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The contributions fathers can make in the lives of their
children are numerous, profound, and well-documented

in the scientific literature. Yet, those who promote more fa-
ther-friendly family services find that the importance of a
father’s role is not always something that staff or fathers
themselves recognize.

“When we worked with family support centers intro-
ducing fatherhood into this system, one of our greatest chal-
lenges was to train the staff and get the staff to understand
the importance of fathers,” said Kathryn Rudy, Director of
the Division of Community and Internal Services, University
of Pittsburgh Office of Child Development (OCD).

“Many men don’t even understand the important role

they play in their child’s life. Some of them had no model in
their lives to follow.”

The lesson was one of many to surface from recent
experience and research re-
lated to efforts to design, op-
erate, and sustain effective
initiatives to increase the in-
volvement of fathers in the
lives of their children.

These efforts include
the project to introduce fa-
therhood into Allegheny

States earned unimpressive grades overall for their regu-
lations related to child care center standards and over-

sight on a report card that ranks them on criteria ranging
from requirements for child development activities to the fre-
quency of inspections.

Pennsylvania earned its highest marks in standards,
ranking fourth in that category. It fared poorly, however, in
oversight, ranking 40th among all states, the District of Co-
lumbia, and the Department of Defense, which has its own
child care system.

Pennsylvania earned a total of 79 points – good for an

overall ranking of 15th in the
report released in March by
the National Association of
Child Care Resource & Re-
ferral Agencies (NACCRRA).

The average total score among the states was 70 out
of 150 possible points.

“The results of this report card should be a wake-up
call to policy makers,” said Linda K. Smith, Executive Di-
rector of NACCRRA. “With the well-being of nearly 12
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million children under age 5 at stake, states need to make
sure that children are safe and learning in child care.”

 The Department of Defense received the highest score
– 117 points – and had the highest point totals in both catego-
ries. The next highest overall score – 90 points – was given
to Illinois and New York. Idaho scored the lowest, receiving
15 points. No state was in the top 10 for both the standards
and the oversight categories.

States were scored based on a point system of 100
points for child care standards and 50 for oversight. To rank
the states, NACCRRA scored them on several aspects of
their minimum standards for child care centers, including
staff:child ratio, group size requirements, educational qualifi-
cations of directors and teachers, pre-service and annual
training requirements for teachers, criminal background
checks, developmental domains programs must address,
health and safety requirements, and parent involvement, com-
munication, and parental access.

The states were also scored on elements of their over-
sight regulations, including whether both child care centers
and family child care homes are licensed, frequency of in-
spections, the number of programs per inspector, educational
requirements for licensing staff, and whether inspection re-
ports and complaints reports are available online to parents.

NACCRRA said the benchmarks were developed
from available research in the field.

Among the common problems found among the states
were infrequent inspections, deficient safety requirements,
and low hiring standards for center employees.

The Child Care and Development Block Grant
(CCDBG) is the primary federal funding source for child
care in the United States. Under the block grant, minimum
health and safety requirements for states are extremely
broad.

NACCRRA, as part of its report, recommends that
Congress strengthen the CCDBG to ensure that children are
safe and learning while in child care. The organization also
calls on states to strengthen their standards by reducing staff-
to-child ratios, requiring more extensive training and educa-
tion of the workforce, and requiring that child care centers
meet 10 basic health and safety standards.

The Pennsylvania Department of Public Welfare had
no comment on the specifics of the report pending the comple-
tion of a review of the findings and data being done by the
state Office of Child Development and Early Learning, said
Stacey Ward, a department spokesperson.

Pennsylvania’s low ranking in oversight appears largely
due to findings that it does not meet recommendations for
programs-to-licensing-staff ratios and that it does not make

inspection reports and complaint reports available online to
parents.

Inspectors in Pennsylvania are each responsible for an
average of 153 child care programs. NACCRRA scores are
based on the recommendation that each inspector be respon-
sible for no more than 50 programs. In Pennsylvania, moni-
toring visits of child care centers are done once a year,
according to the NACCRRA report card. The recommended
frequency of those visits is four times a year.

In the key category of child care standards, however,
Pennsylvania received much higher marks overall.

Adequate child care standards are considered the foun-
dation for ensuring the quality of early care and education,
and a safe environment for young children.

“From a practitioner point of view, a standard gives
you a clear, concrete picture of what quality is, so you know
what you are striving for. You know what it should look like,”
said Laurie Mulvey, Director, Division of Service Demon-
strations, University of Pittsburgh Office of Child Develop-
ment. “Without standards, there is a general sense among
practitioners that they want to be quality, but everybody has
their own ideas about exactly what that is .”

In the standards category, Pennsylvania received its
highest marks for requiring parent involvement, communica-
tion, and allowing parental visits, and for requiring programs
to address six developmental domains: social, physical, lan-
guage/literacy, cognitive/intellectual, emotional, and cultural.

Child care advocates and experts familiar with pro-
grams in Pennsylvania say the state’s Keystone STARS pro-
gram played a key role in raising the state’s ranking in the
standards category.

