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P R O C E E D I N G S


MR. ROLSTON:  We'll have an initial presenter, who will give an overview and some thoughts about this set of projects.  Then each of the three project presenters will give a very brief introduction. We'll then have a break, which we've used up most of the time for.  Then we'll go into the individual sessions.



It's my pleasure to introduce Barbara Blum, who will be our initial presenter.



She is the director of the Research Forum on Children, Families and the New Federalism, which Belle mentioned this morning as being a tremendous resource for pulling together and presenting research results.



Prior to that, she was the president of the Foundation for Child Development.



Before that she was the president of the Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation.



And before that she was the Commissioner for Social Services in New York State.



So she brings a tremendous amount of experience and insight, and it's a pleasure to turn it over to her.  Barbara.



MS. BLUM:  Thank you.



(Applause.)



MS. BLUM:  I'm just delighted to be here and to be part of a really very important set of sessions.  I'm joined here on the dais by Amy Johnson from MPR and David Gruenenfelder, from the Illinois Department of Human Services; Anu Rangrajan, from Mathematica; Julie Kerksick -- from New Hope -- and Bob Granger from MDRC.



It seems that we have a very special opportunity during these three days together to learn from one another about what new knowledge is emerging as the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunities Reconciliation Act of 1996 becomes fully implemented in each of our states.



In this session, I want to share some personal observations about the potential implications of TANF and other new requirements of the act for future research activities.  Many of my comments will reflect the points that Belle Sawhill was making this morning and that Mark made at lunch.  I want you to be feeling reinforced on some of these issues.  I hope in my brief to be able to highlight questions that still have to be addressed by research and, to build a strong case for the use of rigorous evaluation in producing answers to those un-addressed questions.



During this session we will also have an opportunity to hear briefly from the leaders of the related workshops scheduled to meet just after this session.  Each will share seminal points about three interventions and their evaluations -- New Hope, the Post Employment Services Demonstration, and the Home Visiting Demonstration -- which are described in your agenda book.



Findings from these evaluations will be examined in much greater depth in the subsequent workshops.



As all of you know all too well, the enactment of the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunities Reconciliation Act in 1996 ended Aid to Families with Dependent Children, the federal entitlement to assistance for eligible and needy families with children, and created the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families block grant.



Specified goals of TANF include providing support to poor families so that children may be cared for in their own homes or in the homes of relatives; promoting job preparation, work, and marriage, in order to reduce families' receipt of government benefits; preventing and reducing the incidence of non-marital pregnancies; and encouraging the formation and maintenance of two-parent families.



States have greater flexibility over the design and implementation of their welfare programs than in the past, but are required, as you also know, to impose work requirements and enforce a five-year limit on the receipt of federal assistance.



Since the passage of the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunities Reconciliation Act, welfare programs in the United States have changed profoundly.  Foremost among the changes is the dramatic and continuing reduction in the number of individuals participating in the TANF program.



In 1998, three million families were receiving cash assistance from TANF, a reduction of 40 percent from the caseload of five million families receiving AFDC in 1994.  Changes in this caseload are attributed to movement into the work force, departures due to sanctions of time limits, and reduced entries that reflect diversion programs, as well as participants' reluctance to conform to TANF mandates, particularly the work requirements.



In the early 1990s, a strong economy and new state waiver programs had already stimulated the declining enrollment in AFDC.  And the new requirements, plus continued economic strength are sustaining those earlier trends.



Caseload reductions of similar magnitude have been experienced in the Medicaid and food stamp programs.  TANF participants and many TANF leavers, those individuals who have left or have been diverted from the program, are usually still eligible for those two benefits.  However, program participation in both the Medicaid and food stamp programs has decreased dramatically, due to changes in immigrant eligibility for those benefits.  In addition, there are often administrative disconnects related to TANF states; many individuals are not informed by staff that they can apply for these benefits regardless of their TANF status.



Earlier passage of the Family Support Act in 1988, with its emphasis on preparation for employment and with its mandate, albeit modest, for participation in work-related activities, seems to have stimulated significant interest in testing new requirements and interventions at the state level.



This interest led to the granting of an unprecedented number of waivers.  And with each waiver‑approved case came the requirement for well‑designed research, to test the waiver effects.  Thus, in the late 1990s, a veritable windfall of research findings from these waiver evaluations is emerging.



