
I I I  the currenl U.S indicalors system, nlcasurcs al'cl~ikl 
well-being focus primarily on negative olltcornrs ~ n d  
plobl<~ms. We measure and trark thox  hc,h;~\iorr tllst 
adults wish to prrvmt For the inasl part, thr indicalurs 
system does not rt~o~litorpositive developmerlt and out- 
comes. S u ~ h  a syst<.~r~ i,I'~.liikl wcll-bcingin&cators lacks 
111e hleadth and b;rlance requiled in a scienrr:-hascd 

tlrernrelves and ;~clults. Measures are necxed for rnnlti- 

Indicators pIe dolmans of <h:v<.lopment, inrludng edurational 
achirverncnt and cagllitive attainment, health and 

of Child safety, social and e~rrotiom~l d r~e lo~r r ren t ,  and sclf-suffi- 
ciency. Positive ootcomes are often critiqued as soft, 
highlighting tile importance of nsorous cont.eptualiza- 

Well-Being: tion a n d n ~ e a s n ~ ~ n i ~ : n t .  indudingconcrytual clanty and 
faee validity,  age a p p r o p r i a t e  rnrasurrs.  a n d  

The Promise psychometric rigor In addtion, collrtructs and ines- 
snn:s nord to hepresentedin ways that arc I U T I I ~ I : I S ~ ~ ~ K ~ -  
able to policy makers and thepublic and that workacross for Positive varird snbgro~~pssndlevrlsofgovema~~ce. i~ l ra l ly , ca~r~-  
p r a b l e  measures will he used fnr  ircdicztors. for 

Youth program ev:tl~nat~r,rl. and in basic research srudes ol 
vh~ld and ndolrsco~rt dovclnpntcnt. 

Development fi.,,,,,,,: iollth dc~velopmcnt autroroes; inmcatora 
01 cl,ilcl well-being; oulcomt. maasurns for 
,ouch development; well-be~ngofcliildl~n 
and youth; positive devclopmcnt  of 
children 

BY 
KRISTIN A N D E R S O N  

M O O R E ,  11 the current IJ.S, indicators  systeni,  me:]- 

1,AIIRA LIPP!v1,4N, well-being focus pr imari ly  on  

and negative outcorrles a n d  problems. We measrll-e 

HHICI'T HI{OWN 
Kdstbi Anrlunmr nloorc 1Ph.U.. sor.iology, Chiitrvxity <1/ 
Michignn, 1975) is president ord srmior srlr~loro/Cl~.fld 
Trcnrls. She i~ osociol psychr,logi.sf n:liortiidie~ trends in 
child and/omily well&+ng, posititv deuelopmcnt. the 
d8tenninnl~tr o/sorqy seruol N d i l > i h /  and porenthood, 
the coroerluencer o/o,hl,!scerr!pnt-cntlulod, thc efi:ctso/ 
/omily slmcture find rociol cJio,goe on cliildrcn, and tlie 
effects of u>el/~t-e a d  pn:efl!/ 071 rhildre,i. In 1999, she 
tons au:arded (,he F<nrn&tio,~fit- CJiiLf I le~~~lo~nien t ' s  
Crnioririiol .4mard/or her nrhie~enwnrs r ~ t i  bphdf of 
~:liild,-r.,r, ond rhe m o ~  rl.,signut,xL thc 3002 Societllfir 
.3rlolrscent MedL:ine Visiting Sclmlor 

Lorrm Lipprnnn igrnduote studies in d ~ i ~ m u ~ r ~ ~ ~ l i ! ~ .  
Ceo~e toum IJniwrsity) is n dmrwgn~ph~f-  and rcninr 

DO1 10.11771000271@2032fi011)3 

ANNALS, rbt l 'SS,  591. jan1latyl( l04 121 



126 THE ANNALS OF TlIE  khIEIIICAN ACADEMY 

and track thosc behaviors that adults wish to prcvcnt: homicidc, school dropont. 
sr~bstarrce use, teen childbearing, low birtlr weight, and c ~ i ~ r ~ e .  However, for thc 
most parl, thc indica~ors systcnl docs not monitor positive development and out- 
comes. With rare exceptions, such as the measure of volunteeril~g included in 
America's Children (Fcdcral Interagency Forurn on Child and Family Statistics 
2001), the indicators systerrl lacks a visiori ofwhat might hc: dcsirod and fos~crcd in 
the development of the  next generation. 

Such a system of child well-being indicators lacks tho hroadth and halancc 
required in a science-based measurenlent system. Moreover, it lacks measures of 
the kinds ofconstrncts illat resonate among adolescents themselves and the adults 
who are rrlost closely and directly involved with :idolescen~s-theirparc,~lts and ihe 
adu l~s  who lead prograrrls and aclivitics [or adolcsccnls. In  addition, il  docs not 
accurately infonn taxpayers about the state of the  nation's children. Indeed, this 
irnb:~larrce rnay exacerbate the nog:itive opinions ihat the public holds a l~ou t  ado- 
lesccnls (I'ublic Agenda 1999) and contrihule to thc public's exaggcratcd perccp- 
tion about the p r o b l c ~ ~  ~ q ~ e l i r n c e d  by children;lncI f,~nrilies (Cuzn~an ,  I.ippnlan, 
arid Moore 200.3). 

