In some of the state evaluations a periad of rnore than two years
would have elapsed since random assignment . Th~ decision was rnade to focus #he child care
calendar on the two years prior to the survey, with the vption of going back further, particularly
for chitdren betwe~n the ages of 5 to 8 years ald at the tirne of the survey .

Zasiow noted that the MFIP items regarding child care can be used ta get a measure of stability
of child care, but that it shauld be considered a proxy meas~zre rather than an exact measure of
child care stability . The MFIP questions ask about the number vf different providers or
arrangements of each type used since random assignment . Yet, if a mother s#opped using a care
situation but then resurned using it, this wiil not be accounted far in the tally . The calendar notes
months during which partieular types af care were used ~and ty~es of care used concurrentlyj, but
does not note start and stop dates for specific arrangements . The group decided that the caverage
af child care stability was sufficient given the approach used in MFIP .

It was noted that it will be critical far all of the states ta be using the same definitions about each
child care type . Child Trends staff wilt provide all the states vv~th MFIP°S question by question
specifications abaut types of care .

14. HOME ENVIRONMENT AND PARENTING PRACTICE S

Sharon McGroder led the discussion on this set of constructs. Four aspects of the hame
environment were proposed as comrnon core construc#s for mixed-mode surveys, wi#h a fifth
core cunstruct if surveys are to be conducted in the home : child abuse and neglect; domestic
violence and abusive relationships ; famiIy routines ; mothers' feelings af aggravation ; and
characteristics of the home envir4nment .

In general, participation in welfare-to-wark activities may influence many aspec~ of the clients'
home life, and these cha.nges are l ikely to affect children. Some policy makers fear that the
added stressor of having to partic ipate in vvelfare-to-work programs may be so great as to lea d
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some pazents to neglect andlor abuse their children. There is a strong link between iow income
and family vifllence, and there is growing evidence of domestic violence suffered by participants
in welfare reform progratns. Mothers who are rnandated to participate in employment and
educational activities might also experience an increase or a decrease in the degree to which their
lives are routinized, or foilow a regular schedule . For example, mandated emplayment may farce
mothers to establish regular routines, such as regular bedtimes and rnealtimes . Children can
benefit from such predictability . Alternativ~ly, the ho~ne enviranment may become more
disorganized and Iess routinized as a result of increased stress or laecause families laave
difficulties managing employment, transportation, and child care arrangements, and children may
suffer from the inereased disorganizatian .

Mflthers who are mandated to participate in em~loyment and educati4nal activities might
experience an the one hand, an increase in their subjective sense of stress, which can lead to
more impatient and aggravated parenting practices . Also, questionable feelings of self-efficacy,
time stress, or difficulties securing transportation ar child care might increase mothers' feelings
of aggravation in the parenting role. ~n the other hand, involvement in activities beyond the
family may diminish negati~e feelings toward tl~e parenting role, with greater parenting
aggravation assoc~ated with paorer child autcames .

1Qa. Child Abuse/Neglect. The MFIP questiannaire does not ask about c1uld abuse and neglect
hecause of the difficulty in obtaining accurate self-reparts . The tec}►nical assistance team had
recomrnended relying an ac~ministrative recards on reported and subs#antiated abuse, which
requ ires that statss have the vapacity to lin~c their administrative records ta survey members
through a unique ident ifier. S~veral evaluators said that wauld be difficult to co~lect this
adrninistrative data . with the limited dollars available. The costs va~y by state an~ by whether the
welfare ofFice was already connected to the child welfare office da#a . They also wondered
wh~ther #here was another way to collecfi this information besides administrative data. The
quality of the data varies across states also , and in states where the data . is of high quality, it eould
b~ a straightforward process . Howard Rolston the~ nated that several states pro~ided est ima#es
in t~ieir proposals . The prospectus sent to foundations reported that for the three states who
proposed to collect this data administratively, the estimated total cast was $6~0,000 wh ich
includes administrative data. on child suppart as well as child w~Ifare . This issue w ill be
revisited if additianal funding becomes available .

14b. D4mestic violence/~busive relatiouships. Chi ld Trends had proposed n ine items asking
whether anyone k~as made it difficult to find or keep a job for a variety of reasons, which were
developed ~y MDRC and used in the National Evatuation of t~elfare to Work 5trategies Five
Year survey . MFIP used these items verbatim {CrCrl-GG9b , pp. 91-93} . Also, Chi1d Trends had
proposed items asking w~ether or not anyone had e~er abused them in various ways (e . g.,
threatened with physica .l harn~ ; actually h it nr kicked) , who , and how ]ong ago {also from the
National Evaluatian of Welfare to Work Strategies Five Year survey) . MFIP substituted one
item, and structured the items to abta in even more detail than had been proposed (askir ►g about
vvho az~d haw long ago for each of six types of abuse} . In the interest of consistency and
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comprehensiveness af the measure, Child Trends recomme~ded ad .opting the MFIP items and
r~sponse category format (p .94-95). Iowa agreed to field this measure and report on length .

