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MR. NATHAN:  Now I will start.  And I am very glad, as I said in the other room, to have this chance to talk to people engaged in this important period in what's happening to social programs. 



I am younger than I look or older than I look.  Or, anyway, if you want to know how old I am, I'll tell you.  But I have been working in this field for over 30 years.  A number of people here are people I've crossed paths with actually quite a long time ago.  And I had never seen a time when there's so much change and excitement and so much opportunity to reform social programs in the country.



And so the subject of our research -- and I'll say a little bit about what's in our book, but -- I think there were enough copies, I hope, for everybody who's here.  My co-author Tom Gais is here.  When we get to the discussion period, I'll call on Tom to answer some of the questions or to respond to some of your comments.



As I said, this is a very exciting time.  When I was teaching about social science research -- and Irene Lurie and I have a strong shared interest in this subject -- I took it upon myself to write a little book about evaluating government programs.  I was then -- and Barbara Blum is here -- chairman of the board.  She was president of MDRC.  



I wrote about demonstration studies often with random assignment to test a new program idea, and evaluation studies, To me, evaluation means the effects of ongoing programs, and the demonstration means to test ideas for new programs. 



This is a time for evaluation, because there's this new consensus.  It's really incredible.  Welfare isn't the hot button issue it used to be for politicians to flail at.  There's a new political bargain in the country. Welfare has ended as you know it.  There's a time limit, there's a work focus, and there's a lot more resources for services.  And people are putting their shoulder to the wheel, and an incredible amount of change is happening in American federalism and social program management.  



Our interest is in implementation.  What happens to policies after they are made?  We engage field researchers.  We're in 20 states.  Our field researchers are your friends and neighbors and former teachers, or present teachers in some cases, people who know the state, who don't come in and ask, "How many people are in the lower House, and what is the function of the Secretary of State, and what does the lieutenant governor do?"  These are people who know the state and know the history and know the politics and know the social policy terrain.



Chris King, who's here, is our Texas field researcher.  I think he may be the only field researcher from our network in the room, but I'm not sure.



We have field researchers in 20 states studying 20 states, and two field sites in each state to study implementation, management systems, what agencies are in charge, is that different now, how do agencies operate?  What kind of signals are they giving? Are the signals being received? Are the signals changed?  What kind of procedures are being adopted?  And particularly, as I stressed in the other room (Phil Klein is here from Wisconsin; he's the expert there) what is happening to information systems for social programs in the country?  This is really very important.



Now, in our book, which I'm just going to highlight, and then Irene Lurie is going to talk about the portion of our work that we are very pleased to say is funded by ACF, which is our front-line worker study, which is moving out into the field.



We'll leave plenty of time to hear your comments, your reactions, answer your questions.  And I'll ask Tom Gais, who's doing a wonderful job directing our research, to answer some of the questions and respond to some of your comments.



Anyway, if you look at the table of contents of our “First Look” book, it tells you what it's about.  And we have more work we're doing, and more reports we're putting out, and more questions that we are very excited about.





Anyway, the metaphor that I find useful -- or maybe it's not a metaphor, sort of a device 

in talks I've given about this is three S's. The three S’s are signals -- signals are very important.  Economists know that.  Even economists know that, Irene.  The second "S" is services.  What are happening to services to end dependency?  The third is sanctions.  Are sanctions being used, how are they being used, what kind of sanctions, how long do they last, et cetera.



Our report looks at state and local systems, including non-profit organizations that are the delivery agents of so many social services in America, what I call non-profitization, but also increasingly the role of profit-making companies, which are coming into this market aggressively.



My favorite five-syllable word now is "connectivity."  The big issues are connectivity issues.  Food stamps, Medicaid, work programs, job programs, drug and alcohol abuse treatment programs.  We are also looking at connections to housing programs and the role of CDCs (community development corporations), under the new welfare.



The “new welfare” is a good term to use. Governors make pronouncements, politicians make speeches, Congress passes law, agencies issue regulations, and often not much happens.  This law, the '96 law, reflects frustration with exactly that, politician's feeling "We want to change the signals.  We want to change these systems.  We're going to hit this mule over the head with a two-by-four, and it's going to change."