Keystone STARS is an initiative of the Department of
Public Welfare’s Office of Child Development and Early
Learning to improve, support, and recognize the continuous
quality improvement efforts of early care and education pro-
grams in the state. It is designed to encourage providers to
improve the quality of their programs by offering them in-
centives, support, and assistance. Providers, for example,
can earn financial rewards for achieving up to five levels of
performance standards.

Each level builds on the previous one and uses research-
based best practices to promote quality early learning envi-
ronments and positive child outcomes. These standards
address issues such as staff qualifications and professional
development, early learning, partnerships with family and
community, and leadership and management.

“The standards that we have under Keystone STARS

(Report Card continued on Page 4)
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States Struggle To Offer Affordable Child
Care To All Families In Need

(Child Care continued on Page 4)
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Affordable child care remains out of reach for many low-
income families, according to a 50-state analysis by the

National Women’s Law Center of state reimbursement rates,
waiting lists for assistance, and other factors.

In Pennsylvania, the state has taken important steps in
recent years to make quality child care more accessible to
low-income families. The study suggests there is room for
improvement, however, noting that the state has a waiting
list of several thousand children and that provider reimburse-
ments remain below recommended levels.

The report by the Washington, DC-based National
Women’s Law Center (NWLC) found that most states fall
short of adequately compensating providers who serve low-
income children. The number of states that meet recom-
mended reimbursement rates fell from 22 in 2001 to nine in
2006.

The report also examined income eligibility requirements,
co-payments, and waiting lists. In these policy areas, the re-
port shows a more mixed picture. Some states made small
improvements during the past year, but, in most cases, states
have lost ground since 2001.

In addition, the report warns that these problems are
likely to worsen if, as expected, welfare work requirements
enacted by Congress last year increase the need for child
care assistance.

 “The new federal welfare work requirements create
more demand for child care assistance without providing
enough funding to meet that demand,” said Nancy Duff
Campbell, Co-President of the NWLC. “States that have
fallen behind in the last several years will have to work even
harder to both make up for lost ground and ensure that low-
income parents and children have the child care support they
so desperately need.”

States rely heavily on federal money to support child
care. That funding, however, has failed to keep up with ris-
ing demand in recent years. The federal Child Care and
Development Block Grant (CCDBG) is the major source of
funding for child care assistance for low-income families.
States can also transfer up to 30% percent of their TANF

Block Grant funds to support child care. Even before adjust-
ing for inflation, CCDBG funding declined slightly from a
peak of $4.82 billion in fiscal 2002 to $4.8 billion in fiscal
2005.

Pennsylvania’s share of federal funds for child care
services slipped from $408 million in 2005-2006 to $406 mil-
lion in 2006-2007.

“We need more subsidy money out there so that fami-
lies who are struggling to make a living will have the access
to the resources that will point them toward quality programs.
And we need more quality programs in the neighborhoods
where these people live,” said Laurie Mulvey, Director of
the University of Pittsburgh Office of Child Development’s
Division of Service Demonstrations.

State Reimbursements
Compensating child care providers for serving low-income
children is considered a critical part of giving those children
access to high quality programs that research shows improves
their chances of later succeeding in school and enjoying bet-
ter outcomes as adults.

“The basis of all program quality starts with reimburse-
ment rates,” said Terry Casey, Executive Director of the
Pennsylvania Child Care Association. “The biggest cost fac-
tor in a child care program is staff. If you don’t have ad-
equate reimbursement rates, you cannot recruit and retain
qualified staff.”

In the report, each state’s rate for child care reimburse-
ment is based on a percentile of the highest private fees that
all of the child care programs in a county charge. The fed-
eral government recommends that the child care reimburse-
ment rates be set at the 75th  percentile, meaning that 75% of
the early childhood programs in a county charge less than
that rate and 25% charge more.

Only nine states met the federal recommendations by
setting rates at the 75th percentile in 2006 – six fewer than
the previous year and a significant decline from 2001, when
22 states met the standard.
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Pennsylvania is among the majority of states whose
compensation of child care providers falls below the recom-
mended level. However, the trend in Pennsylvania is one of
improvement at a time when most other states are falling
farther behind.

The state’s 2006 maximum payment, for example, is
set at the 60th  percentile for center infant/toddler/preschool
rates and the 70th percentile in the counties with a high con-
centration of young children in poverty. These new rates,
which are set by the Department of Public Welfare’s Office
of Child Development and Early Learning, represent an in-
crease from 2005, when rates were set at least the 52nd

percentile for centers and at least the 60th percentile for the
13 counties with a concentration of young children in pov-
erty.

“Despite no increase in federal dollars, Pennsylvania
has been committed to raising reimbursement rates for pro-
viders and has increased funding each year in our efforts to
move closer to the 75th percentile,” said Stacey Ward, De-
partment of Public Welfare spokesperson.

New funding in 2006-2007, she said, will enable the
state to move closer toward achieving the federal recom-
mended reimbursement rates.