Martha Mooxehause asked how we1l these items were wor~Cing so far in the field in MFIP and in
the National Evaluation of Welfare ta Work Strategies Five Year survey . Adria Gaflup-Black,
who was heavily involved in designing as well as fielding these items, noted tha~ these items are
not asked in a ghone survey because answering aloud may put the respondent in danger and does
not yield honest answers . MFIP uses audio-CASI (Cornputer-Assisted Self-adxninistered
Interview) -- which is the first time such abuse items are obtained from audia CASI -- anc~
preliminary checks indicate that these items are being answered .

lOc, Family Routines . Child Trends proposed a seven-item scale that captures the frequency
with r~vluch farnilies do such things as eat rneals together, do hausehold chores, and have regular
bedtimes. M~IP uses a seven-i#em routines scale that drops ane recommended item and adds
another item (child eats breakfast at a regular time) {see page 69 of survey) . Child Trends
recornmended asking all eight rtems and using th~ MFIP response categories, so fhat both the
MFIP seven-item scale and the Child Trends-recammended seven-item scale can be created . Na
disagreements were noted with this recommendation .

lOd. Aggravation/s#ress in parenting. Chi ld Trends proposed a five-item aggravation in
parenting scale . MFIP dropped one item, re~ying on a four-item scale (p . 97). They also used
different respanse eategories than had been initially proposed by Child Trends , though MFIP's
are consistent with what was used in the 1Vational Survey af America 's ~amilies Study . Child
TrenrIs recommended that tlze f ve-item scate tl~at was ariginally proposed be us~d by the ather
states in order to be comparab~e to data collected in other studies -- including the NatiQnal
Evaluatian of Welfare to Work Strateg ies Child Outcomes Stutly , the National Surv~y of
American Famili~s (Assessing New Federa .li sm) and the Survey of Program Dynamics. Child
Trends also recomrr~ended using MFIP ' s response categories . `T~e group approved this
recommendafiion .

I~e, Parentrng Practices and the Home Environment. Invoivement in welfare-to-wark
programs, as well as eventuat emplayment, can influence many aspects of parenti~g, including
involvement in joint activities, monitoring, discipline strateg ies, and the physical environment of
the home. MFIP used the materna ,l report items from t~e HOME-Short F +vrm (pages 70-7~) as
well as inferviewer ratings of the home envirunment (page 104) , as recomrnended by Child
Trends in the rev ised measures natebook . In addition, because interviewer ratings of mother-
chiid interactions from the HOME-SF re Quire both the mother and child be in the hame during
the interview -- ~vhich may require re-scheduling callbacks and, thus , is more ex~ensive --
MDRC consulted with Child Trends about options . In a~rior memo, Kristin Moor~ reported on
psychometric analyses showing what was lost by dropping these interviewer ratings and groposed
obtaining add i t ic~naI maternal repvrt items pertaining to disc ipline ana m~nitoz~ng in ordear~ ta
maice up for the loss . 1VIFIP includes these additional items as recommended by Child Trends .
Child Trends recornmended that the other states also use the H4ME-SF {see pages 74-74 an d
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i 04) and additional items used in MFIP [see pages 97-98 (discipline), and 9$-99 (monit~ring)],
to maintain carnpacability with MFIP .

Finally, MFIP obtains interviewer ratings on physical chaxacteristics of fihe neighborhood (pages
104~105 of the survey). Child Trends said tha# they would support other states' decisions ta
collect this data, but because it is not in the common core, these items are optional .

11. EDUCATION

Tamara Halle led the discussion on educational outcomes . Impraving famity income may have a
significant and positive influence on children's educational outcames . For example, increasing
family income due to employrnent may make it possibie for parents to provide theix chilclren with
educational materiaLs (such as books or toys) and the opportunity to engage in activities that
could setve as sourc~s of cognitive stirnulation . Halle reviewec~ the five constructs re~atea to
educational outcomes included in the comna4n core : engagement in schoal ; attendance ;
performance ; suspended or expelled ; and grades . She noted that change in schuols is covered in
tl~e stahility/tur~ulence damain .

lla. Engagement in school. Tamara Halle noted that MFIP included the four-item sch~ol
engagement scale used in the National Survey ~f America's Families that was recommended in
the common core of constructs . Ail states agreed ta used these same items .