Agencies ill the l'edoral statistical syslem have increasingly recognized lhis 
imbalance and have called fbr indicators of positive behaviors (Federal lnter- 
agcncy Forum on Child and Family Statistics 2002), as have rescarchcrs (Moore 
1997) and selvice providers (Cnzman, L,ipprnan, and Moore 2003). F r o n ~  [he 
youth developl~~ent  perspective, a foclls on thenegatives has a r ~ o t l ~ e r  critical short- 
corning, in that it Scrils to serve and inspire yout l~  devcfloprncnt prograrrrs. Having 

r:oncenlwith fosieringp&itive developrr~errt, Moreover, they \*.orll<l provide a spc- 
cificvision that includes not just what we do not want but what we do wan1 fol-chil- 
dl-en and adolescents. Also, whrn given a responsibility [or achieving positive oul- 
corries without suecific uroeraln reouirerr~ents. uroerams could be el-anted a meat 

research ,~ssocinte specializing in child~uell-being statistics As the 1r.nd reseorrhr.ri,r deoelopiry: 
Ihcfi:&ral monilning repod, America's Children: Key N a l i o ~ d  lndiratars alwell~beingnnrins 
adairrrfotheAnnie E. Casey Fmindatiorron siote indicntors ofchildu,cll-leindorth Kichcoi~rrt 
p r q c c ~ ,  slre hns exter~sirc experience n~ialyzing state, tiati<mnl, arid intenratiotml data sets in nll 
oreo.9 o f r l~ i ld  tixll-being, indicators o/thu .social contmt of fa mi lie.^, cimd~rctirrg cross-rwtiornl 
ariolyses ofthc effects o/fornilyprocesses on education mrlcotnes, arid public perceptions ofclrild 
ioell-lcirrg. 

Brett B~OCLII  (1'h.D.. sod~logy,  L'r~ioeniiy of\Viscot~si,~-hi<di~<>n) is osocidogist witha ,~z s~arch  
bockroundin  youth dt.~:eloprr~rrt,fu~~~il~jdmrmgmphy, nndsodol indicotorrrv~enrch nnddirscn~. 
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imficolonamf hot o strmg recod in~~r~i:lrrphigp~~llitsfurthdissnnina~iun o/sodd-indkator 
&a. He is cvrrenlly directing rlw Child Trends DakBank, n contir~uousl~y updrderl, ordine data 
resource rpeeinlly desigwd to p r o ~ ~ i d i  jourmlists, resent-chars, and policy iri/~krrs triith usable 
in/omnt,ion on over 150 it~dicnlors o/cliild nnd youth well-being. He wos codin!ctor o/n projco 
to d*;li.a$up tlwfirst rcppori or, iviilic,ditor.s offiitherlu~od and the editor of the Child Indicates a 
quorirdy newsletter highlighting thc lnicst deotluptiicnls in researclr, dato dm>vlup~nenl, arid 
practical npplicntion in tlrv elrild- and youtlr-i~~dicutorr area. He ~ D O S  also o member of the 
,Vot io~d Rcseorc;li C:oiinril Coni~iiiliec O I L  Co,ngnrrr~ity-l,c~;el Proglmna fin- )i,utli. 



dl-al or la~i tudr  and freedom to valy inputs. That is, program cornponc~~its could 
ray :IS long as go1111 outcornes wcrc atlained. A logic rr~odel built 11s short.. 
niediun~-,  a ~ ~ d  lor~g-tenn indicators thatinformsorganizational pral-tic(: rrprcst.nls 
another important use of indicator data. Progarr~s  can identiry t l ~ e  rationale or 
"logic" ~~nder lying their se~vices and activities, whirh car1 help progl-;lrrls think 
through what they are and should he  doing. In addition, programs (can (cxaminc the 
component indicators to explore whether the eletllents are changing as expected in 
the proglar~l'r. 'theory ol'ct~ange." 

IIowever, [he task orproviding positivc indicators has proved to he  difficult (or 
several reasons. First, only a Tew positivr measures :Ire rurrently available in 
national databases, so neu, measures either need to d t ~ ~ c l o p ~ i  or locatcd elst,. 
whcrc and imported (Zall'7001). 

The inrlicalors srjste~n 1u.ck.s a uirion, of' 

tohat rnight be desired u.ndfostered in the 
~ ~ ( ? I ) P / O I ) I I I P I ~ ~  ~ql lze  next generation. 

A second [actor uridcrtnining the developr~~ent orpositive indicators is that we 
I;~ck, as a nation, a common vision orwhat wc want Tor Arncrica's children I~eyor~d 
the prt~vcntiorr orprohlcrns and dependency. 

