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Feedback effects of nonprofit program design:   
An analysis of the effects of the Starfish Family Services Family Success Program1 

 
Carolyn Barnes, Sandra K. Danziger, and Richard Rodems 

University of Michigan  
 

Introduction 
 
Research on public welfare agencies demonstrates that the design of the cash assistance 

program negatively affects recipients’ external political efficacy and political participation (Soss, 
1999; 2001). This line of research suggests that public welfare administration may have political 
feedback effects on mass political behavior in two ways: 1) by offering resources and incentives 
for political action (resource effects) and 2) by providing information and meaning (interpretive 
effects) (Pierson, 1993; Mettler & Soss, 2004).  Essentially, policies teach  lessons about 
citizenship, government, and politics that influence people’s values and attitudes, group 
identities, their orientations to government, and patterns of political participation (Schneider & 
Ingram, 1995.p. 442).           
 Recent welfare scholarship has drawn attention to the divergent feedback effects of 
universal and means-tested social programs.  Studies have shown that, after controlling for 
demographic characteristics, beneficiaries of universal programs (e.g., Social Security) have 
higher levels of political and civic engagement than recipients of means tested programs (e.g., 
Supplemental Nutritional Assistance Program) (Mettler & Stonecash, 2008; Soss, 1999; 2001). 
These differences in participation outcomes are largely attributed to differences in institutional 
design and the resources and incentives for participation offered through social policies (Mettler, 
2002; Campbell, 2002; Soss, 1999).       

Despite the novel insights of this line of research, the feedback literature is limited in 
three ways. First, research has yet to examine the feedback effects of welfare privatization. Since 
the 1996 welfare reform replaced federal Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) with 
Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF), there has been a growing trend towards 
privatized welfare services for low income families. From 1993 to 2005, the cash welfare 
caseload declined from 14.2 million to 4.6 million recipients (Allard, 2009) and by 2011, to 4.4 
million.2 As spending for cash benefits declined, spending on public services, such as child care, 
transportation assistance and job search assistance increased.  As a result, a growing number of 
poor families with children are receiving public services that are delivered by nonprofit 
organizations. Essentially, the workers in these agencies are the new “street level bureaucrats” 
and may have more contact with the families than do public welfare bureaucrats (Smith & 
Lipsky, 1993). These new venues of welfare provision may alternatively shape client behavior. 

                                                            
1 This project was supported with funds from the McGregor Fund, the University of Michigan Institute for Research 
on Labor, Employment, and the Economy, and the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Office of the 
Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation, grant number 5U01AE000002-03, with funding from the U.S. 
Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and Families. The opinions and conclusions 
expressed herein are solely those of the author(s) and should not be constructed as representing the opinions or 
policy of any funder or agency of the Federal Government. We appreciate the cooperation of Starfish Family 
Services program staff, our respondents, and the consultation of Sue Ann Savas on the research for this paper.   
2 http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/ofa/data-reports/caseload/2011/2011_recipient_tan.htm 



Feedback Effects of Starfish Family Services Program 
Barnes, Danziger, & Rodems  
 

2 
 

 Policy feedback research also offers limited insight regarding the mechanisms of program 
design that may affect participation outcomes.  Scholars suggest that authority structures of 
public policies convey messages regarding social standing on clients and teach clients lessons 
about how to interact with the government.  Additionally research demonstrates that clients’ 
political attitudes are related to their perceptions of procedural and distributive justice (fairness 
and equity) in receiving services and experiences with administrative red tape (Kumlin, 2004; 
Kumlin & Rothstein, 2005; Moynihan & Herd, 2010).  However, this research is limited in 
clarifying the mechanisms of policy design that engender such messages or feedback effects, 
focusing instead on observing relationships between enrollment in a program or benefit receipt 
and outcomes.   

Further research is needed to identify specific attributes of institutional design that may 
have positive or negative “spill-over effects.” This is especially relevant in the new context of 
welfare privatization, as private service agencies may differ from public agencies in design.  
Finally, this body of research has yet to examine the role of nonprofit social service providers in 
providing support for individuals who are hardest hit by welfare reform and the recent recession, 
those who are disconnected from both welfare and employment.  Since welfare reform 
eliminated AFDC and replaced it with TANF, studies have shown substantial declines in 
caseloads (cited above) and higher rates of short-term employment among former welfare clients 
(Wood et al, 2008; Lerman, 2005, Danziger et al, 2002).  Current population study statistics 
indicate that the share of single mothers ever receiving cash fell from 60 percent in 1993 to 18 
percent in 2008.  The overall number of poor single mothers who reported receiving no cash 
welfare increased from 1.72 million in 1993 to 3.16 million in 2008—an 84% increase over 15 
years.       

Many scholars argue that a significant proportion of welfare leavers do not successfully 
transition from welfare to work.  As former welfare clients face significant barriers to 
employment (Danziger & Seefeldt, 2002), transitions from welfare to work are characterized by 
cyclical TANF use and spells of unemployment (Blank, 2004; Turner et. al, 2006; Loprest, 2003; 
Wood et al, 2008).  Given these barriers to employment in the midst of TANF work provisions 
and time limits on cash assistance, a growing number of former welfare clients find themselves 
chronically disconnected from both work and welfare (Turner et al, 2006). We suggest that this 
can be a short term and unstable situation or more chronic and long lasting (Wood, 2003; 
Seefeldt, 2012).  In this paper, we define disconnection with respect to the individual’s report of 
neither working nor receiving TANF at both of the two points in time that we survey families, 
over 2009-2011.   

The rise of nonprofit social service providers contracted to provide publically-funded 
services to disadvantaged families and the growing prevalence of the disconnected leads us to a 
set of research questions that focus on the role of nonprofit service providers in serving persons 
who are low income and disconnected from work and welfare.  Do nonprofit social service 
organizations have unique effects on these individuals who face acute economic hardship? 
Secondly, are there attributes of program design that contribute to these feedback effects?  
 Our inquiry examines these questions in the context of a voluntary private social service 
program, Starfish Family Success Program (FSP).  We ask whether and how participation shapes 
the efficacy beliefs of low income parents and specifically disconnected parents in the Detroit 
metro area. Our data consists of panel survey data and in-depth interview data collected as part 
of a program evaluation of the Starfish Family Success Program. We use ordinary least squares 
regression to test the claim that FSP participation has spill-over effects on individuals’ values 
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and beliefs (Schneider & Ingram, 1995).  Through qualitative analysis, we further highlight 
mechanisms of program design that may affect our efficacy outcomes. The subjective reports of 
experiences in the FSP program highlight the most salient program attributes and how these 
experiences may contribute to their efficacy beliefs. Our findings suggest that voluntary FSP 
program participation is associated with substantial increases in both self-efficacy and parental 
efficacy among parents in our sample who have been disconnected from work and welfare. Our 
qualitative analysis supports our statistical findings regarding self-efficacy, suggesting that the 
FSP program is a source of social and emotional support that helps families feel empowered to 
improve how they navigate hardships, cope with stress and solve problems.    
 Given the limitations of our study data, we do not explicitly examine more distal 
feedback effects such as political outcomes or long term economic well-being.  However, our 
study offers clues about the elements of program design that may promote an individual’s 
exercise of agency outside the program. Psychologists suggest that efficacy beliefs determine 
how people think, feel, and behave (Bandura, 1994). People who are more confident in their 
abilities approach difficult tasks as challenges to be mastered. Conversely, those who doubt their 
capabilities avoid difficult tasks and perceive them as threats.  This would suggest that private 
nonprofit program design has feedback effects, in this case for efficacy beliefs.  And that like the 
literature suggests for public program participation, this “internal spillover” effect may inform 
action and advocacy outside of the program.  