11b. SchooI attendance . Schoo~ attendance was measured in MFIP us ing questions from the
New Hope survey (Section G, pages 51 & 52} . 'Tl~ese questions ask -- for each child in the family
-- what grade the child is in (with a code for "not in school " as an option), why ~he child is not
attend ing schaol (including codes for hasn 't started schooi yet, is being hame schooled, health
reasons, parental choice, graduated , and dropped out) , and what manth and year the child last
attended school . Halle noted that while the MFIP questions gather information on school
absence or dropout, they da not capture much detailed informat ion about children who are in
school but who ar~ experienc ing proble~ns with absenteeism or tardiness . Halle urged the states
to consider inctuding two of the recommended qu~stions (Q29 & 31) from the Prospects survey
in addition to the questions already in MFIP for this construct . The Prospect items ask how many
days in the pas# four weeks the child was late to schaol or missed school . Some concern was
voiced by the states t1~at ask ing these questions for each child in the haus~hold w~uld be too
time-conse.~ning . It was agreed that the qu~stions wauld be asked for the focal ch i ld, and that
stafies had the aption of asking the question for alI children , if time allawed .

lle, Schoal performar~ce. MFIP included two iterns to measure school performance : one item
(G1 l, page 53) asks if the child has ever repeated a grade in school ; the other (EE1, page 85)
asks whether the child ever received an academic honor. States agreed #o ask these same
questions .
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Additionaliy, Halle pointed nut f.hat special education , ESL, and academ ically g ifted
classifications, or other educataonal classifications that may have a bearing on school
performance, could be obtained through school records if permission was received from the
parent; parenta~ permission for accessing sc~oo~ records appears on ~age ~ U3 of the MFIP
survey.

11d. Suspens ioa/Expulsron, MFIP included one it,em from fihe New Hope surv~y (EE3, page
86) ta cover this construct . As specified in the core, this itern covers any child residing in the
hous~hold . Siates agreed Eo includa this question in their surveys .

1~e. Grades. Info~ma~ian about grac~es is reqttested . for all ch2~dren in the household. MFIP
inctudes a question on page 51 (item Gb) that asks the garent ta evaluate each child's schooi
performance, taking into accaunt the child ° s schooi work and report card grades . Hall~ po inted
flut that the MFIP question was an indirect measure af grades and stressed that the only way of
getting rel iable data on grades would be to access school recards . It was agreed fihat, for
consistency's sake, that all states should use the MFIP questinn . However, states were urged to
attempt to get parent permission to access schoal data ; MFIP includes a form to obtain parental
permission for school records on page ~ 03 of the survey.

i2. HEALTH AND SAFETY

Shaaron McGrader led this discussian on children's health and safety outcomes . She noted that
mothers' involvemeni in welfare-to-work activities may hav~ implicatians for chilc~ren's health
and safety, specifically: the vccurrence af accidents and injuries ; hunger and nutri#~on ; overall
hea~tl~; and teen pregnancy . Mothers' participa#ion in u~elfare-to-work programs is likely to lead
ta increased tirne ar~vay from haine . Unless the parent has a reliahle child care arrangement for
the child, the child may be at greater risk for accidents and injuries . Chitdren vv~o care far
themselves or far their younger siblings may be placing themselves and their siblings at risk far
accidents and injuries . Stress due to ernployment ar otiier mandated activities may lead . to more
harsh disc~plin~ whieh, if extreme, could result in increased visits tv the emergency room for
accidents and injuries . Mothers' time away from home without adequate alternative supervision
of her ehi~dxen could leac~ to increased sexua~ activity and pregnancy among her adolescent
children . Early childbearing and fathering of children is related to truncated educational and
employm~nt apportunities and cou[d lead to welfare dep~ndency among adotescent children of
current recipients . On the other hand, work requirements, job firaining, time limits and other
waiver pravisions may increase adolescents' motivation to delay parenthood .

In terrns of hunger and nutrition, if families experience an increase in income #hrough working
or a com.binativn af ~vork and benefts, they may be less likely thar~ other rec ip ients to experisnce
food shortages . Th is may be especially true for the states that are experimenting w ith increased
income disregards . On the other hand, sanctions for nan-participatian may reduce availabte
income and thus availability of nutrit ious food . Children wha do not receive adequate nutrition
experience numerous physica .l problerns as well as problems concentrat ing in school .
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12a. Accidents, injuries, pa isoning. Child Trends recom .mended a wi~ely-used single item
asking whether the respondent's children had had an accident, injury, or poisoning requiring an
emergency hospital visit . MFIP used this item ~erbatim (p . GQj. Chi ld Trends recommend~d that
other states use this same item; there was agreement to do sa .

12b . Genera l Health. Children's general health ma~ be affected by their mothers' participation
in welfare-to-work programs -- through the mechanism described above . Child Trends
recommended a widely-~sed single item pertaining tc~ children's general health . MFIP included
this item {page 78). Child Trends recommended that other states use this sarr~e item ; there was
agreernent to do so .

12c. Teen Pregnancy . Chitd Trends recvrnmended as part af the core that surveys ask which,
if an .y, of the respondent's ch i ldren have ever had or fathered a baby, and how old they were .
MFIP used th~se items with slightly irnproved wording (pages 86-87) . Child Trends
recommended that other states use the MFIP item ; there was agreement to do so .