Third, ronsiderable skepticism generally greets t l ~ e   lotion o r  positive indica- 
tors, which are sometilrres described as soli, rnusliy, or stick\. \\'hilt vaguely agree- 
ing thatvirtueis agood thing, statisticians and policy makers arenot convinced that 
positive outcomes can he  measured as rigorously as prt~ti lrm outromrs. and hard 
r\.idmce reganling their ir11portan1.e and psycho~~~e t r i c  rigor has l,t.en slou, to 
acrumulalc. 

Fourth, some policy rnake~s do not rcel ohligcd to support positive develop- 
ment. They rrlay reel called upon to prevent or to pimish prt~hlerr~ l ~ r h a v i ~ ~ r s  thxt 
~hrea tcn  lire and lihcrty, but no1 all f e d  that il is appropriate Cor tlrc govcrnn~cnt to 
activelysupport the pursuit orlrappiness. Alternalively, they may not see i t  as ~ ~ n i m -  
portant I n ~ t  second:ny and orlowpriori~y. Accordingly, nrany do not k\cl [hat mca- 
surc%s o r s u r l ~  oulcomes need to he  in thc indicators system. 

Since an initial conference o~l"lndicators oSChild\VcIl-bring2'in the fall oI"l(391 
(Hauser, Brown, arid Prosser 1$97), ci'rorls to expand thc rangc of indicators havr. 
progrcsscd slowly Suppor~  from private foundations and the, National Institute o r  



Child Health and Hutnan Dcvclopment has fostered ct~ncl?ptual development and 
reviews of the litel-atnre and riata. For exarnplc, the Edna MrC~nt le l l  Clark Faun- 
dation sponsored a "Compendium of Youth Oulcomcs," which lists both positive 
and negative outcomes, some orwhich are well-measored ar~rl s o l ~ l r  orwlricl~ are 
not yet rneasured (Hair et  al. 2001). A second conference ill  Junv 2001. sponsor~d  
by the Foundation Tor Child Ilcvclopmcnt, thc National Institute oFChild Hc:alth 
and Hur r~ar~  Development (NICHD)  Family and Child \Veil-being Rcscarch Nct- 
work, the  Orfice of the Assistant Secretary Tr~r Pla~lr~illg 2nd Eval~latior~, the: Edna 
McConncll Clark Foundation, and the Annie E. Cascy Fonndatioul rcvisitcd thc 
topic orindicators of child well-being. The  considrr;~lilr progress sincc the initial 
mccting was celebrated, lbnt positi\re outcomos were spin listc-(I anlong thc lol~ics 
needing extensive new wot-k. 

In April 2002. the  Office of the  Assistant Secreh~r). Tor P lan~~ingand  Ev;~luation, 
Health and H ~ t n ~ a n  S r ~ i r e s .  sponsored a rrreeling on youlh dcvclopmeut 111dica- 
tors [or intcrt,sted skates. Chaptn llall and Child li.cnds organized thc mectin$, 
which indicated strong interest across varied states. And, most rcccntly, in klarch 
2003, Child R e n d s  organired a large co~~fr:rerlct? or1 "Indicators orPositivc Devel- 
opment." bringing in researchers Tram arol~nd the nation to share measurcs that 
thev llave developed. Filnders included the NICI~ID Family and Child Well-being 
Research Nt!twt~rk; the Edna McConnell Clark Foundation; the  F e d i d  I r~ler-  
agency Forum on Child and Family Statistics; the  M a c A ~ i h n ~ .  Netu,orkon Succcss- 
rul Pathways Through Middle Childhood: t l ~ e  Joh l~  Te~l~p le ton  Founda t io~~;  and 
the Officr ;[the Assistant Secreta~y for Planning and Evaluation and tho E'arnily 
and Youtl~ Scwircs Burtau, Administration for Children and Farnilics, U.S. 
Depafitnent of Health and I-lunlan Services. Each aothorwas asked to snmmarize 
the research 1iter:lture examining the importance o f the  construct exanlined in his 
orher  paper and topl.o\,ide ~.rnpirical cvidenccrcgardingthc reliability andvalidity 
of the construct. 

Domains of Dcvrlopment 

A con~tllon ibaturc orinriirator reports, books. and conferences has been the 
idenlificalion of varied domains of develr~pment (Bornstein et  al. 2003: Federal 
Interagenry Fornm on Child and Fan~ilv St~tistics 2003). A rrrquently used set o r  
hroad outcome domains is shown below and is ~ ~ s r r l  to organize the Yor~th OUI-  
conles Framework (IIair e t  al. 2001), uliir41 is inclnded h r r r  as Appendix A: 

. cducahonal achievement and coglilivr a l l a lnn l tn l  
healh and salelx . soclal and emotional development, and 
self-iulficicncy 

