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MR. GRANGER:  You've been kind enough to be on time, so we're going to start.  And as advertised, what I'm going to do is spend about 20 minutes talking about the results of the two-year follow-up of the study we did in New Hope.



The New Hope demonstration is two parts.  The New Hope project, which consists of this community-based initiative that Julie is going to describe more.  It ran between '94 and December of '98.  





The folks that we are talking to you about came into this project between September of '94 and December of '95.  We're reporting two-year follow-up data, therefore, we are assessing participants somewhere around September of '96 to December of 1997.  

The first two-year follow-ups are just prior to TANF implementation in the State of Wisconsin, and the end part is something that is decidedly post TANF, although pre-W2 for those of you who are following Wisconsin.



This is a random assignment study.  Who came forward?  Who was eligible for this?  



People were eligible if they were poor, i.e., their households were 150 percent of poverty or below, and they lived in two zip codes in the City of Milwaukee, one on the north side and one on the south side.  A cross-section of the working poor came forward.  Some of the people were on public assistance. Some weren't.  Some were single, some did not have children.  



The project provided three things if you were able to work full time: earning supplements that were scaled so that topping up your earnings and the earned income credit, assuming you were going to file for the both the state and the federal earned income credit, got you to the poverty level for your household size.  



The supplement phased out at 200 percent of poverty or $30,000, whichever is -- 



MS. KERKSICK:  Higher.



MR. GRANGER:  -- higher.  I always get it wrong.  So it phased out at $30,000 or 200 percent of poverty, whichever was higher.



Affordable health insurance.  The idea was if the job did not provide you health insurance, then insurance was provided on a sliding fee scale basically, the same Medicaid coverage provided to public assistance recipients in Milwaukee.  



Childcare subsidies were also provided.  These were essentially what the state was trying to implement during this time.  The difference was that because of scale and funding, New Hope was able to do it.  So New Hope provided a seamless system of childcare on a sliding fee scale.  You had to be using licensed or certified arrangements in order to qualify. The payments went directly to the providers.  



Finally, New Hope provided community service jobs.  These were wage-paying community service jobs at minimum wage.  But with the earning supplement and the earned income credit, because they were wage paying, they got you, if you were working 30 hours a week, up to the poverty threshold.  



The program, as Julie will describe, encouraged people to move into unsubsidized employment.  We found that people were typically moving on in unsubsidized employment.  But we also found a lot of the earnings effects seemed to be attributable to the participation in the community service jobs.  



This is interesting, particularly given how hot the Milwaukee economy is and was during this period of time.  Even in that very hot economy, folks were finding the need for community service jobs, and some of the earnings impacts you're going to see were a result of that participation.  



All right.  Any questions on the program itself?




(No response.)



MR. GRANGER:  You're going to hear about a short survey that we gave everybody at the beginning, follow-up surveys that we did at 24 months, and administrative records.  



Tom Weisner, who is a colleague of ours on a McArthur network, is also doing an ongoing ethnography with 45 families, 23 of whom were in the program group, 22 of whom were in the control condition.  He hasn't reported out on that yet, although it certainly is influencing the way we think about the quantitative data.

 
 
The administrative records are unemployment insurance earnings records, welfare payment records, and tax records.



Emblematic of the fact that this was a cross section of the working poor, roughly three-quarters of the sample are female, 31 years old, about half African-American, about a quarter Hispanic (Latino), and about 25 percent spread split between Asian and European-American.  





Sixty percent were never married.  But on the other hand, 22 percent of the sample was married when they enrolled.  Eighteen percent were separated, divorced, or widowed.



Of the 1,360 people who enrolled in New Hope, 800 had children.  So that -- when we talk about kid stuff, we're talking about a sub-sample of roughly 400 program group people, roughly 400 folks in the control group.  



VOICE:  (Inaudible.)



MR. GRANGER:  Well, would it be that it was that easy.  The question was enrollment.  Did they come to you?  



I'll let Julie respond.



MS. KERKSICK:  New Hope was a voluntary program, but we had targeted two sub-neighborhoods for running the program in it.  We did that at a time prior to any thought of using random assignment.  And we never adjusted our strategy or targeted neighborhoods once we decided to use random assignment, and that turned out to increase our enrollment challenges.



So we did have to put some very extensive efforts into recruiting that we had not necessarily anticipated.  And part of that was because, in a very small area, your word of mouth was working for you and against you at the same time.



But, ultimately, it was not one type of enrollment or outreach activity that worked.  It was the multiple varieties.  It was everything from fliers, letters mailed to people's homes.  



We couldn't use the media very effectively because of these two little neighborhoods.  You can't go on television and say if you live in this section.  But -- so that wouldn't be so hard.



But the other things that we did, laundromats, churches, some places where you know people are spending time and talking with each other.  And, ultimately, once word of mouth kicked in, and we also made a decision to pay $15 to people who came forward, but were put in a control group as a message of respect for their time.  So those were the recruitment and enrollment points.



MR. GRANGER:  There's a fairly extensive implementation report that was issued in '96.  If you're really interested in the operational details, in addition to the effects that I'm describing, write for the '96 report.



MS. KERKSICK:  I brought 15 of the executive summaries of the implementation.  See me afterward.



VOICE:  Was there any screening, or do you accept everybody that comes to you?



MR. GRANGER:  They accepted everybody who came forward who met the income and location guidelines.



VOICE:  How did you do validation of income?



MS. KERKSICK:  People had to produce evidence, which they could provide in a variety of ways.  If they were already employed, they brought in wage stubs.  If they were currently receiving AFDC, they just brought us evidence of that.  



If -- this was not an extensive attempt to screen out.  But, you know, basically if people were willing to share pay stubs with us or tax returns, you know, in a small number of cases, those were accepted.



VOICE:  How did you get around the question of giving people cash incentives or additional benefits without it counting against their TANF income or whatever?  We've had that problem with trying to recruit clients for fabrication of our studies giving them cash incentives



MS. KERKSICK:  Well, since part of our message was that we were intending to make work pay, we were saying yes, this will affect your AFDC at that time.  When we were enrolling people, it was still AFDC, and people knew that.  But that was the point.  

This was a voluntary study, so people understood that if they went to work full time, their grants would be affected, and that was possibly part of enrollment difficulties as well.  I can't say directly.