12d. Hunger and Nutrit ian, Child Trends recommend the six-ifiem USDA Food Security
Module largely because this measure is being u~ed in other nationa.l surveys which allows
researchers to "benchmark" their find ings against this national sa~np(e . Huwever, MFIP used
three different items in their survey {page 63-(4) . Barbara Goldman noted that this was because
these fewer items -- approved by FNS -- were use~ in the 12-month survey, and they kept them
for consistency across waves . She also noted that thes~ items carne closer to the concepts
relevant to those facing welfare t ime limits. Howard Rolston agreed that measuring food s~curity
was important, and ~cvor~dered if the Department of Agr iculture could help thern ge# at hunger.
Kristin Moore suggested, as a default, that other states use the six-item Food Security Mod~le as
recommended and Child Trends would follow up with USDA to ver'rfy that this is still the set of
items that #hey would recommend .

12e. Health at Birth. While mothers' participation in vv~lfare-to-work activities can.r~ot affect
whether or not the fQCal chi ld was horn Iow-~irth we ight (under 5 .5 pounds), received intensive
care after birth, or was exposed prenatally tv harmful substances , these aspects of ~he focal
child's health at birth a~n ha .ve ramificativns for theit~ heattl~, developme~t, and ]earning
throughout childhood which, in turn , can also influence mflthers' suacessful participation in
welfare-to-wark activities . This suggests that analyses of program impacts on children ' s
outcomes would benefit fram 6eing able to ~ontrol for the fact that some focal children were
already "at risk" for poorer health outcames before their mothers were exposed to program
activities . Indeed , there may be differential program impacts on rnathers and /nr focal children
depanding on whether or nvt the fQCal child had early health problems .

Sub-group measures, other than chitd gender, age and racefethnicity, are difficult to obta ,in
retrospectively . For example, child temperarnent might comprise a sub-group, but it was not
possible to obtain #erriperament a# birth and, while stable over t ime, it was too d ifficult and time-
consuming to rr;easure temperarnent am~ng S- to 12-year-olds . Health at birt~, on the other hand ,
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is relatively easy to obtain with very few items asked retraspectively . 'The key is selecting items
an which we are fairly confident fihat the mother can accurately repart, especially for her older
children . Because this construct was not discussed for the cammon core, we cannat recommend
that s#ates collect this information -- we car; oniy ~rge states fo cvnsider doing so.

~ntensive Perinatal care. Far states interested in asking ab~ut intensi~e care after birth, they
can ask :

"Did (FOCAL CHILD) receive any newborn Gare in an intensive care unit, premature nursery,
or any other type of special care unit?" (From NHIS, 1988 )

Yes
Na

Low Birth weight. For sta.tes interested in asking about birth weight, they can ask :
"How much did (F~CAL CHILD) weigh at birth? Was it . . .

"Less than 3 1/4 pounds?
"At least 3 1/4 l~ut less than 5 YZ pounds?
"4ver 5 '/2 pounds?"

~3. SOCIAL AND EM~TIONAL ADJUSTMENT

Suzanne Le Menestrel led the discussion on the measurement of constnxcts in the social and
~motional adjustment domain. There are several mechanisms through which w~lfare reform
provisions might affect children's socia .~ and emotional adjustment. Maternal stress nr depression
rates, which may increase because of reduced grants, sanctions, car time li~nits, or because of the
mandatory nature of program participation, is related ta an increased incidence of child behavior
problems. Similarly, changes in family living arrangements ar farnily income may affec t
children's behavior . Alterna#ively, if welfare programs bring about enhanced matemal
psychaiogical well-€~eing (for example, because of satisfaction with new employment roles),
improved family economic well-being, and/or residence in a better neighborhood, behavior
prublems could diminish. Three constructs were selected by planning phase proj~ct participants
to rneasure in the social and emotional adjustment domain . These includ~: behavior problems ;
arrests ; and positive behaviors .

13a. Behavior prohlems. MFIP has included the Behavior Problems Index {BPI) . The BPI is a
28-item parent report rating scale of children ' s behaviors based an the Child Behavior Checklist
developed by Thomas Achenbach . T'he BPI can distinguish between children who have received
clinical treatrnent frorn those wha ha~e not , and ta.ps some of the rnare common i~ehavior
syndromes in children , such as antfsocial "acting aut," distract ible-hyperacti~e behavior, and
depressed-w ithdxawn beha~ior . It is widely used in rrsany natiana~ level surveys (e .g., the
NLSY79-CS) and has acceptabie psychornetric properties . Using the full BPI in the commvn
core was approved k~y tne state representatives and their evaluators .
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13b. Arrests . This construct is being measured indirectly in MFIP by asking parents if their
children have ever been in trouble with the police . Child Trends suggested adding a follow-up
question abaut actual arrests because this will help sort out those children who are actually doing
something wrong from those who may just be harassed by the poliee . Everyone agreed that this
follow-up question should only be asked about children aged 10 and older .