More recent research findings have begun to identify some of the subgroups that are emerging within the TANF eligible population.  There are TANF participants who are participating and establishing ties to the work force.  And there are participants for whom movement into employment is proving much more difficult, even in locales where the economy is strong.



In this latter group, TANF participants may be severely depressed, victims of domestic violence, addicted to drugs, or functioning at a mildly retarded level.



Even in the former group, the group connecting to work, some individuals with limited education and/or work experience are likely to require supports in order to ensure stability in their jobs.



There is a third group about whom we know very little.  These are the individuals who leave or are diverted from TANF, but do not enter employment.



Finally, there are child-only cases, cases in which the child, but not the parent, is TANF eligible.  These cases are a growing proportion of our shrinking caseload.



An important set of questions, then, has to do with what we have learned from research about effective interventions for both marginally prepared job entrance and for individuals with severe emotional and mental problems.



Another set of questions concerns the ways in which specific subgroups are affected by time limits, by work requirements, by sanctions, and by other TANF mandates imposed by the states.  These provisions impact a range of populations, including TANF recipients in welfare-to-work and employment‑retention programs, Native Americans and Alaska natives, families in rural areas, immigrants, and members of different racial and ethnic groups, in addition to the subgroups identified as working or nonworking.



But we also need a better understanding of how TANF provisions affect families in programs such as food stamps, Medicaid, and public assisted housing.



Many answers to these important questions will be emerging as current research projects begin to produce findings.  Other questions require a much more targeted and sophisticated approach.



For instance, as we observe large numbers of TANF participants entering the work force, often with limited education and work experience, we must ask what interventions are most likely to help sustain that connection to work.  Will the earned income tax credit or food stamps or Medicaid make a significant difference, or is some combination of those benefits essential?  What role does reliable, quality child care play in ensuring job retention and advancement?  Are there efficient, user friendly, and fraud-proof ways to determine eligibility for benefits?  How can unemployment benefits be redesigned to buffer low-wage workers during periods of economic downturn?  What work-study programs can be developed to ensure upward mobility in the work force?  Are there transportation and housing initiatives that make a difference?



These questions and others need desperately to be answered.



Fortunately, implementation of the welfare changes has progressed sufficiently to allow us, once again, to be able to test interventions, using the more rigorous methods required in impact evaluations.  It is important to step up to the plate and take on the challenges required, in order to ensure that our programmatic decisions are based on evidence and not surmise.



Similarly, for those who are having difficulty accessing work, there is a large set of questions to be answered.  For the significant number of depressed individuals in the TANF caseload, how can we work with mental health professionals to ensure that they have access through Medicaid to medications and other therapies that have made such a difference for middle and upper income folk?  Are there supported work or Fountain House like strategies to help depressed individuals enter and remain in the work force?



For the developmentally disabled, a population that we have paid little attention to in the past, could SSI be a source of income for some of the current TANF participants?  For others, can the supported work model be replicated and produce positive results?  Are there other services in the mental retardation service community that should be tapped and tested?  I think particularly of rehab programs that have been highly developed.



For substance abusers, which treatment programs are showing the greatest success?  Is supported work a model that could be enhanced and redesigned and tested once again?  Are there protective service issues for this population that can be specially addressed?



For all these populations, but particularly for the children of depressed, retarded, or drug-using parents, the risk level is very high.  Thus, we need to learn also about the effects of early interventions, quality childcare, and appropriate health care.



Two-generation approaches are not easy, but they certainly may be essential to achieving meaningful impacts that will reduce dependency in the future.



Finally, there are the child-only cases, about which we know very little.  For these cases, analytic work is needed to parse out the different life circumstances for subgroups of these cases.  Armed with that information, differential interventions may be indicated to advance the development of these children.



None of this is simple.  And to add to the complexity, while I have suggested singular questions, singular interventions are not likely to be the answer.  As our workshop presenters speak, I hope you will keep this in mind.  The levels of disadvantage that we are dealing with logically suggest that intensive, comprehensive interventions of some duration will be required to make a lasting difference.  And they certainly won't be traditional.



If we assume otherwise and if we do not measure the impacts of well-designed interventions, billions of dollars will be wasted or lost in the coming years, and we will not have served our poor families well.