 
Literature Review  
 
Disconnection from Work and Welfare 
A growing body of research highlights the prevalence of disconnection from both work 

and welfare, the high level of financial hardships that disconnected people face, and the various 
coping strategies used by single, disconnected low income mothers. Studies indicate that a small 
but growing number of welfare leavers do not secure employment or cash-based benefits (Turner 
et.al, 2006; Blank, 2004).  The percentage of low educated single mothers who were unemployed 
and did not receive cash based assistance for an entire year stayed consistently between 11 and 
15 percent from 1975 to 1995 (Turner et al, 2006).  Following welfare reform, this percentage 
increased to 20 percent by 2002 and 2003.  Blank (2004) estimated that approximately 2.2 
million poor single mothers were disconnected from work and welfare.  However, more recent  
national survey data reports higher numbers of disconnected single mothers: the share of single 
poor mothers who reported that they neither worked nor received cash welfare increased from 
one in eight in 1996 to over one in five by 2009 (Loprest & Nichols, 2012).   

Job loss and barriers to employment are the primary causes of disconnection from work 
and welfare (Turner et al, 2006; Blank, 2004; Cleaveland, 2004). Studies indicate that the 
disconnected are more likely to have limited work histories, to be high school dropouts, and to 
experience unfavorable health conditions, all of which are acknowledged barriers to employment 
(Wood et al, 2008).  Learning disabilities and alcohol and drug abuse also impede employment 
among the disconnected (Turner et al, 2006), as do problems with transportation and securing 
child care (Zedlewski et al, 2003). Finally, those disconnected from work and welfare lack 
community and social networks and well-developed decision making skills (Pavetti & Kauff, 
2006).             
 Individuals and families cope with hardships associated with disconnection from work 
and welfare in various ways.  Most families rely on a combination of government assistance and 
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private support. Disconnected individuals utilize Medicaid, Food Stamps, and to a lesser degree 
housing assistance, and often rely on familial support for things like temporary housing 
arrangements. Relatives often provide housing at low cost or “double” up with the disconnected.  
In terms of additional income, disconnected individuals also engage in the underground economy 
by taking on cash-based jobs such as babysitting and house cleaning or other informal 
arrangements with employers (Zedlewski et al, 2003; Cleaveland, 2008).  Sporadic child support 
payments are also sources of income, albeit sporadic and unstable.  Finally, private charities that 
provide emergency food and clothing assistance are also viable resources for those disconnected 
from work and welfare (Cleaveland, 2008; Edin & Lein, 1997; Zedlewski et al, 2003).  While 
low income families disconnected from employment and TANF use multiple sources of 
assistance to make ends meet, this network of support is fragile, irregular, and haphazard. 

    
Nonprofit Social Service Providers 
Nonprofit organizations are one set of resources that individuals who are disconnected 

from work and welfare use to cope with hardship. However, the literature offers little insight into 
the highly variable ways in which private social service providers support this disadvantaged 
population.  Furthermore, very little research has explored how nonprofit program design might 
positively or negatively shape client outcomes.  Nonprofit social service providers have become 
what Scott Allard (2009, p. 4) describes as “primary mechanisms through which government and 
communities assist low income populations” . 

A few studies offer insights from clients’ experiences with nonprofit service providers. 
For instance, studies highlight low utilization of nonprofit service agencies among low income 
populations and barriers to service receipt (Edin & Lein, 1997; Kissane, 2003).  Kissane’s 
qualitative work attributes low levels of usage to distance, a lack of information regarding 
services offered, and inconvenient hours. Additionally, poor individuals were hesitant to utilize 
services because of the stigma associated with receiving charity and preferred public agencies 
over the private delivery of services (Edin & Lein, 1997; Kissane, 2003). Respondents 
emphasized the administrative nightmares and poor treatment from staff, long waits, elaborate 
paperwork, and tedious documentation for receipt of the basic needs services.  Clients also 
reported experiencing low levels of respect in their interactions with staff members of private 
agencies and viewed the costs of stigmatizing treatment as higher than the quality of assistance 
provided. These studies focus on temporary food and clothing assistance and are limited in 
capturing other services that may be offered through nonprofits (e.g., employment services, 
counseling, family services).  Thus, further research on nonprofit service provision is warranted.   

 
Potential Feedback Mechanisms of Nonprofit Social Service Provision  
Political scientists have explored how program design may communicate messages about 

citizenship and government.  Accordingly, the interpretive effects of policy design consist of 
messages about the responsibilities of the government, differences between the underserving and 
deserving poor, and appropriate forms of political participation in democratic societies 
(Schneider & Ingram, 2009; Ingram & Schneider, 1993, p.72).  Clients internalize messages 
through their experiences with public policies and use these messages in developing perceptions 
about how they are perceived by the government and by society.  Ingram and Schneider suggest 
that different program populations receive different messages that either encourage participation 
or foster withdrawal and political “passivity.”        
 Studies that explore the interpretive effects of policies link the social construction of the 
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policy targets or beneficiaries to authority structures of policy design.  Targets are socially 
constructed according to their political and economic power and “cultural valence,” the extent to 
which the target’s values reflect mainstream norms (Schneider & Sydney, 2009, p. 87). Targets 
who are advantaged politically, economically and/or socially are considered more deserving of 
benefits and “receive policies that offer high levels of client discretion, short implementation 
chains, and strong provisions” (Schneider & Sydney, 2009).     
 Campbell’s (2003) work on Social Security also illustrates this pattern.  Social Security 
confers a sense of respect to the elderly and legitimizes their receipt of benefits.  Conversely, 
means-tested social welfare policies communicate less favorable messages to negatively 
constructed policy targets.  A burgeoning typology of program design has been developed 
around these insights and on the extent to which authority structures protect clients’ agency in 
their interactions with bureaucracies and employ “fair procedures and clear rules” (Bruch et. al, 
2010).  This typology characterizes programs as primarily bureaucratic, participatory, or 
paternalistic.   