13c. Positive 6ehaviars . These are being measured in MFIP with the 25-itern Positive Behaviar
Sca1e (PBS). This scale was develaped for use in the New Chance evaluation conducted by
MDRC. The scal~ was designed to tap three aspects of posit~ve behaviors including compliance
and self-contral ; sflcial competence ; and autonomy. Child Trends suggested that states could
include the shorter, seven-item social competence subscale rather than the full PBS . Project
participants agreed tQ inc~ude the soc2a~ coznpetence s~bscale, with the fi .~l~ PBS as an op#~on.

V. INTERVIEWER TRAINING AND THE MONITORING OF DATA C4LLECTION
QUALITY

l , QUEST~ONNAIItES

Lee Robeson, the survey director ofthe National Evaluation of Welfare to Work Strategies Five
Year study from Response Analysis Corporatian, tallced about the importance af interviewer
tz~aining and the manitoring af data collectivn quality. Robeson said tl~at when data col~ectivn
begins, there are two basic taals : the questionnaire abd the interviewer . During training, the
interviewers should come to understand everything that the survey developers understand .
However, interviewers still need to be monitored in arder to ensure that they are administering
the questinnnaires in the way in which the survey designers intended, and that they da not drift
avvay from proper procedures over time .

Robeson noted. that interviewers are sacial, curious people, but they are not social scientists ,
ehild development experts, or standardized test administrators . They need clear instructions and
definitions that are free from jargon . The instructians should be embedded in the quest ionnaire
itself so that interviewers da not have to rely on manuals . The ideal questionnaire would require
ao training, instntctions, ox definitions . The closer the actual quest iannaire comes to this ideal,
the more likely that interviewers wi ll be able to read the quest ionnaire in #he way it was
des igned . The wording of the questionnaire should not be left ta ths intervie ~vuer to interpret .
During training, the interviewer should feel comfortable in "trus#ing" the questionnaire so that he
or she does not ad lib or feel that she or he has to ad lih . The mast important tool that a.n
interv iewer needs in training is a manual with all of the necessary infarmation. The training itself
should provide multiple opportuniti~s to practice the newly learned material . The interview~rs
also need to be prepared to deal w ith disadvantaged neighborhoods and households, abusive
situa.tions, and crime in neighborhoods and households.

Following training, the qualifiy of data being collected by questionnaares needs to be assessed .
Robeson recornrnended asking interviewers to tape-record their interviews to 6etter assess th e
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quality of the data . being cotlected. The tapes can be used 6y supervisors ta det~rmine whether
the interviewers are read 'zng and recording the survey carrectly and maintaining a good,
comfortable interaction with the respondent. Monitoring should beg in immed iately .
Interviewers want to do a good. job and their needs can best be met by quick feedback . It is also
important to let interviewers knaw at the start how and whe~ n their wark will be evaluated .
Robesan said that w~ekly, personal eontact w~th interviewers is e ssential .

There are several difFerent sources that can be used to rnanitor the qual ity of questionnaires .
First, the questionnaire insfirumenf itself should 6e reviewed . Rabeson suggested examining a11
key items and any items that might be potentialiy problematic . A review of questionnaires
completed by the same ~nterviewer to detern~ine patterns is also hetpful . Robeson also uses
respondent tracking iogs, notes, call Iogs, and site superv isors to monitor data collection quality .
Respondents are also recontacted to ver ify that the interviews actually took place and . were not
forged. All rnonitoring efforts should also be documented to better track problems with
interviewers .

2.CALENDARS

Please note tl~at calendars were discussed more completely in the section on Child Care . Adria
Gallup-Black reminded the group at this point that interviewers must receive very clear
instructions in vrder to insure cansistency in the data . Tlze rules and guidelines for filling out the
calendars shouid be explicit and practice time is necessaty .

3. INTERVIEWER OBSERVATIONS

Martha Zaslow discussed the issue af training int~reiewers to rnake ratings . She noted that it has
proven to be extremely helpfu] to have interviewer ratings in previous evaluation studies . These
ratings give you the perspective of a different informant in the home . This permits you to discern
whether a pattern of group differences, for example, is attributable entirely to maternal report or
is corroborated by another informant .

At the sarne time, asking interviewers to complete ratings requires the~n to make judgernents .
Th~s in turn reqt~ires that special steps be taken during interviewer training. Steps that Child
Trenc~s recommends based on previous experience with interviewer ratings include :

• Providing the interviewers with a sheet reminding them of the ratings they will need to
complete and what aspects of the home environment they wi~l need to be attending to during
the horne visit. This h~lps interviewers to be attentive ta or look far the features of the
enviranrnent that they will be ra#ing .

• Providing specific decision rules during training an how to cornplete the ratings ,
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+ Building the question by question specifications for the interviewer ratings right into the form
the interviewers wiIl be cQrnpleting. in this way, interviewers hav~ th~ criteria for #he rating
available to them each time they make a rating .