I'm going to turn now to Amy, who's going to describe an intervention that was tested in three sites.



MS. JOHNSON:  Thank you, Barbara.



I'm going to talk today about the Teenage Parent Home Visitors Services Demonstration.  And I was told I have 7 to 10 minutes.  So I'm just going to give you a quick overview of what we did and what my talk will be on after this session.



The Teenage Parent Home Visitors Services Demonstration operated between 1994 and 1997.  So it began pre-TANF and ended post-TANF.  And it was operated in three cities -- Chicago, Illinois; Dayton, Ohio; and Portland, Oregon -- and included both a rigorous experimental design impact evaluation, as well as an in-depth process analysis, and was supported through a fairly unique partnership between the Administration for Children and Families and the Henry J. Kaiser Family Foundation.



The design of the Teenage Parent Home Visitor Demonstration stemmed from essentially taking a very close look at findings from two separate research streams that we looked at closely and decided to pull together in designing this particular demonstration.  And those were findings from some of the employment and training programs that operated in traditional welfare offices, such as the Teenage Parent Demonstration, Ohio's LEAP, and the New Chance Demonstration, where we saw some modest impacts from an enhanced type of case management -- but actually those demonstrations did very little to tackle the repeat pregnancy rate -- and saw that that was really a fundamental barrier to helping these teens achieve their goals toward self‑sufficiency.



We took the findings from that set of demonstrations and that set of research, coupled with the findings that were emerging from the home visiting field, in particular a lot of the work of David Olds, that showed substantial success with helping young mothers, young teens, delay subsequent childbearing through provision of nurse home visitors.



So taking those two, this particular demonstration, operated in the welfare system, was a mandatory component of the Job Opportunities and Basic Skills Training Program for first-time teen parents on welfare and provided them with paraprofessional home visitor services as a supplement to their case management services.  And the goals of the demonstration were several-fold, but in particular the core goal was to help these young mothers delay subsequent childbearing.  It was also to increase their access to community resources, to improve their health outcomes, and to address their parenting skills, improve their parenting skills as well, with an assumed impact that it would improve their participation and outcomes in the JOBS program as well.



Though this demonstration operated both pre‑TANF and post-TANF, a lot of the recent legislation ‑‑ a lot of this demonstration can feed into what is called for in the recent TANF legislation, in that there is now a need for a very close look at the needs of clients and for a much more efficient and expeditious delivery for services.  All of those were the things we were trying to do in this particular demonstration.  We learned some very hard lessons about implementation in this particular effort.



There were, I think, a lot of real bumps and lumps that we struggled with.  Actually, some people here who were part of this can probably attest to that.



What I want to talk about today in the following session is to take a really careful look at those bumps and lumps and lessons and challenges and really examine in a quite candid way what we learned about implementing this kind of program as a supplement to case management.  It's the kind of thing that clients today are likely to need, but there are some real challenges in making an effective program out of this approach.



My subsequent talk will really be about:  What were these implementation challenges?  What are the issues that state and local program administrators interested in supplementing their case management with this kind of an approach need to look at?



MS. RANGARAJAN:  I didn't know if you could see me better sitting down there or standing up here.



What I'd like to talk about today in, my five to seven minutes is just give a little bit of an overview of the Post-Employment Services Demonstration.  This was a demonstration program that was designed to promote job retention.  And as you know, a lot of states are now talking about job retention and what may be done to promote job retention.  A lot of states are thinking of case-management based services and also some other innovative practices.



But this became a pretty important issue to ACF even before the passage of the new TANF legislation.  In 1993, ACF awarded grants to four states, to implement the post‑employment job retention demonstration.  They also required a rigorous evaluation of this demonstration.



The four sites that were awarded grants were also Chicago and Portland, two of the home visiting sites too, I guess, plus Riverside, California and San Antonio, Texas.



The programs operated between 1994 and 1996, pretty much before the 1996 legislation.  Over a 12- to 18-month period, about 3,500 newly employed welfare recipients were identified and randomly assigned either to a treatment group, that got the special program services, or to control group that got whatever services were currently available under the JOBS program.



The main services provided in this demonstration were extended case-management services.  Case managers provided moral support and counseling.  Job search assistants helped with dealing with benefit issues, referrals, and a whole range of things like that.