MR. GRANGER:  The premise of New Hope was that if you work full time, you shouldn't be in poverty.  So they clearly had an antipoverty objective, not simply a self-sufficiency objective for the program.  Thinking about the distribution of effects, you have to think about that as a goal, a goal that's not necessarily shared by all policy makers.



What were the expectations?  There wasn't actually a lot of literature to base expectations on when they were designing New Hope.  By "they," I'm talking about folks like Julie, predecessor Executive Directors like Don Sykes and Sharon Schultz, but also a national advisory board that has people like Larry Meade and Rob Hollister and David Elwood and folks like that on it.  



The concern coming from the negative income tax was that it was possible, if you offered incentives to work, people would reduce their work effort, because they could essentially maintain their income level and work less given the supplements you're about to provide.  



In addition, there was a thought that for people not working, it was likely that they were going to increase their work effort in response to the incentives.



The way to manage the downside of people reducing work effort was to set the threshold for benefits at 30 hours a week.  



They then thought people who came in essentially instantly qualifying for benefits might cut their hours back a little bit.  If you're working 50 hours a week, you might cut back a little bit in response to the supplements that are now available to you. 



On the other hand, if you're working zero or ten or twenty hours, the hope was you would increase your work effort.  



So what we've done in these findings is carry this forward, calling one group the group that was working full time when they were enrolled and the other group the one that wasn't working full time when they were enrolled.



I've been involved in lots of public policy studies.  This is the only one that ever came out the way it was predicted.




(Laughter.)



MR. GRANGER:  The group that came in working full time but still below 150 percent of poverty, did, in fact, cut back.  But they weren't cutting back from 40 to 30.  They weren't cutting back from 40 to 35.  



What they were doing was cutting back if they came in over 50 or if they came in over 40.  Essentially what was going on is they were giving up second jobs and overtime.  



As you'll see, because of the positive child outcomes, I think it's the kind of policy tradeoff that might be salient.  It would be a very hard policy sell if people were cutting back from 30 to 15 hours a week, because they got an earning supplement.  On the other hand, if what's happening is they are cutting from 55 to 50 and, in fact, some good stuff is turning up for the families, then that might be something that makes sense.



In addition, there is a reduced receipt of public assistance in this group, but there is also, because of the reduced receipt of public assistance, some reduced total income.  Their earnings didn't go down.  Their earnings supplement didn't go down.  Their EICs didn't go down.  



But perhaps because of the hassle or whatever it might be, people who came in working full time came off of AFDC and subsequently TANF, particularly in their second year.  So their total family income actually dropped.  





MR. GRANGER:  When I'm talking about differences, I'm always talking about program group vs. control group, and I'm only telling you things that are statistically significant.



The not employed, full time at random assignment these folks that came working sometimes zero and sometimes ten, fifteen, twenty hours a week, we had impacts on both employment and earnings.  There was an increase in income in this group.  They didn't actually see any welfare savings within this group.  



Staff were counseling people to really maximize their use of the benefits to which they were entitled, because they were trying to help people not be poor.  They're trying to respond to the antipoverty objective.  



We had in this group, and I think it's a staff effect, a positive impact on the receipt of food stamps in the second year. 



We think that's because staff were explaining, you're eligible for food stamps.  



VOICE:  If you could, I don't know if you can, talk a little bit about the reduced total income group.  



MR. GRANGER:  Talk about the group in what sense?



VOICE:  That is, does it run contrary to what we all think?  



MR. GRANGER:  No, it doesn't run contrary to what we all think necessarily.  



What you find is as a result of being eligible for the supplements, people were in some cases working at least as much as they did before.  But other people were cutting back their work a little bit, because now they were able to get the same earned income as they had before, because of the earning supplement.  They don't have to work a second job.  They don't have to work the overtime.



In addition, pay for performance exists in Wisconsin.  I know that W2 is coming if I'm a person on public assistance.  I know that it's difficult.  There are going to be a lot of requirements of me if I stay engaged within the public assistance system.  



And it's possible perhaps now with this form of child care subsidy and this kind of health insurance and this earning supplement to think about disengaging from the public assistance system.  



What happens is you get a drop in AFDC benefits in the second year.  You get a drop in food stamps in the second year among this group.  And it's not because they're working.  Their incomes are basically, in the first year about the same.  In the second year, actually a little down, because public assistance is down.  I'm thinking of income being earnings and all kinds of public assistance.  That's what's going on.



VOICE:  Did you actually ask any of them?



MR. GRANGER:  Yes.  And, you know, that's what the ethnography is turning up.  We got these hassle kind of stories.  



VOICE:  Not to beat a dead horse, were you actually able to pose the question, do you know that your income went down?  Gee, why did you make that decision?



MR. GRANGER:  Julie, did project reps. do this kind of work?  



Did project reps or people that were doing the survey sit and take people through an analysis that the choice that you're making is going to reduce your overall income?



MS. KERKSICK:  Certainly on the survey, no.  And one of the things that we were talking about in the second wage survey at 60 months in a “childed” family is to get more insight into the why questions. 



So I'm trying to -- I'm pushing hard for questions that will literally get at decision-making paths.  You know, if people will help us understand that.



With project reps, it's an uneven answer.  Project reps are our what you might think of as case managers.  They were the front-line staff that worked directly with participants.  



And, again, part of my message here is that within staff development, there is no way to create the perfect staff profile.  And, again, anybody associated with operating programs knows this.  What I would aim for would be can you assemble a staff that kind of collectively can create that.  



But my point on this question is just that there were some staff who just instinctively thought in terms of total household income and how you think about that.  And I believe those staff probably did talk to people about the implications of their decisions.  



But some of the staff, that would have just been beyond -- that would have been more complex than the way that they were able to work with people.



MR. GRANGER:  Yes.



VOICE:  When you say poor, what do you mean by "poor"?



MR. GRANGER:  In this definition, we say poor by New Hope standards and that would be less than 200 percent of poverty, federal poverty standard for household size.  I'm using that as my metric.



I don’t want to spend too much more time on the economic results except as they come up in questions.  I've told you about public assistance in the headline story.  I've told you about the income effects in the headline story.  Increases for the one group, slight reduction for the other. 



I've also told you that family poverty, while most people are poor, was actually improved for some of the people in the sample.  



We asked what percentage of people were earning enough on their own earnings and earnings-related income to get their whole household out of poverty.  