If you'd asked me as a betting man (I like horse racing), I don't know if I would have put my money on how much effect all this would have.  The most important thing to me is that there are pervasive, and to me surprisingly, large and deep effects going on. The other thing to say, two things, really, is that the effects are diverse.  To understand American government, you have to understand the diversity of not just states, but of local systems and communities and cultures, conditions within states.



Another of the themes of our work is what we call “second order devolution.”  Tom Gais and I found that's really where you have to look.  In our future research, we're going local more and more.  Irene Lurie's work is the front-line worker research, and she will say more about, how we're experimenting and learning and working in that area under her direction.  

Irene's been a partner of mine for a long time.  This is the tenth of these field network evaluation studies.  It is institutional and about federalism.  Field network evaluations focus on implementation.  Irene has been a partner in other studies that we've done.



Chapter four of this report is on -- this was Tom's phrase, "The new players."  If you want to change signals (Irene once said to me, "You know, politicians are not dumb."), if you want to change signals, you want to change the signalers.  That makes sense.  



Job centers and job agencies and job case management -- case managers are doing new things in all kinds of different ways that we are trying to understand.  There is diversity, but at the same time you can generalize usefully for states and, as I said before, for the relevant publics that want to know "We passed this policy; now what's happening?"



There are three kinds of information systems we need out there.  One is information for oversight, for governors and legislators and Congress.  



Another kind of information needed is information about what's happening to people?  What are the impacts for children and for families?  Evaluation research, which is very hard to do when you have so little control over, pardon the expression, the "treatments." 



The third kind of information is the most important of all.  It is on-line, interactive tracking data for case managers to get away from bureaucratic program silos, and to deal with family conditions and needs holistically in a way that really is going to end dependency.



My one political statement (I won't try to pretend) is that when we squash the year 2000 bug, which is around the corner -- 2000 is going to be here soon; what I would love to have governments do is to take some of this high-powered programming talent and assign it to picking up on this challenge and opportunity of building connectivity for really helping people in their lives in social programs.  There's money not being spent.  We can do this.



I went to a seminar in Washington the other day, and Ron Haskins, from the Ways and Means Committee, and Wendell Primus, who used to be at the Ways and Means Committee – a Republican and a Democrat -- they both said to the state human service commissioners (this was the APSHA meeting the other day), "I have one message" -- both of them -- "Spend the money.  If you don't spend the money, you're going to lose it."



To spend the money, my conclusion is that it is necessary to go faster and deeper on systems’ building.  Phil Klein is here.  He made a wonderful presentation in the Ways and Means Committee Room to our seminar group with the General Accounting Office.  Gale Harris will be presenting later for GAO.  We've held five meetings.  Most of them on Capitol Hill where real people like Phil Klein come in and say, "Here's what we're doing."  We had Texas, Ohio, and Wisconsin represented at our last meeting.  



Management systems and institutional behavior are very important things to understand once you have a new policy consensus.  I'm having a very good time if anybody cares.  Other things that we're dealing with that are mentioned in our book are diversion.  If you told me two years ago, "Dick, diversion is important," I'd say, "What is that?"  But it is important.  



There are two kinds of diversion.  There's nice diversion, which is "Let me help you get your food stamps, get your Medicaid, get into our job system."  And then there's not-so-nice diversion.  There's a big city in my state that is pretty well-known for controversy about this.  



Diversion is very important.  It means different things to different people, it works in different ways.  Our report also covers personal responsibility agreements. 



And we have a section on the culture.  Not just the signal, but what are the ideas that this state or area is really pushing and want to work with.  Tom Gais is our commissioner of varieties of welfare cultures.



We also have a special section in our annual magazine, which we just issued, on information systems, also on the “deep throat” area -- "Where is the money?" These are two exciting, very important, big subjects.



I should mention a couple other things, then ask Irene to talk.  



Going back to what Rebecca Maynard talked about this morning, “process research.”  When I chaired the board of MDRC for 15 years, process research is what economists reluctantly did to know what was “in the black box” so that they could get some credibility to their findings usually of “modest” impacts.  Demonstration research, even when you can control a lot of things, is extremely hard to do.  I believe that institutional research about management and management systems is intrinsically important.  You can't do any kind of impact research without it and you can do this research without doing impact research.  There's a tricky thought for you to take home.  



