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I 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ,I, 

'. 
I The Teenage Parent Demonstration was a major, large-scale federal 

demonstration initiative sponsored by the Department of Health and Human 
Services in response to three concerns:: (1) rising welfare caseloads; (2) 
persistently high rates of teenage pregnancies and births; and (3) the high 
probability that teenage parents win go onto welfare and have especiaUy long

I, spells of dependency. The demonstration began in 1986, before the passage 

I 
of the Family Support Act and the implementation of the Job Opportunities 
and Basic Skills Training (JOBS) program. Nonetheless. the demonstration 
programs paraneled those envisioned by the architects of the current JOBS 
provisions and requirements for custodial teenage parents. Pregnant and 

II 
parenting teens in the demonstration sites who had one child and were 
receiving Aid to Families With Dependent Children (AFDC) were required to: 

I 
~ 

• 	 Stay in school, Jf they were attending school at the time of program 
enrollment 

.. Return to high school or enter an adult education program, if they had

I already dropped out of scbool 

I 
, • 	 Enrol..! in postsecondary education, if they had already completed high 

school or received their QED 

• Enroll in an appropriate skills training program as an alternative to or 

I afler completing schooling. or 

I 
• Seek employment as an alternative to or after completing education 

andlor training 

I The oornerstone of the program intervention was case management. Case 
managers' responsibilities resembled those of current JOBS case managers in 

I 
- many states: conducting individual assessments to determine supportive 

service needs; working with the young mothers to identify appropriate major 
activities--school. job training, or employment; helping resolve impediments to 

I' 
participating in major activities or preparatory endeavors; and monitoring 
program participation. The demonstration programs also provided a rich array 
of services to complement the case management~~workshopsl child care 
assistance, transportation assistance, and counseling, 

I 	 This report synthesizes the results of the tirst phase of a major, multipart 

I 
evaluation of the Teenage Parent Demonstration. This phase of the 
evaluation covered an average of 30 months of foUow~up of the study sample 
and resulted in more than a dozen major reports covering a 'Wide range of 
issues related to service needs, service use patterns, service delivery strategies, 
and program impacts. (A {UU list of project~relaled papers and reports 

I 
xv 

I 



I 
appears at the end of this document.) By late 19%, another report will be 1
pubUshed covering five to seven years of postenrollment outcomes for both 
the young mothers and their children, IHere, we firnt describe the demonstration programs and profile the population 
of v."elfare.-dependent teenage parents in the demonstration sites. Then, we 
discuss early lessons about the program's effects on out~of~home activity rates 
and impacts on a 'Hide range o[ economic and social outcomes. Finally, we 
discuss program design and implementation ie.<;sons. 

-~ 

TilE TEENAGE PARENT DEMONSTRATION '. 
I 

From late 1987 through mid-l9!.H. the states of Illinois and Nev.' Jersey I 
operated demonstration programs under grants Erom the Office of Family 
Assistance of the u.s. Department of Health and Human Scrvices. The 
Illinois program. Project Advance, operated in the south side of Chicago, and "Ithe New Jersey program, Teen Progress, operated in the cities of Newark and 
Camden. Each of these areas is characterized by high rates of unemployment.. 
poverty, and crime. In the three demonstration sites, aU teenage mothers who 
had only one child and began receiving AFDC for the first time for themselves: 
and their child wcre required to attend an intake session. During the 
demonstration period. almost 6,000 teenage mothers joined the welfare rolIs 
in these sites. and nearly 90 percent attended intake and enrolled in the 

I 
,demonstration. Consistent with the evaluation design, about half were 

selected at random to participate in the demonstration programs: the 
remainder became part of a co~trol group receiving regular AFDC services. 

IThe Program Intervention 

Participation in tbe demonstration was mandatory~~under.>coring both the 
obligation of the young mothers to take cbarge of their Hves and work toward I 
self~sufficiency and the rciponsibility of the program to belp them overcome 
obstacles to fulfllling [his goaL Those selected to participate were required to 
develop and comply with approved plans for engaging in activities aimed at I.
promoting their eventual self-sufficiency, " 

Case managers helped participants decide what education or training to ~I 
pursue, found open slots in appropriate programs, coaxed and pressured the 
young mothers to stick to their plans, and counseled them when crises arose, 
If the teenage parents persistently failed to participate in planned activities, I 
case managers initiated sanctions, consisting of reductions in AFDC grants by 
tbe amount normally allocated to cover the needs of the mother-generally 
$160 in New Jersey and $166 in Chicago-~whicb remained effective until the j
young mothers complied with the participation requirements. 

All three demonstration programs required participants to attend a set of Iinitial workshops designed to enhance their persona151dIIs, convey information 
that would help tbem cope with their new responsibilities, and prepare them 

I 

I 




I 
I for education, training, and employment activities. Workshop topics included 

child support, family planning, health and nutrition, life skills. family 

I 
management, motivation, parenting, employment preparation, education 
preparation, and H.IV and drug abuse prevention. 

• To help participants move toward self-sufficiency, the demonstration programs 
promoted participation in education. job training. and/or empl~ent. relying 
heavily on existing community services. However, they also developed some ,~.' 

I 
in-house services, using. both their own staff and staff from other agencies. Al! 
three programs offered child care and transportation assistanw to address 
these barrt!:rs to program participation. 

I Resource Levels 

I, For the steady...state operating period of the demonstrations. average program 

.' 
spending per participant was about $1,400 a year; during this time participants 
received AFDe for an average of eight to nine months. These direct program 
expenditure; were supplef!1cnted by an average of about $800 per participant 
in community..provide<1 services, counting alternative educational services. but 
not regular high school programs. In all sites. the major share of resource 

l 
costs (40 to 50 percent) was associated with case management and support 
services. Job training was the next largest component, accounting for up to 
a third of pr.:)ject.related resources at the Chicago site and 12 to 14 percent 
at the others. ' 

I 

•
THE T ARGE'r POPULA nON AND SlllDY SAMPLE 

I 
The target population for toe demonstration consisted of all teenagers who, 
for the first time., were parents and receiving AFDC (either as the head of 
tbeir own CASc!S or as "minor~ mothers) or, in Illinois only, had no children but 
were in the third trimester or a pregnancy and receiving AFDC. Of the nearly 
6,000 eligible individuals who were identified in the three demonstration sites, 
5,297 (89 percent) completed intake (Table ES·I). About half were then 
selected at random to participate in the demonstration programs (receiving 
enhanced services); the others served as a control group (receiving regular •

I services). 

Information Soun::es 

I Data for the evaluation came from site observations, interviews with program 

I 
staff, program data. state records data, and interviews with the sample 
members. Sample members completed a group~adrninistered baseline survey 

I 
, 

I 
" xvii
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TABLE ES.j 

THE SruDY SAMPU( 1

Eligible Teena!!! MOI~x'$ 

Compleli!d Intake 

Auempla.! Follow,Up Survey aM Bule 
Skill! Ret~t 

1,051 91t 1,839 3.867 

OHnplC!ed Intake 

Completed FolIoW.lIp SUNey 

Completed Bailie Skills Retell 

'. 
M 


1,218 1,190 2,151 • 4.$59 • I
'. 

98 B9.. 
 II''" 87 .2 "" 
,.
69 62 " II FOllOW-up ~u.rVc:ys Ilnd btl4ie d::.lllt retesu. were attempted with a1l 3Illllp!e membet$ who completed muke in Camden and 
Newark, but with only a randomly selected 75 ~ro:nl of th<m"'no completed intake in QJcago. 

and took a basic skills test at intake (Table ES~ J). The program experiences •
Iof all young motbers in the enhanced-services group were monitored tbrough 

automated case~tracking systems. 

Information on outcome measures was obtained through follow·up surveys and 
retests with those in the enhanced~ and regular~services grQUPS (Table ES~l). I 
Fol1ow~up surveys were completed with 85 percent of those in the foHow-up 
survey sample. which included the full baseline sample in Camden and Newark 
and a representative 75 percent of the Chicago baseline sample. Basic skills 
retests were completed with 67 percent of the rouow~up sample. Data on •

Iwelfare and earnings were obtained from administrative records [or the full 
study sample. induding the 11 percent of eligible teenage mothers who failed 
to complete intake. Child support data were obtained from administrative 
data only for those who completed intake. 

I
A substantial amount of qualitative data complemented this quantitative 
information. We conducted regular program morutoring visits throughout the 
demonstration, We also systematically gathered information about the Iexperiences, characteristicS. and problems of tbe young motbers in the sample 

I 
,and the efforts of those in the enhanced~services group to deal with program 

participation requirements. Focus groups with the young mothers (88 sample 
members). in.-<1epth semi-structured interviews (70 sample members). and case 

I 
" xviii 
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v 

I· conferences with program staff (focusing on 46 enhanced·serviccs group 
members) provided the opportunity to collect this information. 

I Characteristics of tbe Target Population 

I As a group, participants were young and had substantial educational deficits 

I 
.~ 

• 

when they arrived at the programs (Table ES-2). About 30 percent of the 
mothers had dropped out before completing high schooJ, and most of tbose 
still in schooi were behind grade leveL More than half of the young mothers 
had some work experience before enrolling in the demonstration, but most of 
this employment had been short term and at low wages . 

All of these young mothers faced significant bamers to self-sufficiency simply 
by virtue of their living arrangements. ~any had left their parents' homes and 
were receiving no support from the fathers of their children. Almost all lived 
in poverty, often in dangerous neighborhoods. Moreover. they bad relativety 
few role models in their communities to guide them toward social and 
economic independence. 

~ost were identified and brought into the program when their children were 
still infants. Thus, for many, child care was perceived as a major barrier to 

I participation in the programs. Although the program helped participants find 
and pay for child care, resistance to considering care by noorelauves was high. 
primarily because the young mothers felt they could never trust a stranger to

I CDre for their children, 

I 
Most of the young mothers in the focus groups agreed that (uture childbearing 
should be either postponed for a long time or avoided altogether. Many, 
however, acknowledged having problems Vvith using effective birth control 
consistently.

I Only a handful of mothers in the sample cooperated with the child support 
enforcement agency, even though sizable numbers were in contact with the 
fathers of their children and many received support from them. Even those 
who received modest informal support from the fathers, however. generally felt 
it was in their best interest to resist cooperation with the enforcement agency. •

I 
PROGRAM PARTICIPATION 

I Through the efforts of committed sta:ff, the programs succeeded in achieving 
panicipation rates that compare very favorably with those achieved in otber 
work-orlented welfare programs. Rates are also quite high in view of the fact

I that these were nonselective, comprehensive coverage programs that made 
commitments to work with all new teenage parents on welfare. NearJy 90 
percent of the eligible teenagers completed program intake. 

I 
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TABLE £S.2 

CHARAClERISTICS OF THE SA,\JPLB 

Site 

-,
c.mden N~", Chicago ToW 

Age (re~()'I) 


Age 17 or younger ..., ,..• 21.6 ,,'-' 
 I.
• 

lSorohla 53.4 "'.4 'iSS 70,.. 

Rl!o::iEtlmichy (Percent) 

Hispanic 315 25.. 5.1 11:0 
 '.),.,.•Black,. lloo.Hupanic 56.3 1Sj 
White, !101l.HlJ.jX!nic 6.2 '"2B 9.' ,.5 

Separated. Widowed, or Divorced (Ptm:e:1I) 8.. '.7 2.7 4J 

A~rnge Number in Househo:d 4.' 4.6 4.7
'8 •.,
AV<:rDge Age or Youngt31 Child (Months) 7.8 1'0 '3 

UVing with Parent (percent) ".2 53.4 ".1 47,7 

Welfare Household During ChildhO(l(f (Percent) 69.0 69.2 6t.9'M 
Attcndlng Scboot IIIl Intake (Percem) 46.5 3M 4'3 43,1 

Omlp!cled HiSh Scbool/GED (P~t) 21.2- 26.1 40,. 32.7 

Non·Engtillh-Speakicg {Percent) 5.2 '.2.. 0" 
Bas.k: Skills. 


Reading grade equiValeot ,,4 U U M 

Math gmde eqolv.dcnl 7.' U 7.8 7.8 


Evct Hdd III Joo (Percem) 49,4 55,4 50.9 5t.6 

SampkStu I,2l3 U90 ~... s:z:n 

SO'.$t;:I,;.: Program lntake Fot"1n1. 

Of the teenage mothers who completed intake and were assigned to the 
enhanced-services group, 92 percent (82 percent of the fuD sample) 
participated in subsequent program activities. More than 80 percent 
completed an extensive assessment and developed a selfwsufficiency pJan. 72 I 
percent completed one or more program workshops, and 70 percent engaged 
in at least one of three major activities~~school. job training,. or employment. 
Many engaged in more than one of these activities; at some Hme during the ·,1 
demonstration period. 4 i percent attended school. 29 percent had some type 
of job training, and 33 percent were employed. I 
Participation in program activities was highest among those who had higher 
basic skills. were enrolled in school at intake, did not have any health I 


I 




I 
I prob!ems, were blac~ and/or lived with mothern not employed outside the 

home. Participation was lowest among school dropouts who would have been 
ma.nda~ry participants under the JOBS program (30 to 35 percent in any 
month, compared with 40 to 50 percent for high school graduates and those 
in school at the time of program enrollment). Spells of inactivity were 
common among participants, with 80 percent having at least one spell of•

I inactivity and more than 25 percent ha~.'ing multiple spells. 

I The Role of Mandatory Participation Requirements 

'I 
The mandatory participation requirement and sanction policy compeUed many 
of the teenage parents to get involved in the program and maintain their 
participation. The sanctIon policy was especially helpful in gaining initial 
cooperation with participation requirements as evidenced by the fact that 
nearly two-thirds of the young mothers responded only after the threat of a 
sanction (Figure ES~1). 

Overall, 62 percent of those who completed intake were warned at some time 
of possible sanction because they failed to fulfill requirements for oagoing 

•
,I' program participation, More than one-third had tbeir grants reduced one or 

more times for failure to comply with ongoing requirements.

I. · IMPACTS ON ECONOMIC, SOCLI.L, AND DEMOGRAPHIC OUTCOMES 

I The prospects for these young mothers were not promising in the absence of 
some form of intervention, judging by the experiences of those in the regular

I 
-. 

I 

services group. Two years after starting to receive welfare for themselves and 
their first child1 75 to 80 percent would stiU be on welfare; 80 to 90 per~nt 
would be Hving in poverty; over half would have another chHd; only 10 to 25 
percent would have a job~ fewer than 10 percent would be living with a spouse 
or a male partner; and only one-fourth would have regular contact with the 

• 
fath.ers of their children. Poverty rates would exceed 90 percent for those wh.o 
did not manage to get jobs. 

The benefits of participation in the demonstration programs included increased 
rates of school attendance, job training~ and employment. The program· 

I induced increases in employment were accompanied by earnings gains that, in 
combination with program sanctions, resulted in lower rates of dependence on 
pUblic assistance. However, there was little or 00 mMSura:ble change in 

I economic welfare, except for those who became employed The hoped·for 
improvements in social and demographic outcomes generally have not been 
observed to date. Also, we have not yet examined possible impacts on the 
children of these young mothers. 
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FIGURE ES·l I?F10GRAM ENROLLMENT RATES, BY LEVEL OF ENCOURAGEMENT 
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Program~lnduced Increases in Activity Levels 

IOverall levels of participation in schoo), job ttainjng,.. or employment over the 
two years fonowing intake were substantialIy higber than they would have been 
in the absence of the programs and the supportive services they offered (Table 
ES~3). Only two-thirds of those receiving regular AFDC services were in I 
school, job training, or a job during the two years after sample enrollment. 
while nearly 80 percent of the enhanced~services group members were active. 
The net result was a 12 percentage point (19 percent) increase in participation I 
levels, 

For aU three sites, the programs were most effective in increasing school ,I
enroUment levels--resulting in estimated increases of 12 percentage points, 
from 29 to 41 percent. Program-induced increases in the likelihood of 
receiving job training or having u job over the two years following intake were Isubstantially smaller (4 and 5 percentage pOints. respectively). Over the 
foHow~up period, 43 percent of those receiving regular services and 48 percent 

I 
XXlI 

I 



I 

•, 
TABLE 35-3 


OUTCOMES A."iO ESTlW.ATED (,ROCRAM IMPACfS 

I 

I 
.~ 

I 

I 

I 

I 


•
• 

I 


0 

I 
~. 


I 

I 

I 

I 


•
I 


(pe'teelll) 
Percctl! or MOIlIla Active 
In School (peTttQt) 
In Job Treicing (PerClenl) 
Employed (percent) 
In Job Club IP<"",,,) 

Monthly &rn!np 
Monthly AFDC Benefits 
Percell! of Moollu Receiving AFDC 
Monthly Food St£mp Benefits 

66.4 

Z1S 
293 
226 

$114 

'261.... 
1121 

12.4 n 

1.1 u 

123·· 
4.2 ... 

1&.7 n 

28,0 u 

42.0 .. 
18.6 .. 
lUI" 

20,0 .. 
.1,3 n 

.'2

.1.6: 

Bnhanced Esdm!ed ImpaCt 

Omoome Measum 

'. '" 

School, Job Training, or Employment 

Percent of Mont~ Reoe:lving Food 

Percent with Income Below P~rty 
Living with Supportive Adu.lt (Percen:) 
LiVing with Sf"OU$¢ or Male: Pannw 

(Percent) 
Paternity Estabtished (Pel'¢elil) 
Reecivlng Regular Financial Support 

from Cbild's Father (percent) 
In Regular Contact wim. Child', 

Father (percent) 
Number of Repeal PrqpallCim 
Number of New Binbs 

SamplASlw 

"'2 sao 

,. 

46.2 

10.0 

100
"'" 

.60 


t,,14 •
,21' 


84.' 
S],S 

9.9 
49.8 


93 


7:1.,,.,
.... 

l,943 • .,.. 


·13 
Ll 

l.l 
3.6 H 

~.7 

1.3 
O.Ui 
0.04 • 

~...,. 

4,559 

.IS 

3.' 

12' 
7.8 H 

_7.0 

'.9 
1.0 
6.6· 

~. 

4,5" 

W,,'RCB: 	 Eamittg$, AFOC. rood 'tamp, lUld ctlild t\lppon data are from adwlnwl,,''llIM: recmds. All other datn are from follow
up sUI'Ve)'l coru.tucted an avcrnge: of 23 months after umpie ilnake. The tafFssmpLc sizca pertain w those OIlIOOl:ilC 
mt.ullrol derived frow adminilllOliive data SOUrccl. 

·SlIltiMiCfllly &ignificatttlU tbe 10 percent lcvel, tW(Hailed tetlt. 

"Sta!l$tiCl'lUy lignilit:allt.at tbe S percent !eveI, two<tailoJ tal. 
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of those in the demonstration programs had some employment; 23 percent of I 
those receiving regular services and 21 percent of those tn the demonstration 
programs had some type of job training, 

IThe impact of the programs on overall activity rates, school enrollment, and 
employment emerged very early after intake and persisted throughout the 24 
months after enrollment. During any month. between one-fourth and one
third of the enhanced-services group (induding those stm receiving AFDe and I 
those not) ......ere in schaol,job training, or employed, compared with 19 to 29 
percent of those in tbe regular-services group. j 
The net result is that the enhanced-services group members spent a much 
higher proportion of their time in school, job training. or employment than did 
tbose offered only regular services. For example. over the 24 months I 
following intake. those in the regular~serv:ices group were active 27 percent of 
the time, whHe those in the enhanced-services group were active 35 percent 
of the time~·a 28 percent increase (Tabfe ES-3). I 
It is especially notahle that the pattern of impacts was similar across all three 
sites (Figure ES-2). Yet. the programs tended to promote different types of I
activity gains among various groups. Fot example, they tended to increase 
school attendance most among younger motbers, those with low basic skills. 
and those who had not graduated from high school-characteristics that parallel 
the JOBs..mandatory participation requirements. Impacts on job training and 
employment were especially large for older youth and those with higher basic 
skills. 

Impacts on all three HCtWlt1es were largest for Hispanics (not shown), 
Compared with those in the regular~services group, Hispanics in the enhanced
services group were 5S percent mQre likely to engage in a major activity (74 
versus 49 per~nt), twice as likely to attend school (42 versus 21 percent), 37 
percent more likely to bave job training (23 versus 17 percent), and 68 percent 
more likely to have a job (42 versus 25 percent), 

I 
" 

Impacts on lnOODle Sources and Economic Status 

The demonstration programs altered the income sources for the young 
mothers somewbat. As noted earlier, significantly more of the enhanced~ I 
services group received income from employment than did their regular~ 
services group counterparu~--differences tbat resulted in an average of $23 a 
month more in income from employment, most of which is due to tbe higher Iemployment rate among the enhanced~services group (Table ES.3). These 

Ii~,earnings gains contributed to significantly lov.-er participation rates in the food 
stamp program but not lower average food stamp benefit amounts. They also 

I 
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FIGURE ES-2 


OUT-OF-HOME ACTIVITY, BY MONTHS AFTER INTAKE 
(School, work, or training) 

Percent Porcent 

/ 

Months Ailer In!ake Months Alter Inlak!, 

Camden Newark 

Percent 

Months Atter Intake 

Chicago 

- + - Enhanced-Services Group B Regular·Services Group 

SOURCE: Follow-up surveys adminislered an average 01 28 months after sample intake, 

NOTE. Est'malas are regression acjusled. 