Bureaucratic programs consist of centralized administration, rules and procedures that are 
indiscriminately applied across beneficiaries, and limited agency worker discretion in the 
allocation of services and benefits.  Bureaucratic programs such Social Security Age Old 
Insurance and Disability Insurance secure clients in their relationship with the agency and 
encourage clients to express preferences and grievances within the agency and in broader 
contexts through political activity (Soss, 1999).       
 Conversely, paternalistic programs are more directive and supervisory.  They are 
designed to impose order and enforce work and civic obligations among policy targets and are 
commonly reflected in public assistance and other means-tested programs (Soss, 1999, 2000: 
Bruch et. al. 2010).  Consequently, these types of programs are punitive and intrusive and rely 
heavily on the discretion of agency workers. This places clients in a position of vulnerability that 
dampens their sense of agency in their interactions with welfare administrators or in expressing 
grievances to agency workers. Soss (1999) suggests that clients’ dampened agency in their 
ongoing relationships with the program attenuates external efficacy and voting.   
 Finally, participatory programs build capacity among clients by incorporating clients into 
agency decision making through advisory councils and other governing boards within the 
agency.  By incorporating clients into decision making, participatory programs communicate to 
clients that their participation is valued and effective.  Studies suggests that Head Start has these 
positive interpretive effects on low income individuals, demonstrating that the required 
participation on local policy councils fosters internal and external political efficacy along with  
civic and political engagement (Soss 1999; 2001; Bruch et.al 2010).  According to Soss (2000), 
the positive interpretive effects of more participatory programs like Head Start may reverse the 
demobilizing effects of public assistance.        
 Although this typology has explored the interpretive effects of public programs, it is 
limited in offering insight into how specific organizational attributes communicate messages to 
clients.  We know very little about the salience of design elements (e.g., how workers are trained 
to interact with clients) for clients’ experiences in the programs or how clients feel affected by 
their program experiences. 

Additionally, organization scholars emphasize the complexity and variety of the design of 
human service agencies and the challenges in evaluating nonprofit agencies (Sava, Seldon, & 
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Sandfort, 2004). Human “service technologies3” are characterized as an “ambiguous” black box, 
in part because nonprofit organizations differ in, size, staff, financial resources, missions, and 
target populations served (Sandfort, 2000; 2003; 2007).  Public welfare bureaucracies, in 
contrast, are less diverse in program design as agencies are given uniform resources and 
information to carryout standardized tasks (Sandfort, 2000).       
 Finally, scholars offer nascent evidence that nonprofit social service providers are distinct 
from public welfare agencies in skill-building opportunities offered, political advocacy 
recruitment fostering positive efficacy beliefs among clients (LeRoux, 2010; Marwell, 2004; 
Quadagno, 1994; Moseley, 2010). Given these unique implications of nonprofit social service 
provision, we expand upon this line of inquiry.  

Our study examines whether private social service program design shapes client efficacy.  
We use data on low income parents in economically distressed Wayne County, Michigan to test 
key assumptions of the policy feedback perspective, namely that program design influences the 
nature of clients’ experiences and, consequently their more general beliefs about themselves 
beyond the service agency (Soss, 1999).  We test the assumption that these experiences have 
spill-over effects. While this study is limited in bridging the clients’ experiences to beliefs about 
broader public institutions, we make a connection between clients’ experiences and other 
outcomes that may be instrumental to their broader engagement in community organizations and 
political processes.  We observe in qualitative assessments how elements of program design 
inform clients’ experiences with the private social service provider and how they perceive that 
these elements affect their self-efficacy beliefs and sense of competency in parenting.  We expect 
nonprofit service provision to positively inform efficacy beliefs among a subgroup of the 
families in our study, namely those who are most economically vulnerable through their 
disconnection from both work and welfare. Our hypotheses are more formally stated below (see 
Methodology section).  

Our research hopes to bridge the burgeoning studies on disconnection from work and 
welfare, the feedback effects of programs, and the expansion of privatization of services for the 
disadvantaged. We hope to offer a more comprehensive account of low income families’ 
experiences with the emerging private safety net in the post welfare reform and Great Recession 
era.   

 
Methods and Data Description 
Using OLS regression analysis, we test the hypothesis that FSP services strengthen 

efficacy beliefs among parents who have experienced disconnection from work and welfare. We 
compare levels of personal mastery, also referred to as self-efficacy (Pearlin & School, 1978, p. 
20) and parental efficacy (PIP scale, Hoover-Dempsey & Sandler, 1997) among respondents 
involved in the Starfish Family Success Program (FSP) and in our comparison group.  We 
analyze survey and open-ended interview data collected as part of a program evaluation of the 
Family Success Program.  The evaluation is designed to measure the change in critical 
participant outcomes and compare families and child well being over time with a matched group 

                                                            
3 Service technologies and program design are used interchangeably. Service technology is defined as “the work 
done in organizations” (Sandfort, p.269, 2009). Sandfort and others further elaborate on this definition describing 
the service technologies as “the process used to transform inputs into outputs.” (see Sandfort’s discussion, “Human 
Service Technology: Improving Understanding and Advancing Research.” In Human Services as Complex 
Organizations, 2nd  ed.; edited by Yeheskel Hasenfeld, 269-290. Thousand Oaks, California: Sage Publications, 2009. 
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who does not receive services.  The evaluation is a quasi-experimental outcome design where we 
sampled all families enrolled in the Family Success Program, n=93, and a comparison group of 
37 nonparticipating similar families who had a child enrolled in the agency’s Head Start.  
Program participants were interviewed to assess the degree to which they attained expected 
outcomes. Data were collected twice over the 2009-2011 period.  Data for this paper are based 
on respondents who completed both the baseline and the one year follow-up survey.   

Of the FSP program participants, 87 of the 93 completed the baseline survey (93.5%) and 
we retained 73 of these study participants at follow up (84%). Of the 37 Head Start comparison 
parents, 23 completed both surveys (62%).4  For this paper, we analyze data from 71 FSP 
participants and 22 in the comparison group, due to missing information.     

 
Starfish Family Success Program        

 Starfish Family Success Program (FSP) is a voluntary program that aims to improve 
families’ economic status, coping skills and social support, and parent and child well-being.  The 
program is designed to help parents make and meet individualized family goals across these 
domains, experience some economic success, and improve parenting skills/resources through 
case management, group workshops, and self-help groups to families. The program enrolled 
parents in single or two parent households living in the agency’s high poverty catchment area in 
Southeastern Michigan, primarily Inkster, MI or the surrounding metropolitan communities. The 
program targeted parents with at least one child age five or under.  They recruited families who 
were experiencing financial hardship, exhibited a “readiness for change” in learning new ways of 
coping and problem solving, and they screened out parents who presented with high risk of 
domestic violence or substance abuse (problems which would require more intensive and 
specialized counseling services that the program could offer).     
 Participation in the first four months was weekly or more, dropped to monthly sessions 
with optional supplemental activities over the remaining year and available as needed in a second 
year.  In the first phase, parents attended a 17-session weekly “Getting Ahead” workshop with a 
standardized curriculum5 designed to inform participants about the causes of poverty and 
individual-level avenues out of poverty.  Multifamily groups meet weekly with staff facilitators. 
Onsite child care during the sessions was available and participants received moderate financial 
stipends for attendance to defray transportation costs.  During this period and through 9 months, 
each family was also assigned to a family advocate (staff member who acted as a case manager) 
who met with parents monthly (on average) and updated goals and activities on the various life 
domains targeted for support and problem solving.  During this time, occasional seminars on 
topics such as parenting and financial literacy were available as optional for participation by FSP 
families.  The final phase of the program provided at participant’s choice a set of mentoring 
activities for parents during which they could join small self-help groups of participants.  They 
could also continue meeting individually with staff member family advocates as needed. 
Program data suggest that for most of the enrolled families, attendance at activities dropped off 
after about a year.  