• Using words like "dark" and "not dark" rather than "yes" and "no'° for rati~gs, ta help to be
certain that there is na problem in moving from the question or description to th~ rating .

• Photographs can be used in trainin~ to support the introduction of the specific criteria for each
of the ratings . However, p~otographs cannot cover every possible exemplar, and should be
used to support a more extensive discussion af each vf the ratings .

2aslow noted that at ~resent, survey interviewers are nat required to demansirate inter-rater
reliability on ratings o€the hame environment . This is a standard requirement in other types of
research using ratings of the h . ame environment . She noted that over time we should move in this
direction. ~n the meant ime it is critica~ to tcnderstand that train~ng for the completion of
interviewer ratings requires additional time and the provision of specific informat ion on the
criteria far each rating .

In the graup discussion, others conf rmed the particular importance of allocating time ta training
for interviewer ratings. It was agreed that all af the states should receive question by question
specifications from the MFIP survey on each of the ratings of the home environment .

4 . AUDIO COMPUTER ASSiSTED SELF-ADMINISTERED INTERV IEWS (CASI)

Adria Gallup-Black gave the group a quick demonst~a~ ion of audio-CASI . This technology
involves trie use of a lap-top cornputer and headphones so that the respondent can answer
sensitive questions (e . g ., questions about domestic violence , behaviaral problems, and
depress ion) in private . ~ne key to making audia-C f~SI a success is having a good tutorial for fhe
respand~nt. The tutorial and the prograrn should be user-friendly and easy to opera#e . Preloaded
information also can make admin istratian ea .sier . For example, random assignment date and
child's n~ne can be preloaded. As a respondent answers questians , her child's name will appear
on the screen (althaugh the aud io will say "your cY~ild").

Gallup-Black describec~ three additiona~ features of the audio-CASI. First, for very sensitive
items, respandents can choose to read the screen and turn off the sound, or she can turn off the
screen and listen to the ~eadphone~ . These features are helpful for working with respondents
who can't read . Secvnd, respondents can ga back and review or change previous answers .
~'inally, skip patterns can be programed in to simplify administration of the survey .
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VI, LESSONS LEARNED FROM THE NATIQNAL EVALUATTUN OF WELFARE TO
WURK STRATEGIE~ STUDY ABUUT INTERVIEWER TRAINING AND THE
MONITORING OF DATA COLLECTIQN QUALITY

L~e Robeson discussed the "lessans" that he has learned ~y field ing the National Evaluat ion of
Welfare to Work Strateg ies ~hTEWS) surveys . He said that, given the lengthy field periad,
interviewer attrition and interv iewer "drift" (e .g ., interviewers asking questions differently than
before) are two things that one must be prepared for . . Initial over staff ng helps to maderate
attrition, although restaffing and retraining is often required . Monitaring interviewers'
performance using cassette tapes helps identify drift when it occurs.

The second thing that he and his colleag~~es at Respanse Analysis have learned is that there is na
way ta adequately prepare interviewers ta work in disadvantaged neighborhovds . Having older,
more experienced interviewers is better, because t~ey will often stay with fihe siudy after the
training and first interview. Unfortunately, tlle alder interviewers are more resistant to training,
b€cause t~ey thir~ they lcnvw how to do things better.

Rvbeson has also tearned that it is essential ta inc~ude personal interaction in training and
moni#oring. Survey firms should insist on weekly contact with interviewers and should hold
refresher training sessians every few manths . These sessions help to 6uitd morale and baost
production . These geriodi~ ~neetings axe particularly irnportant with a lengtl~y data collection
time. Validating the interviews is also important . The interviewers should be told that 100
percent af fiheir in#erviews are being validated .

F inally, Robesot~ said that reliability is an important concern when relying on interviewers to
make assessments, particutarly of the home enviranment . Interviewers axe not a honnogeneous
group; they come fram dissimilar backgraunds . Without adequate training they wi ll nat ali view
a situation the same way . More oft~n than not, they will not agree with the reseaxcher' s view af
the situation either . To ensure reliable results , thorough training is required . He offered the
example af training interv iew~rs to rate aspects of the physieal environrnent . Showing
photographs labeled with t~e appropriate rating is a beginning , but the training should go beyond
tl~at , for example, pointing out particular parts vf the photograph that lead ta a particula.r rating ,
and implementing training that has been shown tv prov ide high inte~-rater reliabil ity.

VII . LESSONS LEARNED FRUM FIELDING THE MINNESUTA FAMILY
INVESTMENT (1V~IP) PROGRAM QUESTIONNAIRE

Adria Gallup-Blac~C from Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation discussed the lessons
that she has learned from being involved in ihe fielding af the MFIP questionnaire . First, she
said that tracking respondents has been a big issue, not necessarily because of refusals but
because of frequent moves. This problem with tracking has cost irnplications for the study, and
the interviewers have to be cr~ative in finding the respondents . They have found that incen#ives
are usefiil in keeping the refusal eate down (after people have i~een found in the fir~t place), bu t
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same respandents want mare than $15 for the time and trouble of an intensive interview. Gallup-
Slack said that a questionnaire like M~IP's ca .nnot be fietded without ince~at ives.