I
.' 

led to lower AFDe benefit amounts but not lower AFDC participation rates. I
Child support payments were relatively 10\\' (an average of only $23 per 
month) and similar between the regular¥ and enbanced~services groups, 

I
Prograrn~induced impacts on m(:orne sources began to emerge in all three sites 
during the second quarter after program enrollment. as participants finished 
their workshops and some moved into employment. The impacts persisted Ithroughout the two-year follow~up period. particularly in Camden, The 
average program-induced reductions in AFDC benefits (Figure ES~3) tended 
to paranel the employment impacts (not shown). Moreover. the pattern of Irelatively larger impacts on AFDC benefits among those with higher basic 
skills, Hispanics, and older youth (a 5 percentage point reduction) was similar 
to that observed for earnings (not Shown). I 
Regardless of whether young mothers participated in the demonstration 
programs, the vast majority were living in poverty at the time of the follow-up 
survey. Only those who got a job were able to escape poverty in large I 
numbcrs-¥80 percent of those employed versus 2 percent of others (not 
shown). I 

Sociallllld Demographic Impacts 

I
The programs produced few significant impacts on socia1 and demographic 
outcomes. Moreover, there was no consistent pattern across sites in the few 
estimaied changes observed (rable ES.3). Notable results did occur for living Iarrangements, child support, and pregnancies and births, 

Although there was no significant overall impact on the h1celihood that those 
in the enhanced~serviccs group would live with a potentially supportive adult~~ I 
a parent, spouse. or male partner~~there was a sizable and statistically 
significant impact in Camden. There, 52 percent of the enhanced-services 
group were living in such arrangements at the time of follow~up. compared I 
with 47 percent of those receiving regular AFDe services, 

IAn overall 4 percentage point increase in the incidence of paternity 
establishment for the study sample as a whole resulted from the significant 
impacts of 4 and 5 percentage points, respectively, observed in Newark and 
Chicago. There were no impacts observed in Camden. Moreover, the impacts I 
in Newark and Chicago were substantially larger among those enroUed in the 
program later in time. wh·en the demonstration child support services were 
stronger. These higher rates of paternity establishment were not, however, I 
acc.:ompanied by signitkantly higher levels of child supporL 

A different pattern of impacts was observed foc financial support from I
noncustodial fathers. At tbe time of the foUow~up survey, the enhanced
services group members in Camden were nearly 30 perrent more likely than 
their regular~services group counterparts to receive financial support from Itheir children's fathers and to have regular contact with them (not shown}. 

I 
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FIGURE ES-3 


AFDC BENEFITS, BY MONTHS AFTER INTAKE 


'''' . 

= . 

~oo .•... 

Months Aft(H Inttlke 

Camden Newark 

1M 

i1!l1i121~le~," 

Months A'te, Ir,-tal<.e 

Chicago 

-~ 4. - Enhanced-Services Group D Regular-Services Group 

SOURCE: Administrative data., 


NOTE: Estimates are regre-sslon adjusted. 
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I 
In contras~ negative Or nO impacts were obsep,,'ed in Newark and Chicago I(also not sbown). 

There were no significant impacts on pregnancy rates. However, young Imothers in the enhanced-services group were somewhat more likely than their 
control~group counterparts to report subsequent births--an increase that was 
concentrated in the Chicago site and among older participants. In all three 
site.'>, there was a tendency for the program to reduce pregnancy and birth 
rates among the younger participants and Hispanics--groups that were most 
prevalent in Camden (not -shown). 

PROGRAM DESIG!II A!IID IMPLEMENTATION LESSONS I 
Implementing mandatory program.s for we1fare-dependent teenage parents 
presented major challenges not previously addressed in the COntext of the 
AFDe program. Success depended on staWs acceptance of the notion that I 
it was appropriate to target teenage parents for this type of intervention, It 
also depended on their accepting • ...()r at least tolerating--the idea of requiring 
these young mothers to go to school, job training, or work (and itnpasing I
consequences on those who failed to accept this responsibility}J even tbough 
complying with program requirements meant 'the mothers bad to leave their 
babies in the cure of another person for substantial blocks of time. I 
The pregraIll.'> had to recognize and address the special circumstances that 
prevented some young mothers from maintaining a fuD-time schedule of work IOf school. For some, these circumstances were episodic. Nonetheless, when 
they occurred, it was essential for the program to offer services designed to 
help the mothers conquer the barriers. Staff had to provide fQI1ow~up and use 
project resources for those in need, including tho.'!c whose underlying reason I 
for nonparticipation or noncooperation was not immediately evident. For 
example, a case manager who took the initiative to visit the home of a young 
mother who repeatedly failed to show up for program classes found that the I 
participant and her partner bad to sleep in shifts at night so that one of them 
could guard their baby's crib against rats at aU times. The case manager 
helped the couple find better housing, and the young mother began attending I 
program classes. 

Four aspects of program implementation were especially challenging: (1) I 
outreach and recruitment; (2) designing appropriate workshops; (3) case 
management; and (4) developing appropriate school, job training, and 
employment options_ I 

Enrolllng Teenage Mothers in the Program I 
In contrast to many small-scale, voluntary programs [Of teenage parents. the 
intent of the Teenage Parent Demonstration~as is. also the case with the Iadolescent parent provisions of the Fami!y Support Act~-was to serve ali 
teenage parents. who met the program eligibility criteria. To achieve this goal. 

I 
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I 
I the programs had to develop systems of universal identification of eligible 

young mothers, as well as outreach and foIlow·up procedures to promote 
initial and ongoing participation. 

I The experiences of the demonstration underscored the desirability of early 
identification and referral. It also highlighted the importance of attention to 

I case detail and strong quality control in the process of identifying minor 
mothers. 

I A combination of manual and automated procedures for identifying eligible 

I 
teenage parents was essential in this demonstration and most likely would be 
required in any replication. Manual identification procedures, while time
consuming, have the advantage of providing an opportunity to motivate clients 
from the start. In contrast, automated procedures tend to be less burdensome, 
but more prone to error (because of inco'nsiStencies in data input), and require 
a longer lag between AFDC enrollment and identification, 

The programs achieved high rates of initial and moderate rates of ongoing 
participation--an achievement that was founded on the mandatory participation 
requirements. Case managers were held accountable for helping the young 
mothers to address their barriers to participation, and the young mothers had 
to comply or face [mancial penalties. They used a variety of approaches to 

I overcome clients' reluctance to participate--reasoning with them, encouraging 

I 
them, and speaking with clients' mothers to win support for their daughters' 
participation. for example. They chided clients when they missed appoint
ments or slacked off in attendance, and reminded them they had to choose 

I 
between participating and a sanction. These efforts often extended over long 
periods, with many clients going through recurrent cycles of participation and 
resistance, 

I 
I 

Program policies and actions that facilitated case managers' efforts to promote 
participation included offering flexible schedules, providing on-site child care, 
promoting informality at· meetings, using group meetings to break down 
isolation, and assigning participants to case managers immediately following 
intake. 

I Designing Workshops for Teenage Parents 

I 
Demonstration workshops served three purposes: (1) as a way for participants 
to acquire important infonnation--about nutrition, drugs, family planning, 
workplace demands, parenting, child support, and other topics; (2) as personal 
development tools--integrating participants into the program; building 
motivation, interpersonal skills, and program acceptance; and dispelling fears 

I about the program; and (3) as assessment opportunities--enabliog program staff 
to assess participants' behavioral and cognitive strengths and weaknesses 
directly.

I 
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Case Management 

I 
Staff in all three programs generally agreed on the purposes of workshops but I 
adopted quite different approaches to integrating them into the sequence of 
program activities-approaches that differed in terms of the length of initial I 
workshQP~ the types of staff used to conduct workshops, and the emphasis 
placed on initial versus ongoing workshops. 

The extensive initial worksbops offered in New Jersey provided greater I 
opportunity for socialization and formation of peer relationships. The 
extensive workshops also offered more opportunity for participants' personaJ 
interes~ communications and social skills~ family problems) and motivation to I 
be clarified before decisions were made about involvement in ongoing 
educatIon or training. On the other hand, the brief, closely spaced workshops 
offered in Chicago held the young mothers' generally brief attention more I 
successfully, Moreover, the briefer workshops allowed new participants to 
move more quickly into substantive education or training. 

Using case managers to run workshops had several advantages, the most I 
obvious being that case managers used the workshops as assessment 
opportunities for participants assigned to their caseloads. Using regular case 
managers to run workshops also held down program costs but added to the I 
strain on them and limited their opportunities to tap outside expertise. 

The programs tapped a variety of sourCes of expertme and specialized skills for Iworkshops. For example. under contracts or in some instances no-cost 
interagency agreements, workshop leaders came from the local Planned 
Parentbood Association for family planning 'Ih'Orkshops. from county extension Iservices for nutrition and life skills workshops, a nonprofit drug rehabilitation 
program for an AIDS/drug abuse workshop, and several small nonprofit 
agencies for life skills and grooming workshops. , 

I 
Because of the complex needs and diversity of this population. strong case 
management was an essential feature of the programs. The demonstration 
experience highJjghted the importance of individualizing services for young I 
welfare mothers and of modifying them over time as necessary. This 
individualization ca.n best be accomplished if a single staff per:son~-such as a 
case manager ar continuous counselor~~becomes familiar with a teenager and I 
bas ongoing responsibility for her. Case managers spent much of their time 
trying to find the right combination of supportiveness and helpfulness on the 
one band) and pressure and clear expectations on the otber. These efforts I 
sometimes extended to home visits. 

Case management services were almost universally appreciated by the young Imotbers. Despite the fact that many were sanctioned or warned that they 
would be sanctioned, their feelings about the program were generally 
extremely positive. Praise for the personal and caring attention of case Imanagers and other program staff was especially high. Case managers linked 
the teenagers to the services thcy nceded, monitored their progress in the 

I 

I 




I 
I program, offered advice and guidance for personal probleIIlS, and provided 

much-needed support and encouragement. For many young mothers. the case 
managers also served as role models or surrogate parents: 

I 
I 
I 
I ,. In these programs, as in other initiatives that are run as part of the state 

I 

welfare system, flexibility in. recruiting staff trained to work with. this 
population was limited. As a result substantial staff training and skiUed 
supervision were needed to help case managers work effectively with the 
broad spectrum of clients they had to serve. 

Program managers had to organize their staffs and define roles for a broad 

I 
I range of functions~wCOuru;eling individual clients, leading group intake sessions. 

conducting program workshops, maintaining client case records. entering data 
into automated sy&tems, collecting and recording attendance data for on~s:ite 
and off~site program activities, issuing sanction warning notices and 
communicating with income maintenance to impose or end sanctions, 

I 
developing child care resources and arranging child care, developing contacts 
with community service providers, and coordinating special tasks to support 
the research data needs. Program managers helped case managerS by 

I 
providing specialized staff roles; developing service links. providing adequate 
supervision, monitoring and controlling caseloads, and promoting staff morale 
and stability. 

I Education and Job mining Services 

In order to enforce mandatory participation requirements, programs bad to 
make adequate activity options available for the young mothers. This proved 

I 
I 

, 

to be a major challenge. Job training was available through numerous 
providers, including community COlleges, vocational high schools, JTPA. and 
proprietary schools. However, ao;:ess tended to be restricted primarily to high 
school gra~uates and those with reasonably strong basic skills. 

I 
I All three sites had ample numbers of educational opportunities, but the 

programs often fai!ed to meet the range of needs reflected among the large 
portion of the population for whom education was the only immediately 
available option. In an effort to address the varied needs. the programs used 
a combination of existing and new educational programs; each type of program 

I 
offered advantages and disadvantages. Existing General Educational 
Development (QED) and Adult Basic Education (ABE) programs were 

=i 

I 



LOOKlNG AHEAD 

I 
provided primarily by communily colleges and adult schools operated by local Ischool districts. However, the young mothers often felt uncomfortable in 
classes with older adults) and teachers accustomed to serving a broader adult 
population tended to be insensitive to the problems faced by teenage parents. I[n~house classes ensured that participants communicated frequently with their 
case managers and that case managers and academic instructors could maintain 
close ties. Nonetheless. all educational programs still had to deal with the 
limited attention spans of the yaung mothers and their lack of interest in I 
noncontextunlleaming. 

Successful educational alternatives included intensive Bnd very personalized I 
academic: instruction built around group interaction and cooperation, support 
counseling. group research projects in the community, and paid work 
experiem::e assignments. One option placed participants in alternative I 
secondary educational settings, whicb sometimes required parental waiver of 
school district responsibility and negotiation with schoo! district officials who 
were reluctant to see their regular enrollments diminish. I 


I 

This demonstration offers important lessons for current efforts to redefine the 
nation's social welfare policies. We have documented that states can operate Ilarge scale, mandatory work-oriented programs. for the most vulnerable welfare 
recipients~~teenage parents. These programs can achieve relatively high 
participation rates and will promote at least the necessary first steps toward 
se!f-sufficiency~.s.ignificantly increased school attendance. job training, and I 
employment Both program staff and the young motners who were required 
to participate in these programs fdt that the programs were helpful and that 
the participatIon requirements were fair~-case managers would say the I 
requirements were essential to the program's success. 

There are two important unanswered questions from this study. One is I 
whether these early education, training, and employment impacts of the 
program will translate into longer~tenn increases in sel[~sufficiency. This 
question is being addressed through a longer term follow~up of the study I 
sample and their children. The :second unanswered question is bow much 
improvement in outcomes could be achieved in programs that were able to 
address some of the shortcomings of the demonstration programs. For I
example. still higher participation rates and improved longer~term outcomes 
likely .could be achieved if the programs had greater capacity to create 
stronger education and training options tailored to the needs of the young Imothers; if they found more effective ways to help the young mothers control 
their fcrtility~~something most of them want to do; and j[ the child support 
system had stronger incentives fot parents*~mothers and fathers-to cooperate Iand for the agency to focus on this population. which bas limited prospects for 
making Significant support payments in the short run. Architects of future 
welfare policies and programs should build on tbe operational success of this 
demonstration in serving very large caseioads of teenage parents and in I 
sensitively but cffective:y usmg sanctions to promote participation in 

I 
=l 

I 



I 
I sufficiency:promoting activities, hut also attend to the areas where the 

program andlor its implementation could be strengthened 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I , 
I 

I 
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I The Teenage Parent Demonstration was a major. targe-scale federal 

demonstration initiative sponsored by the Department of Health and Human 
Services. The demonstration began in 1986. prior to the passage of the Family

I Support Act and the implementation of the Job Opportunities and Basic Skills 

I 
Training (JOBS) program, However, the Icssons fTOm this demonstration are 
particularly important becau.~ the operation of the demonstration and the 
requirements for custodial parents under age 20 who have not successfully 

I 


completed high schaol or its equivalent were similar to wbat the architects of 

the current JOBS provisions envisioned. 


I In the demonstration sites, pregnant teenagers and parenting teens with one 

child! who were receiving Aid to Famines with Dependent Children (Ame) 

were required to: 


I .. Stay in school, if they were attending school at the time of program 
enrollment 

• Return to high school or enter an adult education program, if they

I had already dropped out of school 

., Enroll in postsecondary education 

I ., 	 Enroll in an appropriate skills training program as an alternative to 
or after completing education, or 

I • Seek employment as an alternative to or after completing education 
or training activities 

I 

I 
I 

The demonstrations employed case managers whose responsibilities resembled 
those of current JOBS case managers in many states. The case managers were 
responsible for conducting individual assessments to determine the supportive 
services needed by the young mothers; working with tbe young motherS to 
identify the appropriate major activity in whicb they would pa('ticipate, such 
as regular high schools, General Educational Development (OED) preparation 

I 
classes, or job clubs; monitoring attendance and progress, including requesting 
s.anctions for noncompliance with program participation requirements; and 
helping to resolve problems and impediments to the young mothers' progress 

• 	
in the program. 

IThe reason for targeting the program toward pregnant and first4ime teenage parents coming 

I onto welfare was to intervene at the earliest possible point Pregnant teenagers were eligible for the 
program in nlinois, but not in New Jersey, since New Jersey does not provide AFDC to pregnant 
women with no custodia! children. 

I 	 1 

I 



I 
Recent federal demonstration and policy initiatives aimed at reducing long~ Iterm welfare dependence among teenage parents have been prompted by 
three factors: (1) rising welfare caseJoads; (2) persistently high rates of 
teenage pregnancies and births; and (3) the especially high probability that Iteenage parents on welfare v.ill have long spells of dependency, Each year. 
nearly half a million American teenagers bear children, lWO~lhirds of them for 
the first time. More than one-third of those who give birth as. teenagers either 
are on welfare when they do so or subsequently become dependent on I 
welfare. The costs of these births are staggering.: one source estimates that 
more than $21 biliion a year in Aid to Families with Dependent Children 
(AFDC), food stamps, and Medicaid benefits is associated with teenage I 
childbearing (Center for Population Options 1990). A major factor 
contributing to the high cost of teenage childbearing is the long average 
duration of AFDC dependency among those who enter the program as I 
teenagers._ For example, an estimated one-thlrd of those entering the AFDC 
ranks at these young ages will depend on AFDC for 10 years or morc 
(Ellwood 1986; and Maxfield and Rucci 1986). I 
"I1li$ report synthesizes the results of the first phase of a major, multipart 
evaluation of the Teenage Parent Demonstration. 1'his phase of the I
evaluation included an average of 30 months of fol1ow~up of the study sample 
and resulted in more than a dozen major reports covering a wide range of 
issues related to service needs. servi~ use patterns, service delivery strategies, Iand program impacts. We included a fuU list of project~related papers and 
reports from the evaluation at the end of this document. By late 1996, there 
will be another report covering five to seven years of postenrollment outcomes 
for the young mothers in the demonstration sample and their children. I 
Below, we first deseribe the demonstration programs and profile the 
population of welfare-dependent teenage parents in the demonstration site.'\., I 
Then, we discuss early lessons regarding the effects of the program on o.ut-Qf~ 
home activity rates and impacts on a wide range of economic and social 
outcomes. Finally, we discuss program design and implementation lessons, I 
including lessons regarding such critical program features as case management 
and component services. The following are some of the key study findings: I 
• 	 It is feasible to design and operate mandatory education, training. 

and employment programs that serve large numbers of teenage I 
parents, despite the fact that the needs of this population differ 
substantially from those of adult AFDC recipients. 

I• 	 With active monitoring of participation. it is possible to achieve 
significant rates of participation. Nearly 9{) percent of the young 
mothers who were identified as eligible fot the programs enrolled Iand, of those who enrolled, 92 percent participated in program 

activities beyond the initial intake and assessmcnL Throughout the 

demonstration period, the programs kept between 30 and 50 

percent of the young mothers actively in school, job training, or a 
 I 
joh, while others were enrolled In workshops and other activities 

I 
2 

I 



I 
.~N.. 

I preparatory to entering one of these major self-sufficiency~oriented 
activities. 

I 	 • The number of new Arne applicants who are teenage parents is 

I 
a relatively small proportion of the applicant caseload·-17 to 26 
percent in the demonstration sites. Therefore. intervening early 
and implementing programs to serve this poputation are not likely 

I 
to require a significant share of overall program resources. 
Furthennore, effectively serving teenage parents as they come onto 
AFDC could have large impacts on the overall welfare caseload, 
because of the relatively long expected durations of dependency 
among this population, 

I 
I • About one-third of the young mothers used agency~funded child 

care. The remainder relied on unpaid care~-generaUy provided by 
refatives~...,r paid for the care themselves or with the assistance of 
family members. An important part of the child care supportive 
services component of the demonstration was the provision of 

I 	 adequate information to alleviate the fears and 'WOrries of these 
young mothers about leaving their child in the care of someone 
else, especially a stranger. 

I • These types of programs can promote significant and sustained 
participation in education, training, and employment activities
activities that are likely to affect the young mothers' long.run

I prospects for self-sufficiency. 

I 
• The largest impacts on participation were on school enrollment (12 

percentage points)--a 42 percent increase over the levels of 

I 
participation these young mothers would have had under the 
regular AFDC regulations and services. This finding is in line with 
the expectation that, within state JOBS programs. educational 
activities should be the primary activity for most teenage parents 
who have not yet successfully completed high school. 

• 	 The demonstration programs also led to significant increases in 
employment and participation in job training (gains of 4 to 5 

I• percentage points--12 to 19 percent) . 

' 


I 
• Programs for teenage parents can achieve these significant impacts 

while case managers maintain relatively large caseloads-50 to 80 
active cases or total caseloads of 100 to 140 young mothers. The 
keys: to effectively managing caseloads of this size were reliance on 
automated case tracking systems and routine use of the mandatory

I participation requirements as a case management tool. 

I 
I 
I 



I 

These fmdings are especiaUy notev.'Orthy (or three reasons. First, in contrast I
to most other welfare demonstrations. we found consistent results in aU 
locations where programs were operated. Not only were the operational 
findings reinforcing and complementary across the sites, but also the pattern I
of program impacts on activities l as welt as on economic, sodal, and 
demographic outcomes, was similar in aU three demonstration sites. 