Income Eligibility
Annual increases in a state’s income eligibility requirement
are essential to prevent low-income families from losing eli-
gibility for child care subsidies when their incomes rise just
enough to keep pace with inflation.

The NWLC report found that from 2005 to 2006, about
two-thirds of the states raised their income eligibility limits
enough to keep pace with, or exceed, increases in the fed-
eral poverty level. Looking back to 2001, however, fewer
than one-third of the states increased their income cutoffs
enough to keep pace with, or exceed, increases in the fed-
eral poverty level.

In Pennsylvania, the state’s income cutoff was raised
$840 in 2006 to $32,180 for a family of three, or about 194%
of the $16,600 a year poverty level income. The 2005 in-
come cutoff of $31,340 was 195% of the poverty level. In
2001, Pennsylvania’s income cutoff of $29,260 was 200%
of the poverty level income for a family of three, according
to the NWLC report.

Waiting Lists
The NWLC report found that 18 states had waiting lists or
had frozen intake for child care assistance in 2006, a slight
improvement over 2005 and 2001. Some states had high num-
bers waiting for subsidized care, such as Florida, which had
a waiting list of 54,000 children.

Waiting lists are fluid, fluctuating by season and often
peaking during summer months when school is out. And some
children on a waiting list may, in fact, be enrolled in child
care due to scholarships and other non-government support.

In February 2006, there were 7,350 children on
Pennsylvania’s child care assistance waiting list. That num-
ber fell by about 1,000 a year later, according to the Depart-
ment of Public Welfare. Increased funding in Gov. Ed
Rendell’s proposed 2007-2008 budget would enable the state
to serve additional low-income children, Ward said.

Co-payments
States generally require families who receive child care sub-
sidies to pay at least a portion of their child care costs.

The NWLC report found that in more than two-thirds
of the states, families receiving child care assistance paid
the same or a lower percentage of their income in co-pay-
ments in 2006, compared to 2005. However, in more than
one-third to one-half of the states – depending on the family’s
income – co-payments in 2006 were higher as a percentage
of income than in 2001.

In Pennsylvania, the percentage of family income spent
on co-payment costs held steady at 8% from 2001 to 2006
for a family of three with an income at 150% of poverty.

Keeping co-payments manageable for struggling fami-
lies is essential for several reasons, said Casey. “When we
saw high co-pays, we saw a lot of kids having to go into
unregulated care or families having to go back on welfare
because they just couldn’t afford it.”

FOR MORE INFORMATION, see the National
Women’s Law Center report, State Child Care Assistance
Policies 2006: Gaps Remain, With New Challenges. The
report is available online at: www.nwlc.org/pdf/
StateChildCareAssistancePoliciesReport2006.

(Report Card continued from Page 2)

touch on all aspects of quality — everything that the litera-
ture says you should do to improve the lives of children and
their families, help educate children, and help nurture them,”
said Mulvey. “They pull quality apart and give providers clear
standards at increasing levels so they keep trying to get higher

and higher.”

FOR MORE INFORMATION, see the report, “We
Can Do Better: NACCRRA’s Ranking of State Child Care
Center Standards and Oversight,” at: www.naccrra.org/
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Children And Adolescents In Organized
Activities: The Developmental

Consequences Of  Participation

Participating in organized activities ranging from after-
school programs to sports and clubs is a common expe-

rience for American children. The National Survey of
America’s Families suggests that more than 80% of children
ages 6 to 17 years spend part of their free time in one or
more sports, lessons, or clubs during the year,1 and nearly 7
million children are enrolled in after-school programs.2

Several factors have led to an expansion of organized
activities for children. They are widely seen as offering chil-
dren of working parents safety and supervision during off-
school hours. Local, state, and federal spending to support
these activities has also increased significantly. For example,
support of after-school programs has risen sharply, with fed-
eral grants for 21st Century Community Learning Centers
alone increasing from $40 million in 1998 to $1 billion in 2002.

More importantly, the majority of studies on organized
activities have found that for most children, participation in
organized activities contributes to their educational, social,
civic, and physical development in positive ways.

At the same time, concern has been raised that some
children become too involved in organized activities and that
over-scheduling may result in poor psychological and social
adjustment and undermine relationships with their parents.

A review of available research, published in the Soci-
ety for Research in Child Development’s Social Policy Re-
port, provides an overview of what is known about children’s
participation in organized activities and the consequences.
In addition, the report examines over-scheduling concerns,
concluding that only a small group of children appear to qualify
as being overly involved in organized activities and, even
then, indicators of their well-being tend to be more positive

than, or similar to, those of children who do not participate at
all.

The Over-Scheduling Hypothesis
Concern that children’s lives today are filled with hurry, stress,
and pressure due, in part, to being overly involved in orga-
nized activities has been the topic of several news reports3, 4

and some popular parenting books.5, 6 News reports on the
topic, in particular, are largely drawn from anecdotal evi-
dence.

