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Executive Summary

The extensive federa and state welfare reforms of the 1990s increased the possibility that
welfare-to-work programs targeted at adults would indirectly affect children. During the first
half of the decade, prior to federal welfare reform, states shifted to a “Work First” approach
aimed at moving adults quickly from welfare to work through employment-oriented activities
and imposing diff sanctions for noncompliance.  Many states instituted “personal
responsibility” requirements that broadened the scope of welfare policy to include parenting
(for example, through school attendance and immunization requirements). A significant
provision of the federal Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of
1996 (PRWORA), in terms of the potential effect on children, was the imposition of a 5-year
time limit on families receipt of cash assistance. In addition, the work participation
requirements in PRWORA encouraged states to increase participation in welfare-to-work

programs by narrowing exemptions.

Critics of welfare reform feared that children’s environments would deteriorate in some
families, if benefit reductions from time limits and sanctions exceeded any gains in earnings.
They also worried that the quality of parenting and amount of supervision children received

might decline when single mothers spent more time at work.

Proponents of welfare reform believed that the reforms would have positive effects on
children. Increased income from work would leave the family better off. Maternal
employment also might help to regularize family routines and provide better role models that
would be advantageous for children. Personal responsibility provisions would lead to better
quality parenting.

To measure welfare reform’s impacts on children, in 1997 the U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services augmented ongoing welfare reform evaluations in five states to conduct
surveys focusing on children’s outcomes. The resulting collaboration—the Project on State-
Level Child Outcomes—provides thorough and rigorous measures of welfare reform’'s

impacts on children. Reforms in the five states—Connecticut, Florida, Indiana, lowa, and
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Minnesota—represent a range of policies, and the research designs all used random
assignment and consistent outcome measures. This report presents the results of the Indiana
child survey.!

This report addresses the following research question: How has Indiana’s welfare reform
program affected children? The findings are based on an in-home survey conducted
between March and November 2000. The survey, which generated a 70-percent response
rate, was administered to a representative statewide sample of single-parent families with
children, on average 5 years after the families entered Indiana's welfare reform program.
Most of the results in this report are based on a sample of 1,679 families who had a child
between 5 and 12 years old at the time of the survey. Findings based on a smaller set of
outcomes are presented for 1,126 adolescent children who were between 13 and 17 years old
a the time of the survey. The survey measured numerous child outcomes relating to
educational performance, social and emotional adjustment, and health. In addition, the
survey measured a number of other aspects of children’s environments that could be affected
by welfare reform, including the home environment and parenting practices, family stability
and turbulence, maternal mental health and domestic abuse, absent parent involvement, and
child care.

This study measured impacts as the difference in outcomes between two groups, one
randomly assigned to participate in Indiana’ s welfare reform program, and the other assigned
to a “traditional” welfare environment. Because random assignment ensures that the two
groups are aike in all respects, statistically significant differences in outcomes can be
attributed to the different policies applied to the two groups or, in other words, to welfare
reform.

The Welfare Reform group was subject to a vigorous “Work First” environment in which
adults were encouraged to find a job quickly. The State has aso sought to increase work
participation by narrowing exemptions from work requirements and providing child care

subsidies. These policies led to higher rates of participation in mandatory employment and

1 The child impact results for Minnesota are presented in Gennetian and Miller (2000). Child impact results for Florida

are presented in Chapters 5 and 6 of Bloom et al. (2000). Connecticut’s results were released in Bloom et al. (2002).
lowa' sresults are presented in Fraker et al. (2002).
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training activities and higher sanction rates for the Welfare Reform group than for the
Traditional Welfare group. The Welfare Reform group was aso subject to a 24-month time
limit on adults’ receipt of TANF and afamily cap policy that provided no additional grant for
children conceived while a mother was receiving cash assistance. In addition, adults in the
Welfare Reform group were required to comply with a number of persona responsibility

provisions.

The Traditional Welfare group operated under pre-welfare reform rules. They were not
subject to atime limit or family cap or personal responsibility requirements, and for much of

the study period they were not required to participate in Indiana s welfare-to-work program.

Indiana’s time limit and sanction policies are relatively lenient. Unlike most states, Indiana
has no sanctions or time limits that could automatically terminate benefits for an entire
family. The 24-month time limit applies to only adult recipients and does not affect
children’s receipt of cash assistance. Until April 2002 Indiana elected under section 415 of
the Socia Security Act not to apply the federal 5-year time limit, on the grounds that it was

inconsistent with the state’ s waiver authority under section 1115.

Findings for elementary school-age children. Overal, analyses of the survey data suggest
that Indiana’ s welfare reform program did not have large impacts on elementary school-age
children (those between 5 and 12 years old at the time of the survey). Welfare reform had no
statistically significant impacts on education or health outcomes. For outcomes involving
socia behavior and emotional well-being, the study found only one statistically significant
impact: an increase in arrest rates for the subset of elementary school-age children who were
10 to 12 years old at the time of the survey. Among children in this age group, 2.2 percent of
those in the Welfare Reform group had been arrested, compared to 0.5 percent of those in the
Traditional Welfare group. It is not clear, however, whether this is a real effect of welfare

reform or only a chance artifact of multiple significance tests.
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One reason why Indiana’s program did not have large impacts on children may be that the
program did not affect average household income.> A synthesis of five recent random
assignment evaluations found few effects on young children for welfare-to-work programs
such as Indiana s that mandate work but that do not provide earnings supplements to increase
household income (Morris et a. 2001). The same synthesis, however, found some positive
effects on young children in programs that did increase household income. From this
standpoint, Indiana’s introduction of generous financial supports to working recipients
beginning in July 2000 (not reflected in this report) could bode well for children. Under the
new policy, working families receiving TANF in Indiana now continue to receive their full

TANF grant until their income reaches the poverty line.

Indiana’ s program did increase adults employment, which was accompanied by a small
increase in the use of child care. These changes, however, did not lead to effects on survey

measures of children’s well-being.

Even in the absence of impacts for the full sample of elementary school-age children, certain
subgroups may have been affected. The study examined impacts for subgroups defined by
welfare receipt history, mothers employment history, and child gender and found few

significant differences in impacts across subgroups.

If the lack of clear positive effects on young children is disappointing to those who had
hoped that welfare reform would benefit children, the lack of clear negative effects should
provide some reassurance to those who were concerned that welfare reform would harm
children. It is possible that impacts of welfare reform on children will materialize after
families reach the federa 5Syear time limit, although the majority of families will leave

welfare before they reach the 5-year time limit.

Findings for adolescents. Although Indiana’s child survey focused primarily on 5 to 12-
year-old children, it did include a subset of questions pertaining to adolescents, defined as

children who were 13 to 17 years old at the time of the survey. For al but one of the small

2 Total income remained unchanged (on average) because the increased earnings brought about by welfare reform were

offset by decreasesin TANF and food stamp payments.
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number of outcomes available for adolescents, the study found no statistically significant
impacts of welfare reform. The exception was a small adverse effect on adolescents' school
performance. On a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 representing “not well at al” and 5 representing
“very well,” parents in the Welfare Reform group gave their adolescents an average school
performance score of 3.5, compared to 3.7 for parents of adolescents in the Traditional
Welfare group, a small but statistically significant difference. This finding is consistent with

other recent studies showing some adverse effects of welfare reform on adolescents.

The status of families 5 years after welfare reform. In addition to providing evidence on
how welfare reform has affected children, this study is useful for what the survey data reveal
about the status of Indiana families 5 years after being exposed to welfare reform. The
overal finding that welfare reform did not adversely affect children does not mean that these
children are doing well. The survey data show that a large proportion of these families,

perhaps most, remain financially insecure and face family problems.

Most survey respondents had very low income. More than half of the families had income
below the poverty line, a level generally regarded as insufficient to meet a household's basic
needs. Only about 16 percent of families had household income at least 150 percent of the
poverty line, a more reasonable but still conservative measure of income sufficient to meet
basic needs. Consistent with their low incomes, about 40 percent of families met the U.S.
Department of Agriculture’ s definition of being food insecure, and 20 percent of respondents

reported using food banks in the 12 months prior to the survey.

In addition to having low household income, respondents and their families faced other
challenges. Nearly 40 percent of mothers were at risk of clinical depression, and more than
25 percent reported being abused by their partner in the 12 nonths prior to the survey. Less
than 10 percent of the children in the surveyed families had their biological father living in
their household, and 35 percent of the children had no contact with their father in the
preceding 12 months.

Consistent with these economic and family disadvantages, the few child outcomes measured

for adolescents suggest difficulties in and out of school. Parents reported that close to 20
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percent of their adolescents were performing poorly in school (more than twice the rate
reported for younger children), 33 percent had been suspended or expelled since random
assignment, and 7 percent had dropped out of school (even though most of the adolescentsin
the sample were under 16). In addition, about 20 percent of the adolescents in the sample
had some involvement with police.

These multiple disadvantages are not due to welfare reform. Our study found very little
evidence that Indiana’s program affected any of these outcomes. The problems also are not
unique to welfare recipients in Indiana; evidence from other states suggests smilar levels of
disadvantage among single-parent families on welfare. Improving these families situations
will take a broader effort than welfare reform, and time. Increasing household income,

whether through earnings disregards or other approaches, may help.

Abt Associates Inc. Executive Summary 6



Chapter 1

Introduction

At both the federal and state levels, welfare reform initially focused on adult recipients.
Welfare policies were designed to influence the behavior of adult recipients, and the early

research accordingly examined the policies’ impacts on such adults.

Nevertheless, many policy makers and researchers recognized early the potentia for welfare
reform to affect the children in families receiving welfare. Some were concerned that
children would be harmed by work requirements and time limits, if terminating welfare
payments meant reduced family income. Others were concerned that increasing the
employment of mothers in single-parent families could be bad for children if it decreased
parental supervison. On the other hand, some analysts expected that children in welfare
families would be better off overal if their mothers worked, reasoning that incomes would be
higher and that working parents might serve as better role models than parents on welfare.
Although expectations differed, policy makers and researchers agreed that welfare reform
must be judged not only on how it affects adults, but on how it affects children.

Research questions addressed in this report. This report uses detailed data from an in-
home survey of Indiana families receiving welfare to answer the following question: How
has welfare reform in Indiana affected the well-being of children in families that have
received welfare? To answer this question, the report estimates the effects of Indiana's
welfare reform program on a broad range of outcomes for children, including educational

performance, health and safety, and social and emotional adjustment.

An assessment of welfare reform’s impacts on children should examine not only direct
effects on children but indirect indicators of children’s well-being, such as economic
outcomes and changes in home environment and family functioning. The specific goals of
welfare reform are to increase parents employment and decrease their reliance on welfare.
If such impacts occur, families may experience consequent effects on household income,
living situations, child care use, and mothers psychological well-being. These outcomes, in
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turn, can influence the home environment and ultimately affect the well-being of children in
families receiving welfare. Examining such a sequence of outcomes may offer researchers
evidence on how and why various impacts on children occurred. Therefore, in addition to
presenting findings on child outcomes, this report presents information on welfare reform’s

impacts on outcomes for families, including:

Tota household income, sources of income, material hardship, and parents employment;
Families’ use of various types of government assistance and access to medical care;
Parents' marital status and family living arrangements;

The home environments of families receiving welfare, including stability and
turbulence in children’s environments;

Parenting practices, mothers psychological well-being, and involvement of absent
parents; and

Parents' use of child care and the quality of that care.

Data sourcefor thisreport. The findingsin this report are based on an in-home survey of 1,679
families who recelved welfare during the first year of Indiana s welfare reform program (May
1995 to April 1996) and who had at least one child of elementary school age (5 to 12 years old)
at the time of the survey. Survey interviews were conducted between March and November of
2000, on average 5 years after the families became subject to the State' s welfare reform policies.

The survey is based on an experimental design. At the time survey respondents entered the
evaluation in 1995 or 1996, approximately haf were randomly assigned to the Welfare Reform
group, which was subject to Indiana s welfare reform policies. The other half were randomly
assigned to the Traditional Welfare group, which was subject to traditiond AFDC (Aid to
Families with Dependent Children) policies. Although random assgnment is the most accurate
way to estimate program impacts, the impacts presented in this report likely underestimate the
full effects of Indiana's welfare reform policies on children, because the Traditional Welfare

group was not fully insulated from al of the State’ s welfare reform policies.*

In large-scale social experiments it is difficult to completely isolate the control group from exposure to the program,
and some amount of control group exposure is common. Experiments still produce unbiased impact estimates of the
actua treatment-control difference in program experiences, but those impacts will generally be smaller than if there had
been no control group exposure. Even with this risk, a well-executed random assignment design is the only approach
that can guarantee unbiased impacts.
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Most questions in the survey referred to a single elementary school-age child in each family
(the “focal child”).? Focusing on one child in a family alowed us to collect more in-depth
information than otherwise would have been possible. Certain questions, however, were
asked about each child in the family, making it possible to examine a subset of outcomes for
adolescents. Although most questions in the survey pertained to the children in a family,

only parents were interviewed.

Thisreport’srelationship to the broader evaluation. This report, and the survey on which
it is based, are part of the broader Indiana Welfare Reform Evaluation (IWRE), a 6year
statewide random assignment study. In addition to the study of child well-being, the IWRE
includes an impact analysis of adult outcomes, a process study that examines the program’s
evolving implementation, and a cost-benefit analysis that shows whether the program’s
benefits have exceeded its costs. The impact analysis measures autcomes over time for
approximately 70,000 adults, using State administrative records and two follow-up surveys.
The 1,679 families in the child survey are a subset of the full sample for the impact anaysis.
The final report on adult outcomes, which will present impacts for 5 years, is scheduled for

release in summer 2002.

Thisreport’srelationship to the Project on State-L evel Child Outcomes. The child well-
being survey on which this report is based is very similar to those administered in four other
states as part of the Project on State-Level Child Outcomes, initiated and sponsored primarily
by the Administration for Children and Families in the U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services. Like Indiana, the other four states—Connecticut, Florida, bwa, and
Minnesota—administered the child well-being survey in respondents’ homes using a random

assignment design and as part of a broader welfare reform evaluation.

Theremainder of thischapter. The next section of this chapter examines hypotheses about

how welfare reform might affect children. Following that section is a discussion of what

When afamily had more than one child in the 5- to 12-year age range, one child was randomly selected to be the focal
child.

The child impact results for Minnesota are presented in Gennetian and Miller (2000). Child impact results for Florida
are presented in Chapters 5 and 6 of Bloom et al. (2000). Connecticut’s results are in Bloom et al. (2002). lowa's
results are presented in Fraker et al. (2002).
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Indiana’ s experiment tests—that is, the differences in policies and experiences of the Welfare
Reform and Traditional Welfare groups. A subsequent section briefly summarizes impacts
on adults based on the full statewide sample. The chapter concludes by describing how the

remaining chapters of this report are organized.

1.1 How Might Indiana’s Welfare Reform Program Affect Children?

The expected effects on children of Indiana s welfare reform program are unclear. They could be
positive, negative, or nonexistent. If the program increases family income, children could benefit
directly. If the program improves parents psychological well-being by increasing their
employment and decreasing their reliance on welfare, better home environments and stronger

parenting practices could result, which would aso be good for children.

On the other hand, welfare reform could lower income for families in which the adults are
sanctioned or reach the time limit on welfare receipt. Such income losses could lead to more
severe material hardship for children. Increases in employment might also lead to stress,
especially for single parents trying to meet the demands of work and family. Added stress
could adversely affect parenting practices, which would negatively affect children. Effects
could also vary for different types of families on welfare. A reform, for example, may result
in positive impacts on children for certain types of families and negative impacts on children

for other types of families.

Yet athird possibility is that welfare reform could have no impact on children. The policies
are targeted at adults, not children, and the impacts on adults may not be large emough to

cause secondary effects on children.

Given these very different but plausible scenarios, it is difficult to predict how Indiana's
welfare reform program might affect children. This section describes various ways that
welfare reform may affect children, lists the outcomes measured by the survey, and

summarizes the results of recent research examining welfare reform’s effects on children.

Pathways by which welfare reform might affect children. Although welfare reform
policies do not apply directly to children, they can affect children by influencing their
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parents behavior or other aspects of the family’s situation. Exhibit 1.1 shows a variety of
outcomes that might be affected by welfare reform, arranged in columns to show possible
sequences of changes.* Column 1 shows the direct targets of welfare reform policies:
income, employment, and family formation. Columns 2 and 3 show family and child
outcomes that might be indirectly affected by welfare reform policies, and column 4 shows
the child outcomes that could ultimately be affected. For example, if welfare reform
increases mothers employment (column 1), mothers psychological well-being could
improve (column 2), which, in turn, could lead to better parenting practices (column 3).
Such better parenting might improve children’s social and emotiona adjustment (column 4).
The potential pathways between columns 1 and 4 are numerous. Impacts on children need
not be mediated through columns 2 and 3; for example, a change in family income (column
1) might have a direct effect on a child’'s hunger or nutrition (column 4), without any

intermediate effect on other variables or aspects of the child’s environment.

Even though the possible pathways from the targets of reforms to child impacts are
numerous, the path diagram is useful in attempting to understand reasons for the observed
impacts on children, if any. If welfare reform has no effect on its mgjor targets (column 1) or
on column 2 and 3 outcomes, it is unlikely to have effects on children (column 4).
Conversely, if impacts on children are observed, researchers may be able to identify possible

reasons for those impacts by examining the pattern of impacts for intermediate outcomes.

Indiana’s child well-being survey measures all of the outcomes listed in the four columns of
Exhibit 1.1. Chapter 3 of this report presents impacts on column 1 outcomes, Chapter 4
discusses impacts on column 4 outcomes, and Chapter 5 presents impacts on column 2 and 3

outcomes.

4 Child Trends developed the framework for Exhibit 1.1 through a collaborative process with participants in the Project

on State-Level Child Outcomes. For more information about the development of the constructs in Exhibit 1.1, see
Child Trends (1999).
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Column 1

TARGETSOF WELFARE
POLICIES

Exhibit 1.1

Column 2

OTHER VARIABLES
LIKELY TO BE AFFECTED
BY STATE POLICIES

Column 3
ASPECT OFCHILD’S

ENVIRONMENT AFFECTED

BY PREVIOUS COLUMNS

Outcomes Relevant to Assessing Impacts on Children’s Well-Being

Column 4

CHILD OUTCOMES

I NCOME
- Receiving TANF

- TANF amount received

- Totd income

- Income as a percent of federal
poverty line

- Sources of income (earnings of
al household members, food
stamps, SSI, EITC, child
support, TANF,family and
friends, other)

- Materid hardship and financial
drain

- Sources of financial assistance

- Homelessness

EMPLOYMENT
- Employment status
- Earnings

FAMILY FORMATION
Marital status

- Living arrangements

- Tota household size

- Fertility

- Housing status

MATERNAL MENTAL
HEALTH AND DOMESTIC
ABUSE

- Depression

- Abuse by partner

STABILITY AND
TURBULENCE

Number of moves of residence

Number of jobs

Change in marital status or
cohabitation

Foster care

Number of school changes

ABSENT PARENT
INVOLVEMENT

Presence of father in the home

. Paternlty establishment

- Financia support provided

- Frequency of contact with
child

m
Extent

- Type

- Safety
Stability

Extracurricular or after-school

activities

HOME ENVIRONMENT AND

PARENTING PRACTICES
Emotional support and

cognitive stimulation provided

to child
Family support for learning
Family routines

Parenting (warmth, harshness,

aggravation, monitoring)

EDUCATION

School performance
School engagement
Grade retention
Special education
School attendance

HEALTH AND SAFETY
Rating of child’s health

- Accidents and injuries
Medica and dertd care (accessand use
Hunger

SOCIAL AND EMOTIONAL
ADJUSTMENT
Positive behaviors/'Socid competence
Behavior problems
School disciplinary actions (suspensions
or expulsions)
- Arrestsand convictions (ages 10-12)

ADOL ESCENT OUTCOMES (AGES
3TO 17)
School performance
School dropout
Schoal disciplinary actions
- Involvement with police
- Teen births

Source: Abt Associates Inc. modification of aframework developed by Child Trends Inc., as part of the Project on State-Level Child Outcomes.
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Potential for impacts on subgroups. If Indiana s welfare reform program does affect child well-
being, the impacts may be larger for some types of children and families than for others. This report
examines impacts on two age groups of children: elementary school-age children and adolescents. It
also separately considers impacts for boys and girls. In addition, it compares impacts for subgroups
of families, defined by recent work history and welfare receipt status at the time of random
assignment. Previous analyses from the Indiana evaluation have shown differences in adult impacts
across these family subgroups, which could lead to differences in child impacts5 These subgroups
also reflect differences in the degree of disadvantage. It isimportant to know whether welfare reform
has larger effects on the most disadvantaged children.

Results of other recent research. Within the past 2 years, results have been released from
several random assignment studies of the impacts of welfare reform programs on children,
the first such studies available® For most of the programs studied, results show no
systematic impacts on elementary school-age children. Some programs, however, produced
positive impacts on school achievement and behavior for elementary school-age children.
These programs al included earnings supplements that increased parents employment and

raised family income.

For adolescents, on the other hard, impacts were more consistent and more likely to be
negative than positive. The adverse impacts included lower school achievement and

increases in behavior problems.”  For the most part, these impacts were small.

The early evidence, therefore, suggests that welfare reform may not dramatically affect
young children but that it may affect adolescents. A limitation of the studies released to date
is that they examined only two states (Connecticut and Florida) whose reform included a
time limit for welfare receipt. A key question for future research, therefore, is whether

impacts on children grow as families reach time limits.

Generally, adult impacts were larger for new applicants than for clientsin ongoing cases, and larger for clients with no
recent work history than for clients who had worked just before random assignment.

& The studies include three of the states (Connecticut, Minnesota, and Florida) in the Project on StateLevel Child
Outcomes, the Canadian Self- Sufficiency Project, the National Evaluation of Welfareto-Work Strategies, and the New
Hope project. Morriset al. (2001) synthesizes the results of most of these studies.

7 SeeBrooks, Hair, and Zaslow (2001).
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1.2 Policy Differences Captured by the Random Assignment
Design

The impacts presented in this report are the differences in outcomes between the Welfare
Reform group and the Traditional Welfare group. Because random assignment ensures that
the two groups are, on average, alike in al respects, any significant differences in outcomes
can be attributed to the different policies applied to the two groups. The Welfare Reform
group, for example, had higher rates of participation in mandatory employment and training
activities and higher sanction rates than the Traditional Welfare group. The Welfare Reform
group was also subject to time limits on TANF receipt for adults and a family cap policy that
restricted TANF grant amounts.

Exhibit 1.2 lists the specific policy differences (Indiana Welfare Reform Policy versus AFDC
Policy) that are responsible for the impacts presented in this report. The column titled
“Indiana Welfare Reform Policy” shows the policies that applied to the Welfare Reform
group, and the column titled “AFDC Policy” shows the policies that applied to the
Traditional Welfare group.