 
Comparison Group: Head Start Parents 

                                                            
4 The attrition was due to inability to re-contact respondents who changed addresses or phones.  In a couple of 
instances, a respondent missed agreed-upon interviews, but no one refused to participate in the follow up.   
5 Devol, Philip E. 2004.Getting Ahead in a Just Getting by World: Build Your Resources for a Better Life. Published 
by Aha! Process Inc. 
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FSP and Head Start differ in program design and the ways in which they engage parents. 
These two programs may thus have divergent effects on political efficacy and political and civic 
engagement.   Head Start formally encourages parent involvement on its policy council, but 
provides few direct services to parents.  Few of our respondents reported participating on the 
policy council.   However, in theory, deliberation on policy and the subsequent incorporation of 
“client voice” in program decision-making may build civic skills among Head Start parents and 
encourage participation in broader politics.  Contrastingly, FSP offered a curriculum based on a 
“resources model for understanding poverty” (Payne, 2005), service referrals, parenting and 
family seminars, and mentoring. The educative effects of these resources and the small group 
processes may lead to increased self-perceived competence.  The two programs were locally 
administered by the Starfish Family Services agency and served a similar population, low 
income families with children under the age of five, making this an appropriate comparison for 
capturing the effects of FSP. 

 
Sample Characteristics 
Appendix Table 1.1 describes the full sample at baseline, n=93. Participants averaged 30 

years of age and lived on average less than 6 miles away from the agency. The sample reflects 
the racial makeup of the surrounding metropolitan region, nearly half are African American, a 
third white, and 6%Latino, with 11.8% categorizing themselves as other, primarily mixed or 
Arab American. Almost 40% of the respondents were married and 44% had received only a high 
school education.  Public program participation varied across program type. Most of the sample 
participated in Medicaid or SNAP, while just over half received WIC or free or reduced school 
lunches. Less than a quarter participated in TANF, Section 8, UI, SSI or child care subsidies. 
Incomes of individual respondents were low, averaging only $3,693 from employment. With 
household sizes above 4 persons on average, over two thirds of the sample fell below the poverty 
line at baseline. Nearly half of participants were neither employed nor receiving TANF. The 
mastery scale measures the participants’ sense of self-efficacy, their sense of control over their 
own lives, and averaged 22, nearly the midpoint on the scale of 7-28 (low to high efficacy).  

At our follow-up survey, shown in Appendix Table 1.2, our sample characteristics 
change slightly. More than a quarter of respondents had changed addresses, 28%.  Household 
size and percent married appear similar. Changes in participation in means tested programs 
varied again by program.  Overall, respondents were less connected to the TANF, falling by 7 
percentage points. SNAP usage increased by over 3 percentage points.  There were similar small 
increases in SSI participation, to 24.73% of respondents at follow-up. There were sharp declines 
in Medicaid and MI-Child, suggesting that our respondents are faring better economically at 
follow-up.  That WIC participation fell and reduced school lunch rose suggests that their children 
are aging into different assistance programs.  

A further indication of greater economic well being is the large decline (by 20 percentage 
points) in the proportion of respondents whose reported incomes fell at or below the poverty 
level, from almost 69% at baseline to almost 49% at follow-up. Annual employment income 
increased between surveys by $2,123.95, over 50%. There were also declines in the prevalence 
of disconnection from work and welfare in our sample, with 46.23 percent of our sample 
indicating no work and no cash welfare at baseline and the corresponding 34.41% at follow-up.  
Self-Efficacy beliefs remained quite similar over the two time points. 

Appendix Table 1.3 compares program and comparison group respondents at baseline. 
While both groups were similar in age, the racial composition of the two groups differs at nearly 
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statistically significant levels.  Well over half, 68.2%, of our comparison group are African 
Americans in comparison to 45.1% of FSP parents. There are slightly fewer Caucasian 
respondents enrolled in FSP and more Latino respondents.  Our FSP group also has a higher 
proportion of Arab American, mixed or other race/ethnic-identified respondents. Being married 
was more prevalent among our Head Start comparison parents (50%) and household sizes were 
slightly smaller in our comparison group (3.72 members).   Our FSP parents were on average 
less educated than our comparison group respondents -- 50% of FSP lack education beyond the 
high school in comparison to 18 percent of the comparison sample.     

FSP parents and our comparison group respondents had similar patterns of utilizing some 
of the means tested programs.  In both groups, about 23% received Supplemental Security 
Income (disability), over 80% had Medicaid, and about 10% of each group received child care 
subsidies.  However, more FSP parents utilized SNAP benefits (74.6% vs. 59%), TANF (28% 
vs. 9%) and the child focused assistance programs of MI Child, WIC, and Free and Reduced 
Lunches (62.3%) than comparison group respondents.  However, a greater portion of our 
comparison group received Section 8 vouchers (18.2% vs. 11.2%) than FSP parents.  

Although income varied slightly across the two groups, a greater share of our FSP 
households (72.8%) were at or below the poverty line (55% of comparison group sample). 
Finally, there is a slight significant difference in baseline self-efficacy beliefs across our FSP and 
comparison group members.  On average, our comparison Head Start parents scored 1.68 points 
higher on self-efficacy than FSP program members.  

At follow-up, Appendix Table 1.4, our FSP and comparison group appeared similar in 
their utilization of some of the means tested programs.  TANF utilization declined among FSP 
participants by 10 points, but remained higher than among comparison group members. Usage of 
SNAP benefits increased since our baseline evaluation for both groups, to high rates of 93.15% 
among FSP families and for the comparison group, 86.96%. The pattern of Section 8 usage 
reversed at follow-up, with Section 8 housing vouchers more prevalent among our FSP parents 
(19.7% in comparison to 13.6% of our comparison group), and WIC benefits were twice as 
prevalent among FSP as among comparison group families.   Both groups utilized Medicaid, 
Unemployment Insurance, and Free or Reduced Lunch at similar rates. A greater share of our 
comparison group received assistance through MI-Child and SSI.      
 Interestingly, members of our FSP groups fared better economically than our comparison 
group at follow-up. FSP parents made, on average, $954 more a year from employment than 
parents from our Head Start comparison group.  Similarly, a lower percentage of FSP parents fell 
below the poverty line at our follow-up inquiry, 43.5% of FSP households in comparison to 
63.6% of the comparison group households.     

Concerning efficacy beliefs, FSP parents and our comparison group were nearly identical 
in self-efficacy beliefs at the follow up, although FSP parents scored a bit higher and comparison 
parents a bit lower than their baseline averages. On average, members of the comparison group 
scored over 4.5 points higher in parental efficacy. These differences in parental efficacy beliefs 
may be related to being involved in Head Start which encourages parental involvement in child-
rearing and schooling. 

There are some notable differences between FSP disconnected parents and the 
comparison group of parents who were disconnected at baseline (Appendix Table 1.5). CG 
disconnected parents were older, have smaller households, are more educated, and live farther 
away than our FSP parents who were disconnected from work and welfare.  Additionally, being 
married was more prevalent among disconnected members of our comparison group.  At 
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baseline, the disconnected FSP group is slightly more ethnically diverse than our disconnected 
Head Start parents who were predominantly black (63.6%).     