This doesn't count earnings that are not captured by the unemployed insurance system.  It also does not count income from partners and other people in the household.  It's only the one individual.  



The earnings-related income is a combination of earnings, the earning supplement, and the earned income credit.  You can see that in the second year, for example, close to 27 percent of the people in the program group were earning enough with the supplement and the EIC, if they claimed it, to have gotten their household (adjusted for household family size) out of poverty.  The same is true for 18.6 percent of the people in the control condition.  The difference is statistically significant, 8.2 percent.  



Interestingly enough, the magnitude of the effects for the people employed full time and random assignment is about the same, 5.6 percent difference, 5.6 percentage point difference, 5.2 percentage point difference.  



VOICE:  I don't understand the first column that you went through.  I would expect that the program group would report higher earnings, because you're giving them a supplement.  The control group is not getting that supplement?  



MR. GRANGER:  If they worked full time.  If they respond to these things, yes, you would expect that the program group would, in fact, have higher earnings if they respond to the fact that there is a supplement.



VOICE:  Okay.  So some of it, some of the significant difference that you're seeing could be as a result of the program just giving people more money as opposed to an increase in their earnings?



MR. GRANGER:  That's right.  It's earnings related.  Think of it as if you had earnings and then you had the EIC, and then suddenly the state and the federal government made the EIC richer than the EIC currently. 



If you will, the earnings supplement is much like an earned income credit.  It was modeled on the notion that if you went to work, based upon your earnings in this case, you would get some other money. 



That's one way to think about this, just like the earned income credit is.  It's a way of redistributing income based upon people working.



MS. KERKSICK:  Can I just say something more about that?



MR. GRANGER:  Yes.



MS. KERKSICK:  I think those numbers are low too.  And there are several possible explanations for why they're low.  One is that people weren't ready to respond to working consistently at a 30 hour a week basis.  Obviously, then that's going to affect your ability to earn your way out of poverty over the course of a year's time.  That's part of it.



But another part of it, another two parts of it is what Bob was just referring to with the earned income credit.  Remember, the EIC was expanded starting in 1994 and up to 1997.  And so the differential between the program and control is narrowing a great deal in terms of the earnings-related efforts.  



And then finally, Bob also mentioned these are single-earner numbers.  One of the coaching effects within the New Hope was that we were encouraging people to think about what was the best configuration for their family at a given time about, you know, who's the primary earner.  



We could follow whether we had two earners or one earner on our internal documents.  But because the random assignment design couldn't follow that for the control group, you don't know who else is contributing.  

Hardly any of our households are really and literally single parent households. Truly most of the households are dependent in some way upon somebody else's work related or other income as well.



So that really has to be kept in mind, and I don't have a good answer in the world of random assignment or unemployment insurance records for how you capture that.



MR. GRANGER:  
Let me go onto the children and family effects.  The story to this point is that there are two groups here.  One increasing its work effort and is better off economically.  Another group reducing its work efforts somewhat but is not better off economically.  



These are the things I'm going to tell you about.  I'm going to tell you about stress, worries, and emotional well-being, about the impacts on parenting, about the impacts on use of child care, and then the impacts on child outcome.



VOICE:  Is the project promoting employment services to the participants?



MR. GRANGER:  It depends upon one's definition of "employment services."  Julie can describe it.



VOICE:  (Inaudible.)



MS. KERKSICK:  The project did not pay subsidies for transportation.  When the project was designed, we tried to take the most minimum but also comprehensive components that we felt were necessary, and we wanted this to be applicable on a national basis.  



We just felt that transportation needs and costs varied so much from place to place that we did not include it.  But we certainly recognize that transportation is a big barrier for a lot of people in terms of employment.



On the question of employment-related services, the project spent a lot of time with people on -- trying to help them think about their employment goals and what they needed to do to reach them.  We offered voluntary employment workshops.  



Project reps worked with people to develop resumes.  We had access to all sorts of things.  We chose not to mandate everyone to go through job readiness workshops.  We chose not to mandate assessments.  



And we chose that because we felt from our experience outside of government that we just didn't feel it was particularly effective to mandate people to go through the workshops, that they had to feel like they wanted it and needed it.  And that's the magic click that we're all looking for.  



So, you know, I'm not dogmatic about this.  I understand why lots of programs say in terms of sheer volume, we want everyone to do this.  But the dynamic is pretty counterproductive a lot of times in these experiences.  



So there was some individualized help, but one of our earliest messages that may or may not have been a mistake in terms of later utilization was we don't get you a job.  We do not give you a job.  This is not a job placement agency.  



We give you a suitcase of benefits that you carry into the marketplace that allows you to take jobs you might not otherwise be able to take.  We support you and provide resources and referrals.  But I don't get you a job, just like nobody gets me a job.  



That is an important philosophical message that was radically different from every Social Service agency they had ever worked with.  They just hadn't heard that.  So I still think it's an important message.  



You lose some people that way, though.  Well, I thought you were going to give me a job.  Well, I'm gone.  So there's some debate that I might have if I were doing this again that way.



MR. GRANGER:  I know that when we asked people who weren't working full time some of the reasons why they weren't working full time, one of them had to do with transportation.  



The Milwaukee economy is booming, but it's booming more on the Beltway and outside of the central city than in the two neighborhoods where New Hope was tested.  



All right.  If the news was simply the economic news, I don’t think that, you know, Julie and I would have been invited.  



However, what we had found -- and I'll confess somewhat surprisingly at this point in the evaluation is some effects on nonmonetized stuff that's going on within these families and also for the kids.  Let me talk about that.



This is information being gathered through surveys or by the folks that were doing the survey, interviewers observing, using things like the HOME scale which is a fairly conventional measure of the environmental quality in the home.  



Interestingly, the people that were employed full time at random assignment, the group that, if you will, is cutting back some, are reporting (and interviewers are observing) an increase of parental warmth and monitoring of kids.  



You know where your kids are.  You're sort of staying in touch with your kids.  You've got some sense of what they're doing.  That's parental monitoring.  


Not surprisingly, there aren't those same effects in the group that is going from zero to the full-time employment.  



Many people were increasing their work effort during this period of time.  And no, they weren't reporting that they were feeling particularly warmer or that they were feeling that they were particularly more in touch with the kids than they had been before.



VOICE:  Did you ask them the opposite?



MR. GRANGER:  Yes.  