For families that enrolled in Indiana’s welfare reform program during its first year (the
subject of this report), the policy environment changed somewhat over time. Initialy,
between May 1995 and May 1997, most of the program’s welfare reform policies applied
only to the most job-ready clients, who were assigned to a “Placement Track.” These clients
were identified through the use of a standardized client assessment and comprised about one-
fourth of the adults in the Welfare Reform group. Effective June 1997, Indiana made all
work-mandatory clients subject to Placement Track policies and narrowed the exemption
from work requirements. These changes more than doubled the proportion of the caseload
subject to the full set of welfare reform policies. However, the policies applying to clients
randomly assigned to the Traditional Welfare group have not changed since the program

began in May 1995.

What follows is a description of individual welfare reform policies as they applied to the

first-year cohort.
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Exhibit 1.2

Indiana Welfare Reform Policies, Compared With AFDC Policies

Policy Area Indiana Welfare Reform Policy AFDC Palicy
Amount of earned | Traditional AFDC disregard, as at right. Traditiond AFDC disregard:
income disregarded | “Fixed grant” for Placement Track clients: after reducing | $120 and one-third of the remainder for
incaculaing cash | the TANF grant based on initid earnings, the TANF grant | 4 months.
grant was fixed a that level. $120 for the next 8 months.
$90 in subsequent months.
Incomedigibility | “Zero grant” policy: retain TANF (and thereby Medicaid) | Retain digibility only if countable
ceiling for igibility aslong asincome is below the federa poverty income (gross income minus certain
recipients level. Cash grant goes to zero, however, when countable deductions) is less than the maximum
income exceeds the maximum cash grant (e.g., the cash cash grant (e.g., aone-parent family of
grant for a one-parent family of three goesto zero when three retains digibility only if earnings
earnings are greater than or equa to $378 per month). are less than $378 per month).
Zero grant policy applied only to Placement Track clients
until June 1997, when it was extended to dl clients.
Exemptionsfrom | Until June 1997, parents were exempt if caring for achild | Parent exempt if caring for a child under
work requirements | under age 3. age3.
for parentswith

young children

Lowered to age 2 in June 1997, and to age 1 in December
1997.

Work participation: | Work requirement increased from 20 to 25 hours per week | Low work participation rates.
rates, activities, and | in June 1997. Primary activities are unsubsidized For unemployed adults, the main
required hours employment and job search. employment and training activities
before welfare reform were vocationa
training and education. Hours of
participation were not strictly monitored.
Sanctions for Grant isreduced by adult’s portion ($90 per month) for 2, | Rarely enforced.
noncompliance 12, or 36 months, depending on whether first, second, or
with work third sanction. No full-family sanctions.
requirements
Time limit 24-month lifetime limit for digible adults, benefits None
continue indefinitely for children. Time limit applied only
to Placement Track clients until June 1997, when it was
extended to al clients.
Federd 5-year time limit not in effect (due to waiver
incongistency).
Family cap No increase in grant for a child born 10 months or more None
after family begins receiving TANF (if child is concelved
while mother is receiving TANF).
Personal Parents must ensure that preschool children areimmunized | None
Respongbility and that school-age children attend school regularly. PRAS
Agreement (PRA) | dsoinclude severa other provisons.
Sanctions for Sanction is generaly $90 per month until compliance. None
noncompliance
with PRA
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Work requirements and sanctions. The magority of adults on TANF are required to
participate in work activities (primarily working or looking for employment). The exemption
from work requirements to care for a young child initially applied to parents with children
under 3 years old and was narrowed in December 1997 to apply only to parents with children
younger than age 1. Most clients met the work participation requirements by working. For

those not working, the main work activity was job search.

Compared to most states, Indiana has a mild sanction policy for noncompliance with work
requirements. For the first violation, the TANF grant is reduced by the adult’s portion ($90
per month) for 2 months; for the second and third violations, it is educed (by the same
amount) for 12 and 36 months, respectively.® Indiana’s sanction is milder than most states
sanctions in two respects. it has no full-family sanction (most states do), and the sanction

amount never exceeds $90 per month.

Adults randomly assigned to the Traditiona Welfare group generally are not required to

participate in work activities.

Time limit. Indiana has a 24-month lifetime limit on TANF receipt for adults who are
required to participate in work activities. The time limit affects only adults' portion of the

grant; children can continue to receive assistance.

Initially, Indiana defined the number of months an adult was receiving TANF as the number
of calendar months that elapsed after an individual was assigned to the Placement Track.
That is, the “clock” started running immediately upon assignment to the Placement Track and
did not stop, regardiess of the number of months the client was on welfare during the 24-
month period. Upon reaching the time limit, the adult’s portion of the grant was eliminated
for 36 months (although the adult retained igibility for Medicaid).

In June 1997, Indiana expanded the time limit to apply to al mandatory clients, not just those

assigned to the Placement Track, and changed the calculation of the time limit by counting

8 A separate $90-per-month sanction isimposed for 6 months on adults who quit their jobs.
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only months in which a client received TANF benefits. In addition, the time limit became a

lifetime limit, so adults could no longer resume TANF €ligibility after 36 months.

Indiana has chosen not to implement the federal 5-year time limit, at least until its federal

waiver expires in 2002.°
Clients in the Traditional Welfare group are not subject to a time limit.

Family cap and personal responsibility requirements. Like many states, Indiana requires
all eligible adult TANF recipients to sign a Personal Responsibility Agreement (PRA) that
includes a number of provisions. The most important provision, in terms of the number of
families affected, is the family cap policy: No additional TANF benefits are paid for children
who are born more than 10 months after a family begins receiving TANF. Other PRA
policies require that:

Preschool children be immunized,

School-age children attend school regularly;

Parents raise children in a safe and secure home; and
Parents not use illegal drugs.

The sanction for noncompliance with a PRA requirement is a $90 per month reduction in

TANF benefits until compliance.

Traditiona Welfare group members are subject to neither the family cap policy nor other

PRA requirements.

1.3 Summary of Impacts on Adult Outcomes (Based on
Administrative Records)

Although the results presented in this report are based exclusively on the in-home survey of
1,679 families (described earlier), other reports in this evaluation include estimated impacts

®  Prior to the 1996 federal welfare reform law, states could implement welfare reform policies if they received awaiver
of the AFDC law from the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. Under the federal welfare reform law,
states are allowed to continue preexisting waivers, even if they are inconsistent with the federal law. Such “waiver
inconsistencies’ are limited to the duration of the waiver. Indiana swaiver expired in April 2002.
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on adult outcomes for a much larger sample based on data from State administrative records.
A forthcoming report will present impacts over 5 years for this larger sample, which includes
all 66,440 single-parent families who enrolled in Indiana s welfare reform program during its
first year. Despite the different data sources and sample, the pattern of adult impacts based

on administrative records datais similar to the pattern revealed in the survey results.

Key findings from the analysis of administrative data. For the full sample of 66,440
single-parent families enrolled in Indiana' s welfare reform program during its first year, the
program substantially reduced clients' reliance on welfare and increased employment and
earnings. In the fourth year of follow-up, for example, average TANF payments for Welfare
Reform group members were 34 percent lower than those for Traditional Welfare group
members. Although the impacts were smaller than those on TANF receipt, the program also
increased employment and earnings. Over 4 years of follow-up, average earnings for the
Welfare Reform group were 9 percent higher than earnings for the Traditiona Welfare
group. These impacts were widespread and not confined to particular subgroups. Earnings
and employment impacts, however, were larger for two subgroups: clients with no recent

work history (as of random assignment) and new applicants.

Although administrative data confirm that Indiana's welfare reform program led many
recipients to replace TANF payments with a paycheck, they show no program impact on
recipients average income, which includes earnings, TANF payments, and food stamps.

This is because higher earnings for many clients were offset by lower TANF and food stamp
payments. The analysis of administrative data showed no evidence of income impacts for

any of the single-parent subgroups examined.°

The size and pattern of impacts resulting from Indiana s program are similar to results from
other recent random assignment welfare reform evaluations. Indiana’'s mpacts on TANF
receipt are somewhat larger than those found in several other states, probably because, unlike

the other states, Indiana did not significantly change its TANF earnings disregard until July

10 The program, however, did produce positive impacts on income for two-parent families, which account for only about
5 percent of Indiana’s TANF caseload.
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2000, late in the follow-up period. Indiana’s impacts on employment and earnings are

roughly in the middle of the range of impacts found in other states.

Comparing results from administrative records with results of the child survey. The
findings from the child survey are consistent with the findings based on administrative records
data As detailled in Chapter 3 of this report, the survey data show modest increases in
employment, sizeable decreases in TANF payments, and no significant impact on total income.
The smilarity in findings from the two data sources is consstent with the fact that the survey
sample is a subset of the adminigtrative data sample. The similarity in findings aso provides
some confidence in the validity of the survey results and the representativeness of the

respondents.

What do the findings on adult impactsimply for expected effectson children? The lack
of impact on family income and modest impacts on adult employment suggest that effects on
children are unlikely to be large. The findings on adult impacts also suggest that, if impacts
on children do exist, they may result from changes in family circumstances as mothers work

more and not from changes in income.

1.4 Overview of Remaining Chapters

Chapter 2. This chapter describes the research methods used to evauate impacts on children’s
well-being resulting from Indiana s welfare reform program. The chapter describes the survey
sample, discusses response rates and adjustments for nonresponse, and details the survey’s
satistical approach to estimating impacts, statistica significance, and effect sizes.

Chapter 3. This chapter presents impacts on economic outcomes, including income (by
source), employment, material hardship, educational attainment, and families' use of various

health and human services.

Chapter 4. Chapter 4 is the chapter of primary interest for this report because it shows how
Indiana’s welfare reform program has affected direct measures of children’s well-being,
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including educational performance, social and emotional adjustment, and health and safety.

Impacts are presented for elementary school-age and adolescent children.

Chapter 5. The report’s final chapter presents impacts on a variety of outcomes concerning
the home environment, parenting practices, and child care arrangements. These are not direct
measures of children’s well-being, but can be thought of as intermediate outcomes. Impacts

on these outcomes can lead to impacts on direct measures of children’s well-being.
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Chapter 2
Research Methods

This chapter describes the survey sample selected and the research methods used to measure,
calculate, and report the impacts of Indiana’'s welfare reform program on children and
families. The first section of the chapter describes the sample of families on which this
report is based and identifies subgroups of interest. Section 2.2 describes the response rates
and adjustments for nonrresponse. Section 2.3 presents the baseline characteristics of survey
respondents. The fina section of the chapter details the anaytic approach to estimating

program impacts, statistical significance, and effect sizes.

2.1 Sample for the Child Report

The findings in this report are based on a statewide survey of 1,679 families. These families are
representative of al single-parent families who entered Indiana s welfare reform program during

itsfirst year and who had a child between 5 and 12 years of age a the time of the survey.*

Selecting the sample. Exhibit 2.1 shows how the sample for this report was selected. The
starting point was the full statewide population of 66,440 single-parent families who received
welfare during the first year of Indiana’s program, between May 1995 and April 1996.
From this population we selected a random sample of 3,360 families for the 5 year survey.
The survey sample was divided evenly between the Welfare Reform and the Traditional

Welfare groups. The survey sample was also stratified to ensure that the ratio of ongoing to
applicant families within the Welfare Reform and the Traditiona Welfare groups would be
the same as in the full population of 66,440 families.®> The sample for the 5-year survey is
representative of the full statewide population of 66,440 single-parent families who received

welfare during the first year of Indiana s welfare reform program.

The evaluation excludes child-only families—that is, families with no adult eligible for TANF at the time of random
assignment—because most welfare reform policies did not apply to these families.

A forthcoming report will present impacts on adults for the full population of 66,440 families.

It was necessary to stratify the random sample because Indiana used different random assignment ratios for ongoing
families—defined as those receiving welfare in May 1995—and applicant families—those who began receiving
welfare after May 1995.
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Exhibit 2.1
Sample Sizefor ThisReport and Its Relationship to the Full Samplefor
the Indiana Welfare Reform Evaluation

Full Population of Single-Parent Families
All single-parent families randomly assigned statewide from Sample for
May 1995 through April 1996 <4— forthcoming

66,440 families report on adults

U

Sample for the 5-Year Survey
Random sample of Welfare Reform and Traditional Welfare
Groups from the full population of 66,440 families
(stratified by whether ongoing case or new applicant)

3,360 families

U

Survey Respondents
Families who completed interviews for the 5year survey

2,359 families (70% response rate)

4 U

Adolescent Sample
Al children age 13to 17 at the
S-year survey

Focal Child Sample
Families with a child age 5 to 12
at the 5-year surveye

786 families 1,851 families

1,126 children 1,851 children Primary

sample for

U ﬂ / this report

Families with a focal child

Families with no focal child®

172 families 1,679 families
1,679 children

Notes:
& In families with more than one child age 5 to 12, one child was randomly selected as the focal child.

b Of the 172 familiesin the focal child sample who were excluded from the analysis of focal children, 145 had afocal
child whose date of birth did not match administrative records, 24 had afocal child outside the target age range, and
3 had afocal child living elsewhere and not in contact with the survey respondent.
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We completed interviews with 2,359 sample members, representing 70 percent of the 5-year
survey sample of 3,360 families. Of the 2,359 respondents, 1,851 were part of a “focal
child” sub-sample. The foca child sub-sample was made up of all families who (according
to FSSA administrative records) had a child between 5 and 12 years old at the time of the

survey.*

Of the 1,851 respondents in the focal child sample, 172 were excluded from the analysis
because we could not verify that the focal child lived with the regpondent at the time the
interview was conducted. In most cases, this was because the survey respondent refused to
provide a date of birth for the focal child that could be matched against administrative
records. The remaining 1,679 families in the focal child sample (each with one focal child)
are the primary sample for this report.®> The focal child sample is representative of all single-
parent families receiving welfare during the first year of Indiana s program who had a child
between 5 and 12 years dd at the time of the survey. (Approximately three-fourths of the
population of 66,440 families met this criterion.)

The adolescent sample. This report also presents impact estimates for a sample of
adolescent children. The adolescent sample includes all families in the full survey sample of
2,359 respondents who had a child between 13 and 17 years old at the time of the survey.
Unlike the analysis of the focal child sample, which is based on one child per family, the
analysis of the adolescent sample includes all adolescents in families with an adolescent.
The resulting sample includes 1,126 children in 786 families.® The sample of adolescents is
representative of all adolescents in single-parent families receiving welfare during the first

year of Indiana’ s program.

Subgroups. In addition to presenting impacts on al families, this report includes impacts on
subgroups defined by child's gender, mother's history of welfare receipt, and mother's
employment history at the time of random assignment. Specifically, the report compares impacts

The total sample size of 3,360 is the sum of the focal child sub-sample (2,644 families) and the sub-sample of families
with no child in the 5 to 12 age range (716 families). The response rate was 70 percent for the foca child sub-sample
(1,851 of 2,644) and 71 percent for the other sub-sample (508 of 716).

For families with more than one child age 5 to 12, one child was randomly selected as the focal child.

The standard errors of the impact estimates take into account the clustering of adolescents within families.
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for ongoing recipients—defined as clients receiving welfare in May 1995, the month Indiana
began its welfare reform program—and applicants, defined as clients who began receiving
welfare in any month after May 1995 @June 1995 to April 1996). The report also compares
impacts for clients according to three levels of work history: clients who were employed in zero,
one to three, or four to five of the five quarters preceding random assignment. Previous analyses
of Indiana s program have shown that adult impacts vary across these subgroups. In addition,
these subgroups may serve as proxies for different levels of disadvantage. Welfare reform’'s

impacts on children may differ for families who are relatively more or less disadvantaged.

Data collection. With the exception of this chapter’s exhibit showing basdine characteristics
from administrative data, the results in this report are based on responses to the in-home child
survey. The survey covered the family’s financial status, home environment, parenting practices,
and a broad array of child outcomes. Researchers interviewed the adult who headed the family’s
TANF case, dmogt aways the mother of the focal child. Interviews were conducted using
computer-assisted personal interviewing (CAPI) software. Especidly sendtive questions,
however, such as those relating to domestic abuse or maternal depression, were asked by having
the respondent fill in a paper, self-administered questionnaire on his or her own. The median
length of the interview was approximately 2 hours.

Follow-up interval. The survey was administered between March and November 2000.
Because nearly two-thirds of respondents were randomly assigned in May 1995, and the
remainder between June 1995 and April 1996, the average length of time that elapsed
between random assignment and the interview date was 60 months. The relatively long
follow-up interval is advantageous because it provides more opportunity for any impacts of

welfare reform to materialize.

2.2 Response Rates and Adjustments for Non-Response

The response rate for the child survey, calculated by dividing the number of completed
interviews by the total sample size, was 70 percent. The response rate was slightly lower for
Welfare Reform group members than for Traditional Welfare group members, a difference

that was statistically significant at the 10-percent level.

Abt Associates Inc. Research Methods 24



Survey respondents were compared with non-respondents to determine differences between the
two groups. To the extent that survey respondents differ from the survey sample, the results may
not be representative of al single-parent families with focal children. For most characteristics
examined, we found no significant differences between respondents and non-respondents. The
chief differences were in race (respondents were more likely than non-respondents to be black)

and geography (respondents were more likely than nonrespondents to be from Marion County).

Based on the comparison of characteristics for respondents and nonrespondents, we
constructed weights to adjust for nonresponse. The weights were created, in particular, to
equalize response rates across cells defined by random assignment status (Welfare Reform or
Traditional Welfare); race/ethnicity (white, black, or other); and geography (Marion County,
Lake County, or remainder of the State).

2.3 Baseline Characteristics of the Sample

Exhibit 2.2 presents characteristics at the time of random assignment for respondents to the child
survey. Nearly al of the survey respondents are women, and most are white. The median age at
the time of random assignment was 25 (implying that median age at the time of the survey was
about 30), and most of the women had first given birth as teens. Respondents had an average of
two children, with one of those 3 years old or younger. Most respondents were either currently
or formerly married. Most respondents aso had a high school degree or GED and had worked

during the five quarters preceding random assignment.

A sizeable proportion of respondents had characteristics suggesting relatively large barriers to
sdf-sufficiency, including no high school credentia (42 percent), no recent work experience as

of random assignment (38 percent), and no experience with marriage (44 percent).
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Exhibit 2.2
Selected Baseline Characteristics of Welfare Reform and Traditional Welfare
Group Respondents at the Time of Random Assignment
for Families of Focal Children

Welfare Traditional
Reform Welfare All
Outcome Group Group Families
Participant Age
Under 25 years (%) 49.8 46.3 48.0
25 to 34 years (%) 40.3 45.1 42.7
35+ years (%) 10.0 8.7 9.3
Nonwhite** (%) 42.1 47.1 447
Female (%) 98.7 98.5 98.6
Age at First Birth
Under 20 years (%) 69.3 68.2 68.8
Average Number of Children 2.0 2.0 2.0
Age of Respondent’s Youngest Child
Under 3 years (%) 60.2 56.8 58.5
3 to 5 years (%) 30.2 33.3 318
6 to 12 years (%) 9.6 9.9 9.8
13 years or older (%) 0.0 0.0 0.0
Marital Status
Never married (%) 41.9 45.6 43.8
Separated (%) 10.6 10.4 105
Divorced or widowed (%) 24.3 20.8 225
Married and living with spouse (%) 23.2 23.2 23.2
Years of Education
Less than 10 (%) 13.2 17.0 15.1
10 to 11 (%) 315 331 32.3
12 (%) 43.1 38.9 41.0
More than 12 (%) 12.2 11.0 11.6
High School Degree or GED* (%) 60.3 56.1 58.2
Quarters Worked, in the 5 Quarters
Preceding Random Assignment
None (%) 37.6 39.0 38.3
1to 3 (%) 35.1 36.5 35.8
4t05 (%) 27.2 24.6 25.9
Welfare Status at Random Assignment
Applicant (%) 33.8 34.6 34.2
Ongoing client (%) 66.2 65.5 65.8
Sample size 819 860 1,679

Source: Abt Associates Inc. tabulations from Indiana administrative records.

Note: The statistical significance of differences between the groups is determined via chi-square test in the case of
categorical values and via two-sided t-test in the case of continuous variables or simple proportions. Significance
levelsareindicated as. * = 10 percent, ** =5 percent, and *** = 1 percent.
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Exhibit 22 also shows that respondents in the Welfare Reform and Traditional Welfare
groups had similar characteristics at the time of random assignment. The two exceptions are
that Welfare Reform group respondents were more likely to be white, and more likely to
have a high school credential. Given the number of characteristics examined, however, these
two differences are about what would be expected by chance. In the impact analyses for both
the focal child and the adolescent child samples, we used statistical methods to adjust for

differences at baseline. These methods are discussed in the section that follows.
2.4 Assessing Impacts of Indiana’s Welfare Reform

This section describes the methodology used to estimate impacts for this report.

Model for Assessing Group Differences

Participants in Indiana’'s welfare reform program were randomly assigned to either the
Welfare Reform group or the Traditional Welfare group. Random assignment means the two
groups are expected to have the same characteristics on average, so that any differences
between the groups at the time of the follow-up survey can be attributed to Indiana’s
program. Nonetheless, in any experiment it is possible (and even likely) that some
differences between the groups will exist at baseline (that is, at the time of random
assignment). In estimating program impacts, we used regression models to adjust for such

baseline differences, providing more accurate impact estimates.

The program impact is the difference in the (regressonadjusted) average outcomes of the
Wefare Reform and the Traditionad Welfare groups. The magnitude of program impacts is
tested for statistical significance to determine whether program differences likely result from
chance or indicate a true program impact. Welfare Reform and Traditional Welfare group
differences are dso expressed (see Chapters 4 and 5) in terms of effect sizes, which are computed
by dividing the program impact by the standard deviation of the outcome. The effect sizes
presented in the exhibits show the absolute value of the effect size associated with each impact.
Effect sizes provide a standardized measure of program impact that can be used to compare
outcomes measured on very different scales. A larger effect size (in absolute vaue) indicates a

larger program impact, and a smaler value indicates a smaler effect.
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There is no objective scale by which to determine whether an effect size is large or small.
The convention in the field was established by Cohen (1988), who set criteria of 0.2, 0.5, ard
0.8 as indicating small, medium, and large effects, respectively. In a meta-anaysis of meta-
analyses examining the distribution of effect sizes across many studies in different fields of
the social sciences, Lipsey (1990) reached a similar conclusion. More recently, other
researchers have suggested that a different set of standards may be appropriate for
randomized studies and, in particular, that smaller effect sizes may be meaningful in a
random assignment design.” The importance of a particular program impact depends not just
on the effect size, but aso on the importance of the outcome itself. For example, a program
impact on teen birth rates may be more important than a program impact on visits to the

dentist, even if the effect size is larger for the latter outcome than the former.

Statistical M ethods

As mentioned above, the means of the outcomes for the Welfare Reform and Traditional
Welfare groups are regression adjusted. Outcomes were adjusted using the following
baseline characteristics: age; gender; ethnicity; education; county of residence (Lake, Marion,
or other); number and age of children; family size; marital status; employment status and
earnings prior to random assignment; begin date of respondents most recent welfare spell;

and whether or not respondents were required to participate in work activities.