One other area we're interested in and working on -- and we have papers, we've got a million papers, and we've got a web site, what I hope is a good web site, with all that on it –- is health.  We've given two papers on CHIP and Medicaid, and the connections, or lack of connections, between welfare and Medicaid.



We also have a paper on teen pregnancy prevention.  If you read the preamble of the 1996 law, the two things that it says are, one, that people should change their sexual behavior and not have out-of-wedlock children exclamation point, and second that they should go to work.



Those are the two big purposes, one of which is really penetrating bureaucracies and changing social programs, which is the work purpose.  But, if you go out and talk to case managers -- I always talk to case managers -- they are the most interesting people.  I say, "Well, what do you do about the part of the law that says you're supposed to help people avoid out-of-wedlock births and prevent teen pregnancy?"  They say:  "We don't do that.  That's not our job."



We are also looking at the connection between welfare and housing programs.  Now that people don't have an assured source of income, what's that going to mean for organizations and agencies that provide supported housing and rental-assisted housing?  And are they going to be stronger or weaker?  Both could be true.  More people could be working, and there could be more money for services, or more people could not be working -- the roles, of course, are down -- and facing the cliff, which could affect the income streams of housing programs.  



We're also looking at -- Tom is the expert on this -- the connection between welfare and food stamps. There have been a lot of articles about how food stamp participation is down.  Of course, everybody wants to blame, particularly, depending on what your priors are, blame it on welfare reform if your priors are that you didn't like this policy revolution.  But food stamps, I have to remind you, have always been pro-cyclical in the sense that the roles have gone down when the economy goes up and vice versa.



There are -- if I could use one word to close, "surprises."  I have talked to a lot of my friends who, when this law was passed tried to talk the President out of signing it, and were very unhappy, and thought all kinds of bad consequences, what Pat Moynihan called the G-R-A-T-E, Society effects that would flow from this policy.



You each have to make your own decisions about what is really happening and whether you think it's good or bad.  But it would be hard not to say there are surprises:  political surprises, management surprises, and surprises in terms of the way social programs are operating, not just welfare.  TANF is bigger than welfare.  In our annual magazine three years ago, I wrote about the “Devolution Revolution.”  Everybody said, "You got it wrong.  There's no devolution revolution.  It's not even a devolution evolution."  The truth is that there is a devolution revolution.  It’s TANF and CHIP and getting rid of the Boren Amendment, and I could go down the list of other things that are part of it.  The connectivity of the new welfare, or lack of it, to other social programs is a big question.  It's very important to understand and try to explain this.  I hope you can help me.  I'm sure you can.  Many of you already have.  Now I'll give Irene the platform, and then I'll moderate to hear people's thoughts and get your reactions.



MS. LURIE:  Well, like Dick, I have studied welfare for more than 30 years, especially focusing on change in systems.  The last time I went out and did a big implementation study was of the Family Support Act of 1988.  We were looking for dramatic change.  The rhetoric around the law was very much that it was the biggest change in 50 years.  I went out to look, and found that the change was incremental and modest.



When the new law was passed, I was understandably skeptical, and I wanted to work with Dick to do an implementation study.  Like Dick, I have been very surprised, and I think we all are, that the change has been as significant as it has been, as demonstrated by the decline in the caseloads.  That has been something that I think no one ever expected.



When Dick started this study, he wanted to look at the state and local aspects of it.  I wanted to look at the front lines, because I am just convinced that implementation takes place where the client and the worker come together.  If you want to understand what a program really is, that's the place you have to go.



So Dick's big study is of 20 states, as he said, and it focuses on management systems and the goals of the states.  Have states structured their management systems around discernible goals, what are these goals, and what institutional structures and management systems have been put in place to accomplish these goals?



They have found that, in fact, there have been strong goals, and that the systems by and large do support those goals, as described in their new book.



I am looking at four of the states in the State Capacity Study to see what is happening at the point of implementation, where the client and the program come together.  And I'm working with Norma Riccucci, who is one of my colleagues at the State University of New York at Albany, and also with Marcia Meyers, who is at the Columbia University School of Social Work.  We have funding from HHS to look at four states.  



The issues for our study are essentially how state policies are being implemented by local offices where the case workers and the client interact, and how the management of these offices influence the nature of this interaction.  In other words, how are local offices managing their TANF programs, and how does this affect the practices or the culture of the front-line workers?