This over-scheduling hypothesis is based on several
propositions. One suggests the chief reason children take
part in organized activities is perceived pressure from par-
ents or other adults to achieve long-term educational and
career goals. Another argues that the extensive amount of
time spent in organized activities comes at the expense of
traditional family activities, such as dinner together, family
outings, and casual conversations between parents and chil-
dren. A third suggests that these children are at greater risk
of having adjustment problems and poor relationships with
their families due to the inordinate amount of time spent in
organized activities and the disruption to family functioning.

Some scientific evidence does indicate that some chil-
dren are over-scheduled and the consequences can be harmful
to optimal development. This evidence, however, primarily
draws on qualitative studies of how participating in orga-
nized activities affects family life and quantitative studies
that suggest perceived pressure from parents and other adults
can result in poor adjustment, particularly among children of
more affluent American families. Further, several studies
suggest that children are more likely to become involved and
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stay involved in activities when their parents value and en-
courage their participation, provide the resources necessary
to participate, and participate themselves.

Other studies suggest that an over-scheduled child may
face certain risks. For example, one reported that the time
and schedule commitments of organized activities is demand-
ing on parents and participation in many activities tend to
limit children’s down time and constrain the nature of child-
parent interactions.7 However, the study relied on a small
sample of 12 families and did not examine the children’s well-
being.

Another study found that 6th and 7th graders from af-
fluent families were at greater risk for substance use, de-
pression, and anxiety than those in less affluent families, and
that excessive pressure to achieve and isolation from par-
ents may explain the higher levels of risk.8 However, the
study did not assess the association between the time chil-
dren spent in organized activities and achievement pressures
or adolescent adjustment.

Children’s Participation In Organized
Activities
However, the preponderance of evidence suggests such con-
cerns are not pervasive.

Time Spent In Organized Activities
Although participating in organized activities has emerged
as a common experience among American children, few
appear to be overly involved, according to data related to
how they spend their time outside of school.

An evaluation of data from the Child Development
Supplement (CDS) of the Panel Study for Income Dynam-
ics (PSID) suggests that, on average, children spend about
five hours a week in organized activities. Many alternative
activities consume significantly more hours of children’s time.
The data show that watching television consumes the most,
with white children spending an average of 13 hours a week
and of African American children more than 17 hours each
week. The PSID is a nationally representative sample of
5,000 American families. Data collection began in 1968. In-
terviews were conducted annually until 1997, then were done
on a biennial basis. The CDS was added in 1997 to provide a
long-term database of children and their families to support
studies on human development.

The number of hours a child has to spend in organized
activities to be considered “over-scheduled” has not been
defined. However, the PSID-CDS data on adolescents sug-
gest only a small percentage of children likely fall into that
category. For example, about 7% of all children ages 12-14
years and only 5% of 15- to 18-year-olds spent 20 or more
hours a week in organized activities.

Why Children Participate
Modern perspectives on expectancy-value theory suggest
children make choices about participating in activities based
on how important and relevant the activity is to them, their
expectations for success or failure, and whether they con-
sider the activity interesting and enjoyable.

The over-scheduling hypothesis suggests a more lim-
ited reason for children’s participation in activities: pressure
from parents and other adults – whether real or perceived –
to achieve and attain long-term educational/career goals.

Several studies have examined why children take part
in organized activities such as sports, art, science, civic ac-
tivities, after-school programs, and community-based or-
ganizations (e.g., Boys & Girls Clubs and YMCA). Children
in these studies ranged in age from 9- to 19-years-old and
were diverse in their racial/ethnic and economic backgrounds.
Researchers typically gathered their data by asking children
to describe the reasons they participated.

The most common reasons adolescents and preadoles-
cents gave for participating in organized activities were en-
joyment and excitement; encouragement and support from
friends or parents; opportunities to challenge themselves, build
their skills, and increase their self worth; the desire to inter-
act with other children who were participating; and personal
safety. Pressure from parents and other adults was seldom
mentioned as a chief reason for participating in organized
activities. These results were seen among talented and highly
involved adolescents, suburban adolescents from an economi-
cally diverse range of families, and those from affluent fami-
lies.

In one study, for example, the chief reasons affluent 8th

grade students gave for participating in organized activities
were enjoyment and the perception that participating would
benefit them in the future.9 Pressure from parents and other
adults was mentioned the least often. In another study, 9th

and 10th grade students in two large suburban high schools
that included students from economically diverse backgrounds
reported that the top reasons students gave for participating
were that they liked the activity and that it interested them.10

Benefits Of  Participation
Research provides considerable evidence to support the ar-
gument that children benefit from participating in organized
activities that offer positive developmental experiences rang-
ing from physical safety and supportive relationships with
peers and adults to exposure to positive social norms and
opportunities for skill building.