Each observation is assigned a sampling weight, and the data are stratified by Welfare
Reform versus Traditional Welfare group status and by applicant versus ongoing recipient
status. The impact estimates take into account this stratification.

Impact estimates are obtained by including a dichotomous indicator for assignment to the
Welfare Reform Group in the multivariate model described above. In this framework, the
relationships between the covariates and the outcome measure are set to be identical for the
Welfare Reform and the Traditiona Welfare groups, and the impact measure is given by the
coefficient on the dichotomous indicator. Differences across subgroups of the main sample,

”  The authors of a report m the evaluation of the Canadian Self-Sufficiency Project (SSP) suggest that “While
benchmarks of 0.1, 0.3, and 0.5 may be reasonable for nonexperimental research, 0.1, 0.2, and 0.3 may be more
reasonable estimates of small, medium, and large effects for a experimental evaluation like SSP’ (Morris and
Michalopoulos, 2000, p. 33).
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such as previous participation in the welfare program or employment status prior to random
assignment, are computed similarly, using interactions between indicators for subgroup status
prior to random assignment and indicators for Welfare Reform and Traditional Welfare

group status.

Welfare Reform and Traditional Welfare group differences at the 10-percent level are
considered statistically significant, and significance levels are indicated at the 1-, 5-, and 10-
percent levels. P values—which indicate the probability that the estimated impact occurred
by chance—are also shown in the tables. The statistical analyses were based on two-tailed
tests, because for most outcomes there was no clear hypothesis about whether impacts would

be positive or negative.

This report also presents analyses of child-level outcomes for all adolescents in the families
that were interviewed. Unlike the analysis described above, however, observations at the
child level are not necessarily independent of one another, because children in the same
family are subject to many of the same unobservable influences (that is, family-specific

effects). The impact estimates account for such clustering at the family level.
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Chapter 3
Impacts on Household Income and Material Well-
Being

If Indiana’ s welfare reform program affects children, it is likely to do so through its impacts
on families economic self-sufficiency. For example, by making families better off
financialy, welfare reform could lead to improvements in children’s home environments or
child care dituations. Higher employment rates could improve parents self-esteem and
thereby lead to better parenting practices. Welfare reform’s effects on families' financial and
living situations are therefore important to understanding the impacts on children presented

in the next two chapters.

This chapter presents impacts on economic outcomes for the 1,679 survey respondents with
focal children (i.e., children between the ages of 5 and 12 at the time of the survey). These
outcomes include changes in employment and earnings, total household income, income by

source, measures of material hardship, and families' living arrangements.

Summary of Key Findings

Indiana’s welfare reform program increased employment. At the time of the survey, the
employment rate for Welfare Reform group respondents was approximately 5 percentage
points higher than that for Traditiona Welfare group respondents. Although the survey
showed no impact on earnings, data from administrative records (Ul quarterly wage files)

showed a sizeable positive impact on earnings for families with focal children.

Welfare reform did not affect total income. It did, however, affect the sources of
income, reducing respondents income from TANF and food stamps. Welfare reform
caused substantial reductions in families income from TANF and smaller decreases in
income from food stamps. Because these reductions were offset, in part, by increases in

other sources of income, no impact on total income resulted.
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Welfare reform did not have clear effects on families material well-being. Welfare
Reform group members were less likely than Traditional Welfare group members to receive
government help with utility payments or prescription drug payments. These impacts could
possibly indicate less financial hardship for members of the Welfare Reform group.
Alternatively, however, the impacts might simply reflect less willingness among eligible
families in the Welfare Reform group to apply for heating assistance programs and Medicaid.
One indication that Indiana’'s program did not reduce materia hardship is that Welfare
Reform group members were more likely than Traditiona Welfare group members to report

having been hungry at some point in the previous 12 months.

Indiana’s program had no impacts on family structure. The study found no statistically

significant impacts on marital status, living arrangements, or fertility.

The remainder of this chapter presents impacts on a range of economic outcomes. The first
section examines impacts on employment and income, including sources of income. Section
3.2 presents impacts on indicators of material hardship and financial strain. Section 3.3 looks
at impacts on family structure, including marriage and fertility. The final section discusses

impacts for subgroups of survey respondents.

3.1 Impacts on Employment, TANF Receipt, and Income

Indiana’ s welfare reform program significantly increased employment rates for families with
focal children. At the time of the survey, 58 percent of Welfare Reform group members were
employed, close to 5 percentage points higher than the employment rate for members of the
Traditional Welfare group (see Exhibit 3.1). The employment rate for the Welfare Reform

group is similar to rates found in comparable studies in other states.

Although approximately 40 percent of respondents in the Welfare Reform group were not
employed at the time of the survey, close to haf of the unemployed respondents lived in
households in which another adult was working. Therefore, three-fourths of the respondentsin the

Welfare Reform group were living in a household in which at least one adult was employed.

1 See Exhibit 3.2, which shows that 74 percent of respondent households in the Welfare Reform group received some

income from earnings in the month before the survey.
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Exhibit 3.1
Impacts on Employment, TANF Receipt, and Income for Families of Focal Children

Welfare Traditional
Reform Welfare
Group Group
Outcome Average Average Impact
Employment and Earnings
Employed at the time of the survey (%) 58.4 53.7 4.7
Respondent earnings in the month before the $8,140 $8,040 $100
survey, annualized
TANF Receipt
Receiving TANF at the time of the survey (%) 22.8 28.8 -6.0 ***
Amount received from TANF in the month $685 $1,082 -$396 ***
before the survey, annualized
Income
Total household income in the month before $19,923 $20,390 -$467
the survey, annualized
Income as a percent of Federal Poverty Line
Percent of families with annual income:
Less than 50% of poverty line 23.9 27.6 -3.7*
50-99% of poverty line 34.4 325 1.9
100-149% of poverty line 255 22.2 33
150-199% of poverty line 8.9 8.7 0.3
200% or more of poverty line 7.4 9.0 -1.7
Sample size (total = 1,679) 819 860

Source:  Indiana Child Well-Being Survey administered to parents of focal children (families with child between 5 and 12
years of age at the time of the survey).

Note: A two-tailed t-test was applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance levels are indicated
as. * = 10 percent, ** =5 percent, and *** = 1 percent.
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Despite welfare reform’s positive impact on employment, the study found no statistically
significant impact on respondents earnings (Exhibit 3.1). Respondents in both the Welfare
Reform and the Traditional Welfare groups reported earnings of just over $8,000 on an

annual basis.?

Welfare reform reduced TANF receipt and payments considerably. At the time of the
survey, on average 5 years after random assignment, 23 percent of the Welfare Reform group
was still receiving TANF, compared with 29 percent of the Traditional Welfare group
(Exhibit 3.1). The impact on TANF payments was larger (proportionately) than the impact
on TANF receipt, with members of the Welfare Reform group receiving about $400
(approximately 37 percent) less per year in TANF payments than members of the Traditional
Welfare group at the time of the survey.

Although it had positive impacts on employment, welfare reform did not increase total
household income. Average annua household income was about $470 lower for members of
the Welfare Reform group than for members of the Traditional Welfare group, a difference
that was not statistically significant (Exhibit 3.1).

Average household income was approximately $20,000 per year for both groups at the time
of the survey, which is above the Federal poverty line for a family of four. Most families,
however, were below the poverty line. The apparent discrepancy results because the
distribution of income is skewed; a small proportion of families with high incomes pull up
the average. At the time of the survey, about 60 percent of respondents had household

incomes below the poverty line (Exhibit 3.1, bottom panel, sum of first two rows).*

The bottom pand of Exhibit 3.1 also shows a small beneficia impact that welfare reform has had
on the distribution of income. Welfare reform reduced the proportion of families in the lowest

2 In contrast to the survey data, Ul quarterly wage data for survey respondents show a positive and statistically
significant impact on earnings for the calendar quarter in which the survey interview took place. The lack of impacts
on average earnings in the survey data results from differences between the Welfare Reform and Traditional Welfare
groups in the highest percentiles of the earnings distribution. The survey data revealed a positive and statistically
significant impact on median earnings.

3 Total household income includes income from all adults, except when that income was not used to help support the
respondent or her children.
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income category (those with incomes below 50 percent of the poverty line). This result may be

due to an increase in employment among adults in the most disadvantaged families.

Exhibit 3.2 shows the sources of total household income, both in dollars and in percentage terms.
Wefare reform had two datistically significant impacts on sources of income in dollars. a
reduction in TANF payments ¢$396) and a reduction in food stamp payments ¢$198). In
percentage terms, welfare reform significantly reduced the proportion of households receiving
TANF (Exhibit 3.2 bottom panel). It dso led to an increase in the proportion of households
receiving the Earned Income Tax Credit, reflecting the higher employment rate caused by

wefare reform.

In addition to reveaing the impacts of welfare reform, Exhibit 3.2 indicates the primary
sources of income for survey respondents. On average, respondents’ earnings dwarf all other
sources of income combined. Three out of four households in the Welfare Reform group
were receiving income from earnings (either from the respondent or another household
member), and earnings accounted for about $14,000 of the $20,000 in average total income
for such households. In contrast, the second largest source of income (food stamps)
accounted for only about $1,500 per year. TANF was the sixth largest source of income in
dollar terms, not surprising given the low receipt rates and low benefit payments. Most of

these clients had clearly replaced public assistance with earnings.

3.2Impacts on Material Hardship

In addition to measuring total income, the survey included severd measures of materia hardship,
as another way to determine whether welfare reform made some families better or worse off
financialy. An overal measure of material hardship was based on responses to four survey
questions about money worries and sufficiency of financid resources. An overdl measure of
financid strain was computed using a severritem scae taken from the Survey of Income ad
Program Participation, which asked respondents about problems paying for essentials such as rent
and utilities. The survey also included five questions about the adequacy of food in the household,
taken from aU.S. Department of Agriculture scale designed to measure food security.

4 See, for example, Nord et al. (2002).
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Exhibit 3.2
Impacts on Sour ces of Income for Families of Focal Children

Welfare Traditional
Reform Welfare
Group Group
Outcome Average Average Impact
Total Household Income¥smonth before the $19,923 $20,390 -$467
survey, annualized
Income by Source, Annualized
Earnings (all household members) $14,048 $13,968 $80
Food stamps $1,540 $1,738 -$198**
SSi $1,168 $1,059 $110
EITC $1,071 $979 $92
Child support $1,028 $1,063 -$35
TANF or Township trustee assistance $685 $1,082 -$396***
Family or friends $202 $267 -$65
Other sources $180 $234 -$53
Percent Receiving Income from:
Earnings (all household members) 74.0 70.8 3.2
Food stamps 45.7 48.4 2.7
SSi 16.7 15.6 1.1
EITC 66.1 58.7 7.4%%*
Child support 28.2 29.3 -1.1
TANF/Township trustee assistance 23.1 30.6 -7.5%**
Family/friends 11.6 11.9 -0.3
Other sources 23 3.8 -1.5%
Sample size (total = 1,679) 819 860

Source:  Indiana Child Well-Being Survey administered to parents of focal children (families with child between 5 and 12
years of age at the time of the survey).

Note: A two-tailed ttest was applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance levels are
indicated as. * = 10 percent, ** = 5 percent, and *** = 1 percent.
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Indiand’s program had no impacts on the overal measures of materia hardship and financia
grain (Exhibit 3.3, top pand). Although the study found no impacts on these measures, it did
reved hardship among a sizeable proportion of respondents, unrelated to welfare reform. More
than one of three respondents said they usudly did not have enough money to make ends mest,
and half said they had borrowed money to pay bills within the 12 months preceding the survey.

Based on the food security measure, welfare reform apparently increased the proportion of
families experiencing hunger, as defined by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (Exhibit 3.3,
middie pandl). Eleven percent of Welfare Reform group families met the criteria for being food
insecure with hunger, compared with 8 percent of Traditiona Welfare group families, a
statistically significant difference.

Indiana’s program decreased the proportion of families who received help to pay for utilities
or prescription drugs. These impacts could be due to Welfare Reform group respondents
lower rates of participation in energy assistance and Medicaid programs. They may mean
that respondents were less likely to participate in other assistance programs after leaving
TANF. Alternatively, the impacts could reflect less need for assistance because of welfare
reform. The study found no significant impacts on other sources of financial assistance.

Overdll, the results in Exhibit 3.3 show no clear evidence that welfare reform had an effect—
either positive or negative—on material hardship or financial strain. The results do show,
however, that a sizeable proportion of surveyed families are in precarious financial situations,
independent of welfare reform. In addition to the indicators discussed above, close to 40
percent of families met the definition of being food insecure (with or without hunger), and

one in five families had used food banks in the 12 months preceding the survey.

3.3Impacts on Family Structure

Welfare reform had no satisticaly significant impacts on survey measures of family
structure, including respondents marital status, living situations, fertility behavior, or
housing status (Exhibit 3.4). The lack of impacts on these outcomes is consistent with

welfare reform’s limited effects on income and other financial outcomes.
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Exhibit 3.3
Impactson Material Hardship and Financial Strain for Families of Focal Children

Welfare Traditional
Reform Welfare
Group Group
Outcome Average Average Impact
Material Hardship and Financial Strain
Material Hardship scale® 2.6 2.6 0.0
SIPP Financial Strain scale” 1.8 1.9 0.0
Usually not enough money to make ends meet (%) 36.9 38.5 -1.6
Borrowed money to pay bills—past 12 months (%) 53.0 49.6 34
Food Security (USDA Scale)®
Food secure (%) 60.8 64.5 -3.8
Food insecure without hunger (%) 28.1 27.2 1.0
Food insecure with hunger (%) 111 8.3 2.8*
Sources of Financial Assistance--past 12 months
Received rental assistance (%) 9.9 114 -14
Received help paying utilities (%) 22.8 26.8 -4.1*
Used food banks (%) 215 235 -19
Used soup kitchens (%) 2.6 35 -0.9
Received help paying for prescription drugs (%) 6.2 8.7 -2.5%*
Used places that sell second-hand clothes (%) 355 35.7 -0.2
Homelessness
Ever homeless in previous 2 years (%) 3.2 2.7 0.5
Sample size (total = 1,679) 819 860
Source:  Indiana Child Well-Being Survey administered to parents of focal children (familieswith child between 5 and 12 years of age

at thetime of the survey).

Notes. A two-tailedt-test was applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance levels areindicated as:
* = 10 percent, ** =5 percent, *** =1 percent.

a Materid Hardship Scale = 4 items each rated on a 4point scale from strongly agree to strongly disagree: my financial Situation is
better than it has been in along time; | worry about having enough money in the future; | can generaly afford to buy things we need;
and there never seems to be enough money to buy something or go somewhere just for fun. Responses were coded so that a higher
total scoreindicates greater hardship.

b  SIPPFinancia Strain Scale= 7 items, each rated on a0/1 scale: did not pay full amount of mortgage; was evicted from home for not
paying the rent or mortgage; did not pay the full amount of the gas, ail, or eectricity bills; had service turned off by the gas or eectric
company, or oil company would not deliver oil; had service disconnected by the telephone company because payments were not
made; (2 items) had someone who needed a doctor (dentist) but couldn’t go because there was not enough money.

¢ Thefood security scale is based on five questions about the preceding 12 months: how often respondents cut the size of meals or
skipped medls because there was not enough money for food; whether respondents ever ate less than they felt they should because
there was not enough money to buy food; whether respondents were ever hungry but did not eat because they could not afford
enough food; whether the food respondents bought did not last, and there was not money to get more; and whether respondents
families could not afford to eat balanced meals. Respondents were classified as: food secure (0 or 1 affirmative responses); food
insecure without hunger (2 to 4 affirmative responses); or food insecure with hunger (5 affirmative responses).
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Exhibit 3.4
Impacts on Family Structure for Families of Focal Children

Welfare Traditional
Reform Welfare
Group Group

Outcome Average Average Impact
Marital Status

Never married (%) 43.5 44.1 -0.6

Married and living with spouse (%) 225 23.9 -14

Divorced (%) 22.0 19.9 2.1

Separated (%) 10.6 10.4 0.3

Widowed (%) 1.4 17 -0.3
Living Situation

Living with no other adults (%) 49.0 46.9 2.0

Living with spouse (%) 225 23.9 -14

Living with partner (%) 154 151 0.3

Living with other adults (%) 131 141 -1.0
Total Household Size

Number of adults, including respondent 16 1.6 0.0

Number of children 2.6 2.6 0.0

Total household size 4.2 4.3 0.0
Fertility

Gave birth since random assignment (%) 38.1 40.4 -2.3

Currently pregnant (%) 4.2 4.4 -0.3
Housing Status

Own home (%) 19.0 20.6 -15

Rent house or apartment (%) 66.9 65.1 18

Living with others (%) 125 11.8 0.6

Other housing arrangement (%) 16 25 -0.9
Sample size (total = 1,679) 819 860

Source:  Indiana Child Well-Being Survey administered to parents of focal children (families with child between 5 and 12
years of age at the time of the survey).

Notes: A two-tailed ttest was applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance levels are
indicated as: * = 10 percent, ** =5 percent, *** = 1 percent.
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In addition to reporting impacts, Exhibit 3.4 provides some information dout respondents

martid status and living stuations. Close to one-fourth of the respondents were currently

married, and more than half had ever been married. Approximately haf of the respondents lived
with no other adults, and the other haf reported living with a spouse (23 percent), a partner (15
percent), or some other adult (13 percent). Average household size was just over four persons, of
whom 2.6 were children. Close to 40 percent of the respondents had given birth to another child
inthe 5 years since random assignment. At the time of the survey, about one in five respondents

owned ther home.

3.4 Impacts on Subgroups

For the two types of subgroups examined (ongoing clients versus applicants and subgroups
defined by prior work history), the study found few statistically significant differences in
program impacts across subgroups. For ongoing clients compared to applicants, the only
impact that differed across subgroups was the materia hardship scale. Welfare reform
produced a more favorable impact on material hardship for ongoing clients than for
applicants (Exhibit 3.5). For subgroups defined according to work experience prior to
random assignment, welfare reform had different impacts on food security and living
situations (Exhibit 3.6). Indiana's program had more positive impacts on food security for
clients with the least work history. This subgroup also experienced the largest positive
impact on living with a partner and the largest negative impact on living with an adult other
than a goouse or partner. In other words, for clients with the least work history, welfare
reform increased their likelihood of living with a partner and decreased their likelihood of

living with an adult other than a spouse or partner.

3.5 Conclusion

On most oucome measures, Indiana's welfare reform program had little or no impact on
adults. The program increased rates of employment and decreased respondents use of TANF
and food stamps. However, it did not affect total household income, had few effects on
material hardship, and had no impacts on family structure. The absence of large impacts on

adults suggests that welfare reform’s impacts on children are also unlikely to be large.
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Exhibit 3.5
Impacts on Selected Economic and Family Structure Outcomes
for Subgroups Defined by Ongoing or Applicant Status?®
for Families of Focal Children

Applicants Ongoing Clients
Traditional Traditional
Welfare Welfare Difference in
Group Group Impacts Across
Outcome Average Impa(:tb Average Impact Subgroups®

Employment and Earnings

Employed at the time of the survey (%) 52.2 0.5 54.5 6.8**

Respondent’s earnings in the month before the survey, annualized $7,072 0 $8,543 $150
TANF Receipt

Receiving TANF at the time of the survey (%) 311 -5.2 27.7 -6.5%*

Amount received from TANF in the month before the survey, $1,272 -$310** $983 -$440%**

annualized
Income

Total household income in the month before the survey, annualized $19,494 -$780 $20,855 -$309
Material Hardship and Financial Strain

Material Hardship scale® 2.6 -0.1%* 2.6 0.0 t
Food Security (USDA Scale) 13 0.0 14 0.2*

Food secure (%) 67.7 24 62.9 -4.4

Food insecure without hunger (%) 23.0 0.9 29.3 1.0

Food insecure with hunger (%) 9.3 15 7.8 3.5**
Marital Status

Never married (%) 45.1 -0.5 43.6 -0.7
Living Situation

Living with no other adults (%) 41.8 4.0 49.6 0.1

Living with spouse (%) 23.9 -0.4 23.9 -0.1

Living with partner (%) 17.0 -1.3 14.1 1.2
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Exhibit 3.5

for Families of Focal Children

Impacts on Selected Economic and Family Structure Outcomes
for Subgroups Defined by Ongoing or Applicant Status?®

Applicants Ongoing Clients
Traditional Traditional
Welfare Welfare Difference in
Group Group Impacts Across
Outcome Average Impa(:tb Average Impact Subgroups®
Living with other adults (%) 17.3 13 12.5 -2.2
Fertility
Gave birth since random assignment (%) 415 -2.6 39.8 -21
Housing Status
Own home (%) 18.1 0.6 21.9 -2.6
Sample size (total = 1,679)

Source: Indiana Child Well-Being Survey administered to parents of focal children (families with child between 5 and 12 years of age at the time of the survey).

a Ongoing clients are defined as clients who were receiving welfare in the month Indiana began its welfare reform program (May 1995) (n=1,102). Applicants are defined as clients
who began receiving welfare in any subsequent month during the first year of the program (June 1995 — April 1996) (n=577).

b A two-ailed test was applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance levels areindicated as: * = 10 percent, ** = 5 percent, *** = 1 percent.

¢ An Ftest was used to determine whether differences in impacts across subgroups were statistically significant. Statistical significance is indicated as: 1 = 10 percent, 1 =5

percent, t11 = 1 percent.

d Material Hardship scale = 4 items, each rated on a 4-point scale from strongly agree to strongly disagree: my financial Situation is better than it has been in along time; | worry
about having enough money in the future; | can generally afford to buy the things we need; and there never seems to be enough money to buy something or go somewhere just for

fun. A higher total score indicates greater hardship.
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Exhibit 3.6
Impacts on Selected Economic and Family Structure Outcomes for Subgroups
Defined By Mother’s Employment History?®for Families of Focal Children

Least Work History

Medium Work History

Most Work History

Traditional Traditional Traditional
Welfare Welfare Welfare Difference in
Group Group Group Impacts Across

Outcome Average Impact® Average Impact Average Impact Subgroups
Employment and Earnings

Employed at the time of the survey (%) 48.6 9.6** 54.5 14 60.2 21

Respondent’s earnings in the month before the $8,006 $627 $7,531 $25 $8,844 -$627

survey, annualized
TANF Receipt

Receiving TANF at the time of the survey (%) 29.3 -4.1 30.1 -7.5%* 26.3 -6.8*

Amount received from TANF in the month $1,187 -$450*** $1,129 -$445%+* $858 -$252*

before the survey, annualized
Income

Total household income in the month before $20,566 $31 $20,176 -$800 $20,467 -$804

the survey, annualized
Material Hardship and Financial Strain

Material Hardship scale® 2.6 0.0 2.6 0.0 2.6 0.0
Food Security (USDA Scale) 14 0.0 1.3 0.3* 14 0.2

Food secure (%) 63.7 2.6 64.9 -7.6* 65.5 -8.0* T

Food insecure without hunger (%) 27.6 -3.0 26.5 3.2 27.3 37

Food insecure with hunger (%) 8.7 0.3 8.6 4.4 7.2 4.3
Marital Status

Never married (%) 46.4 18 42.8 -2.4 42.7 -1.9
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Exhibit 3.6
Impacts on Selected Economic and Family Structure Outcomes for Subgroups
Defined By Mother’s Employment History? for Families of Focal Children

Least Work History

Medium Work History

Most Work History

Traditional Traditional Traditional _ _
Welfare Welfare Welfare Difference in
Group Group Group Impacts Across

Outcome Average Impact” Average Impact Average Impact Subgroups®
Living Situation

Living with no other adults (%) 46.4 3.9 45.4 3.9 50.0 -3.3

Living with spouse (%) 195 -15 25.5 -1.3 28.0 -1.3

Living with partner (%) 16.8 5.5% 17.8 -5.5*% 8.7 0.6 tt

Living with other adults (%) 17.2 -8.1%** 11.3 29 13.2 4.0 Tt
Fertility

Gave birth since random assignment (%) 355 -34 42.2 -1.8 45.0 -0.9
Housing Status

Own home (%) 20.7 -1.3 19.2 -14 22.3 -2.2

Sample size (total =1,679)

Source: Indiana Child Well-Being Survey administered to parents of focal children (families with child between 5 and 12 years of age at the time of the survey).

a “Least” work experience=0 quarters employed in the 5 quarters prior to random assignment (n=629). “Medium” work experience=2 or 3 quarters employed in the 5 quarters prior to
random assignment (n=603). “Most” work experience=4 or 5 quarters employed in the 5 quarters prior to random assignment (n=447).

b A two-tailed test was applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance levels areindicated as: * = 10 percent, ** =5 percent, *** = 1 percent.