The rirst three orthesr donlains reflect a cotnmon lrut not unique or strict divi- 
sion of child development outcomes into broad categories. The  puqjose ofposit- 



ing rnultiplc domains is not so much to sort constructs as lo articulate the under- 
standing that development is m~~ltit'aceted. In other words, the point is that 
development is not simply a reflec~ion oS onc oulcomc (such as cognitive lesl 
scores, or good health, or avoiding teen but rather that development 
is broad and enconlpasses multiple and varied tips ol'outcomcs. A second reason 
Tor positing domains is LO provide an organizational fr;lrnework to supporl a conver- 
sation aboul outcornes. One important conclusion, for exanrplc, is ihe insigh1 thal 
thcrr: are far rnore measlires in the ed~lcational and health/saTety domains than in 
the social and emotional dornain. The Tourth domain, self-sufficiency, reflects the  
interesl of ihe Edna McConncll Clark Foundation, which funded the  work, in 
idontil-ing a set of rricdiu~rr-~crrn outcomes for yonth linkrd to self-s~lRicirn~!y, 
broadly defined to include cconomic, social, and personal elements. Snch a dornain is 
of obvious interest to policy makers and funders, who have their eye not only on well- 
being in the presenl but also on "wcll-bceoming" in the future. 

Within each domain, a sel of relevant constructs has b c m  idenlificd, clariried, 
amplified, augmmted, and revised. As part of the  iterative process that we have 
used, :I few constmrts have Iheen deleted, arid a n n n ~ l ~ e r  have been added. 

1:or example, in ihc: domain of "educalional achievcmen~ a r ~ d  cognitive altain- 
ment," outcomes include varied cognitive skills, diplomas, euiiosity, and school 
rrlg;lgeinent. Whileed~lcaliol~al atbrir~mer~t is readily and widely measnred, a rnea- 
surc of curiosity appropriale Tor nationally represcntalive suricys has no1 beell 
identified. In ihe "health and safety" domain, outcomes range frorn risky behaviors 
s11cl1 as drug use, violence, a ~ ~ d  accidmls to positivr behaviors such as good hralth 
habits and positive mcnlal hcallh. Thc domain of"socia1 and crno~ional devclopn~enl" 
is the least well-devrloped. Measures of vol~mtee~ing, activities, and parenl-child rela- 
tionships are available, but measures of rnany other or~tcornes-such as relationships 
with siblings, peers, and other adults; cultural sensitivily, irust, adaptability; and 
caring and  omp passion-arc no1 available. Similarly, some measures of self-suffi- 
cioui:v arc roadily availabla, s ~ ~ c h  as cmploymcnt, wl~ilo others arc not av;lilable, 
such as measurcs of cn~rcprcncurial o r i r n ~ a t i o ~ ~  or work ~Lhic. This f r a t n ~ w ~ r k  is 
I~eing r~sed to guide work and is by definition a work in progress. 

\+%ere possible. for each construct, specific measures used in nationally rcprc- 
scnbalive su~vcys  have been identiTied for thc 11sc of ihe Clark Foundation and also 
For the larger youth development research and scriiec cornmunilies. The specific 
mcasurcs arc not listed in the  grid but are detailed i r ~  an rrtensive Youth Deorlop- 
nlenf Olitcomps Compendiunt that is available at h~p:l l \mw.child~re~~ds.org.  For 
each construct, alternative mcasnrcmcnt possibilities arr  suggested, benchmark- 
ing data arc provided where a\~ailablr, and brief reviews of the relevant literature 
en the imporlance and malleability oT the const ruc~ arc provitled. 

Perhaps, one of the most useful results ofthis work for the larger con~munity has 
becn LO identily constrncts wht:rr short but valid ;rnd reliable nreasures are lacking. 
For example, mcasurcs oTposilivc emotional d<,velopment, spiriluality, positivc 
social behaviors, positive intcrpi.rsonal behaviors such as altruism and empathy, 
and measures of intcrl>c.rsor~al relalior~ships such as sibling rel;rtionships :Ire  no^ 

gel~erallv "on the shclf." 
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Thus, despite the challenges, recogr~ition or the importance orposilivc indica- 
tors has been developing, and work on this topicis burgeoning. Therefore, it makes 
sense to consider what the elen~ents oTa strong system of indicators would look 
like. I11 the nextsection, we outlinewhatwe consider to he theprimary characteris- 
tics ofposillvc outcome mcasurcs and ofa system that woulcl incorporate newmea- 
surcs orposi~ive outcomes as well as cxisting oulcomcs. In addition, il is critical to 
think lrow the developrr~erit oran indicators systcm can inror~n and support youdl 
de\.eloprnent progr;lrrls. 

C11aracteristics of 
Positive Ontcome Indicators 

Onc or (he most critical aspcc~s of an indicator (hat wi l l  hc uscd lo monilor 
trends in positive outcomes and subgroup differel~ces in society is the conceptual 
clarity or Face validity of the construct. Is tl1e meaning of the construct readily 
apparent? Is the apparent meaning generally perceived and shared? 

Conceptual clal-ity a n d f i e  r'nlidity 

Avirtue ofmai~ynegativeindicatorsis theirc1arity.A ~nurder ,  a b i ~ t h  toa fifteen- 
yea]--old, arid high school drop out are t-vents that can be r~~e:~sured wit11 great 
specificity There will hc no disapcement about whether a death or a birth occul-red, or 
whcthcr a high school diplorna is lacking. Similarly, tllcrc udl be little or no cultural dis- 
agreenient ahout u,hetIier these negative outcomes are important. 