Studies that examine youth adjustment in relation to
time spent in activities or the number of activities children
participate in at the same time have generally reported that
participation is associated with positive development. For
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example, a study of more than 400 adolescents in grades 6-
12 reported a significant positive association between the
number of hours spent in organized activities and perfor-
mance levels on achievement tests.11

Other examples of potential benefits include the find-
ings of a study that examined indicators of adjustment among
students in grades 10-12 in relation to the number of activi-
ties they were involved in.12 Most of the students partici-
pated in at least one activity. Very few were involved in
more than two at the same time. Students who were in-
volved in at least one organized activity showed either more
improvement or less decline over time in school achieve-
ment – measures such as grade point average, and college
attendance and completion – and improvement in feelings of
school belonging and self-esteem. Involvement in volunteer
activities and faith-based activities predicted lower rates of
drug and alcohol use over time. In addition, participating in
high school sports predicted higher income and better jobs at
age 25.

Analyses involving PSID-CDS data also suggest that
involvement in organized activities relates to the well-being
of adolescents and that a high level of participation has few
negative consequences, particularly when compared to ado-
lescents who do not take part in activities. Reading achieve-
ment among both white and African-American adolescents,
for example, tends to increase with participation in organized
activities up to 20 hours a week.

The analysis of the PSID-CDS data also found that,
among white adolescents, self-esteem increased when par-
ticipation in organized activities ranged between 5 and 10
hours a week, after which the benefits leveled off. Among
African-American adolescents, increases in self-esteem
were seen among those who spent up to 20 hours a week in
organized activities.

Among both white and African-American adolescents,
cigarette use declined as the hours they spent in organized
activities increased. Their use of alcohol followed a similar
pattern, decreasing as their participation in organized activi-
ties increased up to about 15 hours a week.

Measures of adolescent-parent relationships also
showed higher levels. For example, data suggest that among
white adolescents, the frequency of eating meals with their
families and having discussions with their parents are higher
when they spend between 5 and 10 hours in organized ac-
tivities, then level off when involvement in activities con-
sumes more of their time. Increases in the same measures
were reported among African-American adolescents who
spent up to 20 hours a week in organized activities.

Highly Scheduled Youth
Research does suggest, however, that there may be a point

of diminishing returns among the small proportion of adoles-
cents whose involvement in organized activities is extremely
high. In most cases, however, measures of well-being, even
among highly scheduled adolescents, have been found to be
similar to or greater than those who do not participate in
activities at all.

For example, a study that reported a significant posi-
tive association between the hours spent in organized activi-
ties and the achievement test scores of more than 400
adolescents in grades 6-12 noted that the scores of the 2%
who spent more than 20 hours a week in activities were only
modestly above average. Nevertheless, the scores of those
highly scheduled students were higher than the scores of
students who were not involved in any organized activities.13

Analyses of PSID-CDS data suggest similar patterns
among highly involved adolescents. Reading achievement,
for example, was found to be higher among white adoles-
cents who spent up to 20 hours a week in organized activi-
ties, then declined when their involvement took up more than
20 hours a week of their time. However, no significant dif-
ferences in reading achievement were found between those
who spent more than 20 hours in organized activities and
adolescents who did not participate in organized activities at
all. Among African-American adolescents, reading achieve-
ment among those who were involved in organized activities
was always found to be significantly higher than those who
did not participate.

Policy Implications
Local, state, and federal spending to support organized ac-
tivities for children has increased significantly in recent years,
resulting in greater opportunities for children and adolescents
to participate. An important policy question related to this
investment is whether involvement in organized activities
benefits children or undermines their development in some
way.

The over-scheduling hypothesis as it relates to children’s
participation in organized activities raises concern. It sug-
gests that children are at greater risk of adjustment problems
and poor relationships with their families because they spend
an extensive amount of time in organized activities, and that
this over-involvement is largely driven by perceived pres-
sure from parents or other adults to achieve long-term edu-
cational and career goals.

In contrast, research suggests that only a small propor-
tion of children spend an extensive amount of time in orga-
nized activities. In addition, parent and adult pressure is only
rarely mentioned by children and adolescents as a reason
for their involvement. While some studies suggest that ben-
efits to participating in organized activities tend to diminish
when involvement is extremely high, measures of well-being

AprDev 2007.pmd 5/23/2007, 11:20 AM7



Developments            April 2007Page 8

University of Pittsburgh Office of Child Development, a program of the School of Education
400 N. Lexington Avenue, Pittsburgh, PA 15208

412-244-5421; www.education.pitt.edu/ocd

even among highly scheduled adolescents have mostly been
found to be similar to or greater than those who do not par-
ticipate in activities at all.

More importantly, the majority of studies suggest that
for most children and adolescents, participating in organized
activities contributes to educational, social, civic, and physi-
cal development in positive ways. If existing research on
participation in organized activities raises a concern, it is that
children who are not involved at all appear to have the most
to lose. The well-being of these non-participating children
and adolescents is consistently less positive compared to those
involved in organized activities ranging from sports to after-
school programs.

References
Mahoney, J.L., Harris, A.L., & Eccles, J.S. (2006).

Organized activity participation, positive youth development,
and the over-scheduling hypothesis. Social Policy Report,
20, 4, 3-30.