¢ An F-test was used to determine whether differences in impacts across subgroups were statistically significant. Statistical significance isindicated as: t = 10 percent, Tt =5 percent,

11 =1 percent.

d Material Hardship scale = 4 items, each rated on a 4-point scale from strongly agree to strongly disagree: my financial situation is better than it has been in along time; | worry about
having enough money in the future; | can generally afford to buy the things we need; and there never seems to be enough money to buy something or go somewhere just for fun. A

higher total score indicates greater hardship.
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Chapter 4
Impacts on Children

This chapter examines the impacts of Indiana s welfare reform program on three major domains
of child development and functioning: educationa performance, socia behavior and emotional
well-being, and health and physical well-being. The impacts of the program are assessed by
comparing the status of children in the Welfare Reform group with that of children in the

Traditional Welfare group in these three domains.

After summarizing key findings, this chapter presents impacts for focal children, who ranged
in age from 5 to 12 at the time parents were asked to assess the children’s functioning. The
chapter next presents findings for al adolescent children (ages 13 to 17) in the survey
sample. The chapter then examines impacts on subgroups defined by: child gender, parental
employment history, and TANF case status (that is, whether a family was an ongoing case or
an applicant at random assignment). The analysis of impacts by gender is motivated in part
by recent findings that another welfare-to-work program had strong positive effects on boys,
but not girls (Huston et al. 2001). The chapter concludes with a brief discussion of the
implications of the findings.

Summary of Key Findings

Indiana’s welfare reform program had no clear impacts on the well-being of focal
children. The increase in parental employment reported in Chapter 3 could have had either
positive or negative effects on children. It appears, however, that the impacts of Indiana's
program on adults were not large enough to affect the well-being of focal children (ages 5 to
12). Across the measures of educationa performance, socia behavior and emotiona well-
being, and health, only one program impact was statistically significant, a 2-percentage point
increase in arrest rates among children ages 10 to 12. Given the number of outcomes tested,
we would expect to find at least a few statistically significant outcomes just by chance.

Therefore, the existence of one impact is not necessarily meaningful.
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For adolescents, the program had an unfavorable impact on school performance but no
effect on other outcomes measured. Parents in the Welfare Reform group rated their
adolescents school performance lower than did parents in the Traditional Welfare group.
Consistent with this finding, other studies have found evidence of unfavorable impacts of
welfare reform on adolescents. There were no other program impacts for adolescents,

although the survey assessed fewer outcomes for adolescents than for focal children.

Indiana’s program did not have systematically different effects on boys compared to
girls. Although the program had few impacts on children overal, it could have had
differential effects on subgroups of children. For subgroups defined by gender, we found
virtually no differences in impacts for boys and girls in the focal child sample. For
adolescents, boys showed larger unfavorable impacts than girls on involvement with the

police.

Impacts were largest for the subgroups that were at lowest risk of long-term TANF
receipt—recent welfare applicants (as opposed to ongoing recipients) and families with
the most work history. Impacts on school absences and overall health status were more
favorable for applicant families than for ongoing recipient families. Families with the most
work history had more favorable impacts on school performance and hedth status than

families in which the mother had less recent work experience.

4.1 Impacts on Focal Children

Impacts on focal children, who were between 5 and 12 years old at the time of the survey, are
summarized in Exhibits 4.1 through 4.3, each of which addresses one of the three major
outcome domains. Impacts are presented both in terms of differences between the Welfare
Reform and Traditional Welfare groups and in terms of effect sizes, a measure of how big an
impact is. Asarule of thumb for experimental studies, effect sizes between 0.1 and 0.2 may
be considered small impacts, those between 0.2 and 0.3 may be considered medium, and
effect sizes of 0.3 or higher may be considered large impacts. For any measure on which the
program impact is statistically significant, the exhibits indicate whether the impact is

favorable or unfavorable.
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Educational Performance

The original hypotheses of Indiana’s welfare reform program were that increased parental
employment and family income could affect children’s educational outcomes. Asreported in
Chapter 3, the program had impacts on parental employment, but not overall family income.
Increases in parental employment could have positive or negative consequences for
children’s education outcomes. Parents who are exposed to the structure and values of the
workplace might adopt attitudes and behavior that are more sypportive of children’s learning
and achievement. On the other hand, increases in parent employment may lead to added
stress for parents, reduced parental monitoring and involvement with children, and increased
time in child care arrangements that may not be of high quality. The findings on education

outcomes are summarized in Exhibit 4.1 and discussed below.

School Performance. The primary measure of school performance was parents assessment
of children’s academic functioning. Parents rated their child's school performance on a 5
point scale that ranged from “not well at al” to “very well.” Parents in the Traditional
Welfare group rated their children, on average, as exhibiting a high level of school
performance. Their average rating was 4.2 out of 5 points (with 4 meaning the child was
performing “well” in school and 5 meaning the child was performing “very well”). The
majority of Traditional Welfare parents (52 percent) rated their child as performing “very
well,” while only 8 percent rated their child as performing poorly (“below average’ or “not
well at all”).

The evaluation found no program impact on school performance. Parents in the Welfare
Reform group rated their children’s school performance at virtually the same high level as

did the parents in the Traditional Welfare group.
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Exhibit 4.1
Impacts on Education Outcomes for Focal Children

Welfare Traditional

Reform Welfare
Group Group Effect Is the Impact
Outcome Average Average Impact Size® Favorable?
School Performance
School performance scale (1-5)b 4.2 4.2 0.0 .01
Performs “very well" in school (%) 53.4 52.0 14 .03
Performs poorly in school (%)° 6.7 7.6 -0.9 .04
Engagement in School
School engagement scale (4-12) d 10.3 10.3 0.0 .01
High level of school engagement (%)d 41.8 42.2 -0.4 .01
Low level of school engagement (%)d 10.9 104 05 .02
Repeated a Grade—since random assignment
Repeated any grade (%) 12.8 134 -0.7 .02
Number of repeated grades 0.1 0.2 0.0 .02

Receipt of Special Education—since random assignment
Received any special education (%) 12.9 10.7 2.3 .07

School Attendance—past month

Number of absences 11 11 0.0 .01

Absence scale (0-4)° 0.6 0.6 0.0 .02

High level of absences (5+ days) (%) 3.9 37 0.3 .02

Tardiness scale (0-4)° 0.7 0.8 0.1 .06
Sample size (total = 1,679) 819 860

Source: Indiana Child Well-Being Survey administered to parents of focal children (families with child between 5 and 12 years of age
at the time of the survey).

Note: A two-tailed test was applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance levelsareindicated as. * = 10
percent, ** = 5 percent, *** = 1 percent.

a Effect sizeisameasure of the sizeof theimpact. It is computed as the impact divided by the standard deviation of the outcome for

the two groups combined. A larger effect size indicates alarger impact.

School performance scale: 5=very well, 4=well, 3=average, 2=below average, and 1=not well at all.

“Poor” school performance = “below average” or “not well at all”.

d School engagement scale= 4 items each rated on a 3-point scale: 1=not engaged, 2=sometimes engaged, and 3=often engaged.
“High” engagement =score of 8.4 or higher. “Low” engagement = score of 5.7 or lower.

e Absence scale and tardiness scale: O=none, 1=1 to 2 days, 2=3 to 4 days, 3=5 t010 days, and 4= more than 10 days.

O T
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School Engagement. For elementary-age children, academic achievement is not the only
indicator of successful educational performance. Particularly for young children just starting
in school, academic achievement may not be the most important aspect of educational
performance or a predictor of long-term success in school. A child's level of engagement
and interest in school is a critical component of overall academic functioning, since positive

attitudes toward school and learning are strong correlates of school performance.

Parents assessed their child' s level of school engagement by rating the child on four items:
whether he or she (a) cared about schoolwork, (b) completed his or her schoolwork without
being forced, (¢) did more than the minimum schoolwork, and (d) did homework. On each
item, parents rated the child from 1 to 3, with 3 meaning that the child was performing these
tasks “often,” 2 meaning “sometimes,” and 1 meaning “never.” A child’'s final score for

school engagement was the sum of the scores for the four items.

Parents in the Traditional Welfare group gave their child an average total score of 10.3 across
the four items, for an average score per item of 2.6. This average score indicates that parents
felt their children were engaged with their schoolwork at a frequency halfway between
“sometimes’ and “often.” Just over 40 percent of Traditional Welfare group parents rated
their child’'s level of engagement as “high” (an average item score above 2), while 10 percent
of parents rated their child as having a “low” level of engagement (an average item score
below 1.5).

Parents in the Welfare Reform group had very smilar views of their children’'s level of
engagement in school. The evauation found no impacts on children’s level of engagement in

school.

Repeating a Grade. Another education outcome measured by the study was whether
children had repeated a grade in school since random assignment. In elementary school, a
child may repeat a grade because of inadequate performance or, just as often, because a
teacher judges the child to be developmentaly behind other children the same age and
therefore believes the child would benefit from another year in the same grade. In either

case, repeating a grade can be interpreted as indicating below-average school performance.
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Research suggests that children who have been retained in kindergarten perform significantly
below their first- and second-grade classmates in terms of their ability to concentrate, learning up
to their capabilities, and acting up or disrupting the class (West, Meek, and Hurst, 2000).

According to parents’ reports, 13 percent of Traditiona Welfare group children had repeated a
grade since random assignment (about 5 years earlier). Children who repeated a grade had, on
average, repeated a single grade each.  Although no national data are available on the rate of
grade repetition in the elementary school years, data on the rate of kindergarten retention are
avallable. Kindergarten is a common time for children to be retained in grade, if they are
identified as having delays in growth or development or are having difficulties adapting to the
school environment. Nationally, 5 percent of children are retained in kindergarten. Other
national figures show that, on average, approximately 10 percent of students ages 5 to 18 repeat a
grade’

Indiana’s welfare eform program had no impact on the rate of retention in grade. The
incidence of grade repetition for children in the Welfare Reform group was virtually identical
to that for the Traditional Welfare group children: approximately 13 percent of the children
had repeated a grade since kindergarten, and all but a handful of children had repeated a

single grade each.

Special Education. Receipt of special education servicesis another indicator of a child's level of
academic functioning. On an annual basis, 11 percent of children nationaly in the age range 6 to
17 years receive specia education services from their schools (U.S. Department of Education,

2000). For children in the Traditional Welfare group, almost 11 percent of parents reported that
their child had received some specia education services since random assignment because of a
“physical, emotiona, behaviorad or other problem that limited the kind or amount of school

work” that the child could do. This number cannot be compared directly to the national number
because the survey number covers a longer period (from the time of random assignment rather
than annually), and because the method of measuring receipt of special education differs for the
two sources.

1 U.S. Department of Education (1997), cited in Hamilton, Freedman, and McGroder (2000).
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Although a somewhat higher proportion of children in the Welfare Reform group had received
specia education services (13 percent versus 11 percent in the Traditional Welfare group), the

difference was not statisticaly significant.

School Attendance. How often a child is tardy or absent from school is important as a
measure of how much time a child spends in school, and potentially as an indicator of family
attitudes toward school. Children who are consistently tardy or absent spend substantially
less time in the classroom, and research shows that more time in school is linked to greater
learning. Being absent or tardy on a consistent basis may result from chronic or frequent
child health problems; it also may be related to a family’s attitudes and behavior regarding
school. Attendance may be linked to a child's interest and engagement in school, to the
extent that children can influence their own attendance patterns. Tardiness is aso a
manifestation of both family and child behavior, although it is less closely tied to child
health. Tardiness, like attendance, may be related to how serioudly the parent regards schooal,
as well as the child’s own interest in or engagement in school.

Traditiona Welfare group parents reported that their child had been absent from school, on
average, alittle more than 1 day during the most recent 4week period. This represents a
fairly low rate of absence—1 day of absence in a month of school means that a child misses 5
percent of the possible instructional time during that period. Only a small proportion of
Traditional Welfare group children—almost 4 percent—had been absent 5 or more days
during the previous month. Children in the Traditional Welfare group also reported a low
rate of tardiness.

The evaluation showed no program impacts on attendance or tardiness. Children in the
Welfare Reform group were absent or tardy the same amount of time, on average, as children
in the Traditional Welfare group.

School Dropout. Another indicator of children’s educational performance is whether they
had dropped out of school at any time since random assignment. Dropping out of school is
correlated with poor academic performance for secondary school students. However,

because all children in the foca group sample were younger than age 13, very few would
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have been expected to drop out (because school attendance is compulsory for this age group).
Not unexpectedly, no children in either the Traditional Welfare or Welfare Reform groups
were reported by parents to have dropped out of school following random assignment.

Indiana s welfare reform program, therefore, had no impact on the dropout rate.

Social Behavior and Emotional Well-Being

The second domain of child outcomes examined was social and emotional development.

Research shows that healthy socia relationships and good mental hedth are not only
important to children in their own right, but that these aspects of children’s functioning are
critical correlates of children’s overall adjustment and their success as learners. The changes
in parental employmert that resulted from Indiana s welfare reform program could have had
an effect on children’s social and emotional development. As with education outcomes,
impacts of increased maternal employment on children’s social behavior and emotional well-
being can be positive or negative. Increased work hours for parents may have negative
consequences on a child’s emotional and social development if the parents employment is
associated with more parental stress, additional unsupervised time and less parent attention
for children, and more time in child care of mediocre or poor quality. On the positive side,
increased parent employment could lead to improved parent self-esteem, which in turn could

lead to better parenting practices with beneficial effects on children.

The survey included multiple measures to assess the child’'s positive and negative social
behavior, with peers and with adults. The child's positive socia functioning (e.g., prosocial
behavior, warmth, and popularity) was measured via parents assessment of the child’s social
competence. The child’s negative socia functioning was measured in three ways. First,
parents used a rating scale called the Behavior Problems Index to assess their child's social
conduct in and out of school. Second, parerts reported the frequency of any official
disciplinary actions (specifically, suspension or expulsion) the school had taken toward their
child. Finally, for older children, parents were asked about any involvement the child had
had with the police. Exhibit 4.2 summarizes the impact findings for children’s social

functioning and emotional well-being.
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I mpacts on Social Behavior

Exhibit 4.2

and Emotional Well-Being for Focal Children

Welfare Traditional
Reform Welfare
Group Group Effect Is the Impact
Outcome Average Average Impact Size® Favorable?
Positive Behavior
Social competence subscale (0-70)" 58.1 57.7 0.3 .03
Behavior Problems—Ilast 3 months
Behavior problem index, total score (0-56)° 114 12.0 -0.5 .06
Externalizing problems sub-score (0-22) 5.6 5.9 -0.3 .06
Internalizing problems sub-score (0-14) 18 2.0 -0.2 .08
School Disciplinary Actions—since random
assignment
Expelled (%) 0.9 0.8 0.1 .01
Suspended (%) 7.1 6.3 0.8 .03
Expelled or suspended (%) 74 6.5 0.9 .03
Expelled and suspended (%) 0.6 0.6 0.0 .00
Criminal Behavior (ages 10 to 12)
Ever arrested (%) 2.2 0.5 1.7* 15 No
Ever convicted of a crime (%) 1.0 0.5 0.6 .06
Sample size (total = 1,679) 819 860

Source: Indiana Child Well-Being Survey administered to parents of focal children (families with child between 5 and 12 years of age

at the time of the survey).

Note: A two-tailed test was applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance levels areindicated as. * = 10

percent, ** =5 percent, *** = 1 percent.

a Effect sizeisameasure of the size of theimpact. It iscomputed as the impact divided by the standard deviation of the outcome for
the two groups combined. A larger effect size indicates a larger impact.
b  Social Competence Subscale=7 behaviors from the Positive Behavior Scale, each rated on 10-point scale, from “not at all like my
child” to “totally like my child”. A higher score indicates greater social competence.
¢ Behavior Problems Index=28 behavior problems, each rated on 3-point scale: 0=not true, 1=sometimes true, and 2=often true. A

higher score indicates more behavior problems.
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Positive Social Behavior. The Social Competence Subscale was used to measure children’s
positive social behavior. The scale consists of seven items, each of which describes a
positive social behavior such as “My child gets along with other children” and “My child
tends to give, lend, and share.” For each positive social behavior, parents indicated how
accurately the item characterized their child, using ascale from O (“Not at al like my child”)
to 10 (“Totaly like my child”). The child's score on the Social Competence Subscale was
computed as the total across the seven items. The highest possible score on the measure is 70

points, with a higher number meaning more positive social behavior.

Traditional Welfare group children received an average rating of 57.7 from their parents,
which suggests that, on average, these children were functioning at a high level of positive
socia behavior. The evaluation found no program impact on children’s social functioning.
Parents in the Welfare Reform group rated their children’s positive socia behavior at a level
similar to the ratings by the Traditional Welfare group parents.

Behavior Problems. One measure of negative social behavior was provided by parents
rating of their children on the Behavior Problems Index (BPI). The index includes 28 items
that describe behavior problems, and each item is rated on 3-point scale, with “0” meaning
the behavior problem described is “not true” of the child, “1” meaning it is “sometimes true,”

and “2" meaning it is “often true.”

Eleven items on the index focus on social conduct problems such as bullying, cheating, and
breaking objects, and these items together form a subscale labeled “externalizing” problems
or acting out. The highest possible score a child could obtain for externalizing behavior is 22
points (2 points for each of the 11 items). Seven items on the BPI focus on emotional
problems such as fearfulness, anxiety, mood changes, and feelings of inferiority. Taken
together, these seven items form a subscale labeled “internalizing” problems or emotional
problems. The highest possible score for internalizing problems is 14 points, with higher
scores indicating a higher level of emotional problems. In addition to the 2 subscales, a total
score for behavior problems was computed, based on al 28 items on the index. The highest

possible total score was 56 points.
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Children in the Traditional Welfare group had an average total score of 12.0, which is
somewhat higher than the average total score for a national sample of school-age children
from the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth (NLSY).? The NLSY sample had an
average total score of 10.5 on the BPI. Children in the Welfare Reform group had an average
total score of 11.4, only dlightly lower than the score of the children in the Traditional
Welfare group. The difference between the two groups was not statistically significant.

On the externalizing subscale, children in the Traditional Welfare group had an average score
of 5.9 out of the total possible 22 points. This score could mean that a child had exhibited up
to six problem behaviors “sometimes’ or that a smaller number of problems were in evidence
on aregular basis. Welfare Reform group parents rated their children as having an average
score of 5.6 on externalizing problems, lower than the score for the Traditional Welfare

group, but not a statistically significant difference.

On the internalizing problems subscale, children in the Traditional Welfare group received an
average rating of 2.0. This score indicates that the children had only one or two internalizing
problems, which suggests that the children had good emotional heath. The scores for
internalizing problems also indicate that children exhibited fewer emotiona behavior
problems than acting-out behavior problems. Although children in the Welfare Reform
group had a slightly lower score on the internalizing problems subscale, the difference was
not statistically significant.

School Disciplinary Actions. Another indicator of social behavior problems is a child’'s
involvement in school disciplinary actions, such as expulsion or suspension. Elementary
schools, however, rarely use these relatively severe disciplinary actions as methods to punish
or control students. Therefore, it is not surprising that suspension and expulsion rates are
very low among focal children. Among Traditional Welfare group children, only 1 percent
had been expelled and 6 percent had been suspended since random assignment 5 years
earlier. The program did not have an impact on the frequency of suspension or expulsion for
focal children.

2 Abt Associates calculations from the NLSY. The NLSY, sponsored by the Bureau of Labor Statistics, includes
questions for children born to anationally representative sample of young women (14 to 21 years). The survey on their
children started in 1986 and has continued biennially through the present.
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Criminal Behavior. A third indicator of behavior problemsis a child’s involvement with the
police. Only the parents of focal children who were between 10 to 12 years old at the time of
the survey were asked about criminal behavior. Given these children’s young age, we would
expect alow rate of involvement in criminal activity. In fact, lessthan 1 percent of parentsin
the Traditional Welfare group reported that their child had been convicted of a crime or
arrested. Although parents of children in the Welfare Reform group aso reported low rates
of arrest and conviction, 2 percent of children had been arrested, which trandates into a
statistically significant higher rate of arrest for children in the Welfare Reform Group than
that for children in the Traditional Welfare group. The effect size for this program impact is
small (0.15).

Because the higher arrest rate was the only statistically significant impact on focal children
across al three domains, and because 1 out of 10 impact estimates are expected to be
significant at the 10-percent level just by chance, it is unclear whether the program impact on
arrestsis a“red” effect of welfare reform.

Health and Safety

Improvements in families economic well-being might lead to improvements in children’s
health. For example, if an increase in employment brought about by welfare reform means
that more families are working full-time or that more families have jobs that provide good
health care benefits, children might receive better health care and therefore have better health
outcomes. Exhibit 4.3 presents findings on health and safety outcomes for focal children.