By contrast, thcrc is no comparahlc consensus on what wc dcsirc for our chil- 
d re r~ .  We rnay ;lgree tlr;~t ctrildl-ell sh(111l(1 be well educated a r~d  healtlry, t111t we lack 
agreornent or1 Inany social ;rnd eunotior~al ontcorr~es. Dowedesire thatourchildrcn 
he religious? Do  we value patriotism? I l o w e  desire that children he frugal? Do  we 
want childrcn torecycle, reuse, and rcrrain horn consurripUon?\\'l~at are the mite- 
ria by which we decide that something is a positive o~itconre'? 

1% suges i  two broad stratcgics Tor assessing urhc~hcr so~ucthing is imporlant. 
One strategy is that an outcomc f o u ~ ~ d  among children 01- atlolrsccnts predicts to 
an outcome that is considered desirable among adults. Another s t r a t s o  assesses 
whether an outcome is intrinsically important. 

To explore, first, wl~ether all outcorrle found anlong children predicts to good 
outcomcs latcr in lire, cnlpirical analyses can hc conductcd. For examl~le, one can 
estimate a multivariate regression model to examine whother school eng;~gemrnt 
at age k ~ ~ l r t e e n  predicts e d u c ; ~ t i o ~ ~ ; ~ l  a r~d  ernployrnent outcomes at age twerlty- 
[our. Irbcing cngagecl in schoolwo~-k Tor its own sake at age fourtt.en is rclatcd to a 
lower I-isk of higl~ school dropout, greater educational attainment, and less public 
(lependel~cy, net of controls for socioeconon~ic statlls, and dorr~ographic factors, 
tlle~i thc case for an indicator ol'cducational cngagcment will be strengthened. 



IIowever, to explore (he second stmlegy, lo c ' x i l ~ r ~ i ~ i r  M I I P ~ I I P ~  an outconle indi- 
(:atoris i~rt~irrsicallyirr~por~dr~t, is   no re dirricult. One  could conduct c~ross-sectional 
empirical analyses lo consider whcthrr  lie indica~or is correlated w i h  happiness 
or life satisraction. Wowever other n o ~ ~ e ~ r ~ p i r i c a l  strntegirs are probably necessary 
to provide a richer sense oTwhet.her thew is societal "buy-in' lo thc constnlct. To 
explorc this, rocus groups might need lo b e  conducted. Opinion polls might be 

Considerable skeplicisr,~ g~nc~ro.llll greer.s 
the nolion of po.sitil?e indicn~ors, ~u l t i c l~  are 

so~net in~es ~ e ~ n  a.s soft, I I I . I I S ~ ~ ~ ,  or .sticky. 

conducted to explore whethera consensus exists on the importance of an outcorne. 
Theviews of  social, political, or moral leaders 111igl1t be sought. Parents or children 
thcmsclvcs might be asked what. they think is impo~ianl ,  or ethnographies ofchil- 
dren and youth could be conduc~rd.  The  rra~nrwork provided in Appendix A rep- 
resents an additional slraLcgy. This has bccn distribntcd l o  many gronps, irlcludir~g 
researchers, program providers, arid policy rnakers, and wc have requested addi- 
tions and modifications. This process also cnnt.ributes to our understanding o r the  
intrinsic v:ilue of arl outcorrle. 

Allhough often criticized, one ol thcs t renghs  o f I Q  mcasurcs is that virtually all 
IQ ~ r ~ r : ~ s u r e s  ;ire standardized to have a tncau or 100 at all ages. This scarnlcssnrss 
;~clrisb age grr~ups makes I Q  rne:lsures easy lo interpret and may he one reason h a t  
IQ is such a popr~lar olulcurne mcasurc. Tllc Behavior Problom Indcx includcd in 
the l<)'i<) National I,ongitl~di~~:ll Survey of Youth, Child Supp lm~ent ,  is :lnothor 
r;~ulti-it.cm inrlcx  ha^ inclutlrs sorneu.hat different measures for childrcn o fva~ icd  
ages and provir1c.s users u ~ t h  a standard score. Ol~viously, elevcn-ycar-olds arcvcr). 
[lityerent than srventucn-yea~oldr.  and developing outcome measures that tap a 
constnlct across s~uch an  age spar1 is a (lerr~an~ling task. Nevertheless, me:rs~~res  are 
nccdcil that are age appropriitc and h a t  arc. sea~nless across agcs. 