We've chosen the four states to give us differences in management approaches.  Georgia has a partnership between the welfare agency and the Department of Labor, and the Department of Labor is doing the work part of the TANF program.  



In Texas, we're looking primarily at Dallas, which is using a for-profit organization, Lockheed Martin, to run its work program. 



Then we're looking at Michigan, which is contracting out with non-profits, for the most part, to run its work programs.



And, finally, we are looking at New York, where the counties are responsible for administering welfare.  



Within each state, we look at three sites, where we define a site as both the welfare agency and the work agency, which, in most places, are different organizations.  But they work as a team, and so we define them as a single site.



The study consists of two parts, and we have finished the first part, except in New York.  In the first part, we have been going out to learn about the management practices in the local offices.  We've been interviewing managers, agency heads, and supervisors of the front-line workers.  We've been talking to the workers themselves, and we've also been observing their interactions with their clients, but on a very casual basis, not at all systematically.



The next phase of the study, which is really the main phase, we will be training graduate students who will go to the sites and look at the interactions using a structured approach to capture what is going on in that interaction.  And that is definitely the most challenging part of this work.  I think that's where we are going to be breaking new ground, and we are still in the process of developing that instrument.  But on the basis of our visits to the site so far, we have learned a great deal that I think is going to help us to make the instrument for those interactions.



So let me just give you some of my reflections from the visits we've done so far.  And I want to stress that these are really hypotheses, that they are findings, but they're based on a small number of observations of what's going on in the field and those interactions, so that we have to go and look at this in much more careful detail in the next phase of our work.



One purpose of our study is to see whether the "culture" -- and we can talk about what that is later if you want to because it's a very slippery word -- we're trying to see if this has changed.  Mary Jo Bane wrote a piece where she talked about how we have to change the culture from a focus on eligibility and compliance to a focus on self-sufficiency.



What we are finding is that both of these are important, both are being emphasized.  The error rate and quality control in the food stamp program is leading to a tremendous concern with accuracy and quality control in the TANF program, because the two are still administratively linked in the places we've been, so that eligibility and compliance is still a big issue.



At the same time, the participation rate and the time limit are leading to a strong emphasis on work.  So there's really been an addition to goals, rather than a substitution of one goal for another.



We've also found that the message, or the signal, as Dick calls it, about the importance of work is loud and clear.  And here, there's a macro story and a micro story.



The macro story is that the message is being delivered at the organizational level, and through a process.  The message regarding work and the importance of work is done primarily through a process that the clients must go through.  In every site we've been in, applicants have to go through a job search of some sort, or go to an orientation about work at the work agency before their application can be approved. So that the message about the importance of work is being conveyed through an experience that the client has, having to go through that job search.



At the micro level, or the worker level, the eligibility workers in the welfare agency are pretty much doing business as usual.  Large portions of their time is still being devoted to eligibility determination and redetermination.  There's usually some mention of work.  The work rules or the personal responsibility contract is mentioned, but it tends to get buried in all of the information that the eligibility worker needs to collect, not only about income and assets, but about the absent father, where is he, has paternity been established.  



By the time you run through that huge amount of information that needs to be collected, which can take an hour easily, there just isn't that much time left over to talk in great detail about work.  So that simply asking these workers to convey a message doesn't guarantee that the message will get through to the client.



Yesterday, when people were presenting the findings from the Minnesota Family Investment Program, which had an earnings disregard, there was mention made of marketing the program and how much time it took to market the program, or explain to people those earnings disregards, and that, really, the eligibility worker didn't have time in her job to do it.  There wasn't enough time set aside for her or him to do that, and that it was being done in the work orientation, and even then took up half the work orientation.



So it's only when you get people in a work program that there is really the time to explain the details of an earnings disregard.



So we've seen, and to the credit of the agencies that we have visited, that to guarantee that the client does get the message about the importance of work that there is a process that they go through where a specialized worker -- maybe it's someone from the Department of Labor, maybe it's someone from a non-for-profit organization, or a for-profit, or a specialized worker in a specialized agency -- whose sole responsibility is telling people about work and about the importance of work.  We've seen this virtually every place we've been, and this has been very heartening to me to see how the program administrators have realized how it's important to set aside a special time when work gets the sole attention of the case workers.