Health Status. Parents in the Traditional Welfare group rated their elementary school-age
children’s overal hedlth as, on average, very good (4.2 out of 5 points). The majority of
children (76 percent) were rated as having excellent or very good health, while only a small
proportion were described as having fair or poor health. These numbers are comparable to
results from the National Health Interview Survey which show that, for a national sample of
children ages 5 to 7, 79 percent of mothers rated their child’s health as excellent or very
good.
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Exhibit 4.3
Impacts on Health and Safety for Focal Children

Welfare Traditional
Reform Welfare
Group Group Effect Is the Impact
Qutcome Average Average Impact Size® Favorable?
Overall Health Status
Health status scale (0-5)b 4.2 4.2 0.0 0.07
“Excellent or good” health (%) 76.3 75.7 0.6 0.02
“Fair or poor” health (%) 6.2 6.0 0.2 0.01
Injury or Accident—since random assignment
Any injury or accident requiring emergency room 24.9 25.5 -0.6 0.01
visit (%)
Medical and Dental Care
Access to routine health care (%) 92.6 94.2 -1.7 0.07
Access to sick care (%) 89.4 90.3 -0.9 0.03
Use emergency room for care (%) 7.0 7.9 -0.8 0.03
Never seen a doctor (%) 0.0 0.0 0.0 —
Time since last saw doctor (1-5 scale)® 0.7 0.7 0.0 0.00
Never seen a dentist (%) 5.8 45 14 0.06
Time since last saw dentist (1-5 scale)® 0.8 0.9 -0.1 0.08
Sample size (total = 1,679) 819 860

Source: Indiana Child Well-Being Survey administered to parents of focal children (families with child between 5 and 12 years of age
at the time of the survey).

Note: A two-tailed test was applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance levels are indicated as: * = 10
percent, ** =5 percent, *** = 1 percent..

a Effect sizeisameasure of the size of theimpact. It is computed as the impact divided by the standard deviation of the outcome for
the two groups combined. A larger effect size indicates alarger impact.

b Health status scale: 5=excellent, 4=very good, 3=good, 2=fair, and 1=poor.

¢ Scaefor length of time since last seeing adoctor or dentist: 1=lessthan 1 year, 2=1to 2 years, 3=2 to lessthan 3 years, 4=3 or
more years, and 5=never.
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Approximately one-fourth of the children in the Traditional Welfare group had an injury or
accident that required medical care or hospitalization during the 5 years following random
assignment. The NLSY, which reports the rate of accidents and injuries for only the previous
12 months, found that 15 percent of school-age children in the sample had an accident or
injury that required medical care during that period. In another national sample of children
under the age of 18, 12 percent of children were reported to have experienced an accident,

injury, or poisoning in the previous year.>

Welfare reform had no impacts on children’s health status. The average rating of overal
health status for children in the Welfare Reform group was not different from that for
children in the Traditional Welfare group. The two groups had similar proportions of
children in excellent or very good hedth and similar proportions in fair or poor health. In
addition, virtually the same proportions of children in the Welfare Reform and Traditional

Welfare groups had an accident or injury that required an emergency room visit.

Health Care Access and Use. Parents provided information on their access to sources for
routine health and sick care for their children. Ninety-four percent of Traditional Welfare
group parents reported that they had access to a place where their child could receive routine,
preventive health care, and 90 percent reported that they had a clinic, heath center, or other
place where they could take their child when he or she was sick. Use of a hospital
emergency room to obtain care for a sick child may indicate that a family has no regular
source of hedth care. Less than 10 percent of families in the Traditional Welfare group
identified the hospital emergency room as the place where they took their child when he or

she was sick.

All parents in the Traditional Welfare group reported that their child had seen a doctor at
least once for routine care. These parents reported that, on average, their child had seen a
doctor for regular preventive care at least once within the past year. Similarly, 96 percent
reported that their child had seen a dentist at least once. On average, most children in the
Traditional Welfare group had seen a dentist within the previous year.

3 National Center for Health Statistics (1997). Not reported, however, is the proportion of children requiring medical

treatment for these incidents.
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The rate of receipt of routine medical care among children in the Traditional Welfare group
was the same asthat among school-age children in the nationally representative sample from
the NLSY. Inthe NLSY sample, 99 percent of children had seen a doctor, compared with
100 percent of the Indiana children. The rate at which children received routine dental care,
however, was higher for children in the Indiana sample than for children in the NLSY
sample. Twenty-two percent of children in the NLSY sample had not seen a dentist,

compared with only 5 percent of children in the Traditional Welfare group.

Welfare reform had no significant impacts on hedth care access or use. Children in the
Welfare Reform group and children in the Traditional Welfare group had equally high levels
of access to routine preventive care and sick care and similarly low levels of use d the
emergency room for sickness. Like children in the Traditional Welfare group, all children in
the Welfare Reform group had seen a doctor and most had seen one during the previous year.

In addition, virtually al children in the Welfare Reform group had seen a dentist.

4.2 Impacts on Adolescents

The evaluation also estimated program impacts on outcomes for the adolescent sample. Just as
families with focal children were assigned randomly to the Welfare Reform and Traditional
Welfare groups and are therefore comparable, families with adolescents were assigned randomly
to the two groups and aso can be assumed to be comparable. Unbiased estimates of impacts on
adolescents can be calculated by comparing outcomes for adolescents in the Welfare Reform

group with outcomes for adolescents in the Traditional Welfare group.

Exhibit 4.4 summarizes the welfare reform program’s impacts on adolescents. Although
outcome measures for adolescents were calculated in all three domains—education, social
behavior and emotional development, and health and safety—the survey measured fewer

outcomes in each domain for adolescents than for focal children.

Education

Only two measures of educational outcomes were assessed for adolescents. school
performance and school dropout rate.
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Exhibit 4.4
I mpacts on Child Outcomes for Adolescents®

(Ages13to 17)
Welfare Traditional
Reform Welfare Is the
Group Group Effect Impact
Qutcome Average Average Impact Size®?  Favorable?
Education
School Performance
School performance scale (1-5)° 35 3.7 -0.2** 0.15 No
Performing "very well" in school (%) 27.0 34.2 -6.3** 0.14 No
Performing poorly in school (%)d 17.9 151 2.8 0.08
School Dropout—since random assignment
Dropped out of school (%) 7.4 5.6 1.9 0.08
Social Behavior and Emotional Well-Being
School Disciplinary Actions—since random
assignment
Expelled (%) 10.8 10.3 0.6 0.02
Suspended (%) 30.6 33.6 -3.0 0.06
Expelled or suspended (%) 334 35.2 -1.8 0.04
Criminal Behavior
Ever involved with police (%) 21.4 17.7 37 0.09
Teen Births—since random assignment
Had or fathered a baby (%) 3.1 4.4 -1.2 0.07
Sample size (total = 1,126) 530 596

Source: Indiana 5- Year Follow-Up Survey.

Note: A two-tailed test was applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance levelsareindicated as. * = 10
percent, ** = 5 percent, *** = 1 percent.

a Adolescent sample includes custodia (n=977) and non-custodial (n=149) adolescent children.

b Effect sizeisameasure of the size of theimpact. It iscomputed as the impact divided by the standard deviation of the outcome for
the two groups combined. A larger effect size indicates a larger impact.

School performance scale: 5=very well, 4=well, 3=average, 2=below average, and 1=not well at all.

“Poor” school performance = “below average’ or “not well at all.”

o 0
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School Performance. Parents assessed their adolescent children’s level of academic
functioning using the same 5-point scale as that used for focal children. Parents in the
Traditional Welfare group rated their adolescents, on average, as performing at a level
between “average” and “well” (3.7 out of 5 points). About one-third of the adolescentsin the
Traditional Welfare group were rated by their parents as performing “very well” in school,
while 15 percent were rated as performing “poorly.” Parents' ratings of adolescents’ school
performance were substantially lower than parents ratings of focal children’s school

performance (see Exhibit 4.1 for focal child scores).

Welfare reform was found to have an unfavorable program impact on parent ratings of the
school performance of adolescent children. Parents in the Welfare Reform group rated their
adolescents' school performance lower, on average, than did parents in the Traditional
Welfare group. The difference was small but statistically significant. In addition, a lower
proportion of adolescents in the Welfare Reform group were rated as having the highest level
of school performance—only 27 percent of Welfare Reform parents rated their adolescent

child as performing “very well” in school.

School Dropout Rate. The rate of school dropout for adolescents is an important educational
outcome. Research shows that youth who fail to complete high school have lower rates of
employment and lower earnings over their lifetime. National statistics on high school
dropout rates report an overall rate of 11.2 percent (U.S. Department of Education, National
Center for Education Statistics 2000). The dropout rate for the adolescents in the Traditional
Welfare group was low—only 5.6 percent of adolescents in the Traditional Welfare group
were reported by their parents to have dropped out of school following random assignmert.
Because most adolescents in the sample had not yet finished high school and some were
young enough that school attendance was compulsory, the future dropout rate for the

adolescent sampleislikely to be somewhat higher.

Indiana’ s welfare reform program had no significant impact on the school dropout rate. In
the Welfare Reform group, 7.4 percent of adolescents were reported to have dropped out of

school since random assignment.
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Social Behavior and Emotional Well-Being

For adolescents, the only outcome measures available in the domain of socid behavior and
emotiona development were disciplinary actions for school misbehavior and involvement with
the police.

School Disciplinary Actions. As might be expected, rates of suspension and expulsion from
school were substantially higher for adolescents than for focal children. Expulsions were still
relatively rare: 10 percent of adolescents in the Traditional Welfare group and 11 percent of
adolescents in the Welfare Reform group were expelled at some point following random

assignment. The difference between the two groups was not statistically significant.

Suspensions were much more common than expulsions. One-third of adolescents in the
Traditional Welfare group were reported to have been suspended a some point after random
assignment. This rate is much higher than that reported for a national sample of eighth
graders, only 11 percent of whom had ever been suspended from school.* Welfare reform
had no impact on the rate of suspensions. The difference between the suspension rates for
adolescents in the Traditiona Welfare group (34 percent) and adolescents in the Welfare
Reform group (31 percent) was not statisticaly significant.

I nvolvement With the Police. Predictably, more involvement with the police was reported
for adolescents than for focal children. Of adolescents in the Traditional Welfare group, 18
percent had had some involvement with the police, compared with 21 percent of adolescents
in the Welfare Reform group. The difference between the two groups was not statistically

significant.

Teen Births

Information on heath and safety outcomes for the adolescents was limited. The only
outcome measured for this group was the proportion of adolescents who were involved in a
teenage pregnancy, which was defined for females as having been pregnant and for males as

having fathered a child. Of adolescents in the Traditional Welfare group, 4.4 percent were

4 Asreported by the U.S. Department of Education (1997), cited in Hamilton, Freedman, and McGroder (2000).
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reported to have been involved in a teenage pregnancy. This percentage is somewhat higher
than the rate of 2.8 percent reported by the National Center for Health Statistics in 2000 for
all females ages 15to 17.

The evauation found no significant program impact on teen births, since only a dightly
smaller percentage of adolescents in the Welfare Reform group (3 percent) were reported to

have been involved in a teenage pregnancy.

4.3 Impacts on Subgroups: Focal Children

This section presents impacts on subgroups of focal children. Subgroups are defined
according to TANF status (ongoing or gplicant), mother’s level of employment prior to
random assignment, and child’s gender. Within these three categories, the discussion focuses
first on statistically significant impact differences across subgroups and then on statistically
significant impacts within subgroups.

For focal children, the primary subgroup impact differences were for the work history
subgroups, with children in the “most work history” subgroup having the most favorable

impacts.

Subgroups Defined by Gender. Welfare reform did rot generate different impacts for boys
and girls. Two differences were statistically significant at the 10-percent level, but given the
number of outcomes examined, this is not more than would be expected by chance (Exhibit
4.5). Further, the two significant differences were in different directions. Boys had more
favorable impacts than girls on performing poorly in school (that is, welfare reform reduced
the proportion of male focal children who performed poorly in school, and this favorable
impact was larger than the impact for female focal children). Girls, however, had a more
favorable impact than boys on using an emergency room for care (that is, welfare reform
reduced the proportion of female focal children who used the emergency room for care, and

this favorable impact was larger than the impact for male foca children).

Within the subsample of male focal children, three impacts were statistically significant, and

two of these three impacts were favorable. Boys in the Welfare Reform group had fewer
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behaviora problems and were less likely to perform poorly in school than boys in the
Traditional Welfare group. On the other hand, boys in the Welfare Reform group were more
likely to have been suspended from school than boys in the Traditional Welfare group.

For female focal children, the only significant impact was on school suspensions. Girls in
the Welfare Reform group were more likely to have been suspended than girls in the
Traditional Welfare group.

In terms of outcomes rather than impacts, females generally had better educational outcomes
than males, as would be expected from the literature on school functioning. For example,
female focal children had a higher level of school performance (59 percent of females in the
Traditional Welfare group were rated as performing very well versus 45 percent of males), a
lower level of grade repetition (11 versus 15 percent), a higher level of school engagement
(52 percent of females rated as having high school engagement versus 33 percent of males),

and alower rate of suspension (3 versus 10 percent).
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Impacts on Child Outcomes

Exhibit 4.5

for Subgroups Defined by Gender?

for Focal Children

Females Males
Traditional Traditional
Welfare Welfare
Group Group Difference in Impacts
Outcome Average Impact® Average Impact | Across Subgroups®
Education
School Performance
School performance scale (1-5)d 4.3 0.0 4.0 0.9
Performing "very well" in school (%) 58.8 2.0 45.4 0.7
Performing poorly in school (%)° 5.6 15 9.5 -3.3% T
Repeated Grade—since random assignment
Repeated any grade (%) 11.4 1.3 15.3 -2.4
Number of repeated grades 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.0
Special Education—since random assignment
Received special education (%) 7.8 0.8 134 3.7
School Dropout—since random assignment (ages 10+)
Dropped out of school (%) 4.7 -0.7 3.2 21
School Attendance—past month
Number of absences 1.0 0.1 1.1 0.0
Absence scale (0-4)' 0.6 0.0 0.6 0.0
"High" level of absences (%) 24 19 49 -1.2
Tardiness scale (0-4)f 0.8 -0.1 0.8 -0.1
Engagement in School
School engagement scale (1-3)° 10.7 -0.1 10.0 0.0
"High" level of school engagement® (%) 52.4 -19 325 0.6
"Low" level of school engagemenfg(%) 7.0 11 13.6 0.1
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Exhibit 4.5

Impacts on Child Outcomes
for Subgroups Defined by Gender?

for Focal Children

Females Males
Traditional Traditional
Welfare Welfare
Group Group Difference in Impacts
Outcome Average Impact® Average Impact | Across Subgroups®
Social Behavior and Emotional Well-Being

Positive Behavior

Social Competence Subscale (0-70)h 59.4 0.0 56.2 0.5
Behavior Problems—past 3 months

Total number of problems (0-56)" 10.6 0.1 13.2 -1.1%

Internalizing problems (0-14) 18 -0.0 2.2 -0.3**

Externalizing problems (0-22) 53 -0.1 6.4 -0.4
School Disciplinary Actions—since random assignment

Expelled (%) 0.4 0.0 11 0.3

Suspended (%) 2.7 2.6* 9.7 0.9*

Suspended or expelled (%) 2.8 25 10.0 -0.6
Criminal Behavior (ages 10+)

Ever arrested (%) -0.0 0.7 10 3.0

Ever convicted of crime (%) -0.0 0.0 0.9 13

Health and Safety

Health Status

Health status scale (1-5) 42 0.1 41 0.1

“Excellent or good” health (%) 79.8 0.7 71.9 0.3
“Fair or poor” health (%) 6.3 -1.1 5.7 16

Injury or Accident—since random assignment

Injury or accident requiring care (%) 22.0 -0.5 29.0 -0.9
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Exhibit 4.5
Impacts on Child Outcomes
for Subgroups Defined by Gender?
for Focal Children

Females Males
Traditional Traditional
Welfare Welfare
Group Group Difference in Impacts
Outcome Average Impact® Average Impact | Across Subgroups®
Medical or Dental Care
Has access to routine care (%) 93.8 -1.7 94.7 -1.6
Has access to sick care (%) 90.6 -2.5 90.1 0.7
Uses emergency room for care (%) 94 -29 6.4 11 T
Has never seen a doctor (%) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Time since last saw doctor (1-5 scale)k 0.7 -0.0 0.7 0.0
Has never seen a dentist (%) 4.1 15 4.8 12
Time since last saw dentist (1-5 scale)k 0.9 -0.1 0.9 -0.1
Sample size (total = 1,679)

Source: Indiana Child Well-Being Survey administered to parents of focal children (families with child between 5 and 12 years of age at the time of the survey)

O T

Q "0 Q

x— —

Females (n = 829); males (n = 849); gender missing for child of 1 respondent.

A two-tailed test was applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance levels areindicated as: * = 10 percent, ** =5 percent, *** = 1 percent.

An F-test was used to determine whether differences in impacts across subgroups were statistically significant. Statistical significanceisindicated as: t = 10 percent, Tt = 5 percent,
111 =1 percent.

School performance scale: 5=very well, 4=well, 3=average, 2=below average, 1=not well at all.

“Poor” school performance = “below average” or “not well at all”.

Absence and tardiness scale: 0=none, 1=1to 2 days, 2=3 to 4 days, 3=5 to 10 days, 4= more than 10 days.

School engagement scale=4 items, each rated on a 3-point scale: 1=not engaged, 2=sometimes engaged, 3=often engaged. “High” engagement =score of 8.4 or higher. “Low”
engagement = score of 5.7 or lower.

Social competence subscale=7 behaviors, each rated on 10-point scale, from “not at al like my child” to “totally like my child.” A higher score indicates greater social competence.
Behavior Problems Index=28 behavior problems, each rated on 3-point scale: 0=not true, 1=sometimes true, 2=often true. A higher score indicates more behavior problems.

Health status scale: 5=excellent, 4=very good, 3=good, 2=fair, 1=poor.

Scale for amount of time since doctor, dentist was seen: 1=lessthan 1 year, 2=1to 2 years, 3=2 to less than 3 years, 4=3 or more years, 5=never.
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Subgroups Defined by TANF Ongoing or Applicant Status. As with gender, the evidence
on TANF status suggests that welfare reform did not produce substantially different impacts
on focal children in ongoing versus applicant families (Exhibit 4.6). Impacts for ongoing and
applicant clients differed in only two areass—health status and school attendance—and in
opposite directions. Applicant focal children had more favorable impacts on health than
focal children in ongoing cases. Ongoing children, howver, had more favorable impacts than

applicant children on school attendance.

For applicant families, welfare reform apparently led to improvements in heath for foca
children. Applicant parents in the Welfare Reform group were more likely than their
counterparts in the Traditional Welfare group to report that their child was in excellent or
good health, which aso led to a positive impact on the average rating of overall health. On
the other hand, Welfare Reform group parents in the applicant subgroup reported a higher
proportion of focal children with a high level of school absences than Traditional Welfare
group parents in the applicant subgroup.

For focal children in ongoing families, the only statistically significant impact was a decrease
in school tardiness.

Subgroups Defined by Mother’s Work History Prior to Random Assignment. Impacts on
focal children differed significantly across the three work history subgroups in two areas:
school performance and health status (Exhibit 4.7). For both sets of outcomes, the most
favorable impacts were for the subgroup with the most work history prior to random

assignment.

For children in the least work history subgroup, the datigticaly sgnificant impacts were
unfavorable. In this subgroup, focal children in the Welfare Reform group had lower school
performance and less access to routine medical care than their Traditiona Welfare group

counterparts.
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Exhibit 4.6

Impacts on Child Outcomes
for Subgroups Defined by TANF Ongoing or Applicant Status®

for Focal Children

Applicants Ongoing Clients
Traditional Traditional
Welfare Welfare
Group Group Difference in Impacts
Outcome Average Impactb Average Impact | Across Subgroups®
Education
School Performance
School performance scale (1-5)d 4.3 0.1 41 0.0
Performing "very well" in school (%) 57.2 5.0 49.4 -0.3
Performing poorly in school (%)° 2.2 -0.2 10.2 -12
Repeated Grade—since random assignment
Repeated any grade (%) 10.8 0.1 14.6 -0.9
Number of repeated grades 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.0
Special Education—since random assignment
Received special education (%) 9.3 2.9 114 19
School Dropout—since random assignment (ages 10+)
Dropped out of school (%) 11 12 54 04
School Attendance—past month
Number of absences 1.2 0.1 1.0 -0.1
Absence scale (0-4)' 0.7 0.0 0.6 0.0
"High" level of absences (%) 3.2 2.7* 3.9 -0.9 T
Tardiness scale (0-4)' 0.7 0.1 0.8 -0.2%* t
Engagement in School
School engagement scale (1-3)° 104 0.1 10.3 -0.1
"High" level of school engagement® (%) 47.4 -04 39.7 -0.5
"Low" level of school engagement® (%) 8.6 -0.5 11.2 1.0
Social Behavior and Emotional Well-Being
Positive Behavior
Social Competence Subscale (0-70)h 58.5 11 57.4 -0.1
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Exhibit 4.6
Impacts on Child Outcomes
for Subgroups Defined by TANF Ongoing or Applicant Status®
for Focal Children

Applicants Ongoing Clients
Traditional Traditional
Welfare Welfare
Group Group Difference in Impacts
Outcome Average Impactb Average Impact | Across Subgroups®
Behavior Problems—past 3 months
Total number of problems (0-56)I 12.0 -0.9 11.9 -04
Internalizing problems (0-14) 21 -0.3 19 -0.1
Externalizing problems (0-22) 5.7 -0.3 5.9 -0.2
School Disciplinary Actions—since random assignment
Expelled (%) 0.6 0.3 0.8 0.0
Suspended (%) 35 15 7.8 04
Suspended or expelled (%) 3.7 18 7.9 04
Criminal Behavior (ages 10+)
Ever arrested (%) 0.5 24 0.5 14
Ever convicted of crime (%) 0.2 0.9 0.6 0.4
Health and Safety
Health Status
Health status scale (1-5)’ 4.1 0.2%%* 4.2 0.0 Tt
“Excellent or good” health (%) 74.1 6.8* 76.5 -2.5 tt
“Fair or poor” health (%) 8.8 -2.2 45 15
Injury or Accident—since random assignment
Injury or accident requiring care (%) 215 -35 27.7 0.9
Medical or Dental Care
Has access to routine care (%) 93.1 -0.6 94.8 -2.2
Has access to sick care (%) 91.8 -1.7 89.6 -0.5
Uses emergency room for care (%) 8.7 14 7.4 -2.0
Has never seen a doctor (%) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Time since last saw doctor (1-5 scale)k 0.7 0.0 0.7 0.0
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Exhibit 4.6
Impacts on Child Outcomes
for Subgroups Defined by TANF Ongoing or Applicant Status®
for Focal Children

Applicants Ongoing Clients
Traditional Traditional
Welfare Welfare
Group Group Difference in Impacts
Outcome Average Impactb Average Impact | Across Subg roups®
Has never seen a dentist (%) 54 0.1 4.0 2.0
Time since last saw dentist (1-5 scale)k 0.9 -0.1 0.9 0.0
Sample size (total = 1,679)

Source: Indiana Child Well-Being Survey administered to parents of focal children (families with child between 5 and 12 years of age at the time of the survey).

a

b

> Q "0 Q (¢]

Ongoing clients are defined as clients who were receiving welfare in the month Indiana began its welfare reform program (May 1995) (n=1,102). Applicants are
defined as clients who began receiving welfare in any subsequent month during the first year of the program (June 1995 — April 1996) (n=577).

A two-tailed test was applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance levels areindicated as: * = 10 percent, ** = 5 percent, *** = 1 percent.
An Ftest was used to determine whether differences in impacts across subgroups were statistically significant. Statistical significance isindicated as. T = 10 percent,
11 =5 percent, 11 = 1 percent.