For oar work or1 father involvement in tllc 1!197 National Longitudinal Survey 
of Youth, we are tlrvelnpingver).shnrt ir~dices th;~t incorporate slight rnod i t i~a t io~~s  
in wording or aclivily cvrr). two ycars. as children bccomc oldcr All itcms are 
coded iusing the sarnc. response a t e p r i e s ,  t l~ough, and our hope is that over the 
yrars, we will have ;I lor~git~ldirl;ll rrrrasure of father in\~olverncnt. Sucll a slrategy 
could be cnlplnyrd lo de\.elop cross-sectional indicator mcasures as well. 
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Given the common complaint that positive measures are soft, il is parlicularly 
critical lo develop psychornelrii~ally rigilro~~s Irleasllres. It is widely ackr~owledged 
lhal lllc slandard mcasurc olpoverly is plagued by ormissing dala, scnsi- 
tivity, oul-of-date componenLs, and a r r u ~ l e  concept~ralization (Citro and Michael 
1995). Ncvcrtlleless, the d e r r ~ a ~ ~ r l  [or rigor in the assessnlenl of posi~ive ontcomes 
nlust be addrcsscd. I i  will be irnport:lnt I ~ I  :~ddrrss q~lestions of social desirabilily, 
inler~ral reliability, over-time reliability n~issingdata. concurrenl validity, and pro- 
spective v,ilidity. It is also import:~nt th:~t ihi:sil Ini>asul.es rrlet:t these criteria for all 
agc. racc, gcndcl; and cultural groups ofcl~ilrircn and yonth. 

C o n s ~ ~ u d s  and measures need to he 
presented in wny,y that ow und~astrrndable 

blc.asi~res need LO be i~ltuitively meaningful for policy and prograln udit:nt,es. 
.Illis IIIC:IIIS. as discussed above, tllal thcy need to have a ce~-t:~in :11no111it O F  h e  
valirlity. I n  addition, datr need to be prescntcd in undcrs~and;~ble formals, for 
crarlll~le. ;is ilirhoton~ies like the povcrly index or wilh a Incan of 10n :and :I stan- 
dalrl deviation of 15. The press, plll)lic, and policy makers see111 to undi~rslnnd 
dicholomor~s measures most readily. Eiihcr a family is in povcriy or 11 is not. Either 
a tern has a baby ilr a teen floes  no^. Rates can bc undcrstandablc :ilst>. For eaalll- 
plc. ~ h c  teen ljirt11r:lte and the  homicide rate have become u.idcly repor~ed.  How- 
cvcl; percerltages are generally casicr [or ihc public LO nr~ders~antl  than a r r  n t e s  
ic.g., "5 percent of lecns aged fifirrn to nineteen had hal~irs" is easier to under- 
st:rnd tllarl "45.9 birlhs pcr 1,000 fc!~n:~lr,baged likrnn 10 nirlrtecn"). However, nci- 
~ h c r  dichoto~nous mcasrlrcs nor rates :are ;ivailahle tbr most posilivc mcasurcs. 

The  kinds ofdata presenled in most resrarcli reports and acadenric jounral a 6  
clcs (c.g., a regressiorl corfficient) g~.nrr;illy arc no( ~~nilr!rst;~nd:~l,Ir to the general 
pill~lic. Even variable mcans (averages) lark inluilive n~eaning. For c x a ~ ~ ~ p l e ,  a 
scoreof3.76ouan educationalengagmmnt i n d r x j s ~ ~ o i  going to be ineaningful ~ o a  
jollrnalist, a policy rrraker, or a t;lxpn!rr. FIowrvt,r, if a valid ;utd n~eaningfi~l cul- 
poinl can b c  defined, then it becon~es  possible lo say lhat ihc l~roporlion or chil- 
dren whoare highly cngagcd in srhool has risen or declined or stayrd t l ~ e  same. \Ve 
have 1101 fo~lnd n111cl1 written aboul how to set cut points and so llavc d l ~ v e l i ~ ~ l r d  
s o ~ n c  initial guidelines I'ilr aur  ~vork and for commcnl (soc Appcntlix B!. 

One of the difriicult issues hced in developingindicators is t h a ~  ofsrlbgroup difl 
t'ereucrs in the nreal~ing i~Tpositive o11 trolnrs. For cxample, stodirs rrgularly t;riiI 

111;1: religiosity and spirilualily are relaled LO more posilivt: devc lopmi~n~  and less 
risk tahng among adolescel~ts (Bridges and Moore 2002). IIou.ever, the nrrasure- 
rrlerll of I-eligiosily and spirihlalily arross cultural and ethnic groups poses a sub- 
stanlial challenge (BCI~SOII  c t  al. 2003). Similarly, ihc mcaning o f a  slrong parml-  



child r<:la~ionship appears to vary by sociocconon~ic slatus and race, with tradi- 
tional rncasurcs being less predictive of risk palung among adolescen~s whose f:~rrli- 
lirsarc inpovcrty,particularly low-income Hispanics and Afiican Americans (Hair, 
[ager, and Garrclt 2002). 