This Special Report, written by Jeffery Fraser, is
based on the publication cited above.  It is not intended
to be an original work but a summary for the conve-
nience of our readers. References noted in the text fol-
low:

1 Moore, K. A., Hatcher, J.L., Vandiver, S., & Brown, B.V. (2000).
Children’s behavior and well-being: Findings from the National
Survey of America’s Families. Snapshots of America’s Families
II. Washington, DC: Urban Institute. www.urban.org/
UploadedPDF/900845_1999Snapshots.pdf

2 Afterschool Alliance (2005). Working families and afterschool.
A special report from America After 3 PM: A household survey
on afterschool in America. www.afterschoolalliance.org/press
archives/Working Families.Rpt.pdf.

3 Noonan, D. (2001). Stop stressing me: For a growing number of
kids, the whirlwind of activities can be overwhelming. How to
spot burnout. Newsweek, Jan. 29, 54-55.

4 Gilbert, S. (1999). For some children, it’s an after-school pres-
sure cooker. New York Times, Aug. 3.

5 Elkind, D. (2001). The hurried child: Growing up too fast, too
soon. Cambridge, MA: Da Capa Press.

6 Rosenfeld, A., & Wise, N. (200). The over-scheduled child:
Avoiding the hyper-parenting trap. New York: St. Martin’s
Press.

7 Lareau, A. (2003). Unequal childhoods: Class, race, and family
life. Berkeley, CA: University of California Press.

8 Luthar, S.S., & Becker, B.E. (2002). Privileged but pressured? A
study of affluent youth. Child Development, 73, 1593-1610.

9 Luthar, S.S., Shoum, K.A., & Brown, P.J. (2006). Extracurricular
involvement among affluent youth: A scapegoat for “ubiqui-
tous achievement pressures?” Developmental Psychology, 42,
583-597.

10 Csikszentmihalyi, M., Rathunde, K., & Whalen, S. (1993). Tal-
ented teenagers: The roots of success & failure. New York:
Cambridge University Press.

11 Copper, H., Valentine, J.C., Nye, B., & Lindsay, J.J. (1999).
Relationships between five after-school activities and academic
achievement. Journal of Education Psychology, 91, 369-378.

12 Eccles, J.S., Barber, B.L., Stone, M., & Hunt, J. (2003). Extra-
curricular activities and adolescent development. Journal of
Social Issues, 59, 10-43.

13 Copper, loc. cit.

AprDev 2007.pmd 5/23/2007, 11:20 AM8



Page 9Developments          April 2007

Upcoming Family Support Conference
FFFFFocuses On Scocuses On Scocuses On Scocuses On Scocuses On School Rhool Rhool Rhool Rhool Readinesseadinesseadinesseadinesseadiness, Success, Success, Success, Success, Success

School readiness and success is the focus of the 14th an-
nual family support conference in Pittsburgh on May 16

and May 17.
This year’s conference, Everybody Ready = School

Success will be held May 17 at the Westin Convention Cen-
ter Pittsburgh Hotel, 1000 Penn Avenue in Downtown Pitts-
burgh.

A pre-conference will be held May 16 at the Human
Services Building, 1 Smithfield Street, Pittsburgh.

Keynote presenters this year include:

· Paul Gasser, a national and international educator
with expertise in parent and school engagement. Gasser is
an instructor at the University of Wisconsin at Platteville and
a marriage and family therapist. He has 28 years experience
as a therapist and educator in the United States and Russia.
His workshops are lighthearted and filled with practical ideas
to use with your children.

· Evelyn Harris, Director, Division of Community Ser-
vices, New York Department of State, and founder of the
Family Development Credential. Her responsibilities in New
York state government include the community services block
grant (CSBG) and community food and nutrition. She has
testified before Congress on the reauthorization of CSBG
and has developed and coordinated a number of initiatives to
provide opportunities for professional development for com-
munity action agencies.

· Lynn Amwake, specialist, SERVE Center at the
University of North Carolina at Greensboro. She has exten-
sive experience working with families, child care providers,
teachers, administrators, and community partners. Her ex-
periences as an educator and parent led to an interest in
improving the quality and continuity of early childhood tran-
sitions for children and families, and she has worked with
schools and districts to develop transition plans.

The conference also offers more than two dozen work-
shops related to young children, families, early learning, school
readiness, and school success.

The objectives of the 2007 conference include:

· Increase the awareness of “family readiness” in
school readiness and success.

· Enhance understanding among families, schools, ser-
vices, and communities of their important roles in school
readiness and helping children reach their fullest potential.

· Expand understanding of how to prepare children
and families for school readiness and success using a
strengths-based family development model.

· Enhance partnerships between families, schools,
services, and communities so children can be successful.

· Promote policies, approaches, and services so
schools, services, and communities work together to support
families and children.

The conference is designed for parents, educators, hu-
man service agencies, neighborhood leaders, faith-based
groups, family support participants, community and economic
development organizations, advocacy groups, foundations,
child care practitioners, counselors, mental health providers,
social services workers, public agency staff, policy makers,
and elected officials.