We asked them things about parental stress.  We asked them things about the degree to which their children were a hassle.  We asked them those kinds of things, and we weren't getting any effects. 



We did get some increased feeling of parental time pressure in this group, that wasn't manifested in actual behavior towards the kids.  They were feeling more stress than they had been relative to their control group counterparts.  



Childcare.  Childcare effects are occurring because people are working more.  Therefore, they're being counseled to seek reliable forms of child care.  And also they've got access to supplements.



For both of those reasons, we were getting an increase in the participation in child care, especially for the girls, an increase in extended day kinds of programs, school, after-school child care programs, formal programs associated with various kinds of CBOs, et cetera, particularly for the boys.  



Greater involvement for both boys and girls in structured activities outside the home, various kinds of leagues and rec. things and also more time watching TV on the weekends.



VOICE:  Is that both for children and parents?



MR. GRANGER:  No.  This is for the kids.


I think that people are packing the rest of their lives increasingly into the weekends, because their employment is increasing and, the kids are watching more TV.  You can decide whether that's good or bad news. 



But we are getting these increases in childcare, and we are getting for one group this increase in positive parenting.  



In addition, interestingly enough, the kids are noticing some of this.  The children across the sample are noticing more positive relations with their parents.  There's this folklore that perhaps what will happen is that as people work, this is going to be noticed, and people are going to have more positive relationships with their kids.  Well, in fact, the kids are reporting that their relations with their parents are more positive.



The parents have higher aspirations compared to the controls for their sons.  It's not true that parents in the program group have higher aspirations for their daughters than their control group counterparts.  



The kids are perceiving these higher aspirations also.  They are noticing.  And the aspirations have to do with how far this kid going to go in school?  What kind of job is this child going to have?  



We did things like post coding the jobs that people mentioned, found that more people were aspiring to be a manager, real kinds of positions, and coming to conferences on welfare reform and things like that.



VOICE:  This is for the group that had employment?



MR. GRANGER:  Yes.  Interestingly enough, the employment doesn't carry over perfectly into the child news.  



And the reason that we think this way is because we think that offsetting things are going on in these two groups as it relates to the children.  



In the group that is reporting some reduction in work effort, we think that some positive things potentially are occurring within the families that are not economic related.  



For the group that's increasing their employment, their earnings and their income are going up.  They're getting this increased participation in at least formal childcare relative to controls, and we think that some positive things are happening as a result of that.



The story on the kids breaks more by gender, than it breaks by this employment status baseline.  And the news basically is that program made more of a positive difference for the sons in these families than it made for the girls.  Although, as I said earlier, the boys had further to go.  



In a sense what was happening is the boys were getting up to levels of social behavior and academic behavior and classroom-related behavior, et cetera, at about the level that the girls were already at.  That's what's happening.



VOICE:  So roughly how large are the effects that you are seeing?



MR. GRANGER:  Let me tell you about that just in a second. 



The other thing that we thought was pretty interesting was several studies, and ours included, get parent report data.  Parent report data on child outcomes are confounded by the parental experience.  I mean, if you're increasing your work effort, then how you're thinking about how the kids are doing is confounded by how you're work is going.



So, in addition to asking parents how they were doing and how they thought the kids were doing, we asked the teachers of these children how they thought the kids were doing in their classrooms for all the children that were school age.



The teachers knew nothing about participation in New Hope.  They knew nothing other than the parents gave us permission to do this.  



We asked teachers to rate the social skills, the classroom skills, positive behaviors, negative behaviors, and a variety of other things that I'll show you in just a second.



The gestalt appears that things are going on for the boys, and they're not going on for the girls.  



You can see in all of those dimensions for the boys, the teachers are judging the boys of families in the program group to be doing better than their control group counterparts.  The program boys are now doing as well as girls.  The boys came in further behind, if you will, on ratings of academic skills, ratings of social skills.



The question is how big are these effects?  



Remember your SAT score?  When you think about your quantitative or verbal score, and you think about it being 50 points higher than it was before.  That's the size of these effects.  These effects are like the difference on a combined SAT score or the difference between 1,100 and 1,200.  



Now, I don't know about you, but if my kid got 1,200 versus 1,100, I'd think that that was a big difference.  Now, these are not SAT scores.  These are judgments teachers are making about the kids' social behaviors and academic behaviors in classrooms.  But we chose all our measures because of strong predicted validity to subsequent school achievement and current school achievement.  



So for whatever is going on here, these teachers are thinking that these boys are doing better.  And they're thinking about it across a number of measures.  They're also thinking about it on orders of magnitude that to me feel like they are policy –relevant.



Yes.



VOICE:  Maybe I'm not picking up on something, but it seems to me that says the girls are doing better than the boys in the classroom.



MR. GRANGER:  The girls are doing better than the boys on classroom skills.  But the program has not made a difference in that.  That's the point that I'm making.  I'm always talking about the program group kids compared to the control group kids.  



The girls are doing better, the program made more of a difference for the boys.  



VOICE:  At the risk of maybe drawing a wrong conclusion, I would to ask this question.  The people that are initiating the program, by chance, are they predominantly males?  Are these people trying to emulate the males when they think highly of the program?  I mean, what would be the reason that you would attribute the boys doing better?  



MR. GRANGER:  We don't really know why this is turning out this way.  The question is, why is it making more of a difference for the boys than it's making the girls?



This is where one leaves science and starts to get into speculation, because it's not something that we predicted was going to occur.  



It feels like it's real.  It feels like maybe the girls were doing well enough that we're getting some sort of ceiling effect.  They had less room to show improvement.  And the boys were further behind, so the program had a chance to make a difference.  I mean, that seems to be part of what's going on.



VOICE:  The sample sizes are fairly small.  And I wonder if you've actually not just compared the differences against the hypothesis of zero, but actually the interactions show that the --



MR. GRANGER:  The subgroup differences are, in fact, different.  



VOICE:  Yes.  



MR. GRANGER:  In fact, we've tested that.  All of those particular gender conclusions, the difference in differences are statistically significant.  



VOICE:  I would agree that good results are good results, except for the fact that if there's really a ceiling for the girls, that's fine, but are we missing something on the girls?  I guess that is my concern not so much --



MR. GRANGER:  Right.