For monitoring well-heing at the national or state level, for assessing outcorncs 
in a multisite program evaluation, or fbr rvah~ating a program that might he repli- 
cated in diverse populations, we need outcome ~ncasurcs that are robust across an 
increasingly diverse pop~llation. As yet, however, it is quile uncommon for well- 
bei~ig indicators (or any olher solvey measure, Tor that mallcr) to be systematically 
examined in varied populations. Initially, it would be helpfi~l to examine concepts 
qualitatively. What is it that adolescents, parents, prograrrl providers, :lnd policy 
makers in different communities value and desire Sor their children? Nexl, thrse 
goals need to be translated into measures that can be assessed quantitatively in 
large arid diverse sarrlples a r ~ d  examined across groups. Filially, thc reliability and 
validity of tho measures nccd to be examined in large-scale studies. This work is 
admittedly expensive and time-consuming. but it represents an in~por tant  
challerlge for rese:~rchers. 

Cons tn lds  a n d  rrrr.(~slsurrs t h ~ t  ar-e cornpar-(~hle 
at dif;Grent . . lerjcls of governancr 

Ideally, indicators of well-being that include positive as well as proble~u (:ori- 
structs would be comparable across local, slate, national, and possibly even inter- 
national settings. This would enable states and the nation to track the well-being ol' 
<:hildr<>n over tirr~e and across groups. States rnight track their progress over time, 
and others might compare these trends with ncighboringstates or national trends. 
Local communities might choose to monitor the same outcomes. In addition, as 
t l ~ r  world beconles increasingly globalized, nations wish to have corrlmol~ rrlea- 
sures ol'well-being. This has already bcen accomplished with standard education 
il~dicators. International comparisons have also been used by states such as Ver- 
mont, wllicb consistcrtlly corrqyares well against other U S ,  stales; howovor, ~ ~ I I I -  
parisons with other r~a t iow provide an~p lc  rvidericc that even Vcrrnont falls s l~or t  
of the outcomes achieved in many other nations (Hogan 1990), Includii~g positive 
in~iicators in the limited set of measures currently available would improve 
1 ~ s o s p e c ~ d o r  analysis, comparison, and reflection. 

Cor~stnrcts r~nr l  n~eusur-ur that  a r e  coiol)(~ruhle 
for indic(~torv, research, (lnd program ~oalr r r~t ion 

Ideally, a set oTmoasurcs would be developed that could be used as social indica- 
tors. as independent and depcndont v;rrial)les i r l  longit~~rlirtal resea~.crh st~l(lies, and 
as outcorrle unrasures in program evaluations. At prcscnt. our data systerrls are so 
cli5jointcd that it is quitc diTTii.~~lt to asst:rribli: a strong krlowledge base. I f w e  had 
tlle same rr1e:rsures  cross these ;~ctivities, we could crosswalk across types of s ~ u d -  
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irs, and it would be easier to build a knowledge base. For  example, as nolcd atlove. 
the a\.:~ilirl~ility of lor~git~~dirial  data can support analyses of whether : ~ n d  how ;III 

outcomc >rssrssed ;rt age fo~lrtecn predicts to outcomes assessed for the samr per- 
son in his or  her twenties. Such aiialyses are helpful in selecting indicators. 

Tl~rrr  rLr(> far more masxrrs  in the rducntiorm1 
nnd lzealthlsafety r l o i n i n ~  than in the 

socir~l r~nd errlotional domain. 

Sinrilarly, research intIic,a~ing that ;I r:I~arac~eristicideiiliriedat age rour~ecn  pre- 
dicts t~c -~ te r  dcveloprrle~it later in lire wonlcl suggcst that this characteris~ic would 
be a good notcome to asscss i l l  an  inten.ention program. Programs successf~~l  in 
enhancing lhis outcome aniong fourtren-year-olds would have reason to tlrlieve 
that their inlervcntinn v.~oulrl cnhancc outcomes later in l ire In addition, ifmulti- 
ple programs were found to e~itralrce ;in olitr-onlp among Iriglr sr-hool students, it 
wo~i ld  be reasonahlr to eq)cct  that olltcome to iinprt~ve ill the rlation:~l indicator 
system as well, assuming, ofcoursc, that a sul~slantial pcrccntagc orthc population 
is sewed in those prograir~s. Tllis is not I I S I I ~ I I I ~  the CBSP. I J I I ~  it nlay oc:cur for some 
sb~tos or  romrnunilit~s. Also. c.:lrcl'ul rr3st>arth u'illl irl)propriatt, (.o~ltroIs 1-0111[1 slird 
light on whether stales uitli particul:rr policies or programs ax,  more likcl!, to yro- 
d ~ l c e  brt ter  outcomes. K~rowirig tli:it a measure is predictivu ol'positi\.r outr:omrs 
and th:~t it is mslleat~l~: to prograni or  poliry inter\.rrltior~ rl~akes i t  pa~tir~ll:rrly 
attraclive to track in an indicator syslem. 