School performance scale: 5=very well, 4=well, 3=average, 2=below average, 1=not well at all.

“Poor” school performance = “below average” or “not well at all.”

Absence and tardiness scale: 0=none, 1=1to 2 days, 2=3 to 4 days, 3=5 to 10 days, 4= more than 10 days.

School engagement scale=4 items, each rated on a 3-point scale: 1=not engaged, 2=sometimes engaged, 3=often engaged. “High” engagement =score of 8.4 or higher.
“Low” engagement = score of 5.7 or lower.

Socia competence subscale=7 behaviors, each rated on 10-point scale, from “not at all like my child” to “totally like my child.” A higher score indicates greater social
competence.

Behavior Problems Index=28 behavior problems, each rated on 3-point scale: O=not true, 1=sometimes true, 2=often true. A higher score indicates more behavior
problems.

Health status scale: 5=excellent, 4=very good, 3=good, 2=fair, 1=poor.

Scale for amount of time since doctor, dentist was seen: 1=lessthan 1 year, 2=1to 2 years, 3=2 to less than 3 years, 4=3 or more years, 5=never.
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Exhibit 4.7
Impacts on Child Outcomes
for Subgroups Defined by Mother’s Employment History?

for Focal Children

Least Work History Medium Work History [ Most Work History
Traditional Traditional Traditional Difference in
Welfare Welfare Welfare Impacts
Group Group Group Across
Outcome Average Impactb Average Impact Average Impact Subgroups*®
Education
School Performance
School performance scale (1-5)° 4.2 -0.2* 4.2 0.0 4.1 0.2+ Tt
Performing "very well" in school (%) 54.2 S11.2% 52.7 3.9 47.1 17.0%* Tt
Performing poorly in school® (%) 6.3 -1.3 8.6 0.3 8.0 -1.8
Repeated Grade—since random assignment
Repeated any grade (%) 10.0 3.6 191 -4.7 10.5 -1.1
Number of repeated grades 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.1 0.0
Special Education—since random assignment
Received special education (%) 8.3 4.2 12.2 05 12.3 1.7
School Dropout—since random assignment (ages 10+)
Dropped out of school (%) 2.3 0.4 4.4 0.1 5.9 15
School Attendance—past month
Number of absences 0.9 0.0 1.2 0.0 1.2 0.1
Absence scale (0-4)f 05 0.0 0.7 0.0 0.7 0.0
"High" level of absences (%) 24 11 5.7 -1.5 2.7 1.6
Tardiness scale (0-4)' 0.7 -0.2 0.8 0.0 0.9 0.1
Engagement in School
School engagement scale (1-3)° 10.3 0.0 10.5 -0.2 10.2 0.1
"High" level of school engagement’ (%) 42.4 -0.5 44.0 -5.0 39.3 5.8
"Low" level of school engagement® (%) 11.2 0.6 8.8 0.6 11.4 0.2
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Exhibit 4.7

Impacts on Child Outcomes
for Subgroups Defined by Mother’s Employment History?®

for Focal Children

Least Work History Medium Work History | Most Work History
Traditional Traditional Traditional Difference in
Welfare Welfare Welfare Impacts
Group Group Group Across
Outcome Average Impactb Average Impact Average Impact Subgroups*®
Social Behavior and Emotional Well-Being
Positive Behavior
Social Competence Subscale (0-70)h 57.4 0.0 57.8 -0.3 58.2 1.6
Behavior Problems—past 3 months
Total number of problems (0-56)' 11.7 -0.4 12.0 0.3 124 -1.9%*
Internalizing problems (0-14) 19 0.0 2.0 -0.1 21 -0.5%**
Externalizing problems (0-22) 5.8 -0.4 5.8 0.2 6.0 -0.7
School Disciplinary Actions—since random assignment
Expelled (%) 0.3 0.0 0.9 0.0 13 0.4
Suspended (%) 4.7 13 6.7 11 8.2 -0.5
Suspended or expelled (%) 4.2 14 7.3 1.0 8.7 0.0
Criminal Behavior (ages 10+)
Ever arrested (%) 0.5 2.2 -0.5 2.8 15 -0.2
Ever convicted of crime (%) 0.9 0.6 -0.3 2.7 0.6 -1.8
Health and Safety
Health Status
Health status scale (1-5)! 4.1 0.0 4.2 0.0 4.1 0.3*** Tt
“Excellent or good” health (%) 76.5 -4.5 74.8 0.9 75.5 7.9%* T
“Fair or poor” health (%) 6.1 1.7 7.8 0.6 33 -2.3
Injury or Accident—since random assignment
Injury or accident requiring care (%) 22.9 -25 24.3 4.2 31.2 -4.4
Medical or Dental Care
Has access to routine care (%) 97.5 -4, 6*** 92.4 0.5 91.9 -0.5
Has access to sick care (%) 93.8 -1.1 88.3 0.6 88.2 -2.8
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Exhibit 4.7
Impacts on Child Outcomes
for Subgroups Defined by Mother’s Employment History?®
for Focal Children

Least Work History Medium Work History | Most Work History
Traditional Traditional Traditional Difference in
Welfare Welfare Welfare Impacts
Group Group Group Across .
Outcome Average Impactb Average Impact Average Impact Subgroups

Uses emergency room for care (%) 8.6 0.1 6.7 0.5 8.4 -4.1

Has never seen a doctor (%) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Time since last saw doctor (1-5 scale)k 0.7 0.0 0.6 0.1 0.7 0.0

Has never seen a dentist (%) 4.7 -0.4 4.7 14 3.8 3.9%

Time since last saw dentist (1-5 scale)k 0.8 0.0 0.9 0.0 1.0 -0.1*

Sample size (total = 1,679)

Source: Indiana Child Well-Being Survey administered to parents of focal children (families with child between 5 and 12 years of age at the time of the survey).

a

b

o «Q "o Q (9]

“Least” work experience=0 quarters employed in 5 quarters prior to random assignment (n=629). “Medium” work experience=2 or 3 quarters employed in 5 quarters prior to
random assignment (n=603). “Most” work experience=4-5 quarters employed in 5 quarters prior to random assignment (n=447).

A two-tailed test was applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance levelsareindicated as; * = 10 percent, ** = 5 percent, *** = 1 percent.

An Ftest was used to determine whether differences in impacts across subgroups were statistically significant. Statistical significance is indicated as. 1 = 10 percent, T =5
percent, T11 = 1 percent.

School performance scale: 5=very well, 4=well, 3=average, 2=below average, 1=not well at all.

“Poor” school performance = “below average” or “not well at all.”

Absence and tardiness scale: 0=none, 1=1 to 2 days, 2=3 to 4 days, 3=5 to 10 days, 4= more than 10 days.

School engagement scale=4 items, each rated on a 3-point scale: 1=not engaged, 2=sometimes engaged, 3=often engaged. “High” engagement =score of 8.4 or higher. “Low”
engagement = score of 5.7 or lower.

Social competence subscale=7 behaviors, each rated on 10-point scale, from “not at all like my child” to “totally like my child.” A higher score indicates greater social
competence.

Behavior Problems Index=28 behavior problems, each rated on 3-point scale: 0=not true, 1=sometimes true, 2=often true. A higher score indicates more behavior problems.
Health status scale: 5=excellent, 4=very good, 3=good, 2=fair, 1=poor.

Scale for amount of time since doctor, dentist was seen: 1=lessthan 1 year, 2=1to 2 years, 3=2 to less than 3 years, 4=3 or more years, 5=never.
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For children in the medium work history subgroup, welfare reform produced no statistically

significant impacts.

Wefare reform produced mostly favorable impacts for children in the most work history
subgroup. Welfare Reform group focal children in this subgroup had higher school performance,
fewer behavior problems, and better health than Traditiona Welfare group children in the same

subgroup.

The fact that impacts were most favorable for the subgroup with the most work history does
not necessarily mean that Indiana’ s welfare program produced better impacts for relatively
less disadvantaged children. Contrary to expectations, the average outcome levels for the
three subgroups are not systematically different, as can be seen by comparing the numbers

across the three Traditional Welfare group columns in Exhibit 4.7.

4.4 Impacts on Subgroups: Adolescents

The child survey measured fewer outcomes for adolescents than focal children and found that

welfare reform produced no clear differences in impacts across subgroups for adol escents.

Subgroups Defined by Gender. Impacts on male and female adolescents differed
significantly on only one outcome: adolescent boys had larger unfavorable impacts than

adolescent girls on involvement with police (Exhibit 4.8).

For adolescent males, the only statistically significant impact was for police involvement.
Parents in the Welfare Reform group reported that close to one-third (31 percent) of their
adolescent male children had some involvement with the police since random assignment,

compared with 21 percent of adolescent males in the Traditional Welfare group.

For adolescent femaes, the only satisticaly significant impacts were for school
performance. A smaller proportion of parents in the Welfare Reform group than in the
Traditional Welfare group indicated that their adolescent girls were performing very well in

schooal.
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Exhibit 4.8
Impacts on Child Outcomes
for Subgroups Defined by Gender?
for Adolescent Childrerf

Females Males
Traditional Traditional Difference in Impacts
Outcome Welfare Group  Impact® | Welfare Group  Impact Across Subgroups
Average Average
Education
School Performance
School performance scale (1 to 5)° 3.9 -0.2* 35 -0.2
Performing "very well" in school (%) 43.0 -10.3** 25.3 -3.1
Performing poorly in school’ (%) 11.3 2.4 19.0 37
School Dropout—since random assignment
Dropped out of school (%) 6.1 1.8 5.0 2.0
Social Behavior and Emotional Well-Being
School Disciplinary Actions—since random
assignment
Expelled (%) 5.4 25 15.3 -0.8
Suspended (%) 24.4 0.0 42.9 -5.3
Suspended or expelled (%) 251 0.6 45.4 -3.3
Criminal Behavior
Ever involved with police (%) 14.3 -1.2 21.2 9.7** 1Nl
Health and Safety
Teen Births—since random assignment
Had or fathered a baby (%) 5.6 -0.7 31 -2.0
Sample size (total = 1,126)

Source: Indiana 5-Year Follow-Up Survey

a Females (n=582); males (n=539); gender information missing for children of 5 respondents.

b Adolescent sample includes custodial (n=977) and non-custodial (n=149) adolescent children.

¢ A two-tailed test was applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance levels are indicated as:
* =10 percent, ** =5 percent, *** = 1 percent.

d An Ftest was used to determine whether differences in impacts across subgroups were statistically significant. Statistical significance is indicated as: = 10
percent, t1 =5 percent, t11 = 1 percent.

e School performance scale: 5=very well, 4=well, 3=average, 2=below average, 1=not well at al.

“Poor” school performance = “below average” or “not well at all.”

—h

Abt Associates Inc. Impacts on Children



The average level of school performance was also lower for adolescent girls in the Welfare

Reform group than for those in the Traditional Welfare group.

As with focal children, adolescent girls generally had more favorable outcomes, including
better school performance, lower rates of school expulsion and suspension, and lower rates of

criminal behavior, than adolescent boys.

Subgroups Defined by Ongoing or Applicant Status. Impacts differed significantly across
adolescents in ongoing and applicant subgroups on only one outcome: adolescents in ongoing
cases had larger unfavorable impacts on school performance than adolescents in applicant
cases (Exhibit 4.9).

Adolescents in ongoing cases had unfavorable impacts on both school performance and
involvement with police. Ongoing adolescents in the Welfare Reform group, compared to
ongoing adolescents in the Traditionad Welfare group, had lower average school
performance, were less likely to be performing very well in school, and had higher rates of

police involvement.

For adolescents in applicant cases, the only statistically significant impact was for school
suspensions. Welfare Reform group adolescent applicants were more likely to be suspended

from school than Traditional Welfare group adolescent applicants.

Subgroups Defined by Mother’s Employment History Prior to Random Assignment. For
adolescents there were no datigtically significant impact differences across work history
subgroups (Exhibit 4.10).

Adolescents in the least work history subgroup had unfavorable impacts on school
performance. Welfare Reform group adolescents in this subgroup had lower average school
performance and were less likely to be performing very well in school than their Traditiond

Welfare group counterparts.
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Exhibit 4.9
Impacts on Child Outcomes
for Subgroups Defined by Ongoing or Applicant Status?®
for Adolescent Childrerf

Applicants Ongoing Clients
Traditional Traditional
Outcome Welfare Group Welfare Group Difference in Impacts
Average Impact® Average Impact | Across Subgroups*
Education
School Performance
School performance scale (1 to 5)° 3.7 0.1 3.7 -0.3*** T
Performing "very well" in school (%) 38.4 -2.5 32.3 -7.9%*
Performing poorly in school' (%) 155 -2.7 15.0 5.0
School Dropout—since random assignment
Dropped out of school (%) 4.9 1.7 5.8 2.0
Social Behavior and Emotional Well-Being
School Disciplinary Actions—since random
assignment
Expelled (%) 6.5 -3.0 12.0 2.0
Suspended (%) 317 9.5* 34.5 -0.3
Suspended or expelled (%) 294 -6.2 37.8 0.0
Criminal Behavior
Ever involved with police (%) 19.8 -0.1 16.8 5.2*
Health and Safety
Teen Births—since random assignment
Had or fathered a baby (%) 4.0 -0.9 4.6 -14
Sample size (total = 1,126)

Source; Indiana 5- Year Follow-Up Survey

a

b

—h

Ongoing clients are defined as clients who were receiving welfare in the month Indiana began its welfare reform program (May 1995) (n=356). Applicants
are defined as clients who began receiving welfare in any subsequent month during the first year of the program (June 1995 — April 1996) (n=770).
Adolescent sampleincludes custodial (n=977) and non-custodial (n=149) adolescent children.

A two-tailed test was applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance levds are indicated as: * = 10 percent, ** = 5 percent, *** =
1 percent.

An F-test was used to determine whether differences in impacts across subgroups were statistically significant. Statistical significanceisindicated as: t=
10 percent, t1 =5 percent, T11 = 1 percent.

School performance scale: 5=very well, 4=well, 3=average, 2=below average, 1=not well at all.

“Poor” school performance = “below average” or “not well at all.”
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Exhibit 4.10
Impacts on Child Outcomes
for Subgroups Defined by Mother’s Employment History?
for Adolescent Childrer?

Least Work History

Medium Work History

Most Work History

Traditional
Welfare Group

Traditional
Welfare Group

Traditional
Welfare Group

Difference in
Impacts Across

Outcome Average Impact® Average Impact Average Impact Subgroups*
Education
School Performance
School performance scale (1 to 5)° 3.8 -0.2* 3.7 -0.2 35 -0.1
Performing "very well" in school (%) 35.9 -8.7* 30.9 -0.5 35.1 -8.3
Performing poorly in school’ (%) 11.6 33 154 3.1 21.7 1.3
School Dropout—since random assignment
Dropped out of school (%) 5.6 0.5 6.4 2.8 4.4 3.8
Social Behavior and Emotional Well-Being
School Disciplinary Actions—since random
assignment
Expelled(%) 8.1 1.9 9.3 -0.2 15.8 -15
Suspended (%) 29.0 11 36.7 -8.3 38.1 -4.5
Suspended or expelled (%) 30.9 1.0 38.5 -7.8 39.2 -0.2
Criminal Behavior
Ever involved with police (%) 125 5.0 20.8 -0.3 23.8 6.2
Health and Safety
Teen Births — since random assignment
Had or fathered a baby (%) 53 -2.2 3.6 -0.1 37 -0.8

Sample size (total =1,126)

Source: Indiana 5- Year Follow-Up Survey

a “Least” work experience=0 quarters employed in 5 quarters prior to random assignment (n=522). “Medium” work experience=2 or 3 quarters employed in 5 quarters prior to random
assignment (n=329). “Most” work experience=4-5 quarters employed in 5 quarters prior to random assignment (n=275).

b Adolescent sample includes custodial (n=977) and non-custodia (n=149) adolescent children.
c A two-tailed test was applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance levels areindicated as: * = 10 percent, ** =5 percent, *** = 1 percent.

d An Ftest was used to determine whether differencesinimpacts across subgroups were statigticaly significant. Statistica significanceisindicated as: 1= 10 percent, 11 =5 percent, 11 =1 percent.
e School performance scale: 5=very well, 4=well, 3=average, 2=below average, 1=not well at all.

f “Poor” school performance = “below average” or “not well at al.”
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For adolescents in the medium work history and most work history subgroups, none of the

estimated impacts were statistically significant.

4.5 Conclusion

A key hypothesis regarding how Indiana’ s welfare reform program would lead to improved
outcomes for children was that by increasing mothers employment, the program would lead
to an improvement in family economic circumstances. The possible links between parent
employment and income and child outcomes included:

Reduced parent stress associated with an increase in family resources,

Improved parenting behavior that better supported children’s development and learning

(as aresult of reduced stress and better parent psychological well-being);

Moretimein quality child care settings and structured out-of-school activities; and

Better health care for children (and consequently better health outcomes) due to maternal

employment and increased family income.

Given the absence of program impacts on total family income and most of the other
outcomes examined in Chapter 3, it is not surprising that Indiana' s program had amost no
measured impacts on focal children. The only program impact for focal children was
negative: an increase in arrests (from 0.5 percent to 2.2 percent) for the subset of focal
children ages 10 to 12. Given the number of outcomes examined, the existence of one

statistically significant impact may not indicate areal effect of the program.

The absence of systematic unfavorable impacts on focal children is important for policy.

One concern about welfare reform programs is that increasing maternal employment could
adversely affect children, mediated through variables such as increased parental stress
(associated with more hours of work) or reduced child time with parents and more time in
day care arrangements of unknown quality. The study did not find evidence that materna

employment had negative effects on focal children.

For the smaller number of impacts measured for adolescents, the only program impact was
an unfavorable effect on school performance. This impact was larger for adolescents in

ongoing welfare cases (as opposed to applicants). The impact is small in terms of effect size,
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but nay be a rea effect (as opposed to a chance artifact of multiple significance tests),
especialy in light of research from other states showing some adverse effects of welfare
reform on adolescents. Other outcomes, however, showed no evidence of adverse effects on

adolescents.
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Chapter 5
Impacts on Children’s Environments: The Home,
Stability, Father Involvement, and Child Care

This chapter examines the impacts of Indiana’'s welfare reform program on children's
environments—the home environment, including parenting, family relationships, household
stability and father involvement, and the child care environment. The theory underlying
Indiana’ s welfare reform experiment is that by changing a family’s economic circumstances,
a program can affect children’s environments. Changes in children’s environments may in
turn affect children’s outcomes. For example, increased family resources are assumed to
lead to changes in children’s care environments, in and out of the home, and these changes in

care may lead to improved child development and academic performance.

As shown in Chapter 3, Indiana's welfare reform program has increased parental employment
but not overal family income. Chapter 4 revealed that the program had few impacts on focal
children’s educational performance, socia behavior, emotiona well-being, and health and safety.
Evidence on how the program has affected children’s environments is important in developing
hypotheses about why the program has had so little effect on children’s outcomes. This chapter
presents the results of analyses that address the following questions about program impacts on

children’' s environments:

How did Indianas welfare reform affect the stability of foca children’s home
environment and the involvement of nonresident fathers?

How did welfare reform affect the extent to which the home environment provides
support for children’s development and learning?

How did welfare reform affect parenting behavior?

How did welfare reform affect family functioning, including relationships among family
members?

How did welfare reform affect the types of out-of-school care arrangements that families
use for their children?

The chapter presents overall program effects in four mgor domains: the home environment
and parenting; maternal mental health and domestic abuse; household stability and

nonresident father involvement; and child care. The chapter first discusses overall program
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impacts for the sample of families with a focal child. It then describes differences in impacts

for subgroups.

Summary of Key Findings

Indiana’s welfare reform program had little impact on the outcomes examined in this
chapter. Given the program’s modest impacts on the direct targets of welfare reform policy
(discussed in Chapter 3), it is not surprising that the program had little impact on outcomes
that are likely to have been affected only indirectly.

The program had no significant impacts on measures of the home environment,
including cognitive stimulation and emotional support. The program did, however,

appear to decrease parental aggravation.

Mothers mental health was improved as a result of welfare reform. Mothers in the
Welfare Reform group had lower average scores on a scale measuring depressive symptoms,

indicating better mental health on average.

Welfare reform had few impacts on household stability. Indiana's welfare reform
program increased the number of jobs parents held since random assignment and increased
the number of children who changed schools. The program, however, had no sgnificant

effect on six other measures of stability.

Children’s involvement with nonresident fathers was not affected by welfare reform.

Neither contact with fathers nor financia support from fathers was affected by Indiana's

program.

Wéfarereform increased the aver age amount of time that children spent in child careand
increased the number of child care providers and child care arrangements that children
experienced. These impacts are al consistent with the increased employment of mothers shown
in Chapter 3. As mothers work more, they are more likely to use child care, and the more child
care they use, the more providers and arrangements they are likely to use. Welfare reform

increased the use of both formal and informal child care arrangements. However, the increase in
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the average time spent in child care was small, less than 2 hours per week. It seems unlikely that

an increase of this size would have large effects on other aspects of children’s development.

In addition to the findings relating to impacts described above, some of the outcomes

measured in the survey deserve mention:

Nearly half of the women responding to the survey admitted having been abused by their
partner since random assignment. Nearly one-third had been abused within the previous
year, suggesting that the problem has not improved over time. Much of the abuse
reported was verbal, although nearly one-fourth of respondents reported that their partner
had physically harmed them since random assignment.

More than one-third of the mothers interviewed were clinically depressed.

More than one-third of the children with an absent father had no contact with their father
within the past year, and only about one-fourth were receiving money regularly from
their nonresident father.

On most measures of parenting, cognitive stimulation, and emotional support, the evidence
suggests that parents are making efforts to meet their children’ s developmenta needs.

5.1 Impacts on the Home Environment and Parenting

In considering the program’s impacts on focal children, who were between 5 and 12 years
old at the time of the survey, there originally were contrasting hypotheses about how changes
in family economic self-sufficiency might affect the home environment. If increased
employment led © higher family income or improved mental health for mothers, the result
might be better parenting practices (for example, lower aggravation or stress for parents and
more emotional support and cognitive stimulation for children). Alternatively, increased
maternal employment could lead to greater stress for parents trying to balance work and
family demands, and trying to find child care that accommodates their work schedule and
provides a safe and caring environment for their child. This stress, in turn, could adversely

affect parenting behavior and family relationships.