People assigned to the treatment group got at least six months of services.  Some of those assigned early may have gotten longer periods of services.



It was a fairly personalized intervention.  Case managers tried to be non-beaurocratic, tried to be flexible.  They carried beepers and cell phones or had voice mail.  They tried to remain accessible to clients.  So it was a fairly personalized intervention.  The programs also allowed for some expansions of the temporary initial employment expense payments allowed under JOBS.



This demonstration was evaluated, fairly rigorously, and included an implementation study and an impact study.  As I said earlier, it was a random assignment design.  The goal was to learn more about the challenges people faced to sustained employment, and also to see how effective these services are in promoting job retention.



Now, Dave and I are both going to talk more about the actual findings from the implementation analysis, as well as the impact analysis, and what lessons the post-employment services demonstration has, both for job retention program services that many states are now considering, as well as for program evaluation.



In a nutshell, to give you the key findings and leave you with a few messages, the programs are pretty well implemented.  They've managed to reach a lot of the clients they were trying to reach and did deliver a fair amount of services.



However, overall, they found that these programs had very small effects.  One site had small effects, and three other sites had no impact.  So ‑‑ we'll also talk more about some of the reasons why we observed these findings.



What I'd like to close with is three lessons that we learned, or three main sets of findings we learned, one research based and the other two, evaluation related.



One thing we found was a lot of diversity in clients' needs.  I think we hear about this a lot.  We did find it in our data.  We also found that their needs and their employment experiences are correlated.  For instance, about 30 to 40 percent of people are able to maintain stable employment with little additional assistance, and the remainder, have a harder time.  So one program lesson is really trying to match people's needs and services and tailoring services more than is currently being done is pretty important.



The other thing is that promoting job retention is going to be challenging.  Programs are going to have to go beyond the standard case‑management model.  They're going to have to either extend the kinds of case‑management services they already provide ,or go beyond sort of standard case‑management services.  We heard about some things this morning, and we'll talk more about some of the things that states are doing, in the afternoon session.



My third point is that evaluations are really important, especially random assignment evaluation.  And Howard didn't ask me to mention this or say anything about this.



(Laughter.)



MS. RANGARAJAN:  But, in the Post‑Employment Services Demonstration, if we had looked at outcomes of the experimental group alone, we might have come to the conclusion that these people are doing well; these programs were successful.  However, when we look at the control group members, they were doing just as well in most of the sites.  So there is potential for a lot of resources being directed to something that may not be the most effective use of these resources.



Anyway we'll talk about these findings and more in the afternoon session.



MR. GRANGER:  I guess our job is to try and help you make some choices.  We feel a little bit like we're at a rush party.  Do you choose workshop "A"?  Do you go to workshop "B"?  Do you go to workshop "C"?  It seems to me it calls for some balanced remarks, so that those of you who don't want to come to the session Julie and I are going to do will not come and those of you who do want to come will.  Let me just say that following this session Julie Kerksick and I will be providing some scintillating and breathtaking remarks –-



(Laughter.)



MR. GRANGER:  -- about the two-year follow‑up of the New Hope evaluation.



New Hope is a very interesting project.  I think that it's interesting particularly given the remarks that Mark (Greenberg) made and I'm sure were echoed by earlier remarks from Howard and Belle.



Mark was suggesting that it's time to try some ambitious things.  New Hope is arguably the most ambitious attempt to take a set of supports for work, put them together, and then take a hard look at what effects those supports for work create.



I directed the evaluation of the project for MDRC, and Julie, who'll be joining me in making remarks now and in the session, is the executive director of New Hope, Inc., the community-based organization that implemented the project and directed the evaluation.



The reason I think that it is worth your paying attention to New Hope is because it combined four things on your policy agenda:  earnings supplements to create the possibility that if somebody was willing to work full time that household should not be poor; those child-care subsidies that were available if other subsidies for child care were not available to the family; health-care subsidies, if health care was not available through employment; and if you couldn't find unsubsidized employment that got you up to 30 hours a week, you could, for periods of time, get wage-paying community-service jobs through New Hope.  New Hope packaged those four things together, and then hired MDRC to take a good look at it.