Along the same lines, we've asked everyone we talk to "What are the goals of your program?"  And, when we talk to people at the higher levels, they say, "Work is the goal."  That's the primary emphasis.  



The further down into the welfare agency we get and organization; I'm not talking about the work force agency whose sole purpose is work -- but get down in the welfare agency, the goal is no longer work; the goal is accuracy.  Standard of promptness.  Get the work done.  The same old goals that eligibility workers have always faced.



And I'd like to hear from you about this, whether you see this too.  But I think that we need to recognize that eligibility is still an important function, and that the public still wants programs to be accountable.  And just because we emphasize work doesn't mean we ignore accuracy.  We're still giving out money, and we still need to be sure that the money is given to people who are truly legally entitled to it.



A few other points.  Unlike the JOBS program, which I studied in my last big project, we're seeing plenty of child care money for the TANF recipients.  We see that in some places there's not sufficient funds for child care for people who aren't on welfare, that is, the working poor still are not guaranteed child care.  But for people who are on assistance, there does seem to be enough money.



Transportation is a huge issue.  And we've seen workers being tremendously creative to try to not only give money so that people can repair a car or purchase a car, but also trying to figure out how can we pay someone's tickets so that they can get their driver's license back and be able to use a car.  So that's a big priority.  



We're seeing sanctions, although it's very hard to get any concrete numbers on sanctioning.  And we don't have a good fix on that. 



There has been a lot of concern around the country that food stamp and Medicaid caseloads are falling.    



We haven't seen in the places we've been a precipitous drop in food stamp and Medicaid roles, and we've seen that the sites are by and large aware of the possibility that a diversion program or a strong work focus can run the risk of diverting people from food stamps and Medicaid as well.  But the sites we're in do seem to be making an effort to insure that people do know about their eligibility for food stamps and Medicaid, and to get people enrolled.



I think that this is something we still have to keep our eyes on, because it is a major issue and a concern.  I know Congress said, "We never intended to take away the entitlement for food stamps." 



So let me just end here with a little reflection on my own career.  I am an economist.  I started out studying the tax rate issue.  In the '70s, we all wanted to try to figure out some way of reducing the implicit tax rate, the benefit reduction rate, so that there would be a financial incentive to work.  It seemed like a virtually impossible task.  When you added all the tax rates of the different programs together, there was just no way of providing a strong financial work incentive.



States now are trying that, and we saw yesterday that the financial work incentives seem to have an effect, but that the effect was fairly modest and needed to be accompanied by a marketing strategy to inform people about their eligibility.  So I now appreciate the importance of administration and management, and realize that administration and management matter as much, if not more, than economic policies.



MR. NATHAN:  I should have said that it's implicit in what Irene said is that if you're ever going to do this kind of welfare reform, it should be now, with the economy and the labor markets so strong in so many places.



Another point I would make is that this -- and this is something Olivia Golden and Howard Grossman (phonetic) talked with us a lot about.  In Wisconsin, Phil, there's a strong interest in -- and the new rules permit this -- services to people who weren't TANF recipients to get them to stay in and improve their position in the labor force, working poor, wraparound.  That's an area that also sort of surprised me and that interests us a lot.



On food stamps and Medicaid, one thing that Frank Thompson and I found is that when you look at why the roles are changing -- and Medicaid, they're really plateauing, and food stamps, there has been a decline 

-- it may not be the people that are on or diverted from.  I use another term.  I use the term "diversion and deflection."  They're people who heard the signal and never came in.  Try and get them.



So, I mean, this is a very subtle, wonderfully interesting, very important subject.  And now we would like to hear from you comments.  Gentleman here (indicating).  If you want to identify where you're from and, you know, where you're coming from, I'm sure it would help everyone.  But please.



MR. DAVE KLEIN:  Dave Klein from Math (phonetic) Associates.  A couple of things having to do with culture and emphasis that are sort of the things that have hurt me as I've thought about what some of the changes are.  



One question is in terms of the sort of survival of the eligibility/compliance culture, which (inaudible) that sounds like to me that it's (inaudible).  But I wonder if you would go further than that and speculate that that culture in some level -- I mean, we haven't seen a simplification.  We had a simplification of life and welfare offices.  I think there has been a lot of new requirements (inaudible) monitoring (inaudible).  