The Home Environment

Measures of the home environment, shown in Exhibit 5.1, include support for children’s

cognitive and emotional development, support for learning, and family routines.
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Exhibit 5.1
I mpacts on the Home Environment and Parenting for Families of Focal Children

Welfare Traditional
Reform Group Welfare Group Effect Is the Impact

Outcome Average Average Impact Size* Favorable?
Home Environment

HOME—Short-Form

Total score(1-19)b 13.6 134 0.2 0.06

Cognitive stimulation(1-12)° 8.0 8.0 0.1 0.03

Emotional support(l-?)d 53 53 0.0 0.04

Family support for learning

Take child to library more than once per month (%) 40.7 41.4 0.7 0.02

Never take child to library (%) 38.7 39.5 0.8 0.02

Family routines

Family routines scale(1-4)° 33 33 0.0 0.00
Parenting

Parent warmth scale(1-4)' 2.8 2.7 00  0.09

Parent harshness scale(1-4)° 15 1.6 -0.1 0.04

Parenting aggravation scale (1-4)h 1.6 17 -0.1** 0.12 Yes

Parental monitoring s<:a|e(l-5)I 4.7 4.7 0.0 0.03

Sample size (total = 1,679) 819 860

Source: Indiana Child Well-Being Survey administered to parents of focal children (families with child between 5 and 12 years of
age at the time of the survey).

Note: A two-tailed test was applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance levelsareindicated as: * = 10
percent, ** =5 percent, *** = 1 percent.

a Effect sizeis ameasure of the size of the impact. Itiscomputed as the impact divided by the standard deviation of the outcome

for the two groups combined. A larger effect size indicates a larger impact.

b Modified HOME—SF total score=19 itemsfrom cognitive stimulation scale and emotional support scale, each coded as 0/1.

¢ Modified HOME—SF cognitive stimulation scale=12 items, each rated on a 0/1 scale: books in home, parent reading to child,
musical instrument in home, newspaper in home, child reading on own for enjoyment, family visits to museums, family
attendance at musical/theatrical performance, discussing child’'s TV programs with him or her, adequate lighting in home,
minimal clutter in home, reasonable cleanliness of home, safety of home building.

d Modified HOME—SF emotiona support=7 items, each rated on a 0/1 scale: child responsibilitiesin home (2 items), spanking of
child when child gets angry, spanking child when parent is angry, family meal with both mother and father, family get-together
with relatives/friends, time with father in outdoor activities.

e Family routines scale=5 items, each rated on a4-point scale: 1=never , 2=1to 2 days aweek, 3=3 to 5 days aweek, 5= every day

or nearly every day.

f  Parent warmth scale=3 behaviors, each rated on a4-point scale: 1=0 timesin last week, 2=1to 6 timesin last week, 3=7 timesin
last week, 4= 8 or more times in the last week.

g Parent harshness scale=3 behaviors, each rated on a4-point scale: 1=0 timesin last week, 2=1 to 6 timesin last week, 3=7 times
in last week, 4= 8 or more times in the last week.

h Parent aggravation scale=4 items, each rated on a 4-point scale: 1=none of the time, 2=some of the time, 3=most of the time,
4=dll of thetime. A higher scoreindicates a higher level of aggravation.

i Parent monitoring scale=4 behaviors, each rated on a 5-point scale: 1=almost never, 2=sometimes, 3=often, 4=almost always,
5=always.
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Information on cognitive and emotional development was collected using the Home
Observation for Measurement of the Environment (HOME) Inventory, which measures
aspects of parenting behavior and home resources that research has shown are linked to

positive child development.

Only selected items from the HOME inventory were used in the evaluation. Seven items
measured emotional support provided to the child. These items addressed issues such as. (@)
children’s respongbility for household tasks, (b) the frequency of meals with both parents, (¢)
time spent in outdoor activities with a father or father-figure, and (d) the avoidance of spanking
as a method of discipline. Twelve items measured cognitive stimulation provided in the home.
These items included: (a) the regular presence of a newspaper in the home, (b) the frequency
with which the child reads for enjoyment, (c) the number of books that belong to the child, (d)
the frequency with which parents read aoud to the child, (€) the presence of musical instruments
in the home that the child can use, (f) family attendance at musical performances, (g) family
vidts to museums, (h) family discussions about what the child watches on TV, and (i) physica
conditions of the home (such as adequacy of light, lack of clutter, and dangerous conditions).
Items on the inventory were used to form the two constructs, emotiona support and cognitive
gimulation, and to calculate a tota that combines dl of the items in a sSingle score. Findings for

these measures are shown in Exhibit 5.1.

Cognitive Stimulation. For the measure of cognitive stimulation in the home, the highest
possible score was 12 points, with a higher score indicating a higher level of stimulation.
The homes of the focal children in the Traditional Welfare group received an average score
of 8.0, meaning that they met 8 of the 12 criteria that defined cognitive support. Indiana’s

program had no impact on the level of cognitive stimulation in the home.

Emotional Support. The highest possible score on the measure of emotiona support
provided by the home was 7 points. The homes of families in the Traditiona Welfare group
received an average score of 5.3, which indicates that they met the criteria defined in five of
the seven items and provided a high level of emotional support for their children. Welfare

reform had no impact on the level of emotional support provided to children in the home.
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Total HOME Score Because the study found no program impacts on either cognitive stimulation
or emotiona support in the home, the combined total score aso showed no impact. Average scores
for the Welfare Reform and Traditional Welfare groups were between 13 and 14 out of apossible
19 points, meaning that households scored positively on just over 70 percent of the items.

Family Involvement in Children’s Learning. Through an effect on family self-sufficiency
or maternal employment, welfare reform might be expected to increase families awareness
of and support for the importance of learning. One way a family could demonstrate this
support was by taking the child to the library. Library visits were measured in the survey as

an indicator of the family’s engagement in children’s intellectual development.

Although the mgjority of families in the Traditional Welfare group had taken their child to
the library several times during the previous year, 40 percent had never gone to the library
with their child. About forty percent of parents in the Traditional Welfare group reported
going to the library with their child more than once a month, and another 20 percent reported
taking their child severa times ayear. Welfare reform had no impact on the frequency with

which families took their children to the library.

Family Routines. One hypothesis about welfare reform is that it may help children because
families with an employed parent may be more likely to follow set rouines. Children in
families with an employed parent may have more structured and organized lives which, in
turn, might lead to better educational and behaviora outcomes for the children. The survey
measured family routines with a set of five questions aout how often: (a) the family eats
breakfast at a regular time, (b) the family eats dinner at a regular time, (c) the family eats
dinner together, (d) children go to bed at aregular time, and (€) the children do special things
at bedtime. The score for family routines is the average frequency across these five items,
with frequency being rated from 1 (“never”) to 4 (“every day”). Thus, on the family routines

scale, a higher score indicates more regularity.

Families in the Traditional Welfare group rated themselves as having a high level of

regularity in family routines. Their average score was 3.3 out of 4 points, which indicates
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that they followed a regular routine more than 3 to 5 days every week. Families in the

Welfare Reform group had the same average score, indicating a similar level of routine.

Parenting

The survey measured four aspects of parenting: parenta warmth, harshness, aggravation with
parenting, and monitoring of the child's activities.

Parental Warmth and Harshness. To assess the tone or affect of parenting behavior, the survey
asked parents about both punitive and affectionate behavior with their children. Three items
described warm, nurturing behavior by parents—showing physical affection, offering praiseto a
child for doing sonething worthwhile, and saying something positive about the child to someone
else. Three items described harsh behavior towards a child—scolding or yelling, getting angry,
and spanking. For each item, parents indicated how often they had engaged in the behavior
during the past week (from “never” to “more than 20 times’). The reported frequency of each
behavior was then recoded as faling within one of four levels: never, 1 to 6 times, 7 times, or 8
or more times in the past week. A score for parentd warmth was computed by taking the
average score across the three items, and a score for parental harshness was computed by taking
the average score across the three items. For warmth, a higher score means greater warmth.  For

harshness, a higher score indicates greater harshness.

Traditional Welfare group parents rated themselves as demonstrating a high level of warm
behavior with their children. Their average score for parental warmth was 2.7 on a scale with
3 representing a frequency of at least 7 times in the past week (Exhibit 5.1). No program
impact on parental warmth was found.

Parents in both groups described themselves as being harsh with a child less often than they
described themselves as demonstrating warmth. The average score for harshness for parents in
the Traditional Welfare group was 1.6, meaning that in the previous week they had used some
form of harsh punishment less than 6 times. No program impact was found for parental
harshness.
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Parental Aggravation. As discussed above, one hypothesis about how increased employment
affects parenting is that it may lead to a higher level of parental stress. To test this
hypothesis, the survey included a scale of aggravation with the parenting role to measure
stress.  Parents were asked to rate themselves on four statements that indicate aggravation
with being a parent, such as “there are things your child does that really bother you alot” or
“your child is much harder to care for than most.” For each statement, a parent rated how
often (ranging from “none of the time” to “all of the time”’) he or she agreed with the
statement. A total score for parental aggravation was computed by taking the average score
across the four items. The total ranged from 1 to 4, with a higher score representing a higher
level of aggravation.

On average, parents in the Traditiona Welfare group rated themselves as experiencing a
relatively low level of aggravation in their role as parents. Their average total score across the
four items was 1.7, which trandates into a frequency between “some of the time” and “none of
the time” A dggnificant program impact was found for parent aggravation. Parents in the
Wedfare Reform group reported a lower level of aggravation than parents in the Traditiona
Widfare group. Although the difference between the two groups of parents was dtatistically
significant, the impact trandates into a relatively small and possibly non-meaningful effect size
of 0.12.

This finding disproves one of the mediating hypotheses, that increased parent employment results
in increased stress for parents. The fact that families in the Welfare Reform group experienced
less, not more stress may help explain the absence of negative impacts for children.

Parental Monitoring. A fourth aspect of parenting examined was the extent to which parents
monitored a child’ s activities outside of the home. Parents reported how often they knew whom
their child was with, where he or she was, and whether the child had returned home when
expected. In addition, parents were asked how often they knew whether their child had
completed his or her homework assignments. For each of these four items, parents rated their
level of supervison on a5-point scale ranging from “amost never” to “aways.”

Parents in the Traditioral Welfare group rated themselves as maintaining a high level of
supervision of their child. Their score was 4.7 on a 5-point scale, meaning that they believed
that they nearly always knew about their child’s activities outside the home and the child's
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schoolwork. The study found no significant difference between parents in the Welfare
Reform group and parents in the Traditional Welfare group on level of parental monitoring.

5.2 Impacts on Maternal Mental Health and Domestic Abuse

Exhibit 5.2 presents impacts on the extent of depressive symptoms among mothers in the
sample, and on the incidence of domestic abuse.

Maternal Mental Health

Maternal psychological health could affect children’s well-being through differences in
parent affect and parenting practices. The survey measured maternal psychological well-
being via sdf report using the Center for Epidemiological Studies-Depression (CES-D)
Scale. The CES-D measure includes 20 questions about a respondent’s feelings about his or
her life in the past week (e.g., how often he or she felt like not eating, or how often he or she
felt fearful, lonely, or sad). Positive items included questions about feelings of hopefulness
toward the future and enjoyment of life. Responses to questions on the CES-D scde ranged
from “rarely” (less than 1 day in the past week) to “most days’ (5 to 7 days in the previous
week). Items were coded so that higher scores indicated more depressive symptoms. In total,
when points to all 20 questions were summed, the CES-D scale ranged from 0O to 60, with a
score of 16 or higher indicating risk of clinical depression.

Traditiona Welfare group members scored 15.1 on the CES-D, less than 1 point below the
clinical cutoff for depression (Exhibit 5.2). Members of the Welfare Reform group scored afull
point lower than Traditiona Welfare group members (indicating fewer depressive symptoms),
and the difference was statitically significant. Although the effect size is small (0.08), even a
smal difference in depression could have alarge effect on developmental outcomes for children.
An dternative way to view CES-D scores is to examine the percentage of participants with a
score high enough to indicate risk of clinical depression. Approximately 40 percent of
mothers in the Traditional Welfare group met this criterion. Indiana’s program had no impacts
on this measure of mothers mental hedth.
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Exhibit 5.2
Impacts on Maternal Mental Health and Domestic Abuse for Families of Focal Children

Welfare Traditional

Reform Welfare Is the
Group Group Effect Impact

Outcome Average Average Impact  Size® Favorable?
Maternal Mental Health

CES-D total score 14.2 151 -1.0* 0.08 Yes

At risk of clinical depression (%) 37.0 40.7 -3.7 0.08
Domestic Abuse

Abuse by partnerb—since random assignment 46.6 42.8 3.8 0.08

Verbal abuse (%) 36.5 35.0 0.8 0.02

Controlling behavior (%) 25.4 25.0 0.6 0.01

Threat of physical harm (%) 23.4 22.7 0.7 0.02

Forced into sexual activity (%) 6.8 3.8 3.0*** 0.14 No

Physical harm (%) 23.3 20.5 2.8 0.07

Abuse by partnerb—past year 311 29.6 14 0.03

Verbal abuse (%) 25.3 244 -0.9 0.02

Controlling behavior (%) 14.6 16.8 -2.2 0.06

Threat of physical harm (%) 11.9 11.6 0.3 0.01

Forced into sexual activity (%) 1.9 1.6 0.3 0.02

Physical harm (%) 10.0 10.0 0.0 0.00

Sample size (total = 1,679) 819 860

Source:  Indiana Child Well-Being Survey administered to parents of focal children (families with child between 5 and 12 years
of age at the time of the survey).

Note: A two-tailed test was applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance levelsare indicated as. * =
10 percent, ** =5 percent, *** = 1 percent.

a Defined as ascore of 16 or higher on the CESD.

b Includes current or ex-partner.

Abt Associates Inc. Impacts on Children’s Environments 90



Domestic Abuse

To understand how increased economic self-sufficiency affects parents relationships, it is
important to remember that most parents in the study were single mothers. The effects of
increased parental employment and higher income on parents’ relationships can be either
positive or negative. On the one hand, mothers who become employed and earn more will be
more financialy independent and may experience improved mental heath and a more
positive outlook on life. These changes could lead to more positive and healthy relationships
with spouses or partners. On the other hand, these same changes in employment and income
could increase mothers' independence, which for some women could strain relationships

with partners.

As one test o whether welfare reform affected mothers relationships with partners, the
survey asked about any abusive relationships over the entire period of time since random
assignment (approximately 5 years), and within the past year. Different types of abuse were
distinguished, including verbal abuse (put-downs, name-calling); controlling behavior;
threats of physical harm; forced sexual activity; and actua physica harm (daps, kicks, hits).
In the parent interview, respondents were asked about abuse from anyone and abuse
specifically from a partner or ex-partner. Exhibit 5.2 presents findings for these measures of

abuse by a partner or ex-partner.

Mothers in the Traditiona Welfare group reported high levels of abuse, both cumulatively
since random assignmert and within the past year. More than 40 percent of respondents in
this group reported being abused by a partner or ex-partner since random assignment, and 30
percent reported experiencing abuse in the past year. Although verbal abuse was most
common, controlling behavior and threats of physical harm were also common. Twenty
percent of respondents reported being physically harmed by a partner or ex-partner since
random assignment, and 10 percent reported such harm during the past year. Relatively few

respondents reported sexual abuse.

Wedfare reform had no impacts on the overdl incidence of abuse. However, the study found a

significant program impact on the incidence of forced sexual activity following random
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assignment, even though this form of abuse was relatively rare. Significantly more mothers in
the Welfare Reform group (amost 7 percent) reported having been forced to have sex than
mothers in the Traditional Welfare group (almost 4 percent). This difference represents a small
effect size (0.14). Although the effect size does not reach the conventional level of
meaningfulness, even smal differences in rates of sexual abuse can have serious physical and
psychologica consequences for the victims. Because the study found no significant impacts on
other measures of abuse, it is unclear whether this finding represents area negative conseguence

of welfare reform or a spurious statistical result.

5.3 Impacts on Household Stability and Nonresident Father
Involvement

Exhibit 5.3 presents program impacts on stability and turbulence in the home environment,

and nonresident father involvement in children’s lives.

Household Stability

Although a high level of household ingtability may harm children, some change might be
positive. For example, families moving more often or mothers changing cohabiting status more
frequently could increase dtress for children. However, a new residence could mean a better
school for the child, and a cohabiting transition could mean another parent in the household. The
net effect of increased instability, therefore, isnot clear. It is reasonable to expect, however, that

the increases in employment caused by welfare reform may increase ingtability.

Measures of household stability included the number of residential moves, the number of
jobs taken by the parents, and the number of parental cohabiting transitions since random
assignment. Other measures of stability included whether children had changed schools and

whether children had lived apart from their mother since random assignment.

Residential Changes. Families in the Traditional Welfare group moved, on average, 2.2 times
following random assignment. In other words, over approximately 5 years, a foca child
experienced between two and three housing sStuations, a relatively high rate of household
instability. Welfare reform did not affect the number of residential moves.
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Exhibit 5.3
Impacts on Household Stability and Nonresident Father Involvement for
Families of Focal Children

Welfare Traditional
Outcome Reform Group Welfare Group Effect Is the Impact
Average Average Impact Size® Favorable?
Stability of Household
Residential stability
Moved since random assignment (%) 78.5 78.0 0.5 0.01
Number of residential moves—past 2 years (%) 2.2 2.2 0.5 0.00
Moved in with another family since random assignment 40.3 38.5 18 0.04
(%)
Number of jobs since random assignment 17 16 0.1**  0.10 ?
Cohabiting transitions for parent(s) since random
assignment
Married or started living with a partner (%) 447 415 3.2 0.07
Divorced or separated or stopped living with a partner 32.3 30.0 23 0.05
(%)
Child separations in last 2 years
Child in foster care (%) 0.7 0.5 0.2 0.03
Child separated from parent (%) 6.2 55 0.7 0.03
School stability in last 2 years
Child changed schools (%) 36.2 315 4.7**  0.10 ?
Nonresident Fathers
Father in the home (%) 7.8 9.5 1.7 0.06
Legal paternity established for child (%) 713 68.6 2.7 0.06
Financial support from nonresident father
Child support order (%) 53.8 52.4 25 0.03
Receiving money via child support office (%) 23.7 24.1 0.4 0.01
Receiving cash directly from father (%) 27.9 26.8 11 0.02
Receiving money regularly (%) 27.1 26.2 0.9 0.02
Receiving in-kind support (%) 39.7 39.7 0.0 0.00
Child’s contact with father in past year
Face-to-face contact (%) 54.5 514 3.2 0.06
Phone or letter contact (%) 50.9 48.1 2.8 0.06
Number of modes of father involvement(1-4)b 1.2 11 0.0 0.03
No contact with father (%) 35.9 37.6 17 0.04
Sample size (total = 1,679) 819 890

Source: Indiana Child Well-Being Survey administered to parents of focal children (families with child between 5 and 12 years of age at
the time of the survey).

Note: A two-tailed test was applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance levels areindicated as: * = 10
percent, ** =5 percent, *** = 1 percent.

a Effect sizeisameasure of the size of theimpact. It iscomputed as the impact divided by the standard deviation of the outcome for
the two groups combined. A larger effect size indicates alarger impact.

b The four modes of involvement included: babysitting for the focal child, caring for the focal child overnight, talking to the focal child
on the phone, and writing the focal child aletter or card.
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Another measure of residential stability is whether households had to move in with another
family because they needed a place to live or needed to reduce their expenses. Thirty-nine
percent of families in the Traditiona Welfare group reported such a “doubling-up” at least

once since random assignment. Welfare reform had no impact on this measure.

Job Changes. As reported in Chapter 3, parents in the Welfare Reform group had higher
rates of employment than parents in the Traditiona Welfare group. This difference in
employment had a significant impact on the number of jobs parents held since random
assgnment. Parents in the Traditional Welfare group held 1.6 jobs on average following
random assignment, compared with 1.7 jobs held by parents in the Welfare Reform group.
Although this difference was dstatistically significant, the effect size was small (0.10).
Whether this impact is favorable or unfavorable is unclear. The increase in the number of
jobs held could be favorable if later jobs are better quality and lead to greater job satisfaction.

The impact could be unfavorable if job changes increase disruptions in family routines.

Cohabiting Transitions. Families also experienced a high level of cohabiting transitions
since random assignment. Forty-two percent of Traditional Welfare group respondents got
married or started living with a partner following random assignment, and 9 percent did so
more than once. In addition, 30 percent of respondents got divorced, separated, or stopped
living with someone as a couple since random assignment, with 6 percent doing so more than

once. Welfare reform had no impacts on the number of cohabiting transitions.

Parent-Child Separations. A sizeable proportion of focal children (about 6 percent) were
separated from their mother for a month or more in the 2 years prior to the survey. These
separations, however, were not explained by focal children moving into foster homes, since
parents reported that virtually no focal children (about one-half of 1 percent) spent any time
in foster care in the 2 years prior to the survey. Nearly all focal children who experienced a
separation spent this time with relatives.® Welfare reform had no statistically significant

impacts on measures of parent-child separations.

1 Respondentsreplied that the time away from the parent was spent with the grandparents (43 percent), with the father

(38 percent), or with other relatives (23 percent). Nine percent indicated time spent with both the father and with
grandparents.
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Changes in Schools Another measure of stability for the child is the number of schools he
or she attended following random assignment. Families frequent moves contributed to
changes in schools for the children. Approximately one out of three focal children changed
schools at least once in the past 2 years. Children in the Welfare Reform group were more
likely than children in the Traditional Welfare group to change schools, possibly a
consequence of the impacts on parents employment. Although the impact was statistically
significant, the effect size was small (0.10). Increased school changes may be unfavorable if
they disrupt learning because of differences in curricula across schools, or if they impede
socia development. On the other hand, school changes might be favorable if the moves are
intended to be to better schools.

Nonresident Father Involvement

Research suggests that children who have two involved parents have better outcomes than
children with only one parent in their lives. The vast majority of focal children (more than 9
out of 10) were not living in the same household as their biological father at the time of the
parent interview, athough more than half had some contact with their father in the 12 months

before the survey.

The study found no program impacts on the proportion of children living with their fathers.
Paternity was legally established for about 70 percent of the focal children in both the
Welfare Reform and Traditional Welfare groups. Establishing paternity may affect
nonresident fathers emotional and financial contributions to focal children’s well-being and
development.

Child Support. The evauation measured both forma and informal forms of child support
provided by the biologica father, as well as the dependability of that support. Generdly
gpeaking, program impacts were not seen for the biologica father's financia and in-kind
involvement in the foca child'slife. Although dightly more than half of al focal children were
covered by a child support order, only about one-fourth had received money from the father in
the past year or child support through the child support office. That said, dightly more than one-
fourth of respondents said that the father paid cash directly to the family for the focal child's

expenses, and asimilar percentage said they could almost always count on receiving the money.
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The involvement of nonresident fathers was aso measured by considering in-kind benefits
provided by the father. About 40 percent of respondents reported that in the past year the foca
child’ s biologica father had bought clothes, gifts, or groceries for the child. Welfare reform had
no statisticaly significant impacts on nonresident fathers financial support.

Contact Between Nonresident Fathersand Children. Financid involvement captures only one
aspect of a nonresidentia father’s involvement.  The amount of contact between the child and
his or her biologica father is another important aspect of paterna support for the child. Forty-
eight percent of focal children in the Traditiona Welfare group had seen their biological father
during the previous year, and just over half had either talked on the telephone or received a letter
from their biological father in the past year. A summary measure was aso created to indicate the
extent and types of contact the biological father had with the foca child in the past year. The
measure, which ranged from 1 to 4, gave 1 point for each of the following types of contact:
babysitting for the focal child, caring for the foca child overnight, talking to the focd child on
the phone, and sending the focal child a letter or card. Biological fathers of children in the
Traditional Welfare group scored, on average, 1.1 on the 4-point scale, which represents a low
level of involvement. Aswith the indicators of financial support, the study found no statistically
significant impacts on the measures of nonresident father contact.