I
Second, this is one of a handful of programs for teenage parents or 
disadvantaged }'(luth In general that have been shown to have significant 

positive impacts for participants. Moreover, none of tbe other programs with 

positive impacts except Job Corpsna residential program for at-risk youth-~ I 

shows as strong or as consistenl a pattern of results as we found for this 

demonstration (see far example. Mailar, Kerachsky, and Thornton 1982~ 


Quint and Riccio 1985; Polit and White 1988; Bloom et a1. 1993~ and Maxfield 
 I 

1990). 

Third, the scal~ of operation. a.dministrative structures. and funding levels of I 

these demonstration programs were consistent with those tbat would be 
encountered in a fun~scalet national implementation of the program model. 
This is not the case with most programs for teenage parents insofar as others II 

have tended to be vet)' small scale (less than 100 participants a!ld often many 
fewer than this), to serve a selective volunteer population, sometimes to 
devote substantially more resources per participant than was available for this I
demonstration, and to be operated outside of the welfare programs. The 
three programs operated in this demonstration could, indeed, be replicated on 
a large scale and within the welfare system. I 


I 

I 

I 
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I 
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I Three principles formed the basis [or the demonstration program models: 

I 
(1) parents have primary responsibility for their own health and welfare and 
that of their children; (2) the government has an obligation to help welfare
dependent mothers overcome barriers to their self-sufficiency; and 

I 
(3) intervention should be as early as possible. before dependency patterns are 
established, During a three and one-half year period from late 1987 through 
mid·1991, the states of Illinois and New Jersey operated demonstration 

I 
programs under grants from the Office of Family Assistance of the U.S. 
Department of Health and Human Services. The Illinois program (Project 
Advance) operated in the south side of Chicago, and the New Jersey program 
(Teen Progress) operated in the cities of f'(ewark and Camden-vall areas 
characterized by high rates of unemployment, poverty, and crime (see

I Figure 1). 

I 
In the three demonstration sites, all teenage mothers who had only one child 
and began r&civing AFDe for the fIrst time for themselves and their child 

I 
were required to attend an intake :session. During the demonstration period. 
nearly 6.000 teenage mothers joined the welfare rolls, and nearly 90 percent 
of them enrolled in the demonstration. Consistent with the demonstration 
evaluation design. about half were selected at random to participate in the 
demonstration program; the remainder became part of a control group 

I receiving regular AFDC services. 

I THE PROGRAM INTERVENTION 

I 
Panicipation in the demonstration wa.s mandatory-underscoring both the 
obligation of the young mothers to take responsibility for their lives and work 
toward self-sufficiency and the responsibility of the program to help the 
participants overcome obstacles to fulfilling this goaL Those setected to 
participate were required to develop and comply with approved plans for 

I engaging in activities aimed at promoting their eventual self-sufficiency. 

I 
Case management was the cornerstone of program services (Hersbey 1991a), 
Case managers belped participants decide what education or training to 

I 
pursue, found open slots in appropriate programs, coaxed and pressured the 
young mothers to stick to their plans. and counseled them when crises arOse. 
If the teenage parents persistently failed to participate in planned activities, 
case managers initiated sanctions. consisting of reductions in AFOC grants by 
the amount normally allocated to cover the needs of the mother-$160 in New 

I Jersey and $166 in Cbicago.2 

I 

I 

~During most of the demonstration period the grant for a mother and one child was $322 per 
month in New Jersey and $268 per month in Chicago. 
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FIGURE 1 I 
CHARACTERISTICS OF THE DEMONSTRATION SITES 

~ 

?er.cent . . .• •.... I 
• " .. .. ~. ,'" , I

~, 

.~ / 

Y / 

Y > I. 
> 
~ / 

, , 

I 
Race/ElhniClty 	 Famili&$ In PovlMty I 


I 

I 


'. 'I 

.. . ... I 
" . I 


I

Unemployment Aat~ 

Io Camden [] Newark i2l Chicago 

I 
SOURG!!: 	 U,S. Census (1990). Note that data are for the entire eWes of Camden, Newark, and 

Chicago. The Chicago demonstration p'o;ecl area is defined as selected reighoor· 
hoods In the south side of Chicago and south suburban neighborf'oods just outside Itne city :irr'llts. 
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I All three demonstration programs~~Camden, Newark. and Chjcago~required 

participants to attend a set of initial workshops designed to enhance their 
personal skills; convey information that would help them rope with their new

I responsibilities as parents; and prepare them for later education. training, and 
employment activities (Table I and Hershey 1991b). The program in Chicago 
involved six manda.tory workshops lasting a total of nine hours over three 

I consecutive days. The mandatory workshops in Camden .and Newark were 
generally longer (78 to 97 hours) and spread over a period Qf 5 to 12 weeks. 
Each program included specialized workshops for selected groups of 
participants needing help coping with particular problems or pursuing their I 'stated goals, 

I 
I To help participants progress toward self.sufficiency, the demonstration 

programs promoted participation in education, job training. andior employment 
(Hershey and Rangarajan 1993). They relied heavily on existing education. 
training. and employment services in their communities. However, they also 
developed some in~house servires using both their own staff and staff from 
other agencies. 

I The programs offered on-site as well as community-SpOnsored classroom 
General Educational Development (GED) courses for participants who had 
left public high schools hut wanted to further their education in alternative 

I settings. Job readiness was promoted primarily through on-site workshops 
and counseling, and job"skills training was provided exclusively through 
referrals to other community agencies. All sites attempted to place qualified 

I participanlllin job training courses funded by the Job Training Partnenlhip Act 
(ITPA). Access to JTPA was quite limited for thi4 population, howeverj due 
to their Jow basic skills. 

I 
I Child care and transportation assistance were other important program 

offerings (Hershey and Nagatoshi 1989; and Kisker, Silverbergt and Maynard 
1990). Child care payments were available at all sites for licensed day care 

I 
centers and approved family day care providers, In addition, Chicago and 
Newark had specially equipped child care rooms, and Camden used general 
program staff to provide on-site care, as needed. when participants were 

I 
involved in on-site activities, AIl three programs provided financial assistance 
for transportation, as well as for .miscenaneous training and education 
expensest such as uniforms, registration fees, and tools. 

R!!SOURCE LEVELS

I 
I 

For the steady«state operating period of the demonstrations, average program 
spending per participant was about $1,400 a year; during this time participants 
received AFDe for an average of eight to nine months (HerShey and 
Silverberg 1993), These direct program expenditures were supplemented by 
an average of about $800 in cornmunity~provided services, including alternative 
educational services. but not regular high school programs. This brought the I 	 average annual resources to about $2,200 per participant per year) with the 
average ranging from $3,200 in Camden ~o $1.800 in Chkago (see Figure 2). 

I 
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TABLE I 

PROGRAM WORKSHOPS 

Total Hours 

Topic 

Child Support 
Family Planning 
HealthINutrition 
HIV/Dmg Abuse 
Life Skills/Family Life 

Management 
Motivation 
Parenting 
Personal Grooming 
Pre-Employment 
World of Work 

camden ::-.Jewark 

• , 

6 ·54 
18 12 

18 

21 18 
17 15 
21 20 
12 
18 

Chicago I 
1.5 
1.5 I1.5 

I 
1.5 
1.5 I 
!.5 I 

aChild support issues were addressed in various other workshops. 

I 
These total costs are well Vlithin the range of average costs for previous adult Iwork~wetfaredemonstrations, which generally offered an average ofsix months 
of jab training (Maynard, Maxfield et al. 1986; and Maxfield 1990). 

IIn all sites, the major share of resource costs (40 to 50 percent) was associated 
with case management and support services. Job training was the next largest 
component. accounting for up to a third of project-related resources at the 
Chicago site and 12 to 14 percent at the others. Much of the cross-site I 
differences in expenditures can be attn"buted to economies of scale. For 
example} the Chicago ,program had lower average central management costs 
and much lov.-er average case management costs because of its much higher I 
average case10ad (about 80 versus 40 in the New Jersey sites). The Chicago 
program also spent minimal resources on workshops, after deciding to offer 
primarily brief introductory workshopsl and it spent much less 
services, particularly child care. 
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FIGURE 2 


AVERAGE SERVICE COSTS PER PARTICIPANT 
(Including Costs of Community Services) 
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I The target population for the demonstration consisted of all teenagers who, 
for the first time, were parents and receiving AFDe (either as the head of 
their own cases or as "minor" mothers) or who had no children but \\fere in theI third trimester of a pregnancy and receiving AFDC3 This target population 
overlaps considerably with the population that is subject to mandatory 
participation in the Job Opp<?rtunities and Basic Skills Training (JOBS) 
program created under the Family Support Act of 1988. It is more broadly 
defined than the JOBS mandatory teenage parent population in two respects, 
but more narrowly defined than the JOBS population in one respecL The

I demonstration target population included teenage parents regardless of their 

I 
age. while tbose younger than 16 are exempt from JOBS. It also included 
teenage parents who were attending school or were high school graduates at 
the time ofreferral. whereas students and high school graduates with children 
younger than age three are exempt from JOBS. On the other hand. the 
demonstration target population eKCluded teenage parents who had more than 

I one child when they began receiving assistance or who had previously received 

I 
I 

AFDC with their .child; these teenagers are required to participate in JOBS 
if tlley are between 16 and 19 years old and are high school dropouts. The 
result was that roughly one·third of the young mothers in the study sampJe 
met the requirements for mandatory participation in the JOBS program (the 
16· to 19-ycar.old school dropouts); another third were at high risk of 
becoming mandatory (those who were 16 to 19 and stilI in school or who were 
under 16 and dropouts); and a third were at low risk of becoming mandatory 
(those who had completed high school or were older than 19)~.see Figure 3. 

I The teenage parents in the demonstration target population were a relatively 
small portion of aU AFDC applicants-between 6 and 17 percent of new 
AFDC applicants at the three siles. Nonethe!ess, the number of newly

I welfare~ependent teenage mothers each month was substantial, ranging from 
35 to 40 in Camden (. city of 100,000) to 150 to 175 in the Chicago catchment 
area (an area of about one millioD residents).

I 
THE STUDY SAMPLE Al'ID DATA 

I 
I Of the nearly 6,000 eligible individuals who were identified in the three 

demonstration sites, 5,297 (89 percent) completed intake.4 About half were 
then selected at random to participate in the demonstration programs 
(receiving enhanced services); the others served as a control group {receiving 
regular services). 

I 
I 

Yrhis condition of eIigibillty applied only in Illinois, since New Jersey does not provide AFDC to 
pregnant women with no other children In their care. 

I 
4Slightly more than half the sample memberS (nearly 55 percent) were in the Chicago program, 

while about 23 percent were in each of the New Jersey sites. 
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FIGURE 3 
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Data for the evaluation came from site observations, executi ....e interviews with 
program staff. program data, state recordr> data, and interviews with thesnmple Imembers (see Table 2). Background data for young mothers in the study 
sample were collected through group~administered intake forms and basic skills 
tests completed by the 89 percent of the young mothers who completed 
intake-the baseline sample. Detailed information on program participation I 
and service use wa"> available for all young mothers assigned to the enhanccd~ 
services group-a randomly selected half of the baseline sample_ Infonnation 
on outcome measures was obtained tbrough follow~up surveys: and retests with I 
those in the enhanced- and regular~services groups. Follow~up surveys were 
completed with 85 percent of those in the follow-up survey sample--the full 
baseline sample in Camden and Newark:. and a representative 75 percent of the I 
Chicago baseline sample. Retests were completed with 67 percent of this 
(onow-up sample. Data on welfare and earnings were obtained from 
administrative records for the fun study sample, induding the 11 percent of I 
eligible teenage mothers. who roiled to complete intake. Child support data 
were obtained from administrative data only for the baseline .sample. 

I 
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TABLE 2 

SAMPLE SIZES 

Sample Sul;;grou:p 


Elig,ib!e Teenage: MOIllers 


B.ueUnc: Samp]::: 


Enhallced.ServiCCI Group Sample: 


Survey and Retest Sample" 
Completed folluw-up sllTVtf 
(;Qmple:ed TABE rtle:sl 

Mllllnisl""t.'ve R=~ Sampk: 
Wage and wclure catll 
Child support dna 

Fo.::us Group Par'Jcipana 

In-De{Xh IDte~ 

Qv;e C'.onferenees 

Sile 

Camden Newark. ChiQ'lgo T""I 

l.256 

1,213 

,,, 
1,34' 

1,190 

!l75 

'''''' '.... 
1,439 

',962 

SJ;97 

WI' 
1,218 
1,0$7.,. 

1,190 
911 
743 

2,1S1 " 
I,BY> 
1,434 

4,$59 " 
3,..' 
3.003 

1,256 
1,2L8 

1.34' 
!.l90 

3,360 
1,889 

5.%2 
',m 

33 

" 
is , ·31 

3S 

as 

" II II 16 " 
'Follow_up ~~ aDd retests wett: attempted with ooly 75 pt:rt'ent of tbe Chicago bast:line umple. 

A substantial amount of qualitative data complemented this quantitative 
information. We conducted regular program monitoring visits throughout tbe 
demonstration. We aiso systematically gathered information about tne 
experiences. characteristics, and problems of the young mothers in the sample 
and the efforts of tbose in the enhanced~services group to deal with program 
participation requirements. Focus groups 'With the young mothers (88 sample 
members), in-depth semi-structured interviev.'S (70 sample members), and case 
conferences with program staff (focusing on 46 enhanced-services group 
members) provided the opportunity to collect this information, 

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE TARGET POPULATION 

The profile of teenagers in this study sample is one of young mothers who 
need a Jot of belp--help that goes far beyond a requirement to finish school--u 
they are to make progress toward becoming economically self~sufficicnt. For 
most, getting a high school diploma or a GED is an important step toward 
self-sufficiency. For many, however, their educational deficit is just a symptom 
o[ many other problems that get in the way of doing better in s.chool·~or even 
going to school. 



I 
Statistical prom. of the Sample' I 

As a group, participants were young and had substantial educational deficits 
(see Table 3). They were 18 years old on average. but as many as 5 to 10 Ipercent were 15 or younger. Most were identified and brought into the 
program wben their children were fitm infants. More than 80 percent of the 
children were younger than one year, and more than 60 percent were less than Isix months old. 

About 30 percent of the young mothers had dropped out of s.;hool before 
completing high school, and most who were stm in school were behind grade I 
level. Many had had negative experiences in traditional school settings. 
Between 55 and 60 percent of the demonstration participants and more than 
one~third of those who completed the twelfth grade bad reading scores below I 
the eigbth~grade Ievet~~the minimum level often required for participation in 
JTPA job-training courses. One-third had reading skills below the sixth-grade 
level, and one-fourth had less than sixth-grade math skills. I 
More tban balf the young motberS had some work experience before enrolling 
in the demonstration, but most of this employment had been short tenn and I 
at low wages. Moreover, many reported having child care problems (one
third) and transportation difficulties (one-fourth) that limited their 
employment options. I 
Many had left their parents' homes and were receiving no support from the 
fathers of their children. Only about half of these young mothers were still Iliving in households with other adults (usually one or both parents) who 
potentially could provide economic and social supportj fewer than 4 percent 
lived with the father of their child. Only about 30 percent received any child Isupport from a noncustodial father, and only 17 percent received support 
regularly. 

IParticipants who were at low risk of mandatory participation in JOBS tended 
to be relatively less disadvantaged than either the JOBS~rnandatory or the 
high~risk groups. Most notably, they were olderj had substantially more work 
and training experience, an<;i scored an average of one grade level higher on I 
the Test of Adult Basic Education (TABE) tests. 

I 
I 
I 
I 

SThe description in this section is based largely on baseline interviews conducted with aU sample 
members, I 
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TABLE 3 

CHARACl'ER1STICS OF THE SA..\iPLE 

I 
Site 

Newark Chkago Total SAmple"'-. 

I 
Age (Percent) 

IS or younger 103 4.6 '3 U 
16 to 17 ,.2 25.<) 18.3 23.• 
1& 10. 19 50.2 <2, 73,{) 55.' 
20 or-older '.7 7.' 55 
(Average llge) (17.9) (IlLS) (18.6) (lBA) " 

RacelElbilldty (Perrent)I 
ffispanic 37.S 2$.1 5.1 t7.tl 
Black, non.fllij1anic 563 7l.s 85.0 755,.,White., nrm-HlsPJUlidothet 6.2 2.8 75I 

I 
Marital Status (pcrtent) 

Neve< 1IlIU'ried, not lMng together 84.4 913 95,6 92.1 
Married/UnmllIried, but lMng Iogt:tber 7.6 4.1 1.7 35 
Separated, \\-idoWed, Of diVorced '.0 4.7 1..7 43 

Avemge Number in Household ,.• • .8 4.' 4.7 

A\'(:O)ge Age of Your;~1 Child (MOlltb3)' 7.' 120 9.' •.,
I Living wit:. Parent (Pttttflt) 46.2 53,4 "'.1 47.1 

Family R~i·.ed Welfare During Childhood (Percent) 
Moolhlll lhe lime 33.4 U3 24.1 "'.•I O=ionally to half lhe lime 35.$ 31.S 33.03" 
!"~er 31.0 3<l.8 44.' 38.1 

Attending School 81 Intake (Percent) 46.S ,... 453 43.7

I Completed High School/QED (p~nt) '21.2 >6.1 4/).' 327 

Non-Englbb-5penldng (percent) .. ,:2 0.2 ~2 

I TABE Grade Equivalent S<;c'JrI: 

Reading 1.4 U 8.4 M 

W.alh 1.6 8.1 7.8 7.8 

l..angualil'l 7.1 1.' 73 1.'


I Ever Hcld It Job (percent) 49.4 55'.4 S().~ 51.6 


Ever in Job TnUniug (l'm:enI) 12' 19.9 16.1 16.2 

I Samplt Sb.t i,nl 1,190 2.... S,~97 


SOiJru::e: Yrtlgram Intake Fonm. 


I a.6xctudts l~ pn:gmml and oot yet mothers at time ofenro!bll:nt (5 pereenl in Camden, 3 peroenl in Newark, and 17 percen~ 

in Chicago). Because of a mislUlCentanding .about program eEgiblliry rules, Cot a lioo.iled period of time, the Camden and 
Newark prog:rnms enrolled pre:gna.nt teeJutgtrs witb no other childte:'l, 

I 

I 
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I 
Perspectives of tbe Young Mothers6 I 

.L\ll of these young mothers faced significant barriers to seJf~sufficiency simply I 
by virtue of their riving arrangements. Almost all of them lived in poverty, 
often in dangerous neighborhoods. Moreover, they had relatively few role 
models in their communities to guide them toward social and economic 
independence. Overdll, the young mothers and their socia! settings differed I 
substantially with respect to the specific barriers they faced and the resources 
they had available to promote their efforts to achieve self-sufficiency. Yet, 
most who made strides toward self-sufficiency found the changes in their lives I 
rewarding: 

I 

I 

I 


Factors acting as barriers or facilitators to self.sufficiency varied considerably 
by participant's scbool status (dropouts, those still in high school, and those Iwho had completed high school--see Exhibit 1). 

As a group, high school dropouts who were not in school faced the greatest 
barriers to se1f~suffidellCY. Some had extremely poor basic skills and no ramily I 
resources to support them, barriers that are often compounded by deep 
personal problems, dysfunctional home situations, and entrenchment in the 
welfare system. But some of the young mothers who dropped out of school I 
did so because of extenuating circumstances that were more transitory in 
nature, such as their pregnancy coinciding with another major family crisis. In 
such cases, an interventi~m like the Teenage Parent Demonstration has I 
substantial potential to prompt them to return to school or some other 
productive activity. I 
Those who remained in or returned to school after giving birth to their ftrst 
child bad a somewhat different mix of barriers and resources to facilitate self
sufficiency. Some were highly motivated and had enough family support to I
remain in school with or without outside assistance. For others" however. their 
attachment to school was tenuous at best In some of these cases, programs 
such as those implemented for the demonstration can be helpful in Imaintaining school attendance. In other cases) the challenge seems larger than 
can be addressed by the program resources. 

I 
i7his discussion of the perspectives of the young mothers. is based primarily on qualitative data I 

from the focus groups, in~deplh interviews, and the case conference sessions. See Paltl (1992) for 
a full report on the approach to and results of this qualitative research. I 
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I 
I A third group of students--those who graduated from high school~..exhjbited 

still different promes of barriers and strengths. Some had the skills to pursue 
employment or higher education but lacked the motivation. lived in

I dysfunctional family situations. and/or faced other impediments to pursuing 

I 
such goals. At the other extreme, some of these young mothers were on the 
path to self..sufficiency and used program resources only to expedite their 
achievement of this goal. 

I 
Among the more common themes for this target population were tbe 
signifteant barriers imposed by their inexperience with and 8cces!) to child care 

I 
and their inability to control their fertility. Their strengths revolved around 
their resiliency and their strong desires to be good parents. In most cas~ 
these young mothers expected little or no assistance from the fathers of their 
cbit~ren and. as a group. they saw no advantages to cooperating with the child 
support enforcement agency. 