VOICE:  I was going to say, in Oregon, we're seeing some similar stuff for boys, very beginning kinds of effects like that.  And it looks like it could be attributed to increase participation in recreation leagues and sports programs for boys.  



There's an indirect link there, and you've talked about greater involvement in recreation activities, and it could be that it's going through that and coming down on the effect side.



MR. GRANGER:  Right.  That is certainly possible here.  



MS. KERKSICK:  We should repeat, because people in the back couldn't hear.



MR. GRANGER:  I'm sorry.  The notion is that participation in after-school programs and recreation league activities may be differentially involving boys, making more of a difference in the involvement of boys than of the girls.  And that's what we're picking up, that kids involved in those activities are turning out to be judged by their teachers to be doing better on a variety of indices.   



There is a link in research between participation in those activities and how kids do in school.  Nobody has nailed the causal connections all the way along here.  But it's a promising kind of finding.



Go ahead.



MS. KERKSICK:  Yes.  This is one of the things we don't want to make too big a deal out of in terms of positive or negative.  



But it is our belief that up to a certain point, increased work effort and additional resources, monetary resources, we hoped would have some positive effect on children.  



I think some of this stuff just gets to how small the nuance is and I don't want to go off flying here and say that there was something about what we were doing staff-wise coaching parents that resulted in differences with boys and girls.  I don't believe that.  



But I do think there may be some weaker link that may exist with what you just said.  We do know that more boys were using formal after-school care and that included sports.  And we do know that there's a couple reasons for that.  



One, I don't know if this is statistically true, but in my world, boys have responded to team sports more than girls.  Title nine notwithstanding.  It's getting better but, I think that sometimes some of those options may be part of it.  



But the other thing is that at least where New Hope lived and worked, I think there is a slight gender differentiation in how parents are thinking about danger for their children.  



And without making judgments about whether those are right or wrong, I just think its true, that there's more concern, that as boys move into age nine, ten, eleven, twelve, there's the danger point for gang activity in our neighborhoods.  



They have less concern for their daughters getting into gang activity.  Again, I'm not taking a stand on whether that's right or wrong.  That was part of our ability to perhaps understand how this may leak through.  



We also caution that we don't want to drive everything, you know, we think that New Hope makes sense as a policy to put in place as a basic framework, but we're not trying to drive all of it through the lens of this particular finding.  I think that would be a mistake.



MR. GRANGER:  It's also one of the reasons why I'm intrigued to follow this up for another three years.





VOICE:  What you're saying, though, is that this impact is a collateral effect as opposed to New Hope providing this advantage.  But one thing that kind of strikes me is that in my reality, in seeing that if you are participating in sport programs, especially a young boy, who doesn't have a father in the household, that these sports activities are being conducted primarily by males.  And, of course, that's the male contact and environmental effect that you're looking for.  I would think that would be the explanation.



MS. KERKSICK:  Yeah.



MR. GRANGER:  Again, it's the observation about what might be going on that's contributing to the gender difference and the fact that maybe by this after-school participation being done with boys, participating with men who are volunteering their time, some of that's driving what we're seeing.



All that's possible.  And the term you used, "collateral effect," I think that's exactly right.  


In some ways, perhaps they're being led by public policy to balance work and family life in some coherent way that ought to affect how the kids and families are doing.  We think that's the general story.  But we're by no means able to nail down all the connections we wish we could.



I'm going to stop right now, because as one of my mentors used to say, "I've already told you more than I know."  Julie is going to make some formal remarks, then we'll open it up to further conversation.



MS. KERKSICK:  I don't even know what time we end.



MR. GRANGER:  Four-thirty.



MS. KERKSICK:  Four-thirty.  Okay.  Thanks.



I do want to back up for a minute to do a little bit more on the context, because that's so important to me as a founding member of the New Hope project.  



Bob mentioned it was unorthodox or unusual for them to have this community-based organization set up a research demonstration, get it funded, and then do the contract.  And I guess I'm beginning to appreciate that.  But, you know, we didn't know anything else.  It didn't occur to us that there might be another way to do it.  





So I just need to back up, because sometimes when I'm working, particularly with people from states, you know, who are responsible for implementing programs that you didn't choose, I run up sometimes against this eyes glassing over, like yeah, yeah, yeah, that's nice.  You got to sit down and say what you wanted to do.



But I hope that you'll -- I think in light of the direction in which many -- which states have sometimes been forced to move, but in which I hope states are choosing or wanting to move at looking at the issues of the working poor more broadly than just how do you get people to work.



My hope is that New Hope will perhaps seem a little more relevant to you.  What -- I mentioned earlier that I believe work is a good thing, but we also believe that that needs to be supported and rewarded in a way that is appropriate in economic and non-economic ways.  



And we do think that if society expects individuals to take that kind of responsibility, that this message also needs to be there that we recognize that there are times when you can do all the things you're supposed to be doing and still not be able to pay your bills at the end of the month.



And what that means is not just one governmental response.  It shouldn't just be, you know, what government will do to fill the gap.  But answering the question of how government and whether government fills the gap is part of what New Hope was trying to do.



The challenges in balancing work and family are not limited to low-income members of society, but the stresses certainly can be more acutely felt in lower-income families, because there are fewer options for how to solve the problems.



At the same time, we think this is an opportunity to bridge gaps that exist sometimes between the poor and the non-poor, if we're all able to recognize and resonate with the challenges or difficulties.  Certainly childcare issues are one area where we have done this.



New Hope was designed to recognize all of the above, but at the same time to support low-income people in their efforts to work and get out of poverty.  And this comes back to the message.  I can't say enough about, I think the message does have to be one of mutuality, of accountability, but of mutual regard for what each of the parties brings to the table.  



I feel that is not just rhetoric, I think how programs are implemented and how staff are trained absolutely either makes that true or makes it a lie.  



New Hope's broad eligibility was one of our messages.  One of our messages was, we don't think that to receive assistance, you need to be largely single parents with children.  



One of the most powerful encounters I had with a New Hope participant was a 19 year old young woman who was eligible for New Hope, who had not been able to make her way very well in the work world and was utilizing a community service job as a way to get some experience.  



She just said to me spontaneously, "You know, this is so great.  I can't believe that you all would let me be in your program even if I don't have a kid."  



I thought, what message are we offering.  Our communities, basically, on the one hand, we say this is what we want.  We want you all to look like the Ozzie and Harriets that we never were, but on the other hand, we aren't going to really design policies that help you until you have created and engaged in the activities we wish you wouldn't.  