Public program utilization at baseline varied across the subset of disconnected parents.  A 
greater share of disconnected parents enrolled in the FSP program utilized MI-Child, WIC, and 
the Free or Reduced program, while a greater percentage of our CG disconnected parents used 
the Child Care Subsidy. SNAP benefit receipt, Medicaid, Section 8, and SSI usage was more 
prevalent among our comparison group parents who were disconnected from work and welfare.   
 Among our disconnected respondents at baseline, a greater percentage of those enrolled 
in FSP experienced poverty (80%), but the majority of both subsets (63.6% CG disconnected) 
were at or below poverty. With regards to efficacy beliefs, the focus of our feedback analysis, the 
disconnected comparison group scored, on average, nearly 1.5 points higher on our self-efficacy 
scale than FSP disconnected parents.    

Appendix Table 1.6 provides the follow up descriptive characteristics for the 
comparisons we address in this analysis:  FSP and CG participants who were disconnected 
throughout the baseline and follow up period. With respect to outcomes, the disconnected FSP 
parents scored 3.25 points higher than disconnected parents who were not involved in the FSP 
program.  Similarly, disconnected comparison group respondents had slightly lower parental 
efficacy scores, scoring nearly 1.5 points lower than disconnected FSP parents at follow-up.  
Though marginal, we further probe these differences with multivariate regression analysis to 
examine the possible effects of program participation in Family Success.  

 
Methodology 
 
Model 

	  
 
Hypotheses  
H1:  FSP participation among those who are disconnected from work and welfare will have a  

  positive relationship with self-efficacy beliefs. 
H2:  FSP participation among those who are disconnected from work and welfare will have a   

  positive relationship with parental-efficacy beliefs. 
 
Measures  
 
Dependent Variables  
Self-Efficacy: This scale is a measure developed by Pearlin (1978) to reflect one’s 

perception that one has mastery or control over life outcomes. It measures the extent to which 
one regards her or his life-chances as a being under one’s personal control in contrast to being 
fatalistically ruled (Pearlin & Schooler, 1978). The measure consists of seven items scored on a 
four point scale ranging from 0 to 28. Higher scores indicate higher levels of efficacy (alpha= 
.885).  

Parental-Efficacy: Parental efficacy is defined as a parent’s beliefs about her/his general 
ability to influence the child’s educational outcomes, about one’s specific effectiveness in 
influencing the child’s school learning, and the share of this influence relative to that of peers 
and the child’s teacher (Hoover-Dempsey & Howard Sandler, 1997). The measure consists of 11 
items scored on a 6 point scale ranging from 11 to 66 (alpha= .935). Higher scores indicate 
higher levels of efficacy. 
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Independent Variables 
FSP Participation: a dichotomous variable that indicates respondents’ participation in 

FSP at both baseline and follow up, with 1indicating FSP participation, 0 for comparison group.  
 
Disconnected: a dichotomous variable that indicates the respondent’s connection to 

welfare and work at baseline and follow-up -- 1 indicates disconnection from welfare and work 
at the time of interview, while zero suggests receipt of TANF or having employment.  

Disconnected FSP: is a dichotomous interaction variable indicating whether respondents 
are both disconnected from work and welfare and enrolled in the FSP program, where 1indicates 
both FSP participation and disconnection from work and welfare and 0 indicates disconnection 
from work and welfare but no FSP participation.  

 
Controls  
Demographic characteristics: We control for various demographic characteristics that 

may be associated with both FSP program participation and our outcomes of interest.  These 
measures include race, age, poverty level, the presence of income from other working adults in 
the household and changes in household size.  

Race: Respondents self-reported their racial/ethnic identity as African American, White, 
Hispanic, Arab, or mixed/other at baseline. We coded this measure to indicate whether 
respondent is black (1) or non-black (0).  

Age: a continuous variable in which years of age at baseline are calculated by 
respondent’s date of birth. 

Poverty Level: our measure of poverty level takes in to account all sources of household 
income, including employment from all adults in the household, any routine cash gifts from 
family and friends, and public cash benefits such as TANF, UI, and SSI reported at baseline. It 
does not include SNAP benefits as cash. Poverty lines are determined using the 2009 HHS 
guidelines and vary by household size as reported by the respondent. In the model, 1 indicates 
income at or below the poverty level and 0 if above. 

Changes in Household size: a continuous measure that captures positive and negative 
fluctuations in household. An additional member of the household from baseline to follow-up 
survey is indicated by a +1.  A one member reduction in household size is indicated by a -1.  

Other working adults in household: a dummy variable measured at follow-up and is 
coded 1 if there is at least one adult in the household employed and 0 if none.   

Distance: a continuous measure that captures the distance traveled by car between the 
respondent’s residence at baseline and the Starfish agency site. It ranges from 0 to 21 miles.  

 
  Results 
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We find support for our central hypotheses, that Family Success program participation is 
associated with stronger positive efficacy beliefs among our disconnected parents.  In Table 1, 
for self-efficacy beliefs (column 1), we find that after controlling for demographic 
characteristics, poverty level, disconnection from work and welfare, and respondent’s residential 
proximity to the agency, disconnection from work and welfare was negatively associated with 
self-efficacy.  Disconnected parents in our sample scored, on average, 4.96 points lower on our 
self-efficacy scale than employed parents or those receiving public assistance.  With regards to 
FSP program effects on our disconnected parents, we find that FSP parents disconnected from 
work and welfare scored, on average, 5.47 points (.74+4.83) higher than disconnected parents 
who are not enrolled in the program.  The evidence also suggests that baseline efficacy had a 
small but significant effect on efficacy scores at follow-up. Living with others who are employed 
was associated with a 1.39 point increase in self-efficacy. Although statistically insignificant, we 
find that being African American (in contrast to white or other race or ethnic identity) is 
positively associated with higher self-efficacy scores.       
 Our results also suggest a strong positive relationship between FSP participation among 
the disconnected and parental efficacy beliefs, shown in Table 1, column 2.  When we account 
for demographic characteristics, and residential proximity to the agency, FSP parents who were 
disconnected from work and welfare scored 2.16 (-2.74+4.90) points higher on parental efficacy 
(PIP) than did comparison group disconnected parents. Living with other working adults was 

                                                            
6 We do not have a baseline measure of parental efficacy. We introduced this measure into our survey for our 
follow-up interviews.  

Table 1  The Role of Family Success  in Shaping 
Efficacy Beliefs for the Disconnected  
 
 
 

Self-Efficacy Parental 
Involvement 

 
FSP Disconnected  

4.83***  4.90* 

FSP  0.74 -2.74t

Disconnected -4.96*** -0.29 
Other working adults in 
household 

 1.39**  3.03* 

Baseline6 Mastery  0.55***  0.70**
Black  1.21t  3.88** 
Age  0.04  0.24* 
Household Growth -0.24 -2.24* 
Poverty Level  -0.92 -4.50** 
Distance -0.01 -0.23* 
Constant  

8.41** 
37.01*** 

 N= 85 N= 83 

  
R2=.54 
F=30.94 

R2=.51 
F=8.00 

   
    *p<.05      **p<.01     *** p<.001 t<.10 
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associated with a 3 point increase in parental efficacy scores.  Initial mastery or generalized 
efficacy beliefs were positively associated with higher parental efficacy scores, albeit a modest 
effect.  Additional household growth was strongly associated with lower efficacy scores; an 
additional individual in the household was associated with a 2.24 point decline in parental 
efficacy.      