5.4 Impacts on Child Care

As parents spend more time working, the need for child care for children under 13 years of age
increases. Therefore, an increase in employment due to welfare reform may cause children to
spend more time in non-parental care arrangements.  To the extent that these arrangements are
safe and hedlthy environments and provide children with experiences that promote and support
their development, time in child care may have positive effects on children. On the other hand, if
the child care arrangements are of inadequate quality or if children are left unsupervised, an

increase in parental employment may result in negative outcomes for children.

Various characteristics of children’s non-parental care settings were measured, including the
type of care settings the child is in, the hours the child is in care, and the safety of the care

settings. In addition, the study examined patterns of child care over a 2-year period to assess
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the complexity of the child's care arrangements and the stability of the child’s care providers.

Findings for program impacts on child care measures are shown in Exhibit 5.4.

Extent of Child Care. The amount of time a child spends in non parental care was measured by
the number of hours he or she was in care during the week prior to the survey. For that week,
parents reported the tota number of hours the child spent in child care, the number of hours the
child spent in his or her primary care arrangement, and the number of hours the child was in self-
care (that is, without adult supervison). Because most focd children were in school for the full
day (except for some kindergarten-age children who were in school haf-day), the total number of
hours in care in aweek should be less than full-time. If a child was in nonparenta care only for
the hours between the end of school and the end of a regular work day, the typical number of
hours of care would be approximately 2—3 hours aday, or 10-15 hours per week.

Consistent with this expectation, parents in the Traditional Welfare group reported that their
children were in care, on average, 12 hours a week. The fact that children were reported to
be in their primary arrangement virtualy al of the time that they were in care (11 hours a
week, on average) is consistent with the finding that most children had only a single primary
arrangement. Children in the Traditional Welfare group were reported to be taking care of

themselves only 1.3 hours aweek, on average.

Because mothers in the Wdfare Reform group worked more than mothers in the Traditiona
Wedfare group, children in the former group spent more time in child care.  Although
satisticaly significant, the difference was small (1.7 hours a week, on average), as was the
effect sze (0.09). As noted above, whether more time in child care is a favorable or an
unfavorable impact depends in part on the quality of the care.

At the same time, children in the Welfare Reform group spent significantly fewer hours a week
in self-care, compared with children in the Traditiona Welfare group. This suggests that the
parents who worked more were more likely to place their school-age children in child care and

lesslikely to leave their school-age children on their own.
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Exhibit 5.4
Impacts on Child Care Arrangementsfor Families of Focal Children

Welfare Traditional

Reform Welfare
Group Group Effect Is the Impact
Outcome Average Average Impact  Size* Favorable?
Extent of Child Care—last week
Number of hours in child care 13.7 12.0 1.7 0.09 ?
Number of hours in self-care 0.6 13 -0.7%*  0.12 Yes
Number of hours in primary arrangement 12.6 11.2 14 0.08
Type of Child Care—last week
No primary arrangement (%) 51.7 57.2 -5.5**  0.11 ?
Informal care (%) 31.9 29.0 29 0.06
Formal care (%) 16.1 13.3 2.8 0.08
Self-care (%) 0.3 0.5 -0.1 0.02
Type of Child Care—past 2 years
No primary arrangement (%) 25.9 32.3 -6.4*** 0.14 ?
Informal care (%) 58.8 53.6 5.2* 0.11 ?
Formal care (%) 42.1 374 4.7** 0.10 ?
Self-care (%) 51 6.3 -1.2 0.05
Safety of Child Care—since random assignment
Accident or injury while in child care (%) 7.7 7.6 0.1 0.00
Stability of Child Care—past 2 years
Number of providers 3.2 29 0.3*»* 0.11 No
Four or more providers (%) 374 34.2 3.2 0.07
Number of care arrangements 15 14 0.1*  0.10 No
Extracurricular or After-School Activities
Participates in extracurricular activities (%) 41.5 43.2 -1.6 0.03
Sample size (total = 1,679) 819 860

Source: Indiana Child Well-Being Survey administered to parents of focal children (families with child between 5 and 12 years of
age at the time of the survey).

Note: A two-tailed test was applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance levelsareindicated as: * = 10
percent, ** =5 percent, *** = 1 percent.

a Effect sizeisameasure of the size of theimpact. It is computed as the impact divided by the standard deviation of the
outcome for the two groups combined. A larger effect size indicates alarger impact.
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Type of Child Care. In addition to reporting the number of hours their children spent in care,
parents described the types of care arrangements their children were placed in during the
week before the survey interview. Over half of parents in the Traditiona Welfare group
reported having no primary arrangement for their child. Of the remaining families who did
have a primary child care arrangement for their child, virtualy none chose self-care,
approximately 30 percent used informal care, and only 13 percent used a formal care setting
(such as an after-school program, a family child care home, or lessons or activities) as the

primary care arrangement for their child.

The pattern of type of child care arrangement chosen was quite similar for the Welfare
Reform group and Traditional Welfare group families. The only significant difference was
that 5 percent more Welfare Reform group parents than Traditional Welfare group parents
had a primary care arrangement for their child. This difference, although statistically
significant, trandates into a small effect size (0.11). Whether this impact is favorable or
unfavorable again depends on the quality of the care arrangement.

When parents were asked about the types of child care arrangements they had used during
the past 2 years, more children in both groups were found to have a primary care
arrangement.  Whereas for the week immediately before the survey, more than half of the
focal children in both groups had no primary care arrangement, only 26 percent of Welfare
Reform children and 32 percent of Traditional Welfare children had no primary care
arrangement for the 2year period. Just over half of the Traditional Welfare children had
been in an informal care setting at some point during the previous 2 years, and 37 percent
were in aformal care setting. Six percent took care of themselves at some point during this
period. Because Welfare Reform families used more child care generaly, the percentages of
children in both formal and informal care settings were higher for Welfare Reform than for
Traditional Welfare children.

Safety in Child Care The survey measured safety of child care by asking parents whether any
accidents, injuries, or poisonings during child care had required their child to visit a hospital
emergency room or clinic since random assignment. Previous findings indicate that the maority
of both Welfare Reform and Traditiona Welfare children had been in at least one child care
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setting during that time. Eight percent of Traditional Welfare children had had such an accident

or injury whilein child care. Welfare reform had no impacts on this measure.

Stability of Child Care. One concern about children in child care is that they may be
exposed to unstable caregiving arrangements and would not have consistent providers with
whom they could form strong personal relationships. Such instability could affect children’s
social and emotional development. Child development experts are primarily concerned with
frequent changes in providers within a short period of time. Over multiple years of child
care, most children experience changes in child care providers, as the children move from
one type of care to another (e.g., from family child care to center care) or from one classroom
to another (e.g., from the toddler classroom to the 2year-old classroom). The stability of
children’s care arrangements in this study was followed during the 2-year period preceding
the survey. For children who were in care throughout that period, some change in providers
should be expected. However, children with four or more providers during the period may

be experiencing instability that would be of some concern.

Indiana s program increased the number of child care arrangements and child care providers,
unfavorable outcomes because of the implied increase in instability. These impacts are not
surprising given the greater use of child care among the Welfare Reform group. Although
unfavorable, the size of the impactsis small.

Children in the Traditional Welfare group averaged 2.9 providers over the 2 years. This
number of providers does not indicate a high level of instability in the children’s care
arrangements. Children in the Welfare Reform group had more providers (3.2 on average)
over the same period. Although the difference between the two groups was statistically

significant, the effect size for the impact was small (0.11).

A related measure of instability is the proportion of focal children with four or more
providersin the past 2 years. Slightly more than one-third of sample members in both groups
met this criterion. The estimated impact was positive but not statistically significant.
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In terms of the number of types of child care arrangements, children in the Traditional
Welfare group were in 1.4 arrangements, on average, over the previous 2 years. Thus, most
children were in a single arrangement over this period. Children in the Welfare Reform
group had, on average, 1.5 arrangements during the same period. The small difference
between the two groups was statistically significant, but the effect size was small (0.10).

Together, the findings on the number of providers and the number of types of care arrangements
indicate that children in both groups had reatively stable child care arrangements. Greater
instability was found for the Welfare Reform group children, more of whom were in care and
who spent more hours in care during the 2 years preceding the survey. However, the increased

instability was small and potentially not meaningful.

After-School Activities. For the older children in the focal child sample, structured after-
school activities may take the place of organized child care. These activities provide a
monitored environment for children, as opposed to allowing the children to care for
themselves. Forty-three percent of the children in the Traditional Welfare group were in
some kind of structured after-school activity. An almost equal percentage of children in the
Welfare Reform group (41 percent) were in after-school activities, so no program impact was
found for this measure. The fact that close to half of the children in both groups participated
in structured after-school activities suggests that these activities are an important way for

parents to monitor their children when they are not in school and parents are working.

5.5 Impacts on Subgroups

As in previous chapters, we examined whether he impacts of Indiana's welfare reform
program varied across subgroups of families defined by employment history and welfare
receipt status as of random assignment. The purpose of this analysis was to determine

whether welfare reform had larger impacts onsome types of families than on others.

Exhibit 5.5 shows program impacts for subgroups defined by TANF status (whether clients
were in ongoing cases or were new applicants at the time of random assignment), and Exhibit

5.6 shows program impacts for subgroups defined by employment history.
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Exhibit 5.5

Impacts on Selected Home Environment, Parenting and Child Care Outcomes
for Subgroups Defined by Ongoing or Applicant Status®

for Families of Focal Children

Applicants Ongoing Clients
Traditional Traditional ' .
Welfare Group Welfare Group Difference in Impacts
Outcome Average Impact® Average Impact | Across Subgroups

Home Environment

HOME-SF:Cognitive stimula’[ion(l-lZ)d 8.0 0.2 8.0 -0.0

HOME-SF:Emotional support(1-7)° 5.3 0.2 5.3 -0.0
Parenting

Parent warmth scale(1-4)' 2.8 0.0 2.7 0.1

Parent harshness scale(1-4)° 16 -0.1 15 0.0

Parenting aggravation scale (1-4)h 17 -0.1 1.7 -0.1**

Parental monitoring scale(1-5)i 4.8 0.0 4.7 0.0
Maternal Mental Health

CES-D total score 155 23 150 03

. - *% -

At risk of clinical depression’ (%) 435 10.1 39.3 0.5 T

Domestic Abuse
Abuse by partner*—since random 43.9 1.7 42.3 4.8
assignment

Verbal abuse (%) 37.0 0.8 34.0 18

Controlling behavior (%) 25.0 -3.3 24.8 25

Threat of physical harm (%) 22.3 -1.4 22.9 1.8

Forced into sexual activity (%) 3.6 19 3.8 3.5**

Physical harm (%) 19.7 2.2 20.9 3.1
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for Subgroups Defined by Ongoing or Applicant Status®

Exhibit 5.5
Impacts on Selected Home Environment, Parenting and Child Care Outcomes

for Families of Focal Children

Applicants Ongoing Clients
Traditional Traditional ' .
Welfare Group Welfare Group Difference in Impacts
Outcome Average Impact® Average Impact | Across Subgroups
Stability of Household
Parents divorced or separated—since 285 6.9* 30.7 0.0
random assignment (%)
Child in foster care—past 2 years (%) -0.1 1.0 0.7 -0.1
Child separated from parent—past 2 years 51 2.9 5.7 -0.5
(%)
. . 2 -5.5* 76. .
Moved—since random assignment (%) 80 55 68 35 T
Father Involvement in last year
No contact with father (%) 375 2.9 39.8 -4.4
Child Care
Extent of Child Care in last week
Number of hours in child care 9.7 4.0** 13.2 0.5 t
Number of hours in self-care 2.0 -1.2%* 1.0 -0.4
Number of hours in primary arrangement 9.3 3.0* 121 0.6
Type of Child Care in past 2 years
No primary arrangement (%) 324 -4.5 32.3 -7.3%**
Informal care (%) 52.6 2.6 54.2 6.6**
Formal care (%) 37.6 47 37.2 4.7
Self-care (%) 8.6 -3.7* 51 0.1
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Exhibit 5.5
Impacts on Selected Home Environment, Parenting and Child Care Outcomes
for Subgroups Defined by Ongoing or Applicant Status®
for Families of Focal Children

Applicants Ongoing Clients
Traditional Traditional ' .
Welfare Group Welfare Group Difference in Impacts
Outcome Average Impact® Average Impact | Across Subgroups
Safety of Child Care since random
assignment

Accident or injury while in child care (%) 4.9 -1.1 9.0 0.7
Extra-Curricular or After-School Activities

Participates in extra-curricular activities (%) 44.3 -1.3 42.6 -1.8
Sample size (total = 1,679)

Source: Indiana Child Well-Being Survey administered to parents of focal children (families with child between 5 and 12 years of age at the time of survey).

(9]

X— T TQ o a

Ongoing clients are defined as clients who were receiving welfare in the month Indiana began its welfare reform program (May 1995) (n=1,102). Applicants are defined as clients
who began receiving welfare in any subsequent month during the first year of the program (June 1995 — April 1996) (n=577).

A two-tailed test was applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance levels areindicated as: * = 10 percent, ** = 5 percent, *** = 1 percent.

An F-test was used to determine whether differences in impacts across subgroups were statistically significant. Statistical significance isindicated as: T = 10 percent, t1 =5 percent,
11 =1 percent.

Modified HOME—SF cognitive stimulation scale=12 items, each rated on a 0/1 scale.

Modified HOME—SF emotional support=7 items, each rated on a 0/1 scale.

Parent warmth scale=3 behaviors, each rated on a4-point scale: 1=0 timesin last week, 2=1to 6 timesin last week, 3= 7 timesin last week, 4=8 or more timesin last week.
Parent harshness scale=3 behaviors, each rated on a4-point scale: 1=0timesin last week, 2=1to 6 times in last week, 3= 7 timesin last week, 4=8 or more timesin last week.
Parent aggravation scale=4 items, each rated on a4-point scale: 1=none of the time, 2=some of the time, 3=most of the time, 4=all of the time.

Parent monitoring scale=4 behaviors, each rated on a 5-point scale: 1=almost never, 2=sometimes, 3=often, 4=almost always, 5=always.

Defined as a score of 16 or higher on the CESD.

Partner includes current or ex-partner.
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Subgroups Defined by TANF Ongoing or Applicant Status

Differences in program impacts for ongoing and applicant families were found for three
outcomes. maternal depression, household stability, and time in child care (Exhibit 5.5). The
direction of the impact differences was consistent: program impacts were more favorable for

the subgroup of recent applicants, compared with ongoing participants.

Home Environment and Parenting. Welfare reform had no datistically significant impacts

on home environment or parenting outcomes for ongoing or applicant subgroups.

Maternal Mental Health and Domestic Abuse. For the applicant subgroup, welfare reform
decreased the proportion of mothers who were at risk of clinical depression. This favorable

impact was larger than the impact for families in the ongoing client subgroup.

Welfare reform had no statistically significant impacts on domestic abuse by a partner since
random assignment.

Household Sability and Nonresident Father Involvement. For this outcome domain,
subgroup impacts were found for the proportion of families who moved since random
assignment. Welfare Reform group families in the applicant subgroup were less likely than
Traditional Welfare group families to have moved, and the decrease in residential moves was
larger for applicants than for the ongoing cliert subgroup. No subgroup impacts were found

for nonresident fathers' involvement.

Child Care. A significant subgroup effect was found on only one child care measure—the
total number of hours that children had spent in child care during the previous week. The
impact on hours in child care was larger for applicants than for ongoing clients and was
positive (meaning that welfare reform increased hours in child care for children in the

applicant subgroup).

Subgroups Defined by Mother’s Employment History Prior to Random Assignment

Across al measures of the home environment, parenting, and child care, employment history was
found to have a significant effect on only five measures, spread across four of the outcome
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domains (Exhibit 5.6). On these five measures the program impact was significantly stronger in
the group of families with the most employment experience (four or five quarters worked out of
the five quarters preceding random assignment). On four of the five measures (cognitive
stimulation, parent harshness, residential moves, and use of self-care), the program impact was
more favorable for the subgroup with the most work history. On the other measure (threat of
physical harm), the impact was more unfavorable for the subgroup with the most work history.

Home Environment and Parenting. Differential program impacts were found on two
measures of the home environment—cognitive stimulation provided in the home, and parent
harshness. The subgroup with the most work history experienced larger favorable impacts on

cognitive stimulation and parent harshness than subgroups with less work history.

Maternal Mental Health and Domestic Abuse. For the subgroup with the most work history,
welfare reform increased the percentage of clients who were threatened physically by their
partner, and this adverse impact was larger than the impacts for the subgroups with less work
history. No differences in subgroup impacts were found for the other nine measures of domestic
abuse or for maternal mental health.

Household Sability and Nonresident Father Involvement. On the number of residential moves, a
significant program effect was found for the families that had the most work history. For this
subgroup, the Welfare Reform group had a lower rate of moving than the Traditional Welfare
group. This impact was larger than the impacts for the subgroups with less work history. For
nonresident father involvement, no differences in impacts were found across the work history

subgroups.

Child Care. Employment history made a significant difference for only one measure of child
care—the proportion of children in self-care in the last 2 years. In the group of families with the
most work higtory, significantly fewer children in the Welfare Reform group than in the
Traditional Welfare group were in sdf-care.  This favorable impact was larger than impacts
found for the subgroups with less work history.
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Exhibit 5.6
Impacts on Selected Home Environment, Parenting, and Child Care Outcomes
for Subgroups Defined by Mother’s Employment History?®
for Families of Focal Children

Least Work History Medium Work History Most Work History
Traditional Traditional Traditional Difference in
Welfare Welfare Welfare Impacts
Group Group Group Across
Outcome Average Impact” Average Impact Average Impact Subgroups®
Home Environment
HOME-SF:Cognitive stimulation(l-lZ)“I 7.9 -0.2 7.8 0.1 8.3 0.4* T
HOME-SF:Emotional support(1-7)® 5.2 0.0 53 0.1 54 0.1
Parenting
Parent warmth scale(1-4)f 2.7 0.1 2.7 0.0 2.7 0.0
Parent harshness scale(1-4)° 15 0.0 15 0.0 1.6 -0.1** tt
Parenting aggravation scale (1-4)h 17 0.0 17 0.0 17 -0.1**
Parental monitoring scale(l-S)' 4.7 0.0 4.8 0.0 4.7 0.0
Maternal Mental Health
CES-D total score ) 15.3 -1.3 15.3 -04 147 -1.2
At risk of clinical depression” (%) 41.7 -2.9 40.3 -2.6 39.9 -6.5
Domestic Abuse
Abuse by partnerksince random assignment 42.6 -0.1 42.4 4.7 43.5 8.3*
Verbal abuse (%) 37.7 13 36.5 -19 28.8 6.2
Controlling behavior (%) 24.3 -1.7 26.6 0.5 23.0 4.3
Threat of physical harm (%) 22.0 -2.1 25.4 -1.8 19.6 8.5 t
Forced into sexual activity (%) 3.8 3.1 4.2 3.3* 31 2.4
Physical harm (%) 16.8 21 22.7 2.2 22.8 5.0
Stability of Household
Parents divorced or separated—since random 31.6 -1.7 31.2 3.4 25.9 6.6
assignment (%)
Child in foster care—past 2 years (%) 04 0.6 0.5 0.1 0.5 -0.1
Child separated from parent—past 2 years (%) 4.0 0.1 6.2 19 6.8 -0.1
Moved—since random assignment (%) 74.6 3.6 79.6 3.2 80.8 -7.5%* tt
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Exhibit 5.6
Impacts on Selected Home Environment, Parenting, and Child Care Outcomes
for Subgroups Defined by Mother’s Employment History?®
for Families of Focal Children

Least Work History Medium Work History Most Work History
Traditional Traditional Traditional Difference in
Welfare Welfare Welfare Impacts
Group Group Group Across .
Outcome Average Impact” Average Impact Average Impact Subgroups
Father Involvement in last year
No contact with father (%) 40.1 -7.5* 334 34 45.2 -1.1
Child Care
Extent of Child Care in last week
Number of hours in child care 10.8 1.9 13.1 0.8 12.4 2.8
Number of hours in self-care 0.7 -0.3 11 -0.2 2.6 -1.9**
Number of hours in primary arrangement 9.6 1.9 125 0.4 115 21
Type of Child Care in last 2 years
No primary arrangement (%) 36.8 -8.2** 317 -6.8* 26.5 -3.3
Informal care (%) 49.9 8.1** 54.9 4.6 57.5 2.0
Formal care (%) 34.5 5.1 38.6 25 39.9 7.2
Self-care (%) 5.8 2.3 6.7 -1.7 6.8 -5.7** Tt
Safety of Child Care since random assignment
Accident or injury while in child care (%) 9.5 -14 5.2 21 8.2 -0.5
Extra-Curricular/After-School Activities
Participates in extra-curricular activities (%) 41.2 -3.5 43.4 -1.7 45.6 12
Sample size (total = 1,679)

Source: Indiana Child Well-Being Survey administered to parents of focal children (families with child between 5 and 12 years of age at the time of the survey).
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Exhibit 5.6
Impacts on Selected Home Environment, Parenting and Child Care Outcomes
for Subgroups Defined by Mother’s Employment History?®
for Families of Focal Children

a “Least” work experience=0 quarters employed in 5 quarters prior to random assignment (n=629). “Medium” work experience=2 or 3 quarters employed in 5 quarters prior to
random assignment (n=603). “Most” work experience=4-5 quarters employed in 5 quarters prior to random assignment (n=447).

b A two-tailed test was applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance levelsare indicated as; * = 10 percent, ** =5 percent, *** = 1 percent.

¢ An F-test was used to determine whether differences in impacts across subgroups were statistically significant. Statistical significanceisindicated as: T = 10 percent, 11 = 5 percent,
11 =1 percent.

d Modified HOME—SF cognitive stimulation scale=12 items, each rated on a 0/1 scale.

Modified HOME—SF emotional support=7 items, each rated on a 0/1 scale.

Parent warmth scale=3 behaviors, each rated on a4-point scale: 1=0timesin last week, 2=1to 6 timesin last week, 3= 7 timesin last week, 4=8 or more timesin last week.

Parent harshness scale=3 behaviors, each rated on a4-point scale: 1=0timesin last week, 2=1to 6 timesin last week, 3= 7 timesin last week, 4=8 or more timesin last week.
Parent aggravation scale=4 items, each rated on a4-point scale: 1=none of the time, 2=some of the time, 3=most of the time, 4=all of the time.

Parent monitoring scale=5 behaviors, each rated on a 5-point scale: 1=almost never, 2=sometimes, 3=often, 4=almost always, 5=always.

Defined as a score of 16 or higher on the CESD.

Partner includes current or ex-partner.

X T TQ o
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