Again, I don't want to be over simplistic, but I really believe that this is particularly true when you think about the growing interest in non-custodial fathers.  



There is a lot of evidence, anecdotal and otherwise, growing evidence, I believe, that says there's some sabotage effects that take place in households where usually women, single women, single women, but not really single are seen to be offered things that the men in their lives are not offered and the dynamics that take place and the complexities of those dynamics.  



We are not going to solve every problem with the right message.  I just want to stress again and again that I think trying to get a message that is more universal and speaks more to what we believe is what's really out there is pretty important.



Let's see.  The other point here is that New Hope is not the answer, work alone is not the answer.  We saw that there was evidence that a lot of people were not responding to the offer.  Some of that was that they didn't understand it, and that's our problem. That's an implementation issue.  





Part of that is a cultural issue.  We were changing the message, as Bob referred to, what do you mean I get help after I'm working?  I mean, I ran into New Hope participants on the street.  I happen to live in the target area.  



I would run into participants.  "Hey, how are you doing?"  "Great.  Oh, I'm working now."  "Well, why haven't we seen you?"  "Well, I thought once I got a job, I couldn't be in New Hope."  Ooh, you know.  



If there is anything that we would like to be able to do, it would be to try to improve our implementation.  But there will still be people, no matter how well-implemented the program is, who will not respond to the work-based offer that New Hope represents.  We can improve that, but we also recognize that it means you really need to have a system that has multiple paths for people.



Our concern is that, especially as we continue to focus on TANF caseloads who appear to be people who have multiple obstacles or levels they're not ready to respond, our concern is that we will continue to design to the nth degree for a small number of people relative to the total number of the poor.  



So, again, New Hope's message here is to try to say could this be a basic framework on which you would use and build other policies.  We've gone through our results, and so I think you've seen them.  



They are not the -- the other thing, though, that I wanted to just mention in terms of our implementation challenges, and Rob Hollister who helped us design our wage supplement is part of the group sitting here right now.  He's a labor economist who teaches at Swarthmore, and really was tremendously helpful to us along with other members of our advisory board. 



One of the things we really could not totally resolve was how to make our offer of making work pay, how to really make that happen.  Our wage supplement was based on people's earnings plus the EIC and then the difference between that and the poverty line.  



Well, that was calculated on an annual basis.  Most people choose to take their earned income credit in a lump sum at the end of the year and not to take it on an advanced basis through their paychecks.  



But that means our monthly amount of how we would make work pay assumed the value of the earned income credit on a monthly basis.  



So it's -- I see nodding heads from people who are obviously familiar with this problem.  There are some things that we could do to design differently, but some of this comes down to staffing roles and your ability to have staff who can help people understand this and anticipate it.  



Back to your question about whether people know what they were bargaining for if they went down a certain path.  That leads into the section I wanted to end with.  Excuse me.



On the operational side, I've preached enough about the message.  But I just want to say it's from the humble position of having seen that something that seemed like a very simple idea ten years ago when we had to actually make it an operating program, we just learned again and again and again how something that was simple to say was not so easy to do.



There are some things I could do to shorten the learning curve for myself, and I hope for some others.  We'll never totally eliminate it, of course.  



Secondly, on the effective delivery system.  One of the things that we did partway into our project was develop an ombudsman.  Many public agencies have these people.  



I would really recommend, in terms of implementing new programs, having a competent and reasonably accessible human being who's there to help troubleshoot what's not working was just a simple solution.  It actually paid off for us in a lot of different ways, so that people had the impression -- I mean, it was just an empowering experience for someone not to have somebody make everything all right.  



Number one that someone was responsive, that someone was able to get answers.  Sometimes those answers went the direction the person wanted.  Sometimes they didn't.  But when they didn't, at least there was an explanation.  That was another thing that I would really look at in terms of operational lessons.



In the area of the staff development,  New Hope was in the fine spot of being able to hire staff who knew that they were committed and interested in doing these jobs.  That did not mean that we really understood what those jobs were.  



So there was also a period of adjustment.  I think of it almost as about a 12-month process for someone to learn what the project rep. job involved and figure out if that was a good fit, because we were asking people on the one hand to be very good technical resource people.  On the other hand, we were asking them to be good coaches, which assumes a certain kind of empathetic spirit and supportive spirit that you can convey to the person.  



These were also the people who processed the benefits every month.  So they couldn't just say “gee, I feel so sorry for Suzanne.  I feel so sorry for -- what are those kids going to do”.  If Suzanne didn't have 30 hours, we couldn't just feel sorry for her.  You know, we needed to do that.  



So it's a complex set of characteristics and skills you're looking for.  But I think what I would again encourage people to think in terms of putting together teams of people that reflect the breadth of qualities you need.



We had a lot of staff whose credentials were life-experienced credentials.  I would probably prefer to have a slightly heavier mix of professionally credentialed and life experienced.  But, again, the last 30 years, the debates rage around this, and I don't think there's one specific answer.  



But I do think that having generalist model worked well for us, and that my emphasis when I was directly supervising the program staff, was trying to help people really understand how to think about principles and not rules, so that they could learn to apply consistently, fairly and with equity the complex rules of eligibility for our benefits, and that could not usually be done if you just said I'm sorry.  The rule says.  



And we had an internal system of checks and balances to ensure that we were not just feeling our way through this.  So I think the teaching to rules, not principles, I think helping the staff get more experience in looking at the bigger picture of how our rules and program eligibility fit into a broader policy perspective were two big areas of emphasis for us that paid off.



And at that point, let me just open it up for questions.



MR. GRANGER:  Let's take questions.



VOICE:  Yeah.  I'm very curious about community collaboration in how New Hope worked with other organizations and particularly churches.



MR. GRANGER:  Do you need the questions repeated in the back?




(Whereupon, there was a show of hands.)



MR. GRANGER:  Yes.



MS. KERKSICK:  Okay.  The question is, how did New Hope work with other community organizations, particularly churches.



Our original recruitment, we did a lot through churches, and there were some church organizations that ran day care centers, and some other programs that we worked with in our community service jobs.



I'm embarrassed that in this entire time we've been together, I didn't spend any time on our community service jobs, because that's a big part of what we want to promote.



But, so long as they were not religiously oriented restrictions, churches were one of the groups that handled community service job openings.