Our analysis also indicates that race was strongly associated with parental efficacy 
scores. African Americans in our sample scored 3.88 points higher than whites and others.  An 
additional year in age was associated with a .24 increase in parental efficacy beliefs.  Living at 
our below the poverty level, conversely was negatively associated with these beliefs. Parents 
who fell below the poverty line at baseline scored, on average, 4.50 points lower than our less 
disadvantaged parents. Finally, residential proximity from the agency was positively associated 
with stronger parental efficacy beliefs. 

   
What Aspects of the Family Success Program Make the Difference: Qualitative 

Data 
Our quantitative analysis suggests that FSP participation for the disconnected is strongly 

associated with strengthened efficacy beliefs.  In the following section, we report selected 
highlights from the qualitative data provided by FSP program participants in order to unpack 
possible program design aspects that contribute to this relationship. From in-depth qualitative 
interviews with FSP participants at follow-up, we learned that many received substantial 
emotional support, a sense of community, and counseling from the program.  These factors may 
have equipped FSP participants to better cope with financial vulnerability and instability through 
strengthened efficacy beliefs. Simply stated, the feedback effects of FSP program participation 
may make a difference for the disconnected. 

 
Qualitative Analysis  
In our follow up surveys with FSP participants, we asked a series of questions, both 

open-ended and close-ended, about the content and frequency of their experiences in the Family 
Success Program.  Additionally, we asked about their interactions with program staff (family 
advocates) and the types of activities they engaged in, from workshops on parenting or financial 
literacy to informal support groups with other participants. Finally, we asked in what ways they 
found these activities helpful  A few key themes from their subjective reflections pertain to their 
building general self-efficacy and parental efficacy in supporting their children’s schooling. 
Many FSP parents drew attention to elements of the programs that fostered emotional support 
and enhanced life skills and problem solving.  A sense of connection and of community were 
facilitated through personal contact with their family advocates and other FSP staff and through 
group discussions in which parents collectively shared their narratives of personal hardship and 
successful coping strategies. Parents’ accounts indicated that these experiences were deeply 
personal and transformative.        
 Distinct from the social and emotional support, FSP parents also gained a sense of 
empowerment through the counsel they received from Family Advocates and the information 
garnered through educational seminars and workshops.  Family Advocates often served as both 
personal confidants and problem solvers, informing parents to help solve practical problems in 
applying for means tested programs or dealing with marital and parenting issues.  Exposure to 
new information through optional workshops and seminars broadened their perspectives on 
practical matters in parenting, money management, or life skills.  Taken together, these unique 
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attributes of program design were critical for strengthening efficacy beliefs among our 
disconnected FSP parents. 

 
Social and Emotional Support  
In terms of social and emotional support, parents in the program reported a sense of 

connection to the program, a well of emotional and social support from both other participants 
and from their advocates and staff, and a sense of empowerment through learning problem 
solving in the program and other skills obtained through FSP.  

 
1) Feeling Connected 
FSP participants with favorable evaluations of the Family Success Program emphasized 

their sense of connection and belonging that was derived through personal contact with and the 
accessibility of the Family Success staff.  When asked about the nature and frequency of contact 
from the program, one respondent noted:       

“She would call and check up on me and see if I needed to see her, that was a very big 
help, the fact that they were looking out for you, they were not forgetting us, they were looking 
out for us even though we couldn’t find the time to pick up the phone and call them. They would 
call and say, ‘Do you need to talk to us?’  

These participants felt taken care of and “looked after,” not treated as another number in 
a pool of clients, forgotten or overlooked. Another respondent shared similar sentiments, 
emphasizing the open communication with her family advocate and the accessibility of FSP 
staff.   

 
“Miss X always contacts me. We keep a very good line of communication, me and her. 

 I’ve known Miss X for years, even back almost 10 years before I got into this 
 program…  Anytime I have any issues, she’s always answering her phone. She’s never 
 avoiding me, so it’s like...they have a real good open door policy where if you need to 
 ask a question or you get kind of stuck with decisions you need to make, then I’ve always 
 been able to call Miss X.”   

 
Participants who expressed disappointment with the program also highlighted the role of 

communication in shaping their perspectives of the agency.  When asked to offer suggestions for 
the program, one respondent commented:  

 
“I just wish they would have stayed more connected, keep me updated. I just feel like I   

 was just dropped. You know, when I finished my term, I was just dropped.”    
 
2) Emotional Support from group membership  
Emotional support provided through participation in the program was another important 

aspect of client’s evaluations.   This stemmed primarily from the opportunity to express personal 
crises and frustrations to other parents (mostly women) living in similar circumstances and from 
whom they could secure valued counsel. They highlighted the strengths obtained through sharing 
reciprocal concerns, learning from one another, and realizing that they had much in common 
with other people “in the same boat”. 
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 FSP participants expressed comfort in knowing that they were “not alone” in 
experiencing hardship. One disconnected respondent noted:  

 “I never knew how many people…I’m trying to say, you’re not the only one with 
 problems.  You think your problems are so drastic until you meet the next person, 
 problems much different than yours.  And we’re like, we got along really well.   We 
 became like one big family and not only…we’ll help each other out with each other’s 
 problems.  If there’s something you can do for me, you know, do for them, back and 
 forth.” 

 
In this sense, FSP became a safe place to express needs and challenges to others facing 

similar circumstances.  Mutual sharing enabled parents to “help each other out” in coping with 
hardship.   

Other FSP parents reflected on the “family” like quality of the group facilitated by the 
program. For instance, one respondent expressed: 

  
“Family Success is more to me than just a phase or a program, it became my family.”  
 
Similarly another respondent detailed the emergence of the family-like community.  
 
“Umm I liked the friends that you got…the groups that we’re in, we’re really close…we 

 exchanged numbers and resources…it was kinda like networking…outside of school…a 
 lot of people were communicating outside of the group and we still contact each 
 other…we still talk to each other ..it’s kinda like you grew a whole new family.” 

 
3) Empowerment through Information and Problem Solving  
Several FSP participants noted developing trust and comfort with advocates and feeling 

free to share personal difficulties and asking for help in finding solutions.  Those who spoke with 
advocates about specific decisions regarding education, employment, and familial or spousal 
relationships reported that they provided advice and walked them through the decision-making 
processes. One respondent noted,  

 
“Like she improved my self-esteem up when sometimes I’m not that well.  Or sometimes, 
you know how you have a problem, and it’s not really a problem, but you want some 
opinion about what you need to do about it.  Sometimes I call her and she tells me about 
what I can do or what I can do for it.” 
 
Another disconnected parent explained that her Family Advocate coached her through 

her child testing for developmental delays.   She expounded on how her advocate encouraged her 
become proactive in her interactions with school administrators and teachers in order to promote 
her daughter’s needs.   