I Child Care as a Barrier. A major barrier to participation in the 
demonstration programs was the teenagers' child care needs, Although the 

I 
program helped participants find and pay for child care, resistance to 
considering care by nonre!atives was high, primarily because the young 
mothers felt they could never trust a stranger to care for their children: 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

In the end, most of the young mothers were able to rely on relatives to care 
for their babies. and they v.-ere generally satisfied with these arrangements. 
Moreover, the financial assistance provided by the programs generally 
eliminated cost as a major concern,

I Repeat Pregnancies Undermine Selr..sufficiency Cools. Most of the young 
mothers agreed that future childbearing should either be postponed for a 

I considerable period of time or avoided altogether. Those who wanted to 
postpone their next pregnancies generally wanted to wait until they were marc 
financially secure: 

I 

I 

I 
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EXHIBIT 1 

PROFILES OF WELFARE·DEPENDENT TEENAGE PARENTS 

DROPOUTS··WITH AND WITHOUT SUPPORT 

Yotandll was a 16·Yl:II.r-oW Hbpank teenager who had 
dropped GI.H of $CIlooJ in the nmth grade and \Ntjo t'.ad flO 

work expt:ricna:. She lived With hel' mother, who _ ~r.y 

StlPport~, and a younger sister. Although Voinmu WIIS shy, 
she appdU'ed very motivated to tel (Iff welfan:, and wu alwllf$ 
V1!fY rooperalivcwith program staff.ln ~rly 1988 she entuhed 
in II OBO p~ratlon progrtIm, Bnd then later the lame ~r 
enrolled in a program to Jearn word p~g. She lw: 
tahm the OED WI twi<:e withoUt pa1Ii[ns it, b\u hM rux 
bcCOOlt: dixouraged (peri'..ip$ in pan. beca~ ber p<norma~ 
on Ihe l<'!St lmpt(JVed) Votartd" bas oonllnueli to study fur the 
OED les:!, and in {I\(! wCtlruime also look II part-time ch:rical 
job in a It¢splllll, earning S4.50 per boor. She did so well on 
the job that sh¢ Wlt$ offered a t'uil4ime positioo in D«;embet 
1990. But, the !!edced to wnit until $he obf.1ti:ced h¢r GED 
c.:rllrlC3te. She WM ~ulr.d fOf B. ~en in the 'firing o! 
199\. Her ease UlllrulF fe('b that Yoblnda mlgbt have 
eventually succeeded in fmishing t.ehool and obtaining 
employment 'oI-i.tholit !he program, but I¥:IDld probably !'!aVe 
taken many more years 10 :w;omplith llIese goals on her own. 

I IN SCHOOL-·BUT LOW BASIC SKILLS 


Miranda was 14 }'¢lit! old and ilt the sinh grode, She was 
living With her 3O.year-01d mother. her sl~lh<:r. and a 
13-year-01d brother. Her basi: skll!t srore$ were t'iXtl't!meJy 
low (Ihird-gade Ic:\Iel). Miranda was very UlKQOperllt~ with 
the program jnitillUy and made it clear that $he did not WAIIt 
10 particip.:lte. She reccived five WI1rnmp (or failul".l to 

,oomply witt! program requirements In the om year lind llIen 
was Ilnally s...u:tioocd in Ibe !.all of 1989 wh-.::n tt:re dropptd 
OUI of school The Ulnction retlJ#:ined until Mironda ~urned 
ta tbe program in [all 19')0 and asked 10 !iavc: her sanction 
lifted, In lite meantime. she bJId a JeC01ld ba~ and 
I2'p¢rieoc.ed a number of wIDlIS fAmily problellll!l, When she 
came back to the program, Mil'l'Inda wu put inln the liCe skilb 
womhop, where she h!::came vuy atUu:htd to aod wpirec! by 
the imtruelor, Staff.gree IbBt Minmda has IUtcequently 
matured considerably, her aUlluae. appr::aranec, lind 
(OOtivation all improw:d. She OOIllpJeto;! all M the program 
WOTk.shops ruI4 wu participatmg n::gular:Iy in ~ progt»m'$ 
on·sile Adult lU:!k Education program, 

Yvette was AO l~r-(lld dropout who had tx!en OUI of 
school for ttl;:oo\U 16 WOOIru. when $he nltered the program in 
(k:ober 1987. At tlW time, IIhe wu pregoaui with 8 second 
cllild; her(ddesl child WI!.! three. Yvette C!!llH:!rom,a family 
-willi a hiitory of probtcl1l$. She heno;eJf bad spent ~l 
)'Urs in faster care and had!xen reportlXl to Ihe state child 
welfare agem:y for alleged neglect of her own child. Yvette 
had reading U'lSt SCOR'l:l thai were hlgba' thAn tile Mlerage {Of 

the sampk (about Ibe clnrn-,t'lu;:te lo.'M::l) bill. had IInle 
motivation to OOlllpty wUb the program Qr tG participate in 
/lny lIc/.M!ia. Alta prognm entry, herC3le was temporarily 
deferred bec3use of her pregnsrn:y, Once tbe del'cmd was 
~ Yvette failed to ¢Omply with lhe program 
IUjuifttnent1l, even thotlgb prog;mm $tail' made~ home 
visitJ ud offered 10 pick her op II) that lhc roWd attend 
pmgnm WQfbhopll. She wu unellonlXlln <.:ady 19&8 and 
has remained unc:tionc:d ever since then. Program m[f feel 
that the sanction hlu no great relevance: to Yvette; they 
$U!lpet:[ lhat :d;e may be eanung ~ 00 lbe skte through 
ptostltulion. 

Daniella was a 17-year-old junior !n hi&h school She Jived 
witb her grandmother, ll.'J ~c had lived Mnce age thre<'! when 
bet IMlbl!!' died- She dropped out of sclrooI shortly afler 
inLilk and had n hislQf)' of ilT¢llilitr romp/iance with 
program requirements. She wu .aru:lioneli for the r=t time 
two months mi;er int.ake for (ailure: to: IIl1end the asst:mnent 
inlerw:w and progt'lUl'l wotbbOjll and lias 4U~!Jy been 
S3nl:lioned un several oa:a.\Ilons.. In Ibe 001 Q( 1990 Danie!1a 
enrollcii in lhe progI1lm'l un-sile QED program. She was 
sanctioned in l,anua!)' 1991 for nonattendaoot:. but after the 
541'ICtion wu impos.ed. her altendarule impt1.)Yed. 

Danielta'lI long-rnnte prospects arc not promJtin&. At 
intate. Daniclla per!mmcd poorly OA the l'<'l!I ot Adult 
Basje $kilb (mdin, at the ru'th-&mde level), and J.'le be ia 
the low tnd of tbe QED elw. Sl:e Imd a S«OOd child in 
March 1990 and b be:lmed !O be now !Mug wllll her 
boyfriend, who aItqed1y abute:s ber, Program taft describe 
D.niells at: 4 very needy and dl!tllllndirtg penon woo might 
hiWC an akohol and drug probIeItI: she ill "fti.:iry," 
"a~," '\tolatiJe,~ and "manipulatIVe." In It:hoot. 'he is 
the ~dl!S!l down.~ A!tOOl.lp program mIT arc not !lUte 

aboUt her abilit;l 10 finish htr OED or berome employo1, 
they bel:e¥e sht wooJd simpI'J be silllng IlroUrtd "watctdng 
soaps" wltholli the program. 

I 

I 

I
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PROFILES (continued) 

GRADUATES··SUCCESSES AND FAILURES 

ZeMto wu 19 yeBmold and attending eo!lcgeWhU! sM ente~ 
tl'le program in D«ember 1988. Sbl'! ltad already oompJeled 11 
lwo-year medietlassiSlant program and had 1111 AA Ocgree. 
but was continuing her e<!m::3\iou in a four-ycar program al 
tlie University of nlloois. Her goal is to become a doctor, and 
program staff believe she has both the ability (she Imd pence! 
~ on all her mule s.ltilk te:Sb) and Ihe dmrminalion tf) 
aCl'\lC'!{e; lob. goal; she also baa ucelleol family support. ZeldA 
cr.,>;XtpHed with all progrem requiremenu t;ucI'I 11.$ WOJ'kshop 
attendance. The progMIm pfO\lWed h~ with bote 
trnosport&1ion and child Q,lte assl$tancc, which lurthe: 
facilitated bet ~hoolllttend.ante. 171 mid·l9SY Zelda told her 
~ 1ll3nilger thaI .me wanted 10 eam $C1111:: money The.c;ue 
QlnlUl~ tUJ&e:l1M tlt$t .he tIIkc 1he ciVil ;emce leU, wbich 
.he JlU'ed. and me scented a !ull-time job in the pool o!lke 
~ $11.26 p.er hour Wltll full benefit&. Her case _ 
d<»ed in July 1939 as a rewlt 0( her employment. Al last 
OOllmct, Zelda WIU both working full·time and going to ecl;cge. 

Bmm.t dlIeted the propm in November 1987, when ,he 
was 18 years old. She had gtlidW!!ed the prev!0UlI June!U a 
$pedaI education $ludent in sewing, which she Irnd haled, 
&:cording 10 tat~. fihe was readifl&: lit Ihe !hlrd-gtilde 
ievcl. At intake, she w.u Jlill involved with the father of be: 
baby (whQ was reputedly a drug dealer :end tuut children "\\-ill! 
other women). A.tter entering l!wl pmgrTlID. Emma enrolled 
;n II OOIlwctokigy Sdl001, lll!ended regularly, and gradua!ed [n 
June 1989. ~,'~~ birth 1.0 her seoond .;bUd 
shortly afterwards, ill Augll:lt 1989. Met" l.flkin, the emm 
for her C<!.'ltnetclogy JlC<tl5e In April 1990, Emma [earned 
thai $I\e had not pass«;! and w:n unwiUlng to try again; $ta.'t 
belkv¢ thai $h.e prob3bly failtxi 1M rwlint: PQrtion of !.he 
It$I" lUId thai $hc: might M'<'Ct he able to p.us it, At Ute time 
of ,he CJl.$C oorJerencx, $hc: was "not doing much of 
anything,'". although .she IXIntinut:d. to partldpalll [II fOl)Je job 
5C4Ire.b activities without much ~ntill.lilasm. Program staft' 
bclic.-e trnu Ihe be no longer motivated, in pan bo::ause of 
disco~en[ IlOd in part bealll# ber bo)'fmnd U II 'bad 
jnn~~ ..1!05C fi.t\ancla! lU$Lstanei; at 1c:a.M Ul llle Jhon 
run, makc:I Ihe lllre:st of II sanction leu relevant to Emma 
than it arighl be 10 otnets. 
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Many young mothers. however, acknowledged having problems controUing I 

their fertility. By the time of the in-depth interviews (roughly 18 to 24 months 
after sample enrollment). about one~tbird in the in-depth sample had bad a 
repeat pregnancy. These repeat pregnancies, like the first ones. were almost I 

never intentional. The young mothers, who often had a fatalistic outlook. 
indicated tbat their pregnancies had "just happened": 

I 

I 

I 

I 


ResiDency lInd Determination. Many of the young mothers appeared to be 
very resilient and determined. In spite of the difficult circumstances in which 
they were living. many were highly motivated both to better themselves and I
to p(ovide their children v.ith a better childhood than they cx:pcrienced: 

I 

·1 

I 


Furthermore, many had family support that enabled them to move forward I 

with their lives despite their parenting responsibilities. 

Almost none of the young mothers envisioned pennanent dependence on I 

welfare; there was a strong and almost universal hatred of it. According to 
most of these teenagers. women on welfare become addicted to receiving 
puhlic assistance and, over time, their motivation and ability to become self~ I 

sufficient erode: 

I 
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I Rewards of Parenthood. Most of the young mothers emphasized the positive 

aspects of having a child. Their children provided love and affection. 
enhanced their self~estecm. and made them feel more mature and responsible: 

I 

I 

I 

I 

Given the limited rewards many of these teenagers derive from 'other aspects 
of their lives, these benefits of motherhood seem quite powerful. 

•For some of tb~e mothers, regular employment and participation in self~ 

sufficieflcy~oriented activities were perceived as interfering with their parenting 

I responsibilities. Most teenagers, however, felt it was not only acceptable but 
desirable to work before their children started school, primarily because of 
their desire to provide for their children's needs: 

I 

I 

I 

I Resistance to Ch~ld Support Enr(}~meDt Efforts. Only a handful of mothers 

in the sample cooperated with the child support enforcement agency. even 
though sizable numbers were in contact with the fathers. of their children and 
many received support from them. Very few of the young mothers lived with

I the fathers: of their children and only about one-third saw the fatherS of their 
children regularly. On the other h~nd, about half of those in the in-depth 
interview sample indicated that they continoed to receive some type of

I assistance from the fathers of tbeir babies, typically in the form of material 
goods (groceries. diapers, baby clothes) or small amounts of cash. 

I Even those who received modest informal support from the fathers, however. 
generally felt it was in their best interest to resist cooperation witb the 
enforcement agency: 

I 
21 
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I
Many who received no child support stated their preference for baving nothing 

further to do with their babies' fathers. 

I 

I 

I 
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I 
I Through the efforts of committed staff. the programs succeeded in achieving 

participation rutes that compare very favorably ",4th those achieved in other 
workwOriented welfare programs? Nearly 90 percent of the teenagers who 
wete selected for participation completed program intake, which consisted of 
completing a group-administered questionnaire and a basic skills test. 

I Ongoing participation in program activities and compliance ~ith service plans 
also were relatively l"!igh but varied both over time and across sites (Gleason 
et at 1993). Of the teenage mothers who completed intake and were asSigned

I to the enhanced-services group, 92 percent (82 percent of the full sample) 
participated in subs~quent program activities (see Figure 4). More than 80 . 
percent completed an extensive assessment and developed a self-sufficiency 

I plan, which included long-term goals and specified the intermediate steps to 

I 
move toward these goals. Seventy-two percent completed one or more 
program workshops. And. 70 percent engaged in at least one of three major 
activities~~school. job training, or employmenL Many engaged in more than 
one of these activities; at some time during the demonstration period, 47 
percent attended sehool, 29 pereen.t had some type of job training. and 33 

I percent were employed. In view of the fact that the.se were nonselective. 
comprehensive coverage progra.ms that made commitments to work with ali 
new teenage parents on welfare, these were quite high participation and 

I activity rates, 

. 
I VARIATION AMONG SUBGROUPS ~D OVER TIME 

Participation rates varied by site because of differences in program emphasis, 
local opportunities, and the characteristics of the popUlation being served. 

I More than 90 percent of participants in Chicago ,completed at least some of 
a series of mandatory workshops held in quick succession over three days, 
while about half of the New Jersey participants completed. at least one of a

I much more extensive set of required workshops. About three~fourths of the 
program participants in Chicago engaged in education, training, and/or 
employment, compared witb about two~thirds of the Camden teenagers and 

I 58 percent of the Newark ones. 

I 
Through persistent monitoring and assistance by case managers~ programs were 
able to keep between 30 and 50 percent of those subject to participation 
requirements active in demonstration-approved activities each month (see 

I 

I 

I 

7See for example, Gueron and Pauly (1991), Riccio and Friedlander (1992)) and Bloom et a1. 
(1991). 
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FIGURE 4 


PROGRAM PARTICIPATION OF THE 
ENHANCED-SERVICES GROUP 

(Enrollment through March 1990) 

Percent 
leo . >'6' , 

. ';6 ' .. 

Any Developed Any Job, Schoo!' 
Activity Plan Worio;:shopa or Training 

[J Camden [J Newark l:::! Chicago. Total 

SOURCE: Teenage Parent Demonstration MIS. 

a The high workshop completion rate in Chicago is attributable to the fact 
that its complete set of initial workshops lasted only three days. 
Individual workshops in New Jersey often lasted as long: as six weeks. 
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I 
I Figure 5),8 Howevec1 the mix of young mothers' activities changed over their 

period of participation: the most notable cbange was an increase over time in 
the proportion of those employed (see Figure 6). The mix of program~

I approved activities also shifted over the life of the demonstration period.. with 
proportionately higher rates of participation in job training and employment 
among later cohorts (not shown). This shift refleded the programs' increasing 
emphasis on employment and greater experience in establishing linkages with I community services, 

I 
I Participation in program activities was nighest among those who had relatively 

high basic skills, were enrolled in school .at intake, did not bave any health 
prohlems, were black, andier lived at home with mothers not employed outside 
the home (Gleason et aL 1993. Chapter IV), The relationship belween 

I 
educational attainment and activity rates varied across the three sites. 
reflecting, in part, differences in the education and training options available 
and the eligibility requirements for training programs in particular. In all sites, 
however. those with a high school degree were significantly less likely than 
those without onc to participate in education and more likely to participate in 
training and employment.

I Activity rates were consistently lowest among school dropouts who would have 
been mandatory participants under the JOBS program (30 to 35 percent in

I any month, compared with 40 to 50 percent for high school graduates and 

I 
those who were in school at the time of program enrollment). This fact is 
consistent with the younger age of dropouts and their somev.'hat lower basic 
skills. Like in-school youth who are at high risk of becoming JOBS 

I 
mandatory, the most common activity of those who were dropouts when they 
enrolled in the program was education, while that of high school graduates was 
more often training and employment. 

I 
I 

Spells of inactivity were common among the participants, with 80 percent 
having at least one spell of inactivity and more than 25 percent having 
multiple spells. Although most of these intervals lasted relativelyShOft periods 
(22 percent lasted a month or less and 44 percent, two to six months). 14 
percent lasted more than a year (see Figure 7). In part as a result of the 
sanction policy. most speUs of inactivity ended when young mothers left AFDC 

I 
altogether (27 percent) or entered or returned to school, work, or training (43 
percent). 

I 


I 
I BBy March 1991-an average of about three years after participants came into the program--about 

one-fourth of the young mothers were in school, in job training, or had a job; one-trurd were no 
longer receiving AFDe; and 10 percent '\.I,f¢re temporarily deferred from full-time participation 

I 
requirements because of factors such as poor health. severe personal problems, or other major 
barriers (BloomenthaJ, Leubuscher, and f1aynard 1992). An additional 12 percent were sanctioned 
for noncompliance with participation rcq~ircmerHs, 
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FIGURE 5 
J 

PARTICIPATION IN PROGRAM ACTIVITIES 
(Potential Participants) 

1 :.t 3" 11.1 t II 101112:n1430:l~ 
Mantna an.,. Int.lo. 

"'r-----------------------------, 

60 - ••••• - ••••••••. 

" 
1 	 :e !l " 5 II 1 II II 10 11 l!l U 24 30 :16 

MoMIt' ,n.r lnl.k, 

Camden 	 Newark 
"'roem'" r-----------------------------, 

, 
1 Z :1 " 5 II 1 " t to 11 12 l' 2,/1.:)036 

Malltn. .H1M' IlItak' . 

Chicago a 

Workshop, Plan, Li Major.ACtivity 
Other Activity ... ~-_.---------..--J 

SOURCE: Teenage Parent Demonstration MIS, 

NOTE: The sample size varied from month to month as participants left AFOC or were 
deferred from participation in a given month, Potential participants included 
all teenagers who were not deferred or off AFDC in a given month. 

a In early months, the Chicago sample had a much hIgher rate of workshop 
completion than did the New Jersey samples. This is because the complete set 
of initial workshops in Chicago lasted for three days, while individual workshop$ 
in New Jersoy often lasted as long as six weeks" 
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FIGURE 6 
I 
I 

ACTIVITIES OF ENHANCED-SERVICES GROUP MEMBERS 
(Those Active in a Given Month) 

I 

I Training 

(20%) 

I 
.......... 
......... " 
 EdueatlQn

I (S6'lbj 
....... " 


I Month 1 Month 6 

I 

I 

Emplayml!!nt 

(2a%) 


I 
I 
I 
I 

SOURCE; Teenage Parent Demonstration MIS. 

I 
I These figures show major activity distribution for all three siles combined, 

In general, Chicago c6ntributed about half of ",0 participants used in 
calculating thost.! percontages, with the two Now Jersey sites contrlbuting 
the other half. Numbers may not total 100 due to founding. 

I 

27 

I ................... ) 

Month 12 
 Month 24 


I 



I 

I 


FIGURE 7 

DURATIONS AND OUTCOMES OF SPELLS OF INACTIVI,y 

AMONG ENHANCED-SERVICES GROUP MEMSERS 
 I 
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THE ROLE OF MANDATORY Pi\.RTICIPATION REQUIREMENTS • 

The mandatory participation requirement compelled many of the teenage I 
parents to get involved in the program and also to maintain their participation: 

I 
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I 
I The sanction policy was especially helpful in gaining initial cooperation with 

participation requirements. As noted above, through persistence on the part 
of program staff in following up with newEy welfare-dcpendent teenage 

I parents. 89 percent completed intake,9 However. nearly two-thirds of the 
young mothers responded only after the threat of a sanction (see Figure 8). 