VOICE:  That's changed somewhat because of (inaudible) where, in fact, you can now still provide services, but not have to give up the integrity of the church.  



MS. KERKSICK:  Yes.  In fact, in Milwaukee, there's a couple of the prison outreach programs that are now working largely through churches.



MR. GRANGER:  Other questions?  Yes.



VOICE:  Julie used the expression "basic framework" several times.  I have two questions with respect to that.  



First of all, in what sense would that basic framework of New Hope be different from the work frame model?   



And secondly, how generalized is that whole experience?  And that's not only a question of was it very expensive to get these effects that after all are not outrageous, but they are measurable but not outrageous.  



Also, the question, these demonstration projects are always temporary.  So I would expect that staff, for example, is much more motivated than the administrative staff is over a lifetime of 30 years, so that can make a difference.



MS. KERKSICK:  Did you want to respond to that?  Yes?  Oh, no.  I thought you wanted to say something about that.



VOICE:  (Inaudible.)



MS. KERKSICK:  I didn't mean to put you on the spot.  We're doing all this talking.  I thought you might have something.



Absolutely, I would have to say that the question of how one staffs worked-based programs over decades is an important.  Perhaps analogous to how do you help teachers stay fresh and not burned out in education.  Obviously, we don't have the full answer here.



But I do think that, although our staff brought things that other people would not have brought, trust me, we did not -- we had enough skill deficits in other areas that, you know, I don't want to sound disloyal to our staff.  I always feel a little bit put on the spot here.  



But I have not run a program within a public agency.  I have been on the receiving end of such programs.  I have worked a lot as an advocate, but I have not run one.  So I honestly can't stand here and tell you the comparison works.  



I think that I know from nonprofit organizations, which is where I have spent my life and have managed a lot of different staff, that your motivation only carries you so far.  I think that these effects are economic as well as the non-economic.  



Is that your -- answering your question or not?



VOICE:  My question is, do you believe that one could generalize to New Hope on a national scale?  And the first question was, in what sense does New 

Hope --



MR. GRANGER:  Is it different than a work fair?  Yes.  



Let me make a comment about the work fair analogy.  Workfare as I think you're probably using it and the way I would typically use refers to a policy where one needs to work as a condition of receipt of certain public benefits.  Once you reach the level of those public benefits to which you are entitled, you don't need to work anymore.

  

There is no incentive to increase work effort beyond the level of your benefits.  That's how it usually plays out.  That's certainly how the welfare system during the '95, '96 period in Wisconsin was working, on a pay-for-performance basis.  





In New Hope, the notion is that there ought to be incentives to increase work effort beyond some level of public assistance.  



So, New Hope tried to create incentives through the earning supplements and the other forms of subsidy.  They encourage increased work effort, to encourage people to seek other jobs.  I think there are some differences in the two paradigms.



In the same way that the earned income credit is different than one would normally think, I think, of workfare as an approach to welfare reform.



Is this a replicable model nationally?  The health care part certainly is.  The health care benefit here was what was going on for public assistance recipients in the County of Milwaukee.  So we know that that's replicable.



The childcare is almost exactly what the state was trying to achieve, essentially a seamless system funded to the level that if you were eligible and came forward, you got assistance rather than got on a waiting list.



Is something like an earning supplement possible?  Well, the earned income credit is possible.  The problem with thinking about the earned income credit is it has been increased a couple of times.  We think that there's a work effort response.  





But everybody's a little nervous about raising it again, because you're wondering if somebody is going to notice that it has, in fact, been increased a couple of times and start to reduce it.  So the politics of that in your states, you're going to have to judge.  



I know only ten states have earned income credits at the state level.  Wisconsin happens to be one of them.  But ten of them do.  Seven did when we started.  Three have added it since.  So state-level earned income credits certainly are possible.



The question finally is, whether wage paying community service jobs are possible at scale.  In fact, are they good public policy at scale?  This is where I ought to turn it over to Julie, I think, about the scale issues.  



We actually have a paper that I would recommend to you on community service jobs done by Kay Sherwood that we just released as a working paper about two weeks ago.  So you can get that off of our web.  It really explores almost all those issues.



Do you want to say anything else about the wage bank?



MS. KERKSICK:  We really believe there's a big difference between wage paying and grant abatement, working off a grant.  There's an economic difference in terms of eligibility for the earned income credit.  But there's also a psychological impact that has to do with what it feels like to really work for a wage versus working off something you feel you ought to have anyway.



The last thing I want to say is about the staff roles and the differences.  I do think the important coaching and supportive aspects of the staff role are important.  But, frankly, I'm one of those people who would say show me the money!

  

The anecdote that I use is that one of our staff who had come into the job really thinking she'd just be doing all this counseling with people.  She was going to coach people and support people and encourage them.  Those are good feelings.  



But guess what?  When you have to deal with the day in and day out reality where you don't control the outcome, that people don't do something because you think it's a good idea for them, you don't last, if that's the main thing you have going for you.  



When she was just saying to me, I was doing a three-month end of probation interview with her and, you know, she just said, "Well, gosh.  I really don't know if I like this job, because it seems like all I do is, you know, this paperwork, filling stuff out for people to get health insurance."  





I just said, "I'm going to be as polite about this as I can be.  I think it's really important that you show people your concern for them and your support for them and your empathy for them. But you know what?  If their health insurance premium is paid late, if their wage supplement isn't done on time, they don't care how nice you are or how much you care about them.  And you know what?  You wouldn't either."  



So I really do believe that case management issues and how people work with people are important.  But I am not of the belief that without economic benefits, it alone is likely to result in much difference.



MR. GRANGER:  It is a very interesting question, though, what these supports would do in an environment unlike the one where they were tested.



Wisconsins welfare policies were obviously very aggressive.  They were really encouraging employment.  



In addition, the economy was very hot.  It's relatively easy to find employment especially six and seven dollar an hour kind in Milwaukee during this period.  



In an environment where that's not the case, where, in fact, unemployment is running at ten or fifteen percent as opposed to four or five, it would be interesting to think about what New Hope – like supports might do.  



None of us is prepared to go out and start selling something based on 1,362 people in Milwaukee between 1994 and the end of 1995.    



But the results are interesting.  And it's the kind of thing, with the public funds that are available in states right now, to think about doing in other environments and also then study.  



