Using ChatGPT prompts to unpack a research article and design course material related to it:
Citation:
Shook, K. (1999). Does the loss of welfare income increase the risk of involvement with the child welfare system? Children and Youth Services Review, 21 (8/9), 693-724.

Prompt #1: Please summarize the main findings from this article based on the data analysis for this study. Attend to any study limitations in the summary.
ChatGPT said:
The 1999 study by Kristen Shook, titled "Does the Loss of Welfare Income Increase the Risk of Involvement with the Child Welfare System?", analyzes whether reductions in welfare income elevate the risk of child welfare system involvement. The study uses a combination of administrative, survey, and qualitative data from welfare recipients in the Chicago metropolitan area, with a sample of 706 single-parent AFDC (Aid to Families with Dependent Children) cases.
Main Findings
1. Welfare Income Reductions Increase Risk
· Substantial reductions in welfare income (over $75) significantly increased the odds of child welfare system involvement among those who were unemployed at the time of the reduction. This group was over three times more likely to experience involvement than families with intact welfare grants.	Comment by Kristen Slack: Clarified what is meant by “grants”
· Employment moderated this relationship: families who experienced a welfare cut but had employment income did not show a significant increase in risk.
2. Mediating Factors
· The relationship between income loss and child welfare involvement was partially mediated by environmental hardships—such as utility shut-offs, eviction threats, and food shortages.
· Stressful life events (e.g., births, housing moves, illness/injury) also significantly increased risk. These effects persisted even after controlling for income and demographic variables.
3. Prior Child Welfare Involvement and Other Risks
· Prior child welfare involvement, having more than two children, and having a child in poor health were all associated with increased risk of future involvement.
· Other expected risk factors (e.g., substance abuse, domestic violence, low literacy) were not significant predictors in the full models.
4. Role of Employment
· Employment alone did not buffer families from risk unless it occurred alongside intact welfare support. In some cases, employment obligations may have led to inadequate supervision, increasing visibility to child protection services.	Comment by Kristen Slack: This was a hypothetical explanation for the finding, and not a finding that was derived from the analysis.
5. Qualitative Insights
· Respondents described welfare as their “base” or “stable” income, often unreported when working low-wage jobs. When welfare income was lost unexpectedly, families were often left without the resources or time to seek employment quickly, particularly if they faced other stressors like a sick child.	Comment by Kristen Slack: Inaccurate: recipients sometimes didn’t report their work income (not their welfare income). 

Study Limitations
· Low Survey Response Rate: Only 25% of the 706 sampled participants completed the survey, raising concerns about potential non-response bias.
· Retrospective Reporting: Reliance on self-reported data for stressful events and income sources may introduce recall bias, although the use of time lines and administrative data helped mitigate this.
· Unmeasured Variables: Psychosocial factors (e.g., depression, emotional stress), sudden administrative errors, and informal income sources were not fully captured, which may influence both grant reduction and child welfare involvement.	Comment by Kristen Slack: Depression and informal income sources were actually measured, but they were measured at a later point than the welfare grant reductions and CPS involvement, so they cannot be viewed as predictors of key outcomes.
· Generalizability: Findings are based on a single urban region (Chicago) and may not extend to different populations or welfare systems.
· Temporal Context: The study reflects conditions pre-TANF (before PRWORA's full implementation), and the welfare landscape has since changed.

Conclusion
The study provides strong evidence that loss of welfare income, particularly during periods of unemployment, increases the likelihood of child welfare system involvement, primarily through increased material hardship. Employment can buffer this risk, but only to a limited extent, and only when welfare income is not simultaneously reduced. These findings underscore the importance of stable economic support for low-income families as a child maltreatment prevention strategy.Top of Form	Comment by Kristen Slack: This statement is misleading because the study cannot shed light on causal connections, only associations between variables.
	Comment by Kristen Slack: This caveat is provided with every answer to a ChatGPT prompt.
Bottom of Form
ChatGPT can make mistakes. Check important info.



Prompt #2: Rework this summary for a student who is unfamiliar with the topics of welfare and child maltreatment.
ChatGPT said:
Sure! Here is a reworked summary that explains the study in simpler terms for a student new to the topics of welfare and child maltreatment:

What Was This Study About?
This study looked at families in the Chicago area who were getting money from a government program called welfare, which helps low-income parents take care of their children. The researcher wanted to find out if losing some of this welfare money made it more likely that a family would get involved with the child welfare system—a government system that steps in when someone is worried that a child might be unsafe or not being cared for properly.