So I wonder if I could provoke you to even say whether you think that that has gone, whether there's been, you know, more an increase in emphasis.  That's my first question.



My second has to do with the, you know, work emphasis.  And clearly that has taken hold.  We all have seen expressions of a Riverside effect that has really spread through the country.  



I now, in a couple of places, have started to see a reaction -- sort of a counter movement there, just kind of, you know, recognizing the limits of just working on that getting people into that first job.  And now we have to emphasize self-sufficiency and are starting to see kind of a renewed cultural change towards well, it's not enough to do work first.



So I wonder in your observations, did you -- do you see that theme as something that warrants at this point recognition as an emerging -- or is just too (inaudible) sort of early to say that that's a theme out there? 



MS. LURIE:  I've heard offices say that they are down to the hard core, that the easy cases have left, and the remaining cases are people who do have more severe problems and are going to be more of a challenge.  But I haven't seen any return to education and training, if that's what you mean by "self-sufficiency," if you mean upgrading people's earning capacity so they can do more than just get $6-an-hour jobs.  We so far haven't seen that where we've been.



MS. WITTE:  My name is Ann Witte, and I'm a professor of economics at Wellesley College and a university in Miami.  And I'm doing work in three states:  Alabama, Florida, and Massachusetts.  And what we're seeing in Florida --



MR. NATHAN:  Why don't you stand up, because I think it's hard for people to know your --



MS. WITTE:  What we're seeing in Florida at the State Wages Coalition level -- so we're talking about the group that oversees welfare reform in Florida.  And there, there is a tremendous interest in two things that Irene has said.  One thing is marketing.  Because what you do with people at orientations does not stick.  These are not people that are known for having well-organized lives and lists of things to do.



So two initiatives that are occurring at the state wages level.  The first initiative is to send out magnets for refrigerator doors.  And these magnets are going to say, "Did you know after you finish TANF, you're still eligible for the following services, and here's the number to call."



The second thing that's happening at the State Wages Coalition level in Florida is an emphasis on not just getting them jobs, but getting them jobs that pay a living wage.  



I'm also seeing that in Massachusetts.  In Massachusetts, there is a very strong women's union going back to the textile workers of the nineteenth century.  And the women's union produced a fascinating booklet.  And the booklet is "What is a Living Wage in Every Township of Massachusetts?" and challenged the state to get people jobs that would give a living wage.  And that's something like $15 an hour in Boston.



So I think we're seeing some movements that could be very interesting.



MR. NATHAN:  I saw a hand here in the back.  And then Chris, I see -- I want to get everybody in who wants to talk.  We want to hear from people.



MALE VOICE:  I think we're maybe doing evaluation or research out of an old paradigm.  And all they are looking at the interactions between people asking for cash assistance and the interactions there.  That's becoming a smaller and smaller piece of the action.  



As caseloads reduce, more and more of our work at the line level would be the people who are not in receipt of cash assistance.  And, over time, that's going to be the majority of the work that we do in Ohio, where I'm --



MR. NATHAN:  Okay.  What county, if I may?



MALE VOICE:  I'm from the state.



MR. NATHAN:  Oh, the state, okay.



MALE VOICE:  In Ohio before TANF, 70 percent of the people getting food stamps were on public assistance.  Since TANF, 70 percent of the people who are getting food stamps are not on public assistance.  So our work is really changing.  If you just combine your focus on the interaction of work requirements on cash assistance, I think (inaudible). 



MS. LURIE:  We are defining a site as both the welfare agency and the work agency.  So we will be looking very carefully at what goes on in the work agencies. 



I'm only making such a point about the eligibility workers, because I thought that there might be some change there.  And we're just not finding it there, but we're certainly finding it.



MALE VOICE:  It's just part -- I don't mean to say it's -- it is part of the story.  But there's another part too.



MS. LURIE:  Exactly.  Absolutely. 



MR. NATHAN:  Great.  I saw a person way in the back, and then here (indicating), and then Chris.  You're going to have to sort of move to the middle of the room and talk loud.  It's great to have so many people interested.



MS. LUCAS:  I'm Mary Lucas.  I'm from the State of New Jersey.  And I guess one of my concerns with the process is that the evaluation is so heavy on the work side of it.  I'm concerned that we're really missing the child support aspect of it, because that is very critical.  There's a five-year time limit, court orders are not established, attorneys not established.  The five years end, and then there's the family, and there is that support responsibility. 