This year’s conference is supported by the Allegh-
eny County Department of Human Services, Allegheny
County Executive’s Office, Allegheny County Family Sup-
port Policy Board, Children’s Hospital of Pittsburgh of UPMC,
the Heinz Endowments, Pittsburgh Association for the Edu-
cation of Young Children, the University of Pittsburgh Office
of Child Development, University of Pittsburgh School of
Education, University of Pittsburgh School of Social Work,
and the Western Psychiatric Institute and Clinic.

FOR MORE INFORMATION and a conference bro-
chure, visit: http://www.education.pitt.edu/ocd/training/
FamilySupportConference2007STD.pdf.

Or contact: Kathryn Rudy, Director, Community and
Internal Services, University of Pittsburgh Office of Child
Development, 400 N. Lexington Avenue, Pittsburgh, PA.
15208;   412-244-5358;  FAX: 412-244-5440;
e-mail: rudy@pitt.edu.
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(Fathers continued from Page 1)

(Fathers continued on Page 11)

(Commentary continued from Page  9)

County family support centers, which was funded with a
grant from the Heinz Endowments; innovative programs,
funded with grants from the Pennsylvania Child Enforce-
ment Bureau, that help non-custodial fathers increase their
ability to have positive access to and visit their children; an
evaluation of Early Head Start fatherhood demonstration
projects nationwide; and a related study of efforts to involve
fathers at the Family Foundations Early Head Start Program
in Pittsburgh.

Each provides insights into the obstacles facing efforts
to increase father involvement, and the training, activities,
and other strategies that helped programs overcome them
and create more father-friendly environments.

Fatherhood Gains Momentum
Interest in getting fathers more involved with their children
has been rising for more than a decade. The reasons include
a growing body of research suggesting that involved fathers
make significant contributions to their children’s social, emo-
tional, and cognitive development.

Their involvement also contributes to better outcomes
for children in school, improved health among young chil-
dren, higher self-esteem, better relationships with their fami-
lies, and lower rates of depression.

Unfortunately, an estimated 25% of American children
go to bed each night in fatherless homes. Research suggests
that those children are at higher risk of experiencing a num-
ber of poor outcomes.

For example, while many children without fathers grow
up without problems, reports revealed that children who grow
up in fatherless homes are at greater risk of being physically
abused, failing in school, abusing drugs, living in poverty, and
developing emotional or behavioral problems, such as fight-
ing, lying, cheating, and criminal activity.

Challenges To Overcome
Father involvement is particularly low in early childhood pro-
grams. Studies suggest that the reasons include the fact that
many of these programs tend to be mother-centered and
that public policies that influence their design tend to rein-
force a mother-centered approach. Program staff also tend

to be mostly made up of women.
Among the challenges to better engaging fathers is the

lack of staff training related to including fathers in program
activities. Programs also are not typically designed to ad-
dress father-specific needs and often lack services of par-
ticular interest to noncustodial fathers, such as help with legal
issues related to custody matters and help with finding em-
ployment. Also, it may not be clear who in the program is
responsible for creating a father-friendly environment.

The attitudes of staff and mothers who participate in
the program can present another set of challenges. Studies
suggest female staff often have doubts about the ability of
fathers to be good caregivers and a positive influence on
their children. They may also have issues related to their
experiences with current or former male partners. Mothers
may harbor similar feelings. And male staff may have emo-
tionally charged issues related to their relationship with their
own fathers.

The Early Head Start study noted that another chal-
lenge to getting and keeping fathers involved was the per-
ception that the program was only for mothers and children.

Fathers, themselves, may have feelings that can limit
their involvement in their children’s lives. Some feel incom-
petent when it comes to raising children or lack a basic un-
derstanding of child development. Unemployment, a criminal
record, low education, and an inability to meet child support
obligations are other obstacles.

What is not a barrier for most fathers is their willing-
ness to be more involved with their children. The perception
of noncustodial fathers as being disinterested in their chil-
dren, for example, belies evidence reported in studies and
the experience of local efforts to engage them in family sup-
port and other programs. “Most of the noncustodial men I’ve
met want to be involved in their children’s lives,” Rudy said.
“They just don’t know how to do it.”

Meeting The Challenges
Early Head Start programs and local family support centers
found that one of the most effective ways to engage fathers
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(Fathers continued from page 10)

was for staff to build relationships with them, just as they do
with mothers. They tried to treat fathers as full co-parents
with access to the range of activities the program offers,
and providing some services to address their specific needs.

The study of Early Head Start fatherhood demonstra-
tion projects across the United States, including the local
Family Foundations program, reported several more specific
strategies that helped to improve the involvement of fathers.
The strategies included:

· Most programs had a fatherhood staff that included a
coordinator and one or more specialists. This provided
clear responsibilities for making the programs more fa-
ther-friendly and responsive to the needs of fathers.

· Important qualifications for fatherhood staff included pro-
fessional experience and an ability to connect with fathers
on a personal level. Fathers reported that they appreci-
ated men on what otherwise was a female-dominated
staff and were more comfortable discussing personal is-
sues with them.