VITI. TECHNICAL ASS ISTANCE NEEDS FOR THE OPERATIONAL PHASE

Kristin Moore led the discussion abaut the technical assistance needs of the sta .te representatives
and third-party evaluators . Be~aw is the list of technical assistance needs that will6e addressed :

• Child Trends will consider how to create a ListServe sa that project participants can share
informataon about their evaluations .

• Decide on which rneasures should be asked of respondents when the focal child is not living
with the rnother.

• Distribute questionnaire instruments and interviewer training materials to projec# participants .

• Child Trends will review drafts of q~zestionnaires and pravided feedback to the evaluators .

• Consistent criteria across the five evaluations for s~lecting the focal child need to be
developed .
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DHHS :

Martha Maorehouse
Office of the Assistant Secretary for
Planning and E~aluation
U.S . Department of Health and Human
Services
Humphrey Bldg., Rm. 442E, 204
Independer~ce Av~ .
Washington, DC 2020 i
phone: (202) fi90-6939
faac : (2Q2) ~94-5514
E-mail : mmooreho@osaspe.dhhs.gov

Ann Segal
Office of the Assistant Secretary for
Planning and Evaluatian

U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services

240 Independence Ave ., SVJ, Room 404E
Was~►ingt4n, DC 2020 t
phone: {202) 690-G562
faar: (202j 69~-841 0
E-mail: asegal@osaspe .dhhs.gov

Alan Yaffe '
Administration for Children and Families
U.S. Deparhnent of Health and Human
Serv ices
370 L'Enfant Promenade, 7th Floor West
Washington, DC 22047
phone: (242) 4~1-4537
faa~: (202) 205-359$
E-mail : ayaffe@ac£dlihs .guv

Howard Ralston
Administration far Children and Families
U.S . Departnlent of Hea1th and Human
Services
370 L'Enfant Promenade, 7th Floor West
Washington, DC 22Q47
phone : ~za2j ~ai-~ZZo
fax: (2q2) 245-359 8
E-maiL hrolstan@acf.dhhs.gav

Connecticut :
Mark J . HeuschI~e l
Connecticut Department of Social Services
25 Sigoumey Street
Hartford, Connecticut 06106
phone: {860) 424-534 7
fax: (860) ~24-4966

Florida :
Jeasu}ee Elswick-Morrison
Flarida WAGES affice
13I7 Winewood Blvd.
Bldg. 3, Room 40G
Tallahassee, FL 32399-~700
phone: (9Q4) 487-1708
fax: (90~} 922-558 1

Caroline Herrington
Florida Sta.te University

Indiana :
Tracey Nixon
Indiana Family & Sociai ~ervices
Adminisiration
402 Washingtan St., Room W-392
Indianapalis, IN 4620 4
phone (317) 233-0890
E-mail : tenixon@fssa .stafie .in.us
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Iovva ;
Deb Singaman
Iawa Department of Human Seraices
Hoover State Office Building, Fifth Floor
Des Moines, IA 50319-Q 11 4
phone: (S15j 373-19$ 9
E-mail : dbingam@dhs .stata .ia.~s

Minnesota:
Joel Kvamnle
Mir~nesota Deparirnent of Human Service~
444 Lafayette Road
St. Paul MN 55255-3$37
phane: (612} 296-473Q
f~: {612} 297-584 0

David Fein
Abt Associat~s
48~~ Monigomery Lane
Suite 5Q0
Bethesda, MD
phane: (341) 913-0548
fax: (301) 913-450 0
E-mail : david_f~in@abtassoc .com

Erik Seecroft
Abt Associates Inc .
phane: (3Q1) 913-0546
fax (301} 652-3635
E-mail : erik beecroft@abtassoc .com

Christine Rpss
Mathematica Poiicy Research Inc .
600 Maryland Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20024
phone: (202) 484-4235
fa~c: {202) 863-1763
E-mail : crr~r@n :~prnj .co~n

Lindsay Dabrzynski

Mathematica Policy Research, Inc .
P.O. Bvx 2393
Princeton, NJ 08543-2393
phone : (G09) 799-3535

Martha Kovac
Mathematica Pfllicy Research, Inc .
P .O. Bax 2393
Princetvn, NJ 08543-2393
phone: (b09) 799-3 S3~

Barbara Gvld~nan
Manpovsrer Demonstration Research
Corporatian
I6 East 34th Street
1Vew York, New Yvrk 1 Q016-4325
phone; (212) 532~3200
fax: (212} b84-4832
E-mail : barbara~oldman@mdre .org

Adria Gallup-Black
Manpower Demonstratian Research
Carporation
lfi East 34th Stree t
New York, New York 10~16-4326
phone: (212) 340-2649
faac: (212) 654-083 2
E-mail: adria~allup-black@mdre .org