 
“Miss Y, she’s certified as a psychologist and all that, and she is really helping me with 
techniques because they were really trying to push medicine and all that and I didn’t want 
to go that route.  So she really helped me one on one with that and it was a good person to 
come to for advice, rather than you know, the school is sometimes going to go on…by 
the book, or they’re not going to want to deal with your kid or really help you the way 
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that they should.  And she really told me, “No, this is how it is.  This is how it’s going to 
happen.”  So it was really helpful to me about the whole education for my daughter.  
Because it was my first and everything and I didn’t know what to expect and I was kind 
of letting them push me into a corner on what was being done with her.  And she’s like, 
you need a voice, you gotta step up, you gotta do this, you have to.” 
 
Advocates usually responded by connecting parents to resources via telephone or with 

information secured through the internet.  A newly divorced mother struggling to find 
employment shared the ways her advocate offered assistance in securing benefits.   

 
“ they’ve helped me with like resources, like utility assistance and such some food 
   assistance. Cuz I don’t qualify for, the only thing I qualify through the state is for my 
   Medicaid for my kids. I don’t even qualify for my Medicaid. I mean I get child support  
   and I get my unemployment, but I don’t know I cuz I make more, I mean I don’t make 
   crap, but I make more. Too much to get Medicaid for myself and for the bridge card 
   too, for help with the groceries. It’s mostly like financial, I do talk to her about.” 
 
Another respondent noted,  
“If I need information, she look in the computer and find it for me cause I don’t…I use 
the computer but sometimes I don’t have idea where is to find other things for me.”  
 
Overall, participants’ responses suggested that the advice and counsel given by family 

advocates broadened their perspectives and cultivated a sense of competence in problem solving.  
As FSP clients were counseled through decision making processes, stress and anxiety around 
personal difficulties were attenuated.  Scenarios and decisions that were once overwhelming 
became manageable as one respondent noted about her advocate, “She’s giving me power.”  
  With regards to the supplemental optional workshops, parents who attended them 
mentioned emphasized the practical life management skills they acquired. One parent described 
the workshops as helpful in broadening her ability to cope with different situations.   

 
“They are helpful in ways like, they give you knowledge, like parenting skills. Different  

 ways you can handle situations. They help you to cope with situations. They bring 
 things to your awareness, they open you up, like things you weren’t even thinking about. 
 Like something simple, like get the Metro Times [local weekly events guide] and open it 
  up. There is so much  information in there, it’s very  informational.”   

 
Limitations of the Program  
FSP participants made a clear distinction between the strengths and weaknesses of the 

program in expressing satisfaction with the emotional support and disappointment with the 
program’s limited capacity to meet their concrete material needs.  

 
“I just wish it was geared differently than it was...it wasn’t like a hands on kinda like. … I 
wish it were like better resources…like say somebody’s car broke down or 
something…and they didn’t have the income, I don’t know…like who ever needed it the 
most…yeah like if people were getting kicked out of their house. It was kinda like….they 
gave you resources and they told you where to go…sometimes if you didn’t really get—if 
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that resource didn’t help you...then there wasn’t any help …and you go back and there’s 
like nowhere else to go…” 
 
Another respondent hoped the program would be tailored to the individual needs of the 

participants. In her case, she wanted targeted assistance in earning her GED. For her, a GED 
would be the gateway to better employment opportunities. 

 
“I would like them to see really is this—to see them focus on individual persons’ needs 
because not everybody else is...how I saw is that we all were on different pages…not 
pages…different stages I guess of life you know…like my need..if I could find somebody 
that could help me accomplish my GED for me that would be a big thing for me…and 
then you know after I’m done with that I move on with what is the next thing, but I don’t 
want to think too far if I haven’t accomplished this…so um I would love them to see they 
give a GED because there is more people that they don’t have it, so that would be great 
for me...it really would be helpful.” 
 
Discussion/Conclusion  
Nonprofit service providers are increasingly providing support services for low income 

populations and as their numbers increase, to those who are disconnected from welfare and work. 
Our findings from both the quantitative and qualitative analysis demonstrate that nonprofit social 
service providers may have unique positive feedback effects on client efficacy beliefs, especially 
among those facing the acute economic hardship of chronic disconnection from work and 
welfare.              
  Our quantitative analysis indicates modest increases in self-efficacy and parental 
efficacy among our disconnected parents enrolled in the Family Success Program.   In-depth 
interviews draw attention to underlying mechanisms of these relationships: problem solving 
skills garnered through the counsel of Family Advocates, group based mutual self-help that 
facilitates sharing strategies to weather hardship, and educational workshops that enhance life 
shills.   

Despite the strength of our empirical findings, we exercise caution in placing confidence 
in our inferences and in generalizing beyond our sample.  Given our very small sample of 
disconnected respondents, our findings are suggestive at best.  Additional data on this population 
may reveal different relationships between program design and efficacy.  Furthermore, we are 
limited in generalizing beyond our sample as our analysis addresses the effects of a voluntary 
nonprofit program on a small sample of families residing in the Detroit metropolitan area during 
the Great Recession.  Finally, we do not test the effects of specific elements of design on 
efficacy, but rather we suggest mechanisms of program design that could be empirically explored 
in future research.  

However, our findings draw attention to the potentially politically (and economically) 
mobilizing effects of nonprofit service provision. If program design fosters personal efficacy 
beliefs among low income populations, design elements may also strengthen efficacy beliefs in 
broader contexts, enhancing perceived competence in becoming engaged in communities and 
political processes. Future research is needed to explore the ways in which program design 
fosters efficacy beliefs in broader contexts beyond personal mastery and the sense of competency 
in the domain of parenting.  
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Starfish Family Services offers one of many models of voluntary nonprofit social service 
delivery to economically distressed families. Given the differences in service type and models of 
service delivery across the nonprofit sector, further research is needed to explore this variation as 
the private safety net continues to grow in importance and extends its reach in impoverished 
communities.  
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Appendix  
 

 

   

Table 1.1  Full Sample Baseline Descriptives  
Variable (n) Mean Std. Dev. Min Max 

Demographic Characteristics
Age at Baseline (93)  29.98 6.24 18 49 
Race (93)     

Black  50.54 %    
White 31.18%    
Latino  6.45%    
Other 11.83%    

Marital Status (93) 39.78%    
Household Size (93) 4.11 1.54 2 10 
Education (HS  or Less) (93) 44.09%    
Miles from agency (92) 5.75  4.03 .5 20.15 

Means Tested Programs 
TANF (82) 23.17%    
SNAP (93) 70.97% .   
Section 8(93) 12.90%    
UI(93) 19.35%    
SSI (93) 22.58%    
Medicaid (93) 82.80%    
MI-Child (92) 42.39%    
Child Care Subsidy (91) 10.99 %    
WIC (92) 54.35%    
Free or Reduced Lunch(90) 55.56 %    

Income and Poverty Line
Annual Income from all 
sources (90) 

$16,771.69 10,857.95 0 $47,844 

Annual Income from 
Employment (90) 

$3,963.66 7,276.752 0 $28,800 

Below the Poverty Line 
(accounting for all income 
sources, excluding SNAP) 
(90) 

68.89%    

Disconnection from Work and Welfare
Disconnected from Work and 
Welfare (93) 46.24% 

   

Efficacy Beliefs
Self-Efficacy (93) 
Possible range is 7-28, low to 
high efficacy 

 
22.12 

 
3.33  

 
14 

 
28 
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7 MI‐Child is a health insurance program for children from low income families 

Table 1.2 Full Sample Follow-up Descriptives 
Variable (n) Mean or Percent SD Min Max 