Questions?



VOICE:  I guess this is an antipoverty program, and I guess it depends on how many people this program will move out of poverty.  So are there any statistics or numbers where you can show us a percentage of how many people who move out of poverty?



MR. GRANGER:  No.  That I can't do, because I don't have all the composition of what goes into the standard federal definition of poverty in my data.  



I can show you in the report, if you want to stay for a second, what the total income pictures look like by subgroup, and we could also talk about this earnings-related measure of getting out of poverty on your own earnings-related income.  But we don't have all of the other measures.



And we don't have household income.  Poverty is a household measure.  It's not an individual earner measure.  



MS. KERKSICK:  But he did show you that



MR. GRANGER:  Yes.  But there's a much smaller percentage of people working full time, who are below federal poverty in this country than is implied by the 26- or 27-percent numbers that you saw, because many people have other sources of income coming into the household through another person.



VOICE:  It may be important to have some kind of self-sufficiency goal.  Let's say 30,000 a year or some amount and then measure success against that, I think it would be very important doing that kind of objective measure, otherwise, it's hard to say, overall whether it succeeded or not.



MR. GRANGER:  That's right.  Go ahead.



MS. KERKSICK:  Well, there are more questions.  Maybe just afterward, let me just go over this stuff.



MR. GRANGER:  We had a couple from you.  Let me just go over here for a second.  Yes.



VOICE:  You spoke of continued funding for three years.  Will you be replicating this program, or will you be looking at different indicators?



MR. GRANGER:  No.  All that we're going to be able to do with this particular effort is follow the families in the sample that had children for another three years and find out what happens to their economic life and other dimensions of their life.  That's all that we're doing with NICHD funding.  



The program itself was a test or a three-year offer.  



What I've shown you today is a follow-up in two years.  And so we don't know what happened at the end of the third year and when people hit “the cliff”.



As Julie would quickly remind us, though, that's only somewhat interesting to New Hope, because the idea was to have this be an ongoing framework for public policy.  



But we will, at least with this child and family sample, be able to tell you in a couple of years what did happen to these families.



MS. KERKSICK:  Our board is looking for people who are interested in replicating it.  So if you have any ideas, please see me.



MR. GRANGER:  Right.  Yes.



VOICE:  Did you say that the earnings income level was primarily due to the offer to give community service jobs?



MR. GRANGER:  Yes.  I said that the impacts, if you take the earnings and employment related to community service jobs out of this picture and you only report employment earnings from unsubsidized work, the program and control group levels look pretty much the same.



VOICE:  (Inaudible.)  What is it outside of the community service jobs in New Hope that you feel is an addition?  



MR. GRANGER:  Right.  Well, we've had -- the question is, if you took the CSJs as out of the offer here, would you have had anything or not is really the question.



The design doesn't give us that answer, because nobody got the package absent the CSJs.  It would be hard to imagine that people would have taken these community service jobs if they didn't have an economic incentive to do it.  



The earning supplements, the childcare subsidies, and the health care subsidies that went with full-time employment, even if it was CSJ employment, certainly incentivized people to go into the CSJ.  



And we think, although I'm not dead sure that I could prove it to you, that if you take the CSJs out, you still would have an effect.



VOICE:  Exactly.  (Inaudible.)



MR. GRANGER:  Right.  And I'll give you two facts about that and then let Julie tell you what they tried to do as staff.



The ideal pattern is somebody is not working needs to get reengaged in a labor force.  They move into a subsidized form of employment.  Then they move on into unsubsidized employment.  That's the track that we're trying to hit here.  





Sixty percent of the people who had subsidized employment had unsubsidized employment in the next quarter.  And over half of the people who had subsidized employed had unsubsidized employment in the same quarter as far as the UI data show.  So these folks are doing a lot of moving from subsidized to un-subsidized or mixing at the same time.  



One of the things they're doing is topping up unsubsidized employment with ten hours in a CSJ in order to get to the 30 hours, because they're able to find part-time work, but they couldn't get to the 30 hours.



How do you create incentives to not have folks hang out in CSJs as it were?  Well, one thing you do is you keep those wages relatively low.  The program elected to have minimum wages.  



Another thing you do is you have people counsel the advantages of moving beyond, the economic advantages and other kinds of career advantages.  You put some limits on how long people can stay there.  You have some job search requirements before people can get into that program.  Then you have some recurrent job search requirements after people have been in it a period of time.  



MS. KERKSICK:  That's it.  I mean, I think you used -- I think it's true that there are some people for whom this can become the fly paper that everyone worries about.  



But it's equally true for an equal, if not greater number of people that you actually need to market CSJs to the potential users of them, because minimum wage, why do I want a minimum wage job.  



You know, that just -- that sounds bad.  Well  -- or I don't want one of those jobs.  They just -- they treat you like dirt or whatever.  So there's -- there's competing and very different pressures that the program design has to accommodate.  I think that you can't do it perfectly.  



You're always going to have some people maybe utilizing CSJs that on somebody's judgment shouldn't be there.  But you can limit that to a small number of people through the things Bob described.



MR. GRANGER:  I'm afraid, and I announced to people that were here when we started this session, that I've got a kid with a biology test, and I got to go catch a shuttle.  So I'm going to run out of here.



There are executive summaries up here.  My card is up here if you want to download executive summaries off our web site, with the web sites on the card.  



Julie might be willing to stick around for a couple more minutes, because her kid doesn't have a biology test tomorrow, and she's not catching the shuttle.  And I want to thank you all very much for coming to the session.  Thank you.



MS. KERKSICK:  Yeah.  Thank you.




(Applause.)



MS. KERKSICK:  As part of downsizing New Hope, we're moving this week to teeny tiny offices.  I have cards with that new address.  I'll be leaving materials, these extra implementation reports, and some other things on the resource table.  Thank you very much.




(Whereupon, at 4:30 p.m., the above-entitled conference concluded.)

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

Evaluating Welfare Reform, A Community Based Incentive:  New Hope





HUNT REPORTING COMPANY


Court Reporting and Litigation Support


Serving Maryland, Washington, and Virginia


410-766-HUNT (4868)


1-800-950-DEPO (3376)


HUNT REPORTING COMPANY


Court Reporting and Litigation Support


Serving Maryland, Washington, and Virginia


410-766-HUNT (4868)


1-800-950-DEPO (3376)