Lee Robeson
Serti~r Research Director
Response Analysi s
P .Q . Box 158
Princetan, New Jersey 08542-015$
phone: {G09) 921-333 3
fax: (6Q9} 921-261 1
E-mail : lee.robesan@respunse-analysis .com

Child Trends, Inc. 33 Dec~mber 9, 199? Surnrnary



Child Trends, Inc . :

Kristin Moore
Child Trends, Inc .
4301 Gannecticut Avenue, Suite 100
Washington, DC 2~40 8
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fax: (202) 362-553 3
E-mail : kmoore@childtrends .org
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phane: (202) 362-55$0
fax: (2Q2) 362-553 3
E-mail : rnzaslow@childtrends .org
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fa.x: (202) 362-553 3
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Child Trends, Inc .
4301 Connecticut Avenue, Suite 140
Washington, DC 20G0 8
phone: (202} 362-5580
fax: (202) 362-5533
E-mail : slemenestrel@childtrends .org

Kathryn Taut
Child Trends, Inc .
4301 Connectic~t Avenue, S~ite lU0
Washington, DC 20008
phone: {202) 362-5580
fax: (202) 362-553 3
E-mail : ktout@childtrends .org

Tamara Halle
Child Trends, Inc .
4301 Connecticut Avenue, Suite lU0
Washington, DC 2000 8
phone: (242) 352-558 0
fraac: (202} 362-553 3
E-mail: thalle@chiidtrends .org

Sharon McCrroder
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4301 Connecticut Avenue, Suite 100
Washington, DC 2~00 8
phone: (202} 362-5580
f~: (2Q2) 362-553 3
E-mail : srncgrader@childtrends.org
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4341 Connecticut Avenu~, 5e~ite I00
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Martha Wade Steketee
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Core Constructs for the Prv,~ect on Stat~-Level Child Outcom~s(4/SI97)

ASPECT 4F CHILD'S
~THER YARIASLES LIICELY ENVIItO1~TMENT LIKELY TO

TARC~T OF WELFARE TO BE AFFECTED BY STATE BE AFFECTED BY PREVIUU S
FOLICIES POLICIES CaLOMNS CHILD OiJTCOMES

~rrcon~ :
Total inc4m e

Sources of Income (m other's
earnings, father's earni~gs, child
support AFDC, food stamps, SS[,
Fos}er G~are/Adaptian)

Stability of Incame

Financial StrainlMaterial hardship

EMPLOYMENT :
Any vs. N~one

Heaith benefits thraugl~ em~ployment

Wages (hourly}

Hours of e~xnployment

Stabiiity ofemp loyment

EducationlLicense s

Joh Skil~s (Hard)

Multip(e jobs conc~urentiy

Barriers to Employment
(harassment, vrolence)

FAMILY FORMATION :
Nnnmarital birth/Maritat birth

Child/Family living arrangements

Marital Status, whether ma~ried Eo
biological or non-biological father

PSYCHOLOGICAL WELL-
BEING:
Depression

STABILITY AND
TURBiJLENCE :
Foster care

Stability in child care

Stability in income

# of moves of residence

Change in marital s tatus or
cohabitation

Why child not l iving with fami ly

ABSENT FARENT
INVQLVEMENT:
Whether child support provide d

Paterni#y establishment

Frequency of contact with child

USE OF HEALTH & HUMAN
SERVIC~B •
Food stamp s

Med icaid (awareness, ~sse, etigibitityj

C~ild care subsidy (awareness, use,
eligibi lity ~

Access to medical care

CONSi7NII'TION :
% of income speni on ch iid care and
rent

CHILD CARE: EDIJCATYUN T
Type Engagement in schoo l (ages 6-I2)

Extent School attendance (All Child)

Quality (gou , size, ratio, licensing, School Performance (All Child}
parent percep~on)

Stability

Ch ild Care Calendarfor last several
years

HOME ~NVIR~NMENT AND
PAR~LYT'IIYG PRA ,CTICES:
Child Abuse/neglect (Admin . Data)

Uomestic Violence/Abusive
Relatianships

Family Routines

Aggravario~/stress in parenting

HOME (Emotional Support and
Cognitive Stimulation Jcales)

36

Suspended/expelled (Atl Child)

~'rrades (ages b-12}

HEALTH AND SAFETY :
Hunger/nutrition (ages 5-12)

Rating of child's health (ages 5-12 )

Regular source vf caxe (ages 5-12)

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

Accidents aand injuries (Alt Child)

~OCIAL & EMOTIONAL
ADJUSTMENT :
Be havior problems Index (ages 5-12)

Arrests ( A1l Chitd)

Positive Behaviors/Social
Gompetence Sca1e (ages 5-12 )

Canstructs in Italics = In -Home Sur~ey
a~~ ch~~a = A~r c~~~a Moa~~e