· Staff training was essential to father involvement. Train-
ing often included sessions on staff attitudes toward
involving men in the program. These sessions, which ad-
dressed such issues as personal experiences and the
important role a father plays in his child’s well-being,
helped make female staff more receptive to the idea of
including men.

· Staff were encouraged to engage fathers in conversation
and make special efforts to invite them to participate in
the classroom, during home visits, and in program activi-
ties.

· Positive images of men were displayed in classrooms and
male staff and men were encouraged to be present in
reception areas to give fathers the message that the pro-
gram was not only for mothers and children.

Similar strategies were also found to be important in
improving father participation at family support centers
throughout the county.

Staff training at the family support centers proved to
be an important strategy for helping staff members be more
receptive to fathers. Each center involved in the project
developed a fatherhood action plan, setting goals in father
involvement and program development, and identifying ar-
eas for additional training. They also developed a father-
focused group or special activities for fathers, and identified
specific tasks to engage and sustain father involvement. As
a result, more fathers are now taking on leadership roles
within the family support centers.

Noncustodial fathers in Allegheny County have also

been receptive to father-specific services offered through
the Fathers Collaborative, a partnership of Goodwill Indus-
tries of Pittsburgh, the University of Pittsburgh School of
Law, and OCD.  These services included a legal clinic ad-
dressing custody and child support issues, job training and
job placement, intensive case management, and a program
to improve parenting skills and fathers’ understanding of
child development.

Over a span of two years, for example, more than 400
noncustodial fathers have participated in the child develop-
ment training, which uses, A Man’s Guide to Child Devel-
opment, a curriculum and training procedure developed
specifically for the program. Those participating in the child
development curriculum and training included fathers, uncles,
grandfathers, and other men important in the lives of chil-
dren.

Programs See Improvement
The Early Head Start study reported that after launching
and maintaining fatherhood services, nearly all of the pro-
grams came to see themselves as more father-friendly.

In more than 75% of the programs, staff reported hav-
ing an increased awareness of how to better involve fa-
thers. They also said their fatherhood efforts helped to
increase the number of fathers in Early Head Start activi-
ties. In about half of the programs, staff and parents noted
that fathers gained knowledge of child development and
became more confident with their children.

Fatherhood training and other efforts to engage fa-
thers have also proven successful in most of the county’s
family support programs. “Engaging fathers and sustaining
their involvement is very tough,” said Rudy. “Some centers
did very well and some struggled. But now we have more
men involved in family support programming and we have
more male staff than we ever had before.”

REFERENCES used in writing this article include the
following:

Burwick, A, & Bellotti, J. (2005). Creating paths to
father involvement: Lessons from Early Head Start. Issue
Brief, 1, August 2005. Mathematica Policy Research, Inc.
www.mathemat ica-mpr.com/publ icat ions/PDFs/
creatingpaths.pdf

McAllister, C.L., Wilson, P.C., & Burton, J. (2004).
From sports fans to nurturers: An Early Head Start program’s
evolution toward father involvement. Fathering, 2, 1, Win-
ter 2004, 31-59.
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FFFFFrrrrree Tee Tee Tee Tee Trrrrraining Helps Menaining Helps Menaining Helps Menaining Helps Menaining Helps Men
Become Better FathersBecome Better FathersBecome Better FathersBecome Better FathersBecome Better Fathers

It has long recognized that men need to be more than a foot-
note in the lives of their children. Now, the tools they need to
fulfill that role and do it well are provided through a nine-
session fathers training curriculum that is available free to
nonprofit organizations.

The comprehensive fathers training curriculum was
developed and successfully field tested by the Fathers Col-
laborative, a nonprofit partnership of Goodwill Industries, the
University of Pittsburgh School of Law, and the University
of Pittsburgh Office of Child Development. The project was
made possible by support from the Children’s Trust Fund of
Pennsylvania and the Frank and Theresa Caplan Fund for
Early Childhood Development and Parenting Education.

The curriculum gives men the essentials they need to
become responsible, effective, caring fathers, including an
understanding of key child development stages and issues,
how to build relationships with their children, how to work
with the child’s mother for the benefit of the child, and ad-
vice on a range of parenting topics such as age-appropriate
play, discipline, and safety.

Included is a 135-page guidebook written specifically
for fathers as an easy-to-read reference to all of the infor-
mation covered in the curriculum. Fathers who complete the
training receive the guidebook, a letter of attendance, and a
certificate.

The curriculum was developed with the help of an ad-
visory committee that included fathers, professionals who
work with non-custodial fathers, mothers, and academics.
Over the past year, the training has proved successful when
tested on a range of fathers and in a number of settings,
including the Allegheny County jail, local churches, and fam-
ily support centers.

The training and accompanying materials are available
free-of-charge to nonprofit organizations interested in work-
ing with fathers to improve their parenting skills, understand-
ing of childhood issues, and their relationships with their
children.

FOR MORE INFORMATION, please contact Kathryn
Rudy, Director of the Division of Community and Internal
Services, University of Pittsburgh Office of Child Develop-
ment, at (412) 244-5358.
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