I 

I 


FIGURE 8 

I PROGRA~ ENROL.LMEI\ T RATES, BY LEVEL OF ENCOURAGEMENT 
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I 
 ~early two-thirds of those not completing intake left welfare within three months after being 

identified as eligible foc the program. More than 80 percent had left within a year, and 92 percent 
had left AFDC during the four years after referral to the program. Sanctions and sanction warnings 

I 
I were very important in promoting the high enrollment rates. However. they played 8 minor role in 

moving the no·shows off of welfare altogether, Only about half of the no·shows received a sanction 
(30 percent) or warning of a sanction (20 percent) and the other half were identified as temporarily 
ineligible at intake, 
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I 

Overal~ 62 percent of those who completed intake were warned of possible I

sanction because they failed to fulfill participation requirements for ongoing 
programs. More tnan one.-trnrd had th.eir grants reduced one or more times 
for failure to comply with ongoing requirement'i (see Figure 9). However. the I
young mothers rarely blamed the program for their sanctions: 
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I Results of 3n extensive impact analysis, based an two to four years of follow~ 
up with sample members, demonstrated both the feasibility and potential 
benefits of implementing mandatory programs to promote self-sufficiency 

I among welfare--dependent teenage parents (see also Maynard. Nicholson. and 
Rangarajan 1993).10. The prospects for these young mothers are not 
promising in the absence of some form of intetvention, judging by the 

I 
experiences of those in the regular-services group. T ....,o years after starting to 
receive welfare for themselves and their first child, 75 to 80 percent would still 
be on welfare; 80 to 90 percent WQuld still be living in poverty; more than half 
would have another child; only 10 to 25 percent would have a job; fewer than

I to percent would be living with a spouse Of a male partner; and only ane
fourth would have regular contact with their children's fathers. Poverty rates 
will exceed 90 for those wbo have not managed to get jobs (see Figure 10). 

I 
I The benefits ofparticipation in the demonstration programs included increased 

rates of school attendance, job training, and employment-outcomes that also 
affected the child care used by these young mothers. Program-induced 

I 
increases in employment were acwmpanied by earnings gains which, in 
combination with program sanctions. resulted in lower rates of dependence on 
public assistance. Howeverl there was little or DO measurable change in 

I 
economic welfare, except for those who became employed. The hoped-ror 
improvements in social and demographic outcomes generally have not beeD 
observed to date. 

PROGRAM·INDUCED INCREASES IN ACTIVITY LEVELS

I 
Overall levels of p~rticipalion in school, job training, or employment over the 
two years following intake were substantially higher than they would have been

I in the absence- of t~e programs and the supportive services they offered (Table 
4). Only two~thirds of those receiving regular AFDe services were in school, 
job training. or a job during the two years after sample enrollment. but nearly

I 80 percent of the ;enhanccd~services group members were active. The net 
result was a 12 percentage point (19 percent) increase in participation levels. 
All three programs'were most effective in increasing school enrollment levelsw 

resulting in estimated increases of 12 percentage pOints, from 29 to 41 percent.I 


I 
Program-induced increases in the likelihood of receiving job training or having 
a job over the two years rollowing intake were substantially smaller (4 and 5 
percentage points, respectively). Over the follow-up period, 43 percent of 

I 
those receiving regular services and 49 percent of those in the demonstration 
programs had some employment. And, 23 percent of those receiving regular 
services and 27 percent of those in the demonstration programs had some type 
of job training. 

I 
lOEfforts are currently under way to conduct another round of follow-up data collection through 

interviews with sample members. assessments of their children, and administrative reoords. ImpactI estimates based on this longer-term follo~~up of the sample are expected to be available in 1996. , 
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FIGURE 10 
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POVERTY RATES AT FOLLOW-Up, 


BY EMPLOYMENT, AFDC, AND FAMILY STATUS 
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SOURCE; 	 Teenage Parent Demons;ration follow-up surveys adminIstered an average of 

28 months after sample intake, I 
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I 
The impact of the programs on overaU activity rates, school enrollment, and 

I employment emerged very early after intake and persisted throughout the 24 

I 

months after cnroUment (see Figure 11). During any month. between one

fourth and one-third of the enhanced-services group (including those still 

receiving AFDC and those who had left AFDC) were in school, job training, 


I 


or employed, compared with 19 to 29 percent of those in the regular~services 


group. 


I The net result is that the enhanced-services group members spent a much 

higher proportion of their time in school. job training, or employment than did 

those offered only regular services. For example. over the 24 months 

following intake. those in the regular-services group were active 27 percent of 


I 
the time, while those in tbe enhanced..services group were active 35 percent 
of the time--a 2& percent increase (see Table 4). 

I 	 TABLE 4 

I 
PROGRAM IMPACTS ON AcnvITY LEVELS AND CHOICES 

('I'NtI Ye:>n s!ler IrHal;e) 

She 

I 
I 
 Percent in Schoo!, Job 'fmining. or Employment 72. 66.' 


Perccnt of Mont/U: Aclive 315 21.' 

rerun. in Scl.ool 16.1 29.' 
PerCent in Job Train!n, n. n' 

I 
Pernent Eruproyed 54' 43.1 

ill Job an!> 7.' 6.7 

I 
 Peroertt in Schoo~ Job Training, or Employment 19.6 .. 9.3 u 9.9 .. 12-4 .. 

Pen:em of Monlhs .Active 11.2. .,. 7.1u 6.1 .. 7J u 


I 

Pet<.:¢tlt in Scltool 20.0 .. 11,9 u 8.1-- t2.3 u 


J"ert.ent in Job Trainml: 6,4 .. 2. 3~ • 4,2 u 


Percent Employed OJ' ... 1..o u 5,1 .. 

Pcrt.enl in Jeb Oub 25,9 .. 9.4 u 19.5 ". 1&2 .. 


I 

l'ercelu in 5eboo1, Job Training, or Employmcnt 34,7 u 11,1 u rJ.6 .. 18.1 H 


Perceot of Months AdM Sill H 3(t,{!U 19.4·' 28.0·' 

PerttlU in S(J1Ooi 16.9 H 46.9 .. 25.1"- 42.0·' 

PCf£ent in Job TmininS 37,0*- HH 16.1 • 18.6 ... 

Perceo!. Erup!oyed 17.6 .. n., 14.7 ... lUi"" 

Pen:e1U in Job Clnb 	 431,7 .. 116.2 .. 246.8 •• 213.7 .. 

I 

I SOUttCe:: Folfow4Jp ~ OOQdlll:1ed 1111 average of 2R o:Km.{b:i; ,a(~er intake. 

!"are: 	 fMimil!Q an: ~ adjusted using data pooled aCl'OOllhe sitCl. Means and standard dcviatlom aline olltoome 
oeawres u well AS significance levels of the: impact estimates lire prt:SetltW in Appendix A. 

I 	 • SU!ti1l1k.ally t!gnificant at the 10 percent !eve!, two-tailed test. 
'to Statistically stgnlflcam 41 the S p¢r;:;c:nl level, lWO-!.ai!ed tcst. 

I 
I 
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FIGURE 11 


OUT·OF·HOME ACTIVITY, BY MONTHS AFTER INTAKE 
{Any Activity, School, or Work) 
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SOURCE. T(;enage Parent Demonstraiion ~oUow-vp surveys administered an average of 
28 months after sample intake. 

NOTE: Estimalss are regression adjusted using data pooled across: the sites. See 
Appendix Table 9.1 for data plotted in these figures and tor significance 
levels of the differences between the regular- and enhanced-sen/lces S"oups 

a Includes school, work, or iob training. 
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I 
I All three- programs. hut C$pcdully CClmdcn and Chicago. promoted lIctive 

l>ankipation in job dubs, which were infrequently u;;cd by the n.:gular-scrvkcs 
group (4 to f{ percent) (sec Table 4), In Camden .md Chicago, where we 

I ot~crvcd the significant employment gain.~. substanti'll fraction;; (n .and 27 

, pcn:c01. respectively) of the clihaO(;cd~scrviccs group pnrlldpalcd in clubs. In 
conlrH.."t in Newark. \\lherc we observed no employment impacts. only nhout 
1,1 fX.Crccnt of Ihc parlicjp~lnts reported participating in Hjoh duh, Morc()vcr, 
Ihc job duh in Ncwnrk tcnded to hnve a wc:.:akcr jnh dcvc!npmcnt componl,,:nt 

I 
than did lhose in Camden and Chit:ago. which could have conlrihulcu to the 
luck of significant employment guins. l-hJwcver. it ts 110table HUH the 
cnhanccd~scrvit:c!'i group did no! have higher nIles of joh search in any site 
(not sbown). 

I Of those who were active in school. jOh training. or employment tbe vas! 

• 
majority were in sehonl or wurking, Moreover. the impact on ovcnlil activity 
nlte... resulted from the pmgr,ams' i>UCCL'1>S in promoting school :llLendant:1.C by 
r>ome and employment by others (scc Figure 12}. Although tbere were small 
positive impact" on job (ruining throughout thc follow-up period, only the 
eumulntivc imp,acl on the percent rCl:clving joh training was statistic-ally

I tlignificant. 

I 

I 

lmpucll" were ;:specially large for thoi>c in the Camden progr<lm, whcre Ihc 
pnlpmltOn iif time the enhant.·cd~!'i(:rvjcc5 group members spent ill sch,x)l. jilh 

I 
I 

training. or a job incrca..<;i..'d hy 50 perccnt. from 22 to 33 percent of the months 
(sec Tuble 4). The majority of this incrcHse was due to program-related 
im:rcasl.:s in $chonl attendance nttt.'S, from 47 tu 67 pcrccrH. However, the 
proportion of the young mother,; in Camtlcn who were in jon Iraining or 
employed al$o increased Significantly Ill' 1I rcsult of the program: the percent 
in job training increascd from 17 to 24 and the pcn:ent employed incrcnsl:tI 

I 
from 43 to 50. The Newark and Chicago partldpanls. incrcas.cd their active 
lime by ~ubstantially smaller, ahhough l'lill silahle amounI5-<m and 19 jll:H:ClH. 
rcspeclivcly. in both C:ISC5 resulting in just over half of the enham.:t'tl-scrvit.'cs 
group having some major actiVIty. The incrca$C fur the Newark sample W~IS 

I 
almost entirely thc rt.'Sult of school attendance, while the incre<!>,c for the 
Chicago sample rcxultcd from increases in nil thrL'C activities. 

l·uU..'rns of Impacts Among Sample Subgroups 

I 

On the one hand, the pmgrams tcmh:d to incfI:!lse :.;chool altcmlnnt:1: mosl 
among younger mothers. lhol'C with low basic skills. and those who hatl not 
gnulualcd from high school--chilf~ctCristics that plirullcllhe JOBS-mandalory 
participation fl.!quircments (~cc Figure lJ), For example, the program ioducl.:d 
15 to 20 pcrcl.:nlllge point increases in school aHendancc among thc....e groups. 
cllmplIrcd with an overall average increase uf only J2 percentllge pnlnts. The 
JOBS.mamJalory youth, Lho~e with low oasil.: skills, and Hispanit:S douhled 
their ~bool cnmllmcnt rale from uhout 20 to ahout 40 percent. 

I 

I 
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FIGURE 12 


PROGRAM IMPACTS ON ACTIVITY RATES 
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SOURCE: Teenage Pllt;rnt Demonstration follow-up surveys adminislar&d an average 01 

28 months after sa.mple Intakf,'!, 

NOTE: Esttmllled impacts IHe regression adjusted using data pooled across all sites . 

• Stalistlcally significant at th0 10 percent 19Yel, two-tailed test, 
U Statistically aignlflcant ,81 Ihe 5 percent ifhll)l, two-tailed les! 
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FIGURE 13 

PROGRAM IMPACTS ON ACTIVITIES, BY SUBGROUP 
(Two Years after Intake) 
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I 
On lh<.: ,Hher hand, impacts on job Iraining .;mu employment were cspcei;tlly I 
large for those with higher bask skills and for older youth. Significani training 
impacts were seen primarily tlmong those who hud completed high 
1'choo!--rel1ecling very limited access to training for those with no high i\l:hool ,I 
diploma. Thns:c with higber Ihan ninth-gmde math skills and those age 19 or 
older. for example. incrca~cd their rates of joh training hy 7 lind }5 percentllgc 
points (30 percent) and increased their T,ates of employment by Sand !J Ipcn..'cntagc poinl~ (12 and 20 percent). rcspectlwly. In ",'onlwst to Ihc results 
for both schooling and job training. employment impacts. for high school 
gwdu,atcs dHTcred tinle fmm those of olher young mothers, I 
This paltern of results points to the impmlam:e of nexihilily in scrvkc plllo;{ 
and case management stratcgics to the programs' overall sue;,;;,;ss. Had the 
dcmonstration program.« prcscrihcd a particular scqucm:c of .m.:tivitics or I 
cmphm;lLcd primarily hasic skills programs or employment, the [)Vcrall impacts 
no m.:tivity mles likely would have hecn much smaller. 

II iN also nOiable tbat impat,;ls on all threc m::livilicN were largest fur Hispanic,. .... •
Compared with those in the rcgulaf-l\crvices group. HispHtlks in the cnhan..:cd
services group were 55 percent m(ln': likely to engage in a major activity (74 I 
vcrsus 49 percent), iwi..:c as likely to attend s,:=hool {42 vcrs.us. 21 percent). 37 ~ 

per;;;cnt more likely to have job tn1ining (23 versus 17 pcn.:ent). and 68 pcr;,;ent 
more likely 10 havc a job (42 versus 25 pcr;,;cnt). These strong results for I 
Hispanics can be only partially attributed to thc stronger effects of the 
Carm.len program. which enrolled a disproportion:He share of His.panics: iii aU 
sitc.'>:. impacts on these outcomclI generally were !\uhstamially larger than I
avcmge among this group. 

I'IWI;RMI IMI'ACrS ON CIIILI) CARE SERVICES '. 
Thc [ncrellscd l:lctivity levels anitmg" Ihc young mothers in the cnhanct;u I!\crviccs. group were accompanied by a rclat"'tl incrca!\e in reliance on others 
tn provide child care. During the two yearS after imake. more than two·thirds 
of the enhanced-services group members used some form of child ;,;are, 
cnmparcd with just over half of the regular.so.:rviccs group. Among those I 
using child care, the program participant.,; were somcwh.!! mme likely thun 
other mothers to U!\c ccnter-ba.<;cd care (21 vcr!\-u,,<; 16 percent) and 1e!\S. likdy 
to usc rdative Clue (Figurc 141. They wer/,,; also more likely to pay for their I 
care rather than usc free c,lre (71 versus ()2 perccm). Both rcgular- amI 
entwnced-services group memhers wbo used paid cilre were dHlrgcu rchltivdy 
modest Ices of about Sian hour on average (Schochct and Kiskcr lY92: anu I 
Kiskcr. Silverberg. and Maynard 1990). 

Overall. nbout one-third of the young mothers used agem:y-funded child carc. I 
Still. il is notable that. despite tbe faet that the programs provided sumidics 
for all types of carc. nearly }O percent of those \.L'iing child care p,aid nothing 
for it, in large part betausc of heavy reliance on care by unpaid rdatives. I 
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FIGURE 14 


CHILD CARE USE AND FEES BY THOSE IN SCHOOL. 

IN JOB TRAINING, OR EMPLOYED 


Percent
HlO 	 •• , •• , 

.0 

Use of Indicated Type of CareD 

Percent
,00 

Percent Using Paid Child Care 

• Enhanced-Service. Group 0: Regular.Services Group 

SOURCE: 	 Teenage Parent Demonstration follow,up alJrvey& administered an average 
ot 28 months after sample intaKe. 

a Numbers total more Ihen 100 beca\,lse some sample members used multiple forms of 
C8'!t, 	 . 
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D..-:spitc heavier demands fDr child care nece.~"iiated hy program.jmlm:crJ 
inc:rc<lsc" in school lmroHmcnt, joh training, and/or employmcnt, the young 
[Jl(lthl.'TS in the cnhnoced-scrvices: gr()up subWuHiaHy reduced thdr perceptions 
of t:hild care as. n harrier (not s.hown). 'This wm; espct:ially lruc in Cmmk:n, J 
where the program had a full-tjme staft ptn.on responsible for helping the 
young mother:; mct:l their child cnrt: needs. Howewr, in both Camden ami 
Cbkago, thme in the enhanced-services group who were nllt in schooL joh 
training, or a job were less likely than their wntrol group cnutUcrparts IU cite 
child care as 11 reason the}' \.\'(!re not actively pursuing employment ( !7 vcr)i:US 
.'2 percent in Camden and 19 versus 25 percent in Chicago). 

1'1{()(;I{AM IMI'ACTS ON INCOME SOURCES ANI) ECONOMIC STATUS 

The demonstration programs. altered the income sour..:e:.; of thc:-ie young 
mothers :-iomcwbat. A,> noted in the pr("'VLous section, signifkanLly more of the 
cnhHnccd~servkes group received income from employment than did their 
regulur-st.:rvicc.'S group counterparl,>-~differem:cl'i thut resulted in an average {}f 

$23 a month more in income from employment, most of which is, duc In the 
5 percentage point im:reasc in the employment rate among the enhanccd~ 
scrvkes group (Tahle 5). 'nlcse carnings gnins "untributcu to signHkantly 

" lower rmrticipation rates in the rood stamp progmm hUI not lower avcnlgc 
food stamp benefits. Tlu.,1' also led to lower AFDe benefit amounls but not t 
lower AFDC participation rates. Child $uppon paymcn"ts were rdalively low 
(an average or only $23 per month) and sLmllur hct\vccn the regular- ami 
cnhanccd-scr.'i{:cs groups (Table 5). t 
In all sites, there was a small hut overall statislit:ally significant reduction in the 
pGrCCnl of months lhose in the cnh~tnccd~scrvices gruup reccivc~i lixx.i I
:.;tamps-·67 percent of the months vcrsus 70 percent among tlmsc in the 
rcgular4scrvices group. Howc:v<:r, Ihe average benefit amount did not differ 
hetween the two groups. Both groups cxpcrientcd an increase over time in 
their bencfit amOUnll'. from nn average of about $120 a month at intake to '.
(lfllUnU $160 a month by the lime of thc follow-up SUrvL'Y-~(l treml <luributahle 
largely 10 increases in family size. I 
In both the cnhancedM imd regular.scrviecs groups. the young mothers rL't:civcd 
AFDC in 79 10 85 percent (\f the months (Tablt.:: 5). However, the .. vcrage 
benefit amount:; were $19Ics:." among the cnh.mccd·scrvkcs gflJUp than Hmong I 
their reguhu-scrvkcs gflJUp counterparts ($252 vcr.>us $261 per munin), 
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J'I{()CiRA;\1 IMI'ACI'S ON INCOME. BY SOlJRCE 
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Inlt'radions Among (nl'omt' SOUN.-es 

E'lrnings. AFDe Im,,'orne. anti food stamp bcncllts arc intcrrdatcd. Givcn the 
low wages these y"oung mothers gene-tully Clln earn and the inter;u':lion~ amung 
c:lrnings and various publk .L<.;sislafH:e programs. we expcci f(:w to carn their 
way olT wdfare and cwn f<."W-cr lo CSC'lpc puvcrty, Typically. during the first 
fnur months of employment. the program-induced earnings would result in 'I 
reductions in AFDC hendilS: by about tW<Hhirds of the ellrnings: gain and 
reduce food stamps hy it smaller fraction uf the nct earnings gains: after four 
months. <....drare hcncfits would Ix: reducctl dollar for donar of cllrning~. IUnder thcse demonstration pwgr<lms, there <llsn were sizahle reductions ill 
AFDC nC(;(lu;o;e of $,Inctioning ii)r noncompliancc with the par11d(Mtion 
requircments. The nt.:! result is that earnings gains lemktl to b..: fully olTsd 
hy lower puhlic assistance ocndlts. 