What we found, in a nutshell, is that New Hope works.  It had effects on employment and earnings.  It had effects on total income for a very significant number of the people.  Much of that is driven by the wage-paying CSJs -- and I know that's something Julie's going to focus on later today.



In addition, because of the desire to try and understand how interventions like this play out in the lives of families and children, we took a fairly extensive look at the effects on things such as parenting, child-care use, family processes, and child outcomes.  One of the interesting findings is that the two‑year results show that children were affected positively, particularly boys, who have further to improve than girls, which will be no secret to any of the women in the world.



I'm going to stop, because I think I've done what I needed to do.  Julie's going to talk about some of the remarks she's going to make, focusing on some of the more practical sides of this.



Thank you.



MS. KERKSICK:  Good afternoon.  I really love being in the slot right after lunch.



(Laughter.)



MS. KERKSICK:  I appreciate very much, though, the opportunity to be part of this conference.  And my less than five-minute pitch – I’ll include something about the context in which New Hope was created and run as a limited-term research demonstration project.



We grew out of the efforts of a community‑based organization with the mission to assist people to go to work, and to try to make those good jobs available to people who wanted to work.  We've always had a dual mission of working with people looking for work or working but still poor, but also trying to affect the broader policy climate.  It's that magic mixture that I think has made New Hope both a thorn in the side on occasion, but also I hope an interesting project that now is getting some attention.



The context too here is that New Hope was based upon the premise that we would want to expect and hope that all able-bodied adults would take responsibility for supporting themselves and their families.  At the same time we recognized that people could work full time year round and still be poor.  We knew this having worked for ten years with people in the low end of the labor market.  We felt we knew something about that.



We recognized that structural problems existed that public policy could help address.  We also recognized that sometimes people make individual choices that reinforce the decisions or that reinforce the behaviors that continue to keep them in poverty.  We were trying to simply correct, if you will, the structural imbalance and use the staff interaction to help people -- coach people ‑‑ on the decisions that they would make or not make.  And we'll be talking more about that staff role in the workshop.



I was interested when you reported just now about the intensive case management is well implemented and appreciated, but may not reflect itself in earnings.  That doesn't surprise me.  I don’t think it necessarily means it's not a good thing either.  So we'll talk more about that.



Operationally, I'll be trying to focus on are three or four points.



First, and foremost to me, is just getting the message right.  If the message we're delivering is, "We expect you to do something that we don't believe you want to do," it's an uphill battle.



New Hope started by assuming that people wanted to be able to take care of themselves and their families largely through going to work.  We also tried to recognize in that message that you could do all the things we asked you to do and you could still be struggling and poor and stressed and feeling like you're not making much progress.



So it was trying to convert a complex reality to a simple message that says, "We assume that you want the same thing that we want" at the policy level.  But maximizing how you're able to deliver that message, the number of times, and the ways in which you are there when people are ready to hear it, is another key operational lesson.



Finally, the effect of delivery of that service perhaps goes without saying, but I know a lot of people in this room who are currently connected to operating programs in states, who are struggling every day to figure out how to effectively deliver what it is that we said we would do.



So I'm hoping in our workshop to be able to share a little bit of our own hard-earned and learned lessons in these areas.



Thank you.



MS. BLUM:  Thank you all very much.  I think this has to be the most disciplined set of individuals I've ever known or else I'm a martinet, and maybe it's both.  But we wanted very much for you to know something about what would be happening in each of the workshops, knowing that you can only attend and absorb materials from one.



But the extraordinarily important clues in terms of implementation, when we look at the home visiting program, thinking about what the next generation of post‑employment services should be, if we're serious about job retention, thinking about the almost miraculous creation of New Hope, which now evidently is being closed down because the funders had a time limit on it.  But there's going to be a marketing process going on.  And I think we should all pay attention to something where the findings have come through so strongly.



We had structured this so that we could have questions from the floor.  And I'm going to ask Howard what our time frame is at this point in terms of breaking.



MR. ROLSTON:  Well, we're due for a break in a few minutes.  But if there are some questions, then we'll take a break until three o'clock.



MS. BLUM:  Any questions?  We just had lunch.



AUDIENCE:   (No response.)



MS. BLUM:  Okay.  I think that we're going to break.  And I want to thank our panelists very much.



(Applause.)
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