Main Takeaways
1. Losing Welfare Money Without a Job Increases Risk
· Families who lost a big chunk of their welfare money (more than $75) and didn't have a job were much more likely to get reported to child protection services.
· But if they had a job when they lost the money, the risk of being reported was not as high. This means that having a job helped protect families, but only if it came at the same time as the welfare cut.
2. Hard Life Events Make Things Worse
· Other stressful things, like moving to a new home, having a baby, or a family member getting very sick, also raised the chances that a family would be reported.
· These events made things harder when they happened alongside losing welfare money.
3. Lack of Basic Needs Is a Warning Sign
· Families who had no electricity, ran out of food, or were about to be evicted were also more likely to be reported for child maltreatment.
4. Having Sick Kids or Big Families Added to the Risk
· Families with more than two children or with a child who had ongoing medical problems were more likely to get involved with child welfare.
5. Past Involvement Matters
· If a family had been involved with the child welfare system before, they were more likely to be involved again.

What Does This Mean?
Losing money that families rely on—especially if they don’t have a job—can make life so difficult that it raises concerns about whether children are safe or well cared for. It doesn't mean parents don’t love their children—it means they may not have what they need to keep them safe and healthy.
Also, stressful life events and the loss of basic needs (like food or housing) can make things even harder and bring families to the attention of child protection workers.

Why This Matters
This study helps us understand that money problems can put families at risk, not just because of bad parenting, but because of all the stress and hardship they face. When welfare support is reduced, especially without other help like a job or family support, it can lead to real trouble.	Comment by Kristen Slack: This is problematic phrasing. The article does not talk about “money problems” as something that creates risk IN ADDITION TO “bad parenting”. In fact, the point of the article is that system factors play a role in CWS involvement risk. This phrasing (“not just because of bad parenting”) makes it sound like bad parenting is always a factor in CWS risk.

Limitations of the Study
· The study only had a small number of people complete the full survey (about 25%), so we have to be careful about applying the results to everyone.	Comment by Kristen Slack: The number in and of itself is not necessarily a problem, (although the study lacks statistical power and analyses likely include too many variables); the issue when raising the 25% response rate  is about selection bias stemming from the low response rate.
· It didn’t measure emotional stress or mental health directly, which might also play a role.
· The study was done before new welfare rules were fully in place, so things may have changed since then.



Prompt #3: Create 10 quiz questions for undergraduate students based on this article. Use a combination of true/false, multiple choice, and open-ended answer formats.
ChatGPT said:
Here are 10 quiz questions based on Kristen Shook’s 1999 article, "Does the Loss of Welfare Income Increase the Risk of Involvement with the Child Welfare System?", designed for undergraduate students:

True/False Questions (3)
1. True or False:
Families who lost a portion of their welfare income and did not have a job were more likely to become involved with the child welfare system than those who maintained their full welfare grant.
Answer: True
2. True or False:
The study found that employment completely protected families from the risk of child welfare involvement, even after a welfare grant reduction.
Answer: False
3. True or False:
Experiencing environmental hardships like utility shut-offs and eviction threats was linked to a higher risk of involvement with the child welfare system.
Answer: True

Multiple Choice Questions (4)
4. What was the main purpose of this study?
A. To determine how many families were using welfare in Illinois
B. To test whether loss of welfare income increased child welfare involvement
C. To measure child development outcomes in welfare households
D. To investigate mental health services in child protection
Answer: B
5. Which of the following was not found to be a statistically significant predictor of child welfare system involvement in the final model?
A. Having more than two children
B. Prior involvement with child welfare
C. Domestic violence
D. Having a child in poor health
Answer: C
6. Which theory does the study most strongly support based on its findings?
A. Resource inadequacy model
B. Labeling theory
C. Life course theory
D. Conflict theory
Answer: A
7. What kind of data did the study use?
A. Only interviews
B. Experimental data
C. Administrative records, surveys, and qualitative interviews
D. National census data
Answer: C
Short Answer / Open-Ended Questions (3)
8. Explain how employment moderated the relationship between welfare income loss and child welfare involvement.
Expected Answer:
Families who lost welfare income but had employment were at lower risk of child welfare involvement than those who were unemployed. Employment served as a protective factor by partially replacing the lost income.
9. Why might stressful life events like moving or having a baby increase a family's risk of child welfare involvement?
Expected Answer:
These events may increase stress, strain family resources, or raise a family’s visibility to mandated reporters (like healthcare providers), leading to greater risk of being reported to child protective services.
10. List two limitations of the study that might affect how the findings are interpreted.
Expected Answer:
· Low survey response rate (only 25%), which could introduce bias.
· Inability to directly measure psychological factors like stress or depression.	Comment by Kristen Slack: Technically, it is not that these things couldn’t be measured, it’s just that they weren’t measured.