I
'I

Reduction;,,; in welfare ocnefi!.s were largest in (he r\ew Jersey siles. lIml 
attributable to both earnings gains and sanctions, For example. in Camden. 
there waS only a 2 p¢rcent n..'CIuction in the receipt of AFOC am"ng the 
cnhilOcedwscrvicl:s group rdative to their n.:gularwscrviccs group countcqntrts. 
Howevl!r. those in the cnhllnced~scrvices group whO'continucd to nx;civc I 
benefits recc1ved an average of $40 a month less in benefits than did ihe 
Icgular-serviccs group recipients. in large part becausc of the slgnificanl 
degrc--c of sanctioning ill that sile, The net result was that, on avcmgc, the l 
earnings gains of the i,Onhanccd~servil;es group memhers in Camdl!n were 
totally offset by reductions in AFDC benefit.... The results in Newark 
paralleled tbose in Camdcn. except that nearly all of the prugram~indutcd II,
henefit n::duetion ,,{mung the enhanced-services group was attrihutahle to a 
sizable dC(Tcasc in the average benefit level among those who t:ontinucd tn 
rct:eivc hcncl1ts ($350 versus $374 a monH"I~wnot shovm). Compan.:d with I
Camden, .<1 larger portion of the reduclion in ben(~I1ts in Chicago was 
attributahle to reductions in AFDe participation (75 vcr::;us 79 percent of the 
months) and relatively liule or the program~induccd bendit levels was due to Isanctions, Moreover, average hcndit ;!.mounls were 3:imilar for recipicnts in 
the cnhan;;ed- and rcgult!Nicrvicclt groups in Chicago ($272 versus $276 IJCf 
monlh·-not shown). I 
As noted earlier, those in the cnhanccd~scrvi;;cs group were signific{mtiy less 
likcly than those in the regular-services group to n.:ccive food stamps. Yet, 
avcmge {flOd !>tamp hcncfit amount!> were t.:nmparablc 1'01· bDlh groups. This 
paHern of results. reflects. in part, Ihe fact that food stamps have much higher 
income eligibility tnrcsholu.o; than AFDC 'lOd. In part. the I"ael that AFDC 
gcncmlly is included in wonlable income fm food stamp benefit cakulutions. I 
Under dcmonstnuion rL':gulalions., food stamp benefits were not supposed to 
increase to nlTscl reductions in AFDC benefits ussociatcd with a sanction: 
however. in some case,>, this did hapl'en. I 


I 
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I 
I tmpnt'ts O\"t'f Time.' nnd Among Sample Subgroups 

Program.indul:cu impHcl~ on AFDC began to emerge during the st.x:oml 
<tWITter aner pftlgr<lm enrollment, 1\$ parLicip110ts fir;tishcd their w(lrkshops Hnu 
som~ moved into employment (Figure 15). Moreover, the impacts persisted 
Lhroughllut the two·ycar follow-up period, although they were strongest during 
months 6 through 15.,:I 
Not surprisingly, program-induced reductions tn AFDC benc-fill< for samph: 
I\uhgroups tended lO pmallc1 their employmcnt impncts--!hcy were largest 
among those with higher hasic skills (.145 percentage point n ..:uuctioo). llOU 
am;;mg Hispanics anu oILier yuuth (<I 5 percentage point reducliun). However. 
impacts nn ocnefit amounts were significant Hmong most sample suhgroups, 
which renee!s thc combined effects uf sanctions and earnings on hcncfit 

.' 
I 
'.
I 

reductions, particularly in Camden and :"tJL'Wflfk, For exumplt.!, cstimalL'I.l 
carnings gains of Just over $20 a month among the cnhanccd~scrvkes gn.mps 
in Camden .md Ncwark--which lHe not statistically signilicanl~.are only sUghtly 
smaller than tnc estimated 'Welfare hcnefit reductions of $28 a month. In 
Chicugo, on the other hand, the welfare henefit nxluctions were consislCnt 
with bencHt adjut.tmcnls resulting from the avcmgc reponed earnings gllin.~; 
on :wcragc only 62 percent of the earnings gains among Ihc Chicagu 

I enhanced-services group were nlto;et by lower AfDe paymcnts·~n fl..-"SUlt 

consistent with the rchllivcly iofn.-qucnt usc of sanctions in Chk:.l.b'U. 

hnpad!:l on I'ovcrty Status 

I 

Regardlcs.... of whcthcr or not young mothers partici[mtctl in the demonstration 
pwgnims. the vast majority of them were living in poverty <It the time of 
follow-up surveys (sec Figure 16). Only {host.:: who got II joh were ahle to 
e:«':lIpc poverty in htrgc numhers. For example, for those who were employed . 
the poverty nite was only 21 pcr~ent (lmtmg those in the enhanced-services 

'. 
I 

.' 

I 
group and 25 percent among those in the rcgular-servil'cs group, In t:onlra.'iL 
more lh~tn 95 percent of those not employed had incomes below the pllVt!fty 
k:vcl, and morc than three-fourths had incomes that were lL"Ss than 75 percent 
of the poverty level. 

I 
'. 

I 

Two factors can explain the lack of program impacts on poverty status. Firs!. 
earnings of sample membcr:< were low und, cxcept in Chicago. the pmgmm tiki 
nol produce slatiloticaHy significant mlfnin!}" increases. Second, these yuung 
mothers were not successful in c54.:lI.ping poverly through other avcfU.JCS such 
m. marriage (SL'C further discussion below). Although employment is rc:tUy 

I 
their only meuns to i..~capc poverty. fcwl;r lh<1n half found jubli. let alone wdl~ 
Ilaying ones. The average hourly wage of those who found johs was jwlt over 
$5 an hour. which is not sufficient to alter dispo.'iablc im:omcs of single purcnls 
significantly (Ellwood I{jH8). 

I 

I 
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FIGURE 15 

AFDC AND FOOD STAMP RECEIPT, •,BY MONTHS AFTER INTAKE 
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ISOURCE. 	 State wellara administrative records. 

NOTE: 	 Estimates are regre'$sion adjusted using dala pooled across the 'Sites See 
Appendix Table 8.2 for the data plotted in these fi.g-.Jres and for signiflcance I 
levels of differences between the regl..lar- and enhanced-services groups 
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FIGURE 16 

POVERTY RATES AT FOLLOW-JP 


• EnMne$d·$erviees Group I2J Regu!tl~·Ser\lice$ Group

I 
SOURCE: rUMg. P'er.1t O"'TIom1ralion follow-up .vmY'lldrnil'iilw.o AI"> .,..r~~ 0126 mO!",ths 
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I SOCIAL ANIlIJIlMOGKAI'IIIC IMPACTS 
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Living Arrungements 
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The programs produced few significant impacts on social and demographic 
{)utcomes. Moreover. there was no consistent patlcrn across sites in the few 
estimated changes that were observed (sec Table 6). Those areas where there 
were notable results pertain to living arrangements, child support. and 
pregnancies and births. 

We observed some slighl shifts in the living arrangements of the young 
mothers in tbe enhanced-services group 1n both Camden and Chicago, but nol 
in Newark. In Camden. we observed a prograrn~induccd shift in the 
proportion of the young mothers who were living with a potentially supportive 
adult--a parent, grandparent. spouse, or male partncr.-(52 vcrsus 47 percent). 
a small hul not sign1f1cant portion of which is attributable to jiving wilh a 
t;pousc or male partner (9 versus 7 pcrcem). In Chicago. lhose in the 
enhanced-services group were significantly more likely than their rcgular~ 

services group coumcrp,ut to live with n 6pow;-e Or male parmer (12 versus HI 



•• 

percent), Hnw~ver, there W,IS no overall change in the proportion of young 
mothers living with poteotially sUPl,orHve adults. In Newark. just le~" than '.

• 
I 

hall' of the young. motht:FS in both group" lived with potentially suppDrtive 
adult~ and 6 to 9 pcn:cnt lived with a spou.~e or male partner. 

Child SUl'porl II
'.~. I 

In both Newark and Chh.:ugo. those in the cnham::cd~scrv;ccs group were 
signilll,:nntly more likely than their control gmup countcrpans to have 
estahlished paternity for their children. 'Illes!.! increases were 5 and 4 
pen:t:ntage poinls (HI ami 11 percent) for the full Newark "nd Chic:lgn 
samples, r~spectivcly. and SUhStlinlially larger among those enrolled in the 
program IlIlcr in time, when the thild support service componetus were I 
stronger. for example, there was no progwm impact for those cnrolled during -..1 
the first pmgrHrn year (50 percent of hoth groups had paternity e~!ahlishcd hy 
the time of the follow-up survey); there was 114 pt.:rcentuge point in~rea'ic in I 
paternity est<lblishment for tho. ..e enrolled in the sl..'cond year (3lJ 10 4.1 
percent): and there was a 6 percentage point increase among those cnrollcd 
after June 198t) (4510 51 percent). We observetl no program-intluced changl.! I 
in the inciuence nf paternity cstilhlishmcnt in Camden. wherc the child support 
agency was alrcmJy :.erving a much higher fraction of the tt:enuge parent 
population than lhe .agencies tn clther Newark or Chicago (6:t p0rCl!nt versus 
50 and 38 percent in Newark Bnd Chic:tgo, rcspectively). 

The higher nHes of paternity r...'Stahlishmcnt in Newark and Chicago were not 
ncc(lmp;micd hy significantly higher levels. of child support (:"ce Table n). '.• 
However. the Cnmdcn program did lead to higher levels of financial.and sodaI 
support from the Iloncustodial fathers, At the lime of the fullow-up survey, Ithe enhanced-services group members in Camden were nearly 30 percent more 
likely than their regular-services group counlerparts to n':l;cive finnndlli 
:mpport from their children's fathers and to have regular contact with them. 
However, on i\VCrHgc. they received only about ${i II month morc in ;.;upporl ~ 

payments (see Tabk 5) and $23 a month lolal assistance (not shown). 

I
• 

Inddt'n\:t: of Repent l'n-gnundes nnd Subsequent Births 

The program had an unusual and &"'lppoinling pattern of imp,H.:tx on 
pregnancy anti hirth r;llc.". The majority of the yo·ung mothers in the study '. 
sample nec,lmc pregnant again during the follow-up period, ~mJJ between 60 
and 70 percent hlld one m more additional child {sec Table 6). There WWI.1n I 
avt;rage of one repeat prcgnam;y per sample memocr and (,0 hinhl' for each 
100 prcgn:mdcs. These nutcomes occurred despite the daims hy tbc young 
mothers thaI they wanted to postpone more children until they were I 
finandally SL'Cure and more scUlcd, and the substantial efforts of the programs 
to empower these young mothers to take (.,'ontrol or Ihdr fertility (sec 
Maynard and Rangnrajan ]9lJ.1). ,I 

I 

I 




I 

I With one exception. there were no statistically signilicant uifferences in the 
prcgnam,,), or birth rates betwecn those in thc enhanced- and regular-services 

I groups. Although young mothers in the cnhanced-services group in Camucn 
wcrc somewhat less likely than their control group counterparts to report 
subsequent pregnancies and births, the opposite was true in Newark and 

I 	 Chicago. Moreover, only the higher birth rates among the enhanced-serviccs 
group ,in Chicago were statistically significant; the enhanced-services group 

I 

I 

I 

I
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TABLE (; 


!'I(()t'iJ{AM IMI'ACIS ON SOCIAL AND DEMO(iRAi'l lie OUTCOMES 


Site 

, ",,', », 
I '<~Il'l'lll !,ivi!l!: with SIII'I'''rtivc Adult 
l'nn:lIl Living wilh SPOllS<' or Mnlc j'nrlncr 
l'ell"l"1I1 with l'alclnily ES1<lblishcd 
I'C[CCI1I I{cn;iving I{cglliar Financial SUI'I'<lrl lrom 

ChihJ"s [.';11110:r 
I'..Tn:nl in Rcgulllr Cunl;!C1 wilh Child's Father 
NIIII,I",! "I RqICat I'rq;n"llcic~ 
Numl'Ct' 01 N<..'W Births 

.17.2 4!-!.'1 51.(' SH,t) 

7.:\ HB <J,h fl .... 

02.5 So.S ;17.5 .11.. 2 

I 1.1 lOB 7.9 w,n 
23.0 2'/.4) 21,,3 :;:6,1 

10 n.') 10 1.0 
0.6 0.4 41,7 n.1i 

1"'leTIIi r .iving with Supportive "lIull 
j'CKen1 U\ing with SpOilS<: of M<llc Partner 
I'LTlTnt with Paternity ESllll>lishcd 
I'C"TIII ({""I:civing [{cgular Finandal Suppon from 

ChihJ', Father 
I'elt'elll in Regular Contilt't with Child', Father 
NIIIIII>U "I Repeal I'legnancies 
Numher 01 N~'W Bil1hs 

C~mdcn Newark Chica);c, 

5.0 • -2 . .1 1./, I' 
2.1 -2.K 2,(, • II 
U.S 5.2 • 4.2 •• .lh •• 

.l6 • ·2.S • ·1,6 -(1,7 
6,8 •• 0.'1 ·O.S 1.8 

.n,08 O,OS (1.04 om 

.(J,O] (H)J n.07 •• om' 

!'crcCIIl Livill)!: \\ilh SlIpf"'rti~'c Adult 
I'crccill Li~'ing wilh 's('!1II5.C or M~le ('anner 
1'el('cIII wilh 1'lIlcllIily E~I:ll>lished 
l'crcel'l Rl'L'civing Hq;lIlar Fin~nci31 Suppon from 

Chil.rs hllher 
1'l'lcelll ill R\:gullir Conlacl with Child's Falher 
NUlliher 01 l{epe~1 Pregllnneies 
Number "I Ne\\' Births 

SOUltl'l:: 	 I:,,!low,"p ~1I1>'q'l\ conducted 3n avernge of 2R ITIont!ls lifter inta);.e. 

N{)IE: 	 1~~lilTIales :lIe legre ...sion adjusled using data pooled across the sites. Means an.d standard dL'\'ialiuns 01 "Illeomc 
IIlC:l~ur~'S and signifiwnec Icvels of impacl c~limate.~ ilrc presenled in Appcndi.\ 1\. 

• SI,,[i,lic:llly ,igllilic;lnl allhe 10 pcrcenllcvc!, Iwo·lnilcd lest. 

•• Slati,lit';llly ,ignific.~nl at Ihe 5 percenl level, two·tailed test. 


10./, • -4.7 ;u :'-11 
288 -JUI 27.1 12.5 

0.8 10.3 • 11.2 .. 7.8 .. 

32.4 • ·21.2 • ·2tB -7.0 
2').6 •• J.I -1.9 (,.'1 

·1'!.2 '.H 4.0 1.1) 
-4.8 (,.8 lO,O .. b./, • 

members in Chicago bad a 10 percent higher birth rate than their comparison 

I 	 group counterparts (77 per 100 versus 70 per 100). 
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In aU Lhn;l! :.itc.'" there' was a tendency for the program to reduce pregnancy I 

Hnd hinh rate:. among the younger participants ami l1i~panics--group", that 
were most prevalent in Camden. Hnwcvcr. the pllttern of suogmup 
dillen.mo.:;; b. at hese :-:uggcsHve of why outcomes differed hy :-:itc and were $0 II
\vcnk overall. A partial explanation for the high incidence of repeat 

pregnancies and sub~qllent births, was failure of It sizable l}I'oportion (17 

pen::cnl) of the young mothers to usc any 1,;ontr<lt:epilvc method. However. II 
 I
more significant factor was the suhstantial rcli'lnce nn contraccptiv-.: methods 
wllh n:lativdy high failure mlell--fewer than lUt!f of the young 1l1,Hhcrs u,,!.!d 
hinh control rills··aml inctTectivc U~ of contmccptivc technologies, such as II

Lhe reponed failurc); of many who uscd the pill to tnkc them regularly (PoUt 
1992). .1 
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I Implementing mandatory programs for welfare-dependent teenage parents 

presented major challenges not previously attempted in the context of the 
AFDe program. Success depended on staffs acceptance of the notion that 

I 
it was appropriate to target teenage parents for this type of intervention. It 
also depended On their acCepting-or at least tolerating~.tbe idea of requiring 
these young mothers to go to school. job training. or work (and imposing 
consequences on those who failed to accept this responsibility). even though 
complying with program requirements meant the mothers had to leave their 
babies in the care of another person for substantial blocks of time, 

Programs had to recognize and address the special circumstances that 
prevented some young mothers from maintaining a full-time schedule of work

I or school. For some, special circumstances were episodic. Nonetheless, when 
tbey occurred. it was essential for the program to offer services designed to 
help the mothers conquer the barriers.. Staff bad to provide foUow~up and use 

I project resoUf{;es for those in need, including those whose underlying reason 
for nonparticipation or noncooperation was not immediately evident For 

I, 
example, a case manager took the initiative to visit the home of a young 
mother who repeatedly failed to show up for program classes and round that 

I 
the participant and her partner had to sleep in sbifts at night SO that one of 
them ~ould guard their baby's crib against rats at all times. The Case manager 
helped the couple find better housing. and the young mother began attending 
program classes (Hershey and Maynard 1992). 

I 
I Staff had to be trained to work creatively with the teenage mothers to address 

their special needs. The demonstration programs relied on staff composed in 
part of social workers but also of fonner income maintenance eligibility 
\\'Orleers. Neither the inoome maintenance nor social work approaches 
typicaUy used to serve adult popUlations would have elicited the desired 
response from many, if not most, of tbe.s¢ teenage parents. 

I Four aspects of program implementation were especially chaJJenging. 
Outreach and recruitment were difficult. Designing workshops appropriate to 
(be needs of this group and promoting attendance were challenging. Case

I management, the cornerstone of the intervention. demanded strong training 
and oversight. Finally, developing appropriate school, job training. and 
employment options for this population was challenging.

I 
I 

ENROLUNG TEENAGE MOTI{ERS IN THE PROGRAM 

I 
In contrast to many small-scale, voluntary programs for teenage parents, the 
intent of the Teenage Parent Demonstration~~and the adolescent parent 
provisions of the Family Support Act~-was to serve all teenage parents who 

I 
met program criteria. In order to achieve this goal, programs must have a 
system of universal identification of eligible young mothers and tbey must 
develop outreach and follow-up procedures to promote high participation rates 
(Her>hey 1991<) . 
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I 
A combination of manual and automated procedures is most likely to be 
required. For example, in neither New Jersey nor llllnou did computer •records contain enough data to support definite identification of teenage 
parents eligible for the demonstration, so some manual review of computer I 
listings was necessary in all three sites. The New Jersey programs successfuliy 
used predominantly manual procedures, and Chicago used predominantly 
automated procedures. Under the predominantly manualprocedures, income 
maintenance workers identified eligible teenage parents at the time they 
approved a new application or added a child to an existing case.. The 
completeness of this identification Pr(}C.eSS was then routinely compared with Ilists of eligibles based on state/county data systems. Under the predominantly 
automated procedures, monthly listings were generated from the public 
assistance computer files of newly ~pproved teenage applicants and case 
changes involving additions of children who appeared to be offspring of 
teenage minors. State or local program staff reviewed these lists to eliminate 
individuals who did not meet demonstration eligibHity criteria and then 
prepared call·in letters. I 
Experience with both proc.edures led to three conclusions about the 
identification process: (1) eady identification and referrai are desirable; (2) I· 
identifying minor mothers requires attention to case detail and strong quality 
control; and (3) manual identification procedures provide an opportunity to . ,.motivate clients from the start. 

I 
.. 

Early Identification and Referral 

Demonstration program staff agreed on the vaiue ofenrolling teenage parents 
in the program as early as possible after the birth of their children or, ideallYI I 
before-~a conclusion that was echoed by the reactions of the young mothers 
to the programs. Early intervention maximizes the chances of helping new 
teenage parents who are still in school or have only recently left school to 
remain in or return to school, and it provides alternatives to those not 
prepared to return to school. It can also promote earlier and more consistent • 
use of prcflatal or perinatal care and early development of parenting skills. I 

Itrentifying Minor Mothers I 
The most complicated and error*prone aspect of identifying eligible teenage 
parents related to identifying teenage minor mothers in three.gefleration 
households. To ensure consistent identification of teenage parents, states will I 
need explicit procedures for identifying the mother of aU dependent children. 
In most cases, identification of teenagers heading thetr own cases will occur jnaturally at application approval or redetermination in a screening process of 
the sort commonly used for the JOBS program. Special attention must be 
paid, however, to identifying teenage parents included in their parents' AFDC 
cases. In three~generation households, public assistance files typicaUy record I 
the relationship of each individual to the case payee; standard relationship 
codes, thus, may not identify teenage minor parents or link them to their 
children. SpeCial data fie:ds are necessary to store this information. System I 
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• input edits can require entries to tllese fields for children who are not the case 
payee's and an indication of which other member of the case (if any) is the 
child's parent. 

I 
Promoting Participation from tbe Start

I 	 The Teenage Parent Demonstration showed that it is possible to achieve high 
rates of initial compliance with a mandatory program offering education and 

I 	 training, case management, and support services to teenage parents who 
receive AFDe. In addition to a 	policy of mandatory participation, other 
program practices can help to reduce obstacles to intake attendance. Initial 

I 	 attendance can be promoted through features such as the following: 

I • Accmnmodating teeMgt! parents' school schedules. 'Especially for 
those still in s.chool. it was important to schedule initial sessions in 
the late afternoon after school hOUfS. reschedule missed 

I 	 appointments with consideration for current school scbedules, and 
contact school officials to arrange attendance at the program to be 
treated as an excused absence. 

I • Proyiding on~sire child care. Staff found it usefuJ to have on-site 
child care arrangements for tWQ reasons: instructing teenage 
parents not to bring their children to the initial session created a 
simple excuse for not attending, and some teenagers ignored such 
instruction in any event.I 

I 	 • Natihing the teenage parent's mother. For both legal and 

I 
programmatic reasons: the demonstration programs sent two 
separate notices when the teenage parent was a dependent child in 
an AFDe case: one to the teenage parent, and one to tbe cuse 
head. 

I 
I Ongoing participation also can be promoted by initial program contacts that 

capitalize on the strengths and address the problems and negative attitudes 
with whicb many arrive. The demonstration experience underscored the 
following important lessons regarding the initial contact: 

I • Maire irtitial mWi"tp as irifortrUli ami unbummcratic os pOSSible. 
Although intake staff made it clear that program participation was 
mandatory, they tried to make this statement part of a broader 
message that participants could make something of their lives, and 
program staff were going to help them do so. 