Demographic characteristics 

Changed address (93)  27.96 %    
Married (93) 34.74%    
Household size (93) 4.05 1.51 2 8 

Means-tested Programs 

TANF(93) 16.13%    
SNAP (93) 74.19 %    
Section 8 (93) 18.28%    
UI (93) 04.30 %    
SSI (93) 24.73 %    
Medicaid (93) 73.12%    
MI-Child (92) 7  29.35 %    
Child Care (93)  07.53%    
WIC (93)     41.94%    
Free or reduced school lunch (93) 77.42%    

Income and Poverty Level 

Annual Income from Respondent’s 
Employment 

$6,087.61 $9,428.88 0 $6,0480 

Annual Income from all sources (84) $23,342.95 $15,259.04 0 $91,286 

Below the poverty line (accounting for 
all income sources, excluding SNAP) 
(84) 

48.81%    

Disconnection from Work and Welfare 

Disconnected from Work and Welfare 
(93) 

34.41    

Disconnected from Work and Welfare 
and participating in FSP (93) 

30.11%    

Efficacy Beliefs 

Self-Efficacy (90)  
Possible range is 7-28, low to high 
efficacy 

22.49    3.44 15 28 

Parental Efficacy (91) 
Possible range is 11-66, from low to 
high sense of efficacy 

55.90   7.53 30 66 
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8 Sample sizes are indicated in parentheses‐they are 71 FSP and 22 CG respectively, unless otherwise noted. 

Table 1.3 FSP Comparison Group Differences, Baseline
Variable (n) FSP (71)8 Comparison Group (22) 

Demographic Characteristics  
Age at Baseline(93) 29.65 31 
Race (93)   
    Black† 45.1% 68.2% 
    White 32.4% 27.2% 
    Latino 8.4% 0  
Married (93) 37% 50% 
Household Size (93) 4.23 3.72 
Education (HS  or Less) (93)** 52%** 18% 
Distance from Agency in miles (93)  13.87 12.62 

Means Tested Programs  
TANF (82) 28.3% 9% 
SNAP (93) 74.6% 59% 
Section 8 (93) 11.2% 18.2% 
UI (93) 21.1% 13.6% 
SSI (93) 22.5% 22.7% 
Medicaid (93) 81.6% 86.3% 
MI-Child (92) 45.7% (70) 31.8% 
Child Care Subsidy (91) 11.5% (69) 9.2% 
WIC (92)* 61.4%* (70) 31.8% 
Free or Reduced Lunch (90)* 62.3%* (69) 33.3% (21) 
   

Income and Poverty Level 
Annual Employment Income (90) $3,459 (70) $5,728(20) 
Annual Income  (90) $16, 217 (70) $18,709(20) 
Below the Poverty Line    
(accounting for all income sources, 
excluding SNAP)(90)               72.8% (70) 55%(20) 

Efficacy Beliefs 

Self-Efficacy(93)* 21.73* 23.41 
 
FSP and CG are compared using paired t-tests. P values indicated by † (<.1), * (<.05), and ** (<.01) 
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9 Sample sizes are indicated in parentheses‐they are 71 FSP and 22 CG respectively, unless otherwise noted. 

1.4 FSP and Comparison group differences, Follow Up
Variable (n) FSP (71)9 Comparison Group (22) 

Married  39.44% 22.73% 
Household Size (93) 4.11 3.86 
Change in Address (93) 25.35% 36.36% 
Participated in Education or Training (93) 54.93% 50% 

Means Tested Programs 
TANF (93) 18% 9.1% 
SNAP (93) 93.15 86.96 
Section 8 (93) 19.7%  13.6% 
UI (93) 4.2% 4.5%  
SSI (93) 22.5% 31.8%  
Medicaid (93) 71.8% 77.2% 
MI-Child (92) 27.1%(70) 36.3% 
Child Care Subsidy (93) 7%  9%  
WIC (93)* 47.8% 22.7% 
Free or Reduced Lunch(93) 77.4% 77.2% 

Income and Poverty 
Annual Employment Income $5,582.2 $7,718.72 
Annual Income  $23,593(62) $22,638 
 
Below the Poverty Line         
(accounting for all income sources, excluding 
SNAP) (84) 43.5%(62) 63.6% 

Efficacy Beliefs 
Self-Efficacy(90) 22.46(68) 22.59 
Parental Efficacy (88)* 54.76(66) 59.31 
 

FSP and CG are compared using paired t-tests. P values indicated by † (<.1), * (<.05), and ** (<.01) 
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10 Sample sizes are indicated in parentheses, unless otherwise indicated in the chart.  

1.5 Disconnected Subgroup: FSP and Comparison Baseline 

 
Disconnected FSP Participants 

(4010) 
Disconnected Comparison Group   

(11) 
 

Demographic Characteristics 
Age at Baseline 29.95  32.73 
Black† 32.50% 63.64% 
White 37.5% 36.36% 
Latino 10% 0% 
Other 20% 0% 
Married  27.5% 54.54 
Household Size   4.25 3.55 
Education (HS  or Less)**  67.5 % 18.18 
Distance 5.74(39) 6.10 

Means Tested Programs 

TANF 0% 0% 
SNAP 67.5% 72.73% 
Section 8 10% 18.18% 
UI  30% 27.27% 
SSI  22.5% 27.27% 
Medicaid 75% 90.91% 
MI-Child† 56.41% (39) 27.27% 
Child Care Subsidy     2.63% (38) 9.09% 
WIC **       64.10%(39) 18.18% 
Free or Reduced Lunch ** 65.79% (38) 20% (10) 
Below the Poverty Line       
 (accounting for all income sources, 
excluding SNAP) 80% 63.64% 

Efficacy Beliefs 

Self-Efficacy  21.5 23.09 
FSP and CG are compared using paired t-tests. P values indicated by † (<.1), * (<.05), ** (<.01), ***(<.001) 
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11 Sample size indicated in parentheses, unless otherwise indicated in the chart. 

1.6 Disconnected Subgroup: FSP and Comparison Follow-up 
 Disconnected FSP Group11 (26) Disconnected Comparison Group (4) 

Demographic Characteristics 
 
Age at Baseline 30.15 32 
Black 23.08% 0 
White* 38.46% 100% 
Latino 15.38% 0 
Other 23.07% 75% 
Married  42.86% 100% 
Household Size  4.534 4.75  
Participated in Education or 
Training  42.31 % 0% 

Means Tested Programs  
TANF 0% 0% 
 
SNAP 65.38 % 50% 
Section 8 7.69 % 0% 
UI  7.69% 0 
SSI 34.61% 25% 
Medicaid 69.23% 100% 
MI-Child 26.92% 50% 
Child Care Subsidy  0  0 
WIC 61.54% 25% 
Free or Reduced Lunch 73.08% 100% 

Poverty 
 
Below the Poverty Line        
(accounting for all income sources, 
excluding SNAP) 55% (20) 75% 

Efficacy Beliefs  
Self-Efficacy 21.91 (24) 18.75 
Parental Efficacy 56.72  (25) 55.25  

FSP and CG are compared using paired t-tests. P values indicated by † (<.1), * (<.05), and ** (<.01) 
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