Prompt #4: What are some additional research questions that could be asked and analyzed with this study data?
ChatGPT said:
Great question. The rich combination of administrative, survey, and qualitative data in Shook’s 1999 study offers many opportunities for further analysis. Here are several additional research questions that could be asked using the existing dataset:

1. What types of maltreatment are most strongly associated with welfare income reductions?
· Purpose: To determine whether certain categories of maltreatment allegations (e.g., neglect, physical abuse, risk of harm) are more common following welfare grant reductions.
· Potential Analysis: Disaggregate child welfare outcomes by allegation type and test for associations with welfare income loss patterns.

2. Does the duration or frequency of welfare income loss matter more than a single substantial reduction?
· Purpose: To explore whether repeated or prolonged income instability is more predictive of child welfare involvement than one-time drops.
· Potential Analysis: Create time-based variables (e.g., number of months with reduced grants) and compare cumulative vs. acute effects.

3. What role does informal social support play in buffering families from risk?
· Purpose: To assess whether emotional or instrumental support from family and friends reduces child welfare risk in the face of economic hardship.
· Potential Analysis: Examine interaction effects between income loss and social support variables (e.g., financial help from family).

4. How does the interaction between domestic violence and economic hardship affect child welfare outcomes?
· Purpose: To test whether families experiencing both intimate partner violence and welfare cuts face compounded risk.
· Potential Analysis: Interaction terms between grant reduction and reported domestic abuse.

5. Are there differences in child welfare system involvement based on race or neighborhood context, even after controlling for income and employment?
· Purpose: To explore structural or systemic disparities in reporting or intervention.
· Potential Analysis: Add controls for race, neighborhood (e.g., within vs. outside Chicago), and test for differential outcomes.

6. Does having a child with special health needs increase the impact of welfare income loss on child welfare involvement?
· Purpose: To understand whether caring for medically fragile children increases vulnerability during financial stress.
· Potential Analysis: Interaction between child health variables and welfare reduction indicators.

7. How do parenting attitudes and beliefs relate to risk when controlling for income changes?
· Purpose: To test whether parental beliefs about discipline or control moderate the effect of material hardship on maltreatment risk.
· Potential Analysis: Use parenting belief index in interaction with income variables.

8. Do patterns of employment instability predict child welfare involvement more accurately than welfare grant reductions alone?
· Purpose: To assess whether job volatility (frequent starts/stops) is a stronger predictor than grant changes.
· Potential Analysis: Model sequences of employment changes over time with child welfare outcomes.

9. Does the timing of welfare reduction relative to stressful events (like moving or childbirth) influence outcomes?
· Purpose: To test whether risk is highest when multiple stressors coincide.
· Potential Analysis: Time-aligned modeling of overlapping risk events.

10. How do families perceive and respond to welfare sanctions, and how might this affect their engagement with the child welfare system?
· Purpose: To explore subjective experiences and coping strategies in the face of sanctions or administrative errors.
· Potential Analysis: Use qualitative interview data to code themes around compliance, confusion, and fear of child welfare involvement.

Top of Form

Prompt #5: What are some examples of class discussion questions based on this paper? Assume undergraduate level students.
ChatGPT said:
Here are undergraduate-level class discussion questions based on Kristen Shook’s 1999 paper. These are designed to encourage students to think critically about the study’s methods, findings, policy implications, and broader social context:

Understanding the Basics
1. What is the main research question in this study? Why do you think the author focused on the link between welfare income and child welfare involvement?
2. How did the author use both administrative data and survey interviews in the study? What are the strengths and weaknesses of using these two types of data together?

Critical Thinking on Findings
3. The study found that families who lost welfare income and had no employment were at higher risk of child welfare system involvement. Why do you think that is? What might be happening in those families?	Comment by Kristen Slack: than who? Need a reference group to be able to discuss this question more effectively.
4. Environmental hardships (like losing heat or running out of food) were found to partly explain the link between income loss and child welfare cases. Should those conditions be considered child maltreatment? Why or why not?

Policy & Ethical Implications
5. The study points out that families may be punished for poverty, even though laws say children shouldn't be removed “for reasons of poverty alone.” Do you think this is happening? What should be done to prevent it?
6. What role should government play in supporting families before child protective services get involved? Should child welfare agencies respond differently when poverty is the main issue?

Reflecting on Systems & Equity
7. How might race or neighborhood influence which families are reported to the child welfare system—even if their actual circumstances are similar? How could the study explore this further?	Comment by Kristen Slack: Who is “their”? This question needs refinement or more context if the point is to discuss racial inequities related to CPS reporting, screening, investigation, etc.
8. The author mentions that some families didn’t know their welfare grants would be cut, or didn’t trust the system. How do misunderstandings or confusion about public assistance affect families' ability to care for children?

Research Design and Methodology
9. The survey had only a 25% response rate. Why might that be a problem? How could that affect the results or their interpretation?
10. If you were to design a follow-up study today, what would you want to ask or measure that this study didn’t? How might the social context (e.g., post-PRWORA, COVID-19, universal basic income debates) change your focus?