• Use group meetings to break down isfJlation. Many young mothers 
had been estranged from their friends andlor families since giving 
birth, Group meetings helped them ease back into social settings. 
These meetings also gcncraHy were an opportunity for the young 
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I 
mothers to become more comfortable with the program staff, rules, 
and services, • 

• Be clear about appoiutmen:trfor xubsequent program activity. Program I 
staff should be clear about expectations and promote rapid 
involvement in the program. 

• Make im-m.edkUe assignments to case managers. If new participants •are assigned and introduced to .a Case manager when they attend 
their first program session, there may be a better chance of getting I
them to view the program from the start as a source of help, 

IDESIGNING WORKSHOPS FOR TEENAGE PARENTS 

Demonstration workshops served three purposes: (1) as a way far participants 
to acquire important infonnation-about nutrition. drugs, family planning, I 
workplace demands, parenting, child support. and other topics; (2) as personal 
development too1s·-integrating participants into the program; building 
motivation, interpersonal skills. and program atceptance; and dispelling (ears I 
about the program; and (3) as assessment Oppoftunities--enabling program staff 
to assess participants' behavioral and cognitive strengths and weaknesses 
directly (Hershey 1991b). I 

Worksbop Design Decisions I 
Program staff at the three demonstration sites generally agreed on the 
purposes ofworkshops, but the three sites adopted quite different approaches I 
to integrating workshops into the sequence of program activities (Exhibit 2). 
1bese different approaches to integrating workshops in the overall program 
design differ in several respects-the length of initial workshops, the types of Istaff used to conduct the workshops, and the relative emphasis on irUtial and 
ongoing workshops. 

ILength of Workshops. The time devoted to initial workshops obviously affects 
the potential contribution they can make to cognitive and personal 
development as well as to staff assessments of new participants and the Ilikelihood of completion. Extensive initial workshops like those offered in the 
New Jersey programs provide greater opporturlity for socialization and 
formation of peer relationships. Longer workshops at the start of the program 
sequence also offer more opportunity for participants' personal interests, I 
commllnications and social skills, family problems. and motivation to be 
clarified before decisions are made about their involvement in ongoing 
education or training. On the other hand. it frequently was difficult to hold I 
the teenage parents' attention and make effective use of the workshop format 
over a period of several weeks. Moreover, shorter workshops allowed new 
participants to move as quickly as possible into substantive education or I 
training, Because of the length of their workshops, the Camden and Newark 
programs had to defer workshop activity for new participants who were in I 
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I 
I school at the time of enrollment until the next school vacation and maintain 

a system for reminding staff to schedule these participants for workshops. 

I Staffing Workshops. The demonstration sites staffed their workshops in three 
different ways. in Chicago. Project Advance case managers were entirely 
responsible for leading the three-day initial workshops, and ongoing workshops 

I generally were led by outside consultants (some paid, others volunteers). For 
most Kewark and Camden Vr'Orkshops, the programs contracted v.ith other 
agencies such as Planned Parenthood, JTPA, and community organizations to 

I provide workshop leaders .. However, in-house program staff '.'.'ere designated 
to conduct certain initial workshops, either in addition to their work as case 
managers or as part of a broader workshop coordination role. 

I 
I 
I Using case managers to run workshops has several advantages, the most 

obvious being that the case maoagers can use the viorkshops as fruitful 
assessment opportunities for participants assigned to their caseloads. Even ror 
participants assigned to other case managerS, the workshop leaders can 
provide valuable information to help other case managers understand their 
new clients. Workshop leaders who are part of the case management unit also 
have informal opportunities to share information with their coUeagues, Using 

I 
regular case managers to run workshops also can hold down program costs, 
but this adds to the strain on tbese staff members and limits the opportunities 
to tap outside expertise. Even for the very limited introductory worlrnhops 
held at Project Advance, some case managers eventually conduded that it 
would be preferable to assign special program or contract staff as workshop 
leaders. 

A variety of sources of expertise v.ith specialized skills can be tapped for 
workshops. For example, under contracts or in some instances no·cost 
interagency agreements. workshop leaders came from the local Planned 

I 
'. 
I 

Parenthood Association for family planning workshops, from county extension 
services for nutrition and life skills workshops. a nonprofit drug rehabilitation 
program for an i\lDS/drug abuse workshop. and several smaU nonprofit 
agendes for life slcitls and grooming workshops. 

I 
I One program adopted a promIsing staffing approach that combined the 

advantages,of using ln~house staff and outside specialist.') to run workshops: 
a case manager was reassigned to lead the life slrills workshop, coordinate the 
scheduling of all initial workshops, and monitor the content and delivery of 

I 
workshops by outside staff. The workshop coordinator met with individual 
case managers regularly to discuss special issues or problems observed in the 
workshops pertaining to individual participants. 

I 
I 
I 
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EXHIBIT 2 

MODELS OF PROGRAM: WORKSHOPS 

Project Advance in Chicago required new participants to go through a three-day sequence of 
short workshOps on six topics, totaling nine hours, conducted by program case managers. 
Later, in their indlvidual dealings Ytith participants, case managers could continue discussing 
these issues In more detail. Program staff scheduled selected participants for ongoing 
workShOps offered on a regular repeating cycle (for example. home life management, 
education, preparation. job club, prenatal care). Staff selected participants based on their 
apparent need for help with issues covered by these workshops, Invitations to other ~spedal· 
event" workshops, conducted only occasionally or at long intervals. were sent to a large list of 
active clients; usually, a smaller group of more manageable size attended. 

The Camden Teen Ptl,)gress program required an intensive "boot camp" of l,nitial workshops 
before other program activity. New participants went through a sequence of initial workShOps 
that spanned about {our weeks and required about 18 hours of total attendance. Outside 
consultants and staff from other service agencies were used extensively IO run workshops. The 
WQrkshop cycle was structured 50 that new- participants bad virtually a fuU·time schedule of 
workshop activity for four weeks, and then went on to other education. traUting,. or job search 
activities. The only Camden workshop for ongoing panicipants was a six~week program of 
preemployment preparation for participauts getting ready to took for a job. In some 
insumces, tbese participants wcre judged at assessment or upon completion of a training 
course to be ready for. the job marker; in Other instances, participants were sclleduled for the 
preemploymem \\''Orkshop if they resisted pursuing recommended education Or training. or if 
they fuiled to rompJete such acti~1ies or comply \\'ith tbeir requiremeuts. 

The Newark Teen Progress program integrated extensive initial workshops with education and 
training activities. An extensive sequence of required initial wprkshops involved more than 
100 hours of attendance at sessions dealing 'With family planning, HIV and drug abuse. 
nutrition. and life skills. These initial workshops were viewed as one set of activities·-along 
with education or job training. as appropriate.-rrom whIch ,a full-time schedule of ;;lasses could 
be selected. Since the workshops were of wrylng length~..()ne of them lasting six weeks~-and 
sometimes bad conflicting schedules, even participants who adhered to their plans might 
attend initial workshops for several months. Staff developed a schedule of dasses fOT each 
new participant, consisting of a eombination of worksbops and appropriate other activities. 
such as on-site remedial education classes or JTPA-funded job training (if the participant had 
adequate basic skills), Many participants followed, for as much as several months after their 
enrollment. a school-like schedule of classes at the program site, centered around an on-site 
remedial education class and supplemented by the various initial workshops as they became 
available and could fit intO the participants' schedules, 
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I 
I Works bop Emphasis. Three workshop formats were used: initial workshops 

I 
for all new participants, regularly scheduled "cyclical" workshops for selected 
ongoing participants, and special event workshops open to at! participants. 
Mandatory initial workshops are the most appropriate format for topics likely 
to be of importance to most or all oew participants. In contrast. workshops 
for ongoing participants are the most appropriate format for focusing morc 

I closely on the needs of particular participants or on topics reJevant only to 
some. 

I Special event workshops for ongoing participants posed special problems for 

I 
staff in preparing workshops and promoting attendance. These required 
finding appropriate workshop leaders, selecting dates to fit into their 
schedules, and then promoting the events. Staff sometimes made extensive 
efforts to arrange special worksbops and invite large numbers of participants, 
but ended up actually delivering the workshops to a small group. 

I 
Promoting Workshop Completion 

I In aU three sites, spe<::ial efforts were needed to encourage participants to 
fulfill requirements to attend initial workshops. Schedule flexibility, child care 
assistance, and the sanction policy were key to gaining the level of

I participation achieved. Staff dealt with schedule conflicts and missed 
opportunities in several ways: 

I ,. • Deferring workshop attendance to summer months for participants 
attending school 

I 
• Scheduling a workshop for morning and a.fternoon sessions, to 

make it more feasible for participants with other school or work 
commitments to fit the workshop into their schedules 

I 
• Rescheduling participants for a later workshop cycle after they 

missed the originally scheduIed session 

I On-site child care was especially useful for initial v.orkshops since new 
participants often had not had time to arrange a longMterm provider and were 
still wary of leaving their babies in the care of others. 

I Despite SCheduling flexibility and the availability of support services, pragium 
!ltaff had to rely quite often on the demonstration sanction policy to promote 

I 
workshop attendance. The sanction process was used most often in New 
Jersey, where the length of the initial worksbop sequence demanded more 
sustained attendance and created a greater risk of attendance problems" 

I 

I 
I 
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I 
CASE MA.'1AGEMENT I 

Case management was the cornerstone of the demonstration programs. 
Because of the complex needs and diversity of this population, strong case I 
management was an essential feature of the programs, Services for young 
welfare mothers needed to be individualized and modified over time. This 
individualization can best be accomplished if a single staff person-oSuch as a I 
case manager or continuOll.<i rounselor--becomes familiar with the teenager and 
has ongoing responsibility for her (Hershey 1991a). 

ICase matwgemeol services were almost universally appreciated by the young 
mothers. Despite the fact that many young mothers had been sanctioned or 
warned that they would be sanctioned, their feelings about the program were 
generally extremely positive. Praise for the personal and caring attention of I 
case managers and other program staff was especially high. Case managers 
linked the teenagers to the services they needed, monitored their progres."i: in 
tbe program, offered advice and guidance for personal problems. and provided I 
much·needed support and encouragement. For many young mothers, the case 
managers served as role models or surrogate parents: I 


I 

I 


Case managers were expected to belp participants gain access to appropriate 
education, training, employment, and child care services. They also were 
responsible for motivating and encouraging participants, for helping them deal 
with personal crises, for monitoring their attendance, and for enforcing the I 
rules that required their active participation. To achieve these goals. case 
managers performed six broad roles: I 
• 	 Initial and Ongoing Assessment and Planning. Case managers 

conducted in~epth interviews using a specially prepared interview 
guide covering educational progress and aspirations, work I 
experience and occupational interests, cbild care needs and 
resources. transportation problems, housing situations, history of 
substance abuse, health problems, legal problems, family planning Ipractices and attitudes, and general self~esteem, Reassessments of 
activity plans were conducted as changes occurred in participants' 
personal or family lives, as they progressed through program Iactivities or had difficulties, and as changes occurred in the services 
2\<t1ilable. 

I 
56 I 



I 
I • Pcrsotw.l Support and Motivation, Case managerS provided 

I 
encouragement and sympathy but also clear and consistent 
expectations that many adolescents need for motivation and 
guidance, which case managers perceived had been missing in mllny 
participants' lives. 

I • Service CoordiTUJ.ticn and Ativocac;y. Case managers had to keep 
track of tne availability of desirable education and training courses 
and program workshops. construct plans that made optimal use of 

I available resources and participants' time, and often intercede on 
behalf of clients. 

I • Providing Child Care turd Transportatlon Alsistmrce. Case managers 

I 
routinely played important roles in ensuring access to child care lind 
transportation. Sometimes they worked directiy with the young 
mothers to address their child care and transportation needs. But, 
they often referred the young mothers to other staff or programs 
that could address these needs. 

I • Enforcing PmticipatWn Requirements. Case managers tried first to 

I 
persuade and pressure clients to participate. often developing 
alternative plans for activities that seemed more likely to motivate 
them. As a last resort, they initiated sanction actions. 11tey also 
had responsibility for initiating sanction removals.. as warranted. 

I ., Maintaining Case RectlTds. Program staff at the demonstration sites 
used a combination of computerized and manual systems to 
maintain records concerning assessment and self-sufficiency plans,

I participants' program activity and attendance. case notes, and 
. payment issuances for child care and transportation. Case managers 

also maintained written case narratives. 

I 
Staff Structure and Specialized Roles 

I 
I 
I To deliver the range of services described, each site treated a structure of 

supervisory relationships, specialist roles, and support rotes. The basic staff 
structure at all three shes oonsisted of a site: manager, assistant managers or 
supervisors. and a team of <;ase managerS. l11e ratio of case managers to 
supervisor was about five to one. Case managers were supported by specialists 
who worked directly with participants in aspects of the broad case 
management functions, particularly in employment or job training. Clerical 
staff also helped case managers, monitor and manage their caseJoads by 

I performing functions such as client call-in and scheduling. attendance 
monitoring, liaison with income maintenance units on sanction status, data 
entry of client contact data, and voucher processing for child care and 
transportation payments, 

I 

I 
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I 
Recruitlnent and Training I 

In these programs, as in other initiatives that are run as part of the state 
welfare system, flexibility to recruit staff trained to v.-ork with this population I 
was limited. As a result substantial staff training and skilled supeIVislon were 
essentiaL At the extreme, in Chicago, where most of the case managers had 
only a high school diploma and no social work experience, case managers were I
given two weeks of initial training, mostly oy outside experts. This training 
covered topics such as adolescent health risks, pregnancy prevention programs, 
employment problems facing teenage parents, the child support enforcement Iprocess, adolescent development, teenage sexuality, parenting, and child 
discipline, in addition to demonstration procedures and data conection. An 
additional 20 to 30 days of training sessions were held during the COurse of the 
demonstration, covering tOpics such as adolescent health, reproduction and I 
family planning, parent-cruld relations, child care and child safety, child 
sexuality, group dynamics, sexual assault and abuse, domestic violence. child 
ab~e and neglect, managing stress and conflict, AIDS, promoting self~esteem, I 
and methods for motivating youth. 

Case managers. also needed training and continual updates to familiarize them I 
with local service options and access routes. A necessary condition for the 
demonstration to enforce its mandatory participation requirements was that 
the programs make adequate activity options available for the young mothers. I 
The ultimate patterns of participation in education, training. and employment 
were essentially constrained by the success of program staff in identifying 
and/or creating opportunities. I 

Case Management ~()le in CUent Participation I 
Some teenage parents came to the demonstration programs. strongly moti¥ated 
to continue their education or to find and succeed in a suitable training Icourse. These participants had a strong sense of personal direction and 
purpose. They needed no prodding or coaxing by case managers to pursue a 
path off AFDe and toward self-sufficiency and appreciated the program's help 
with child care and expense subsidies. I 
The larger segment of the target population, however, suffered from general 
lack of confidenre, setf-esteem, and supportive relationships.. Some clients' I 
families objected to their pursuing education or training. Some participants' 
boyfriends interfered with their involvement in the demonstration. Crime and 
drug abuse in their neighborhOOds threatened their security and could make I 
them uneasy traveling to program activities or jobs, These young mothers 
(who were jess motivated, had less sense of direction, and/or faced severe 
countervailing pressures that could overwhelm their strengths and ambition.'i) I 
had the potential to be most affected by the program. Case managers spent 
most of their time working with these clients on an individual basis to find the 
right combination of supportivencss and helpfulness on the one hand, and I
pressure and clear expectations on the other. These efforts sometimes 
extended to home visits (Maynard 1993). 

I 
58 I 



I 
I Case managers bad to use a variety of approaches to overcome clients' 

reluctance to participate. They reasoned with clients; they encouraged tbem; 

I in some instances, they spoke to clients' mothers to win support for their 
daughters' participation, They chided clients when they missed appoIntments 
or slacked off in attendance at education or training classes. They reminded 
them they had to choose between participating and the possibility of a sanction. 

I 'These efforts often extended over long periods, with many clients going 
through recurrent \..)'Ctes of participation and resistance. 

I Qualities or a Good Case Manager 

I Case management is a,very demanding job, requiring energy and patience. 

I 
imagination and discipline, warmth and realism. a capacity for insight about 
human emotions and motivation, and well-organized work habitS. Program 
managers shared common perceptions about the qualities of a good case 
manager and factors to be, considered in building a case management staff: 

I • Teamwork. Staff must be able to work as a team and avoid 

I 
jealousies Or turf issues. Otherwise, they cannot respond effectively 
to crises that arise when a client's assigned case manager is out of 
the office. A spirit of helpfulness and an ability to avoid 
possessiveness about one's caseload are important to success. 

I • M"IX ofPmomll Styles and _kgrounds. A variety of personal'lyles 
nnd backgrounds is valuable in the case manngement unit Staff 
with an understanding of adolescent development and behavior and

I ways of working with teenage parents can enhance otber unit 

I 
members' understanding of these factors. It is also valuable to have 
some case managers who are street savvy, familiar with the 
neigbborhoods where clients live, experienced with the life 

I 
problems they face, and aware of the strategies people growing up 
in poverty can develop to overcome the terrible problems they face 
or to avoid dealing with problems productively. 

I 
.. Organized Work Habfls. Case managers have to be both systematic 

(keeping track of their own agenda and managing time effectively) 
and responsive (able to deal with interruptions and crises thrust 
upon them by clients' unexpected needs and demands). 

I .. Creativity and Pmisteru.:e, Finding creative approaches requires 

I 
thinking specifically about each client's goals and taking specific 
steps that will help achieve those goals. Being creative does not 
necessariiy imply using unusual service providers or activities, but 
it does mean being conscious of and attentive to the advantages and 
disadvantages of each activity for each client. Program managers 

I can promote creativity by exposing case managers to a wide range 
ofeommunity service options, and allowing case managers flexibility 
in working out individual service plans for the young mothers. 

I 
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I 
Program Assistance for Case Managers I 

Program managers had to organize their staffs and define roles for a broad 
range of functions: counseling individual clients, leading group intake sessions, I 
conducting program works.hops, maintaining client case records, entering data 
into automated systems, collecting and recording attendance data for OlHite 
and off·site program activities, issuing sanction warning notices and I
communicating with income maintenance workers to impose or end sanctions, 
developing child care resources and arranging child care, developing contacts 
with community service providers, encouraging special services of value to Iteenage parents, and coordinating a variety of special tasks to support the 
researcb data cotIection aspects of tbe demonstration, The following were all 
important in helping case managers fulfiil these responsibilities: I 
• 	 Specf.atized Staff Roles. Case management staff specialization can 

relieve case managers of quasi-clerica! tasks. It also allows greater I 
expertise to be brought to bear on specific services for program 
participants and can help develop specialized aspetts of a program 
(for example. child care services), I' 

• 	 1Jeve/nping Service Unks. Program managers can also play an 
important role in creating conditions conducive to access by I 
promoting contacts between their case management units and other 
public and community agencies offering services of potential use to 
teenage parents. They also tried to tailor available services to I 
program pa.rticipants' needs by. for example, modifying entrance 
requirements, altering class schedul~ expanding certain classes, and 
reserving slots. Program managers, rather than individual case I
managers, had to address issues like shortages of child care for 
infants and a lack of job training far Spanishwspeaking participants. 

I• 	 Supervisiun. Case managers were expected to be effective in 
individual counseling. to develop and oversee suitable service plans, 
aod to maintain thorough documentation of casework. Strong Isupervisors were crucial in helping case managers in key aspects of 
these roles, lIuch as defming the limits of appropriate intel'\'ention 
for individual clients. Case managers also needed coaching to avoid 
over~reliance on routine approaches, and they needed strong and 
knowJedgeable supervision to promote rigorous and consistent 
maintenance of case files and automated case tracking systems. I 

• 	 Monitoringand ControUing Caseioads, These programs demonstrated 
the feasibility of running effective programs for teenage parents 
with case lQads substantiaJly larger than was generally thought to be I 
the case by professionals in teenage parent service delivery. The 
overall number of teenage parents assigned to case managers rose 
to an average of 100 to 115 in the New JerSeY programs and to I 
about 140 in Chicago, The demonstration experience suggests that 
active caseloads around the maximum reached in Chicago stretch 
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I 

• 
the capaCIties of case managers to perform the full range of 
functions descn'bed earIier. 

I 
I • Mainta.inlng Staff Morale and Stahllity. Program managers can help 

staff morale and stability through staff recognition, professional 
development. and periodic evaluation of v.'Ork assignments. They 
aIsa should seek to find ways to develop the professionaj 
qualifications and slciJls of the case management staff. for example. 
through staff retreats, training sessions. and feedback on starrs 

I application of training. 

EDUCATION AND JOB TRAL'IING SERVICES 

I A necessary condition for the demonstration to enforce its mandatory 
participation requirements was that the programs make adequate activity 

I options available for the young mothers. The ultimate patterns of 
participation in education, training, and employment were essentially 
constrained by the success of program staff in identifying and/or creating such 

I opportunities (Hershey and Rangarajrut 1993). 