Fillally, the irv;lilirl)ility of strong measures would provide ;I rrsour[:e to pro- 
grams. Forrx:~rnplr ,  prograrris that want to track o u t c o r i ~ r s l ~ ~ ~ t  lack thr erprrt isr  to 
develop psychnmotl-imlly soulid mcasuros can drnv on mcasurcs used in LIIC incli- 
cators system. Also, d;lta from the n;rtinnal indicators system can t ~ n  ust:d by local 
programs to Ibrri[~hrnirrk trerl~ls arrd I1:lttrnis in tlrrir progranrs. This is p;rrtic~~larly 
reasihle il 'national or state-lr\t!l indicators arc ;t~ailal,le Tor r<!l<!va~~t suhsl-oups, 
forexample, for narrow agegroupsand for readily measuredgendel; racdethnicity 
rind rco~iomic  subgroups srirh as adolcsccu~s u,llnse Tamilics are it1 povsrty, st,]- 
dents who get free or subsidized school I~lncll. or terns whose families receive or 
;IIE ~:ligibl[: ror roo<l sk1111ps. 



In  slim, tlrrre is a lot of work to do to develop positive indicators, particularly a 
system nSin(licators th:~t is conccptually coherent aud psy<:hornetrically rigorous. It 
is imporbant not to reach closurc prematurely and rciSy availahlc nicasurcs to just 
have sornrtt~ing. LVhen measures get included in the national statistical system, it 
r,iu be dilFin~lt to revise thern. For marr~ple, the flaws with the national poverty 
rncasurc arc wcll-known, but its usc has hccomc so pervasive that change is 
nnlikely in the foreserahle future. IIowever, there is a lot of interest in positive 
development at  the monlent, and momrnt~lrrl is building, so it should b r  possible 
to make considerable progress duringthe next several years. This worknccds to be 
disciplir~ed and systematic, though, a i d  it sllould reflec~ good science and solid 
rrsrarrh.  In all fairness, it needs to be recognized that t l ~ e  demand for positive out- 
comes mcasurcs and indicators has come pri~iiarily Crom practitioiicrs and seivice 
providers, who sought to rrlove b ~ y o r ~ d  suppressing the negative to nurturing tho 
positive. The  researcl~ community has arrived sornewllat late on tlic scene, but 
researchers have much to offer and mn b e  strong partners in the development of 
positive indicators. 
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Ap1~c1~dia T3 
(:litoff Criteria 

. The cutoff should make sense to la)- Iuscrs. that is, it should have lice vali&y 
.l'la.oy and prior rc5sean.h findings shonkl be cnns~~l tcd a prinli to i~lrlltili- tllr v11t0111 

- .  - .  - 
24orrcent savsomethineisn bie~1rohlern,and60r,ercent oi the  sarnnle lalls into tllr rli.rt. 

<7 0 L 

mdderate cat'egoy, then itrnakcs sense to nrnke the rt~tolf h<:twc<:n tlww catrpyones). . Clinical or assessment data can be used as a 'gold s t a n d a d  to develop co~npsrshlr levels 
or rutoffsfso other ldnds ofmeasurcs, with the caveat that users should ,lot clalrn t l~at  the 
rncasurc n.pn:scnls a clinic:d or assessment nreasure. 
Thc pwsenr,. ol'a dear, substantive &ffel-ence in ttir v;~nahles used to obtain hta (r  5 .  
r:rccllrnt: as rotnparprl uith o o d .  fiir. and poor). 
'njt.sbr nl'grot~ps. For PX~II IPIP ,  tllrrr s h o ~ l d  be alleast l0perccl~t  above n culofLuith 25 
to 05 percent hring I~rrlprred ahovc thr: cutoff, depm&ng upon h e  construct. 
'lhi.rr: rl,r,>tl,l l,r a ivasonahlr 1,attPrrl orl the r:olnponenl iterns (i:.g., to br desc:librcl as 
drprcssecd a person sboulrl indratr synptoms o i sadn~ss  with a fair arnount of frequency 
on dl or nearly all ilprns) 
Thrrr should k t  he any ilnpossihlc.o~~tliorrascs or sohgroups (hat Fall beyond the cutoff 
( e g ,  those who say they are r~evrr snrl should not fall inlo the group clesr~ibed as showing , , - .  
,l~~"c:"li',: syllptollls). 
I l ' n ~ ~ ~ l t i p l i c ~ t t ~ ~ f T s  are pposstblr. tlrerr slrouldbr slability of~,allerns across possiblecutoii 
1. ,I I t i  I ,, 1.. >,I # . < I  I .  1 1 1  I. tl.' . . , . I \  ,111 i i  11.11 II,.,L< . , I .  1111 1 1 1  11 I .  11.1 . I r l t  ~ I I I I I I I . .  .<I tItrc <,I. 11.1 . ~ 1 . ~ 1 . 1  , l l . , l  I l l ,  ( 1 1  l l l l . ~ l l .  i t  , c .  n 3 1 1 . 1 .  \ . I  . , I 1  rcjf I:II.. - 
or assets prr&cts later L I I  lik tu bad or good outcomes; this would hc the r~~t~~f' l :  
.l'lwn. s1~,~1<1 t,c <,\ldi,rr:t. that the cut<~lTworks iorvaricd gonder, s~,rioo~:onornic: s t a t ~ s .  
and racrle~hnic~ty groups. fclr eratnple, h a t  an adequale number of cases is he)ii,ll<l tlnc 
cutofT for eneh subgroup. 

-- 
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