I 

Education was the most commonly pursued activity for several reasons. FIrst, 
state and local program staff had their own conceptions about services that I would be beneficial and judged education to be highest priority for many, 
based on their experiences in other employment training programs where 
young mothers often were excluded from or failed in training because of poor 
basic skins. Second, employment and training options were in~tably 

I 
constrained by practical limitation.,,·-the range of services and number of slots 
available from other agencies, the conditions required for entry, and the funds 
and expertise available to develop new services. Third. education was 
frequently viewed as an activity that could help participants address their 
ambivalence about what they wanted to do, and it was a readily available

I option. 

I Sources Qf Education Dod Training 

Education and training services were provided by a variety of agencies and

I programs, generally organizations already involved in delivering such services, 

I 
but usually for a more broadly defined population. In some cases, however, 
demonstration staff were able to promote modifications Or enhancements to 
meet the special needs of .teenage parents. The Camden and Newark 

I 
I 

programs operated in relatively small urban environments and had to rely 
primarily on a limited number of service providers. For example, Camden 
clients. attended a total of g secondary schools and job training courses offered 
by a total of 26 providers; . Newark participants attended secondary programs 
at 8 schools and received job training from 17 providers. In contrast, the 
Chicago project, which served an area vnth a population of more than one 
million, drew on a much broader array of service providers. Chicago 

I 
participants attended 59 different secondary schools and took job training 
COurnes offered by more than 100 different providers. In all sites, the range 

I 
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I 
of providers included regular academic or vocational technical high scbools~ I 
altematlve schools; community colleges; adult schools for OED. basic skills, or 
ESL classes; proprietary schools offering job training; postsecondary college 
programs; and public agencies and community-based organizations. I 
Proprietary scnools were a major source of job training, constituting 65 
percent of all job training in the three sites. In part, the pattern of heavy I 
reliance on proprietary schools reflects the manner in wbich job training funds 
are disbursed through JTPA agencies. However, it also reflects successful 
marketing by the proprietary schools. I 

Cballenges in,Developing Education and Training Services I 
Demonstration managers at the state level and the three sites had to reconcile 
competing objectives and constraints in developing an array of education and Itraining activities. They had to rely to a large extent on programs offered by 
existing educational institutiollS and training providers and funders and, thus, 
had to deal 'With shortcomings in some existing services. The result was a 
variety of efforts to tailor services to teenage parents' needs or create I 
complementary services to help participants, 

Education Classes. The most common challenge was finding appropriate I 
. educational services for participants who had dropped out of high school; 

iacked the maturity, work history, or skills to find employment; and were too 
young far job training or could not meet basic skill criteria. Although some I 
of these participants returned to regular academic, vocational, or alternative 
high schools in their local school district, and some went on to postsecondary 
education, QED and Adult Basic Education (ABE) classes were the next most I 
common cboice of educational activity after continued high sch901 attendance. 

A combination of existing and new educational programs was used, both Ihaving advantages and disadvantages. Existing GED and ABE programs were 
offered primarily by community colleges and adult schools operated by local 
scbool districts. These GED and ABE programs for the general public had Ithe advantage of being established and available at a variety of locations-~a 
factor of particular import~nce in Chicagot where participants' residences were 
Yridely dispersed. But these programs tended to he poorly suited to some Iteenage parents' needs. The teenage parents often did not feel comfortable 
in classes with older adults; teachers accustomed to serving a broader adull 
population tended not to be sensitive to the problems faced by teenage 
parents. Finally, the importance of frequent communication with I 
demonstration staff about teenage parents' attendanre was not always clear to 
staff of regular community adult schools. who generally taught voluntary 
students. I 
In response to tbese limitations, all three programs sought or developed 
programs that specificall>' served teenage parents. The in-house classes I 
ensured that participants could be in frequent communication with their case 
managers, and that case managers and academic instructors could be in dose 
communication over participants' attendance and progress. Making academic I 

62 I 



I 
I classes part of the program also made it more feasible. at least in theory, to 

tailor instruction to the needs of participants. 

I In~bouse classes were not, however, an automatic solution to perceived 
shortcomings of community programs, Programs stm had to deal with the 
limited attention spans of the young mothers and their lack of interest in

I noncontextualleammg, Successful alternatives induded an intensive and very 
personalized academic instruction built around group interaction and 
cooperation. support counseling, group research projects in the community, 

I and paid work experience assignments. Another alternative was getting 
participants into alternative secondary educational settings. This posed some 
special problems, however, at one site where participants who had dropped

I out of high school but were still within the age limit of mandatory school 

I 
attendance laws bad to obtain scbool district permission to enter a GED 
program. This process required parental waiver of school district responsibility 
and often a negotiation with school district officials somewhat reluctant to see 
their regular enrollments diminisb. Moreover, not aU of tbe independent 
schools were accredited and could issue state-recognized diplomas. Students 
attending such schools were required to take the GED exams as well asI complete the alternative program. 

I 
Job Training. Participation in job training varied across sites in part because 
of differences in participants' high scbool completion rates, but also because 
of restrictions on access to JTP A-funded training (which was tbe major source 
of training). At one site, the JTPA agency required that individuals have a 

I high school diploma or GED before entering any JTPA*funded job training 
course--a restriction that severely limited participation by the young mothers. 
Alternative sources of job training for participants who lacked high school 

I diplomas were not always attractive to participants--far example, some training 
programs at the local vocational technical high school. an option generally 
available to them before they dropped out of schooL Moreover, participants 

I sometimes resisted placement in training out of disinclination to return to a 
school setting and sometimes out of a sense that the teaining was not high 
quality. 

I 
I 
I Training options for Spanish~speaJdng participants were especially limited. For 

the most part, the only obvious option 'i\'3S to encourage the teenage parents 
to attend English as a Second Language classes, even for participants whose 
basic skills and high school credentials (usually from Latin America) were 
solid. ESL classes, however, appeared relatively ineffective, in large part 
because other useful activities. conducted in Spanish, often competed for 
participants' attention. Another strategy aimed at the Spanisb-speaking 
population was to work with the local JTPA agency to develop a few 

I 
opportunities v.'ith employers who spoke Spanish and whose business did not 
require a knowledge of English. 

I 

I 
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I 
I These results point to potential Iong~term benefits of placing greater emphasis 

on the teenage parent population in the JOBS program. Mandatory programs 
can be implemented in a manner such that both staff and clients alike view 
them as supportive rather than punitive. Moreover, the mandatory aspect of 
the program model can promote both strong case management and 

I 
 cooperation among the target population. 


I 
Program participation requirements were very important to the successes of 
these programs. However, becaus:e the we!fare~dependent teenage parent 
popuJation is extremely diverse, programs should avoid rigid service sequences 
and offer a variety of education and training options. Failure to do so will 

I 
 limif the tools case managers have to gain and maintain active participation. 

However, capitalizing on flexibility requires stroog and creative case 
management and a diverse set of tools to help young mothers who experience 
disruptions in their participation get back on track expeditiously. 

I During a brief two·year follow-up period, we observed significant program· 
induced movement toward self..sufficiency among the young mothers.

I Moreover, at the time of our foDow-up survey, many of the young motbers 

I 
were still in school and all of them still bad very young children. It win be 
critical to monitor these young mothers as they enter adulthood and their 
children get older to determine the long-term benefits of this type of 

I 
intervention-an effort currently under way, Hov.-ever, it seems clear that even 
well-managed programs such as Teen Progress and Project Advance will not 
eliminate long-term welfare dependency. 

I 
I 

Three lessons from tills first round of analysis are of general significance when 
replicating this program model or attempting to design other strategies to 
promote selfwsufficiency among teenage parents; (1) the roJe of mandatory 
participation requirements; (2) the importance and nature of child care 
support needs; and (3) the importance of tailoring service plans. 

I 

MANDATORY PARTICIPATION REQUIREMENTS AS A CASE MANAGEMENT TOOL 


The demonstration programs turned the participation requitements and 
sanction policy into very constructive case management tools. These 
requlrements got young mothers to come into the program in the first place I and fostered ongoing participation. More importantly, they were instrumental 
in defining case managers' commitment and obligation to coax,. pres..'~ure, and 

I cajole troubled and uncooperative teenage parents into working toward 
overcoming barriers (including psychological ones) to their self-sufficiency. 
The rules also provided a clear hasis for case managers to insist on 

I 
 participation and specified clear consequences for failure to partieipate. 


I 
Case managers, virtually none of whom endorsed the mandatory nature of the 
program at the outset, felt strongly that their ability to reach the teenage 
parents and help them work out their problems was greatly facilitated by the 

I 
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I 
consequences for a teenage mother if she did not accept help or find another I 
solution 10 a participation problem.ll However. two conditions are essential 
for case managers to be able to use participation requirements and sanctions 
in this manner. First, the program must be wen staffed so that case managers I 
can follow up persistently when a participant fails to attend classes, find out 
what is happening, and either persuade the young mother to stick to her plan 
or, in some cases, work out a different"plan, Second, there must be an Iadequate range of educational and training resources geared to teenagers' 
needs to back up the demand for participation. The formal threat of a 
sanction is not enough; a major responsibility of case managerS in the Idemonstrati.on programs was keeping teenage parents on track. Lots of things 
go 'WTong in these young mothers' lives, and only a combination of tough 
expectations and a supportive, encouraging, and attentive staff can keep them 
moving toward positive goals. I 

APPROPRIATE CIDLD CARE SERVICES I 
Any program that is serious about getting teenage mothers to engage in outA 
of-home activities must deal sensitively with their child care needs-including I 
paying for care if free care is not avaiJab!e, Most of these young mothers have 
infants who arc the most precious part of their lives. They generally are 
reluctant to leave their child v.ith anyone they do not know we11. in part I
because tlley have no role models. who have used nonrelatives to care for tbeir 
childrep.. ~reo"'er, the young mothers are acutely aware of the widely 
publicized (yet rare) incidents of child abuse in day care settings. And, they I arc concerned about transportation to child care and the availability and 
quality of care. Public transportation is, at best, inconvenient for someone 
carrying a baby and a day's worth of baby supplies. For most of these young ImotherS, the relevant child care is that in their immediate neighborhood-
primarily family day care and relative care, which are highly variable and.often 
of questionable quality (Klsker. SHverberg, and Maynard 1990), I 
Special help often was necessary to help teenage mothers accept the idea of 
nonrelative care, consider available options. and make choices based not only 
on convenience of location but also on other qualities of the particular setting. I 
Case managers or other staff often had to spend time working with 
participants on these issues. sometimes visiting severa! providers to help 
acquaint a young mother with child care options to make an informed choice. I 
Staff time was aim required to deal with breakdowns in care and emergency 
care needs. I 

TAILORED SERVICES· 

I
Designing an effective service strategy for teenage parents requires attention 
to the special needs that arise from the added responsibilities of parenting. 
The process is not as. simple as opening up classrooms and hiring teachers to I 

U It is also notable that, in in-depth interviews, none of the young mothers complained about the Iprogram sanction policies (Polit 1992). 

615 I 
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I 

I 
I upgrade math and reading skills and teach GED preparation courses. Many 

of these teenagers have already dropped out of standard classroom instruction. 
Imaginative programs combining academics, work experience, and jntensive 
personal attention seem to work best at sparking interC';Si and commitment. 

I Many teenage parents participating in the demonstration did not consider 
returning to their former high schools for a variety of reasons, including 
boredom, embarrassment, conflicts with school staff, the difficulty of finding 
acceptable child care and, in some cases, relatively indifferent attitudes of

I school bureaucracies: Many also found it difficult to integrate into available 
ABE and GED programs serving primarily adults. For some! it was important 
that the educational curriculum be connected to real-life andlor job

I experiences. For others, their problems with the adult~focused programs 
related to the classroom climate, which tended to be geared toward the 
interests and needs of adults (often older males). 

I The schedules and locations of services are often inconvenient or incompatible 
with the needs of these young mothers. Inevitably, teenage mothers are going 

I to require some schedul~ flexibility to deal with sick children, child care 

I 
breakdowns, and other crises. Public schools, in particular. often do not 
adequately accommodate these ncede;. Transportation also can be an 
especially big problem for those using child care outside of their immediate 
neighborhoods. 

I 
In genera!, it was difficult to place these welfare-dependent teenage mothers 
in job training because of tbeir Jaw basic skills or lack of a high schoo! degree. 
JTPA and other training providers tend to be predisposed against both 
teenage parents and those with low basic skills, because Qf the additional 

I support services and training time often required to achieve "'successful" 
outcomes, Creative solutions to bridge the skills-ta-training gap are badly 
needed.

I 
UNANSWERED QUESTIONS 

I 
I There are two important unanswered questions from this study. One is 

whether these early education, training. and employment impacts of the 
program will translate into longer~term increases in self-sufficiency, This 

I 
I 

question is being addressed through a longer-tenn fonow-up of the study 
sample and their children, The seeond unanswered question is bow much 
improvement in outcomes could be achieved in programs that were able to 
address some of the shortcomings of the demonstration programs. For 
example. still higher partiCipation rates and improved (onger-tenn outcomes 
likely could be achieved if the programs had greater capacity to create 
stronger education and training options tailored to the needs of the young 
mothers; if they found more effective ways to help the young mothers control 
their fertilityusomething most of them want to do; and if the cbild support 

I system had stronger incentives for parents~~mothers and fathers·-to cooperate 
and for the agency to focus on this population, which has limited prospects for 
making significant support .payments in the short run. Architects of future

I welrare policies and programs should build on the operational success of this 
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demonstration in serving very large caseloads of teenage parents and m I 

sensitively . but effectively using sanctions to promote 
sufficiency-promoting activities, but also attend to the 
program and/or its implementation could be strengthened. 
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I 
I TABLE AI 

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF KEY OUTCOME VARIABLES 

Mean Standard Deviation 

Activity Choices:

I Percent in school, training, or employed 
Percent of months active 
Percent in school 

I Percent in job training 
Percent employed 
Percent in job club 

I 
I Percent Active. by Months after Intake 

3 months 
12 months 
24 months 

I Percent in School, by Months after Intake 
3 months 
12 months 

I 24 months 

I 
Percent Employed, by Months after Intake 

3 months 
12 months 
24 months 

I Income 

I 

Avemge monthly earnings ($) 

Avemge monthly AFDC benefits ($) 

Percellt of months rC{':Civing AFDe 


I 
Average monthly food stamp benefits ($) 
Percent of months receiving food stamps 
Monthly child ,upport 
Percent with income below poverty 

I 
 Socia! and Demographic Outcomes 


I 
Percent living with supportive adult 
Percent with paternity established 
Percent receiving financial support 
Percent in regular contact with child's father 
Number of repeat pregnancies 
Number of new births 

7234 
31.14 
34.96 
2435 
45.97 
15.80 

27.84 
35.80 
36.81 

13.56 
15.49 
13,83 

11.07 
17.55 
21.95 

124,78 
251.46 
78.52 

126,70 
68,93 
22.Ql 
85.49 

50.58 
47.99 
9.33 

27.15 
Q.96 
0.63 

44,74 
32.93 
47.69 
4292 
49.85 
36.48 

44.83 
47.95 
4823 

34,24 
36,19 
34.52 

31.38 
38,05 
41.39 

252.81 
1\7.73 
27.70 
7&54 
32.83 
83,02 
35.22 

50.00 
49.96 
29.09 
44.48 
0.85 
0.68 

I 
SOURCE: Follaw-up surveys conducted an average of 28 months after intake, and state welfare, 

wage, and child support records, 

I 
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I 
TABLE A.2 I 

SIGNIFICANCE LEVELS OF IMPACT ESTIMATES I 
F- or t~ 


Impact Statistic PMValue 


Activity Choices 
Percent in school, training. or employed 12.42 

F 
67.60 .Will 

I 
Percent of months active 
Percent in school 
Percent in job training 

07.74 
12.31 
04.23 

49.72 
56.95 
7.fl2. 

.0001 

.0010 

.0049 I 
Percent employed 
Percent in job club 

05.11 
18.23 

9.06 
208.00 

.0026 

.0001 I 
Percent Active, by" Months after Intake 

3 months 
12 months 

5.58 
8.61 

t 
3.994 
5.139 

.0001 

.0001 I 
24 months 6.50 4.048 .0001 

Percent in School, by Months after Intake t I 
3 months 4.52 4.245 .0001 
12 months 
24 months 

5.12 
3.25 

4.508 
2.774 

.0001 

.0056 I 
Employment, by Months after Intake 

3 months -0.23 
t 

-0.221 .8203 I 
12 months 2.11 1.746 .0808 
24 months 

Income 

2.80 2.042 

F 

.0412 

I 
Average monthly earnings ($) 
Average monthly AFDC benefits 
Percent of months receiving AFDC 

22.85 
-18.72 
-2.62 

6.81 
38.20 
11.21 

.0091 

.0001 

.0008 I 
Average monthly food stamp benefits 
Percent of months receiving food stamps 
Monthly child support 

-0.53 
-2.54 
-3.11 

0.53 
7.99 
1.35 

.4621 

.0041 

.2451 I 
Percent with income below poverty 

Social and Demographic Outcomes 

-1.31 1.38 

F 

.23% 

I 
Percent living with supportive adult 1.53 0.99 .3213 
Percent with paternity established 
Percent receiving financial suppOrt 

3.55 
1.10 

1.19 
1.43 

.0014 

.2311 I 
Percent in regular contact 1.84 1.48 .2235 
Number of repeat pregnancies 
Number of new births 

0.80 
3.10 

0.10 
3.43 

.7573 

.0642 I 
SOURCE: 	 rollow-up surveys conducted an average of 28 months after intake, and state welfare, 

wage, and child support records. I 
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I 
I TABLERI 

OlIT.oF-HOME Acrtvrr\', BY MO!'frnS AFTER INTA:lCfi 

I (Percents In Activity) 

I Education, Training, Qr 
Emp:oyment Education 

Regu:ar- Regular- Reglllar
Momt:s after Estimated &titnaltd E:Hitn.il.1.ed'""",,, '''"''''' Intake Group 1m"", 0"",. Impact Group 'mpm1I -
Mooth:; Z4!) 5.0 .. 1l.2 4.5 •• 11.1 ,<).2 

MOOlh t> 27,4 93 u 11.? 5.7 u 3,6 ..I 12' 

Mooth9 29,1 8.3·· 1~9 4.9 .. 1<tl 3,.t> u 

Month 12 31.3 8.6 •• n. 5.1 •• Hi.4 21" 

I MonllllS 32' 5:.6""' 127 4Ai ... 18.2 2'''' 
Monlh lS 69 •• 126 4,1 ... 19.& 1.S ".• 
MQtlth 21 3M 5.9·· 1..6'"" 20~ 3.2··I '" 

2.8 ••Month 24 J:I.6 6.5 .. 122 3.3 .. 205 

I 
Sa:mple She 1,6(j4.I,UJ 3,350·3,792 1,682;.1,914 3,385·3,831 1,676.1,902 l,JtIl·J,SlZ 

SOOR.CB: Surveys administered to $llIlIple llleOlbel'3 an :ave!'l!ge of2S IllQl'ItM. after- sample inl.ll.ht. 

I 
NO'tlt &timau$ are ~ Mj\J$leO. MC:II111J of control vatia\!}¢l1l5(rl (n the anaty:sis :are foond itt Maynard et aI, 1m (Table 

A.8). [n IIddliion. th.e&¢ models included the illt~ion varial:!lo listed in Mayrulrd et at 1m (fable AI4). 

I 
.. Significantly different (rom uro al the Ji) k:vcl, two-tailed \t$L 


... Significantly diffen:nt from zero:at the .os ~, two-taikd 1CS1. 


I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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I 

TABLE B.2 I 


AFDC AND FOOD STAMP RECEIPT AND BENEFITS, 
BY MONTHS AFTER 11\'1'AKE I 


I
AFDC 	 Food Stamps 

Month 3 

Regular
Services 

89.9 

Estimated 

·0.9 

Regular
Services 

72.0 

Estimated 

-0.9 

I 
I 

Month 24 72.5 ·1.6 67.8 1.9 I 

Month 6 86.5 -3.2 n 70.6 	 ~2.7 .. I 

Month 9 84.1 -4.6 to. 70.3 	 -3.7 .. 


~3.9 ••
Month 12 	 80.3 4.6-- 69.1 I 

Month 15 77.4 -3.1 ... 69.9 	 2.8 .. 

Month 18 75.6 -3.0·· 67.9 	 ~2.3 • I 

Month 21 73.6 -2.2 .. 67.7 	 ·1.8 

Month 3 	 273 3 124 1 
 I 

~22 ••Month 6 266 	 123 ·1 


Month 9 	 262 ~30 .. 123 ·2 
 I 

Month 12 	 260 -34 .. 125 -4 


Month 15 	 253 -25 *. 128 ·2 
 I 

Month 18 	 248 ~21 •• 129 ·3 


Month 21 	 246 ~16 .* 131 0 
 I 

Month 24 	 248 -15 .. 136 ·2 


Sample Size 	 2,4()4. 4,813 • 2,402- 4,814· 

2,530 5,051 2,526 5,046 
 I 


SOURCE: 	 Administrative data, I 

NOTE: 	 &timates are regression adjusted. Means of control variables used in the analysis are 

found in Maynard et al, 1993 (Table A8). In addition, these models included the 
interaction variables listed in ~1aynard et al. 1993 (Table A 14). I 


·Significantly different from zero at the .10 leve!, two-tailed test. 

"Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test 
 I 
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