And I think that really we need to have the  connectivity with child support programs, as well as what's happening with TANF.  Because if we don't have that, any longitudinal study that you do will really not be valid, because you're not including all the pieces of the family.  And these are components of what happens with that family.



MR. NATHAN:  Let me ask Tom Gais to make a comment about that, 'cause he's writing a paper on it.



MR. GAIS:  Well, actually, you're right.  We do have to include the child support.  We did it in the first round of research, because --



FEMALE VOICE:  Use the mike, please.



MR. GAIS:  You're absolutely right.  The child support is very important.  And, actually, we did capture it in some ways.  We did ask in our local site analyses to describe the process by which at the local sites people -- or the clients went through.  And, actually, in New Jersey, child support in our -- in the two counties where our research was done was very much up front in the process.  And, actually, we talk about that in the report as one of the many new up-front activities, emphasizing getting sources of support outside of public assistance.  And it is an important change in the signals.



We didn't look at the child support system as a whole, partly because we thought that the new regulations, the new laws, are going to take a little bit of time to fully implement.  But we are looking at that as one of their major second-round research functions.  But --



MS. LUCAS:  The only comment I would make on that in terms of the systems studies that we're talking about, you don't capture that in your systems studies.  So you're either on the program side or the system side.  You're going to be five years from now scratching your head, gee, why didn't you think of about capturing that data now.



MR. GAIS:  Yeah.



MS. LUCAS:  And you need it on both sides.



MR. GAIS:  Thank you.



MR. NATHAN:  Chris is going to fall out of his chair if I don't call him next.



MR. KING:  I want to respond -- Chris King, University of Texas.  I want to respond to David's comment and also inform my colleagues on the State Capacity Project, I think there is that shift that David commented on going on out there.  Even in Texas, which has been the fairly low investment state, our legislature is looking very seriously at putting more of the TANF kinds of funds and related things into working poor initiatives, and to looking at career progression, even though I think that it's a tough task even in this economy.  So I think that's something we're going to see a lot more of. 



The second comment, Dick got right up to mentioning it and didn't.  We are actually going to be piloting this summer -- we're working on it now -- a study of what's going on with the New York investment programs and the things around the margins of that.  Because that's one of those links, I think, where these other folks that you mentioned are going to be going to.  They're not all in the welfare system.  They're people needing help getting better jobs (inaudible). 



MR. NATHAN:  Chris has meant --



MR. KING:  We're doing that in three states this summer.



MR. NATHAN:  Chris has been a long-time participant in our research, and he is the -- we do this all the time -- the field researcher who's piloting a way to use our network in just the way you said.  And I did get right up to it, and then I didn't mention it.  I'm glad you got recognition. 



I saw a hand here, and then over here (indicating). 



MR. CYPHERS:  I'm Gary Cyphers of American Public Human Services Association.  I just want to go back to one of Irene's points.  



We did some front-line focus groups interviews in a number of states around another project.  And what came through very loud and clear very consistently was the tremendous excitement on the part of workers who have now been allowed, encouraged, required to take on perspectives and roles and responsibilities well beyond what they ever had to do.



A lot of frustration came with that.  And, depending on how those were structured, it could be more or less involved and really actively working with the case manager for that family.



But a great deal of excitement and a great deal of wanting to (inaudible) the message and the signals, and really being having recently been set free from the old very, very prescribed and limited roles.



So at least our views there were maybe some of them were optimistic (inaudible). 



MR. NATHAN:  You know, that's really interesting, 'cause I had the same impression.  I go out and talk to workers.  And I remember in Mississippi, of all places, the workers say, "I love this.  Now we can help people." 



But then what Irene tells me is, you know, "Be careful, Dick.  Don't get sucked into thinking that it's, you know, changed all that much."  The Department of Agriculture has a lot to do with this, by the way.




(Laughter.) 



MR. NATHAN:  Sheri, I saw a hand over here.



MS. STEISEL:  Sheri Steisel of the National Conference of State Legislatures.  And it's actually the last two points that I want to build on.  



First relating to the post-work supports, or post-TANF supports, some of the -- I would say half of the questions we're getting right now from legislatures who are still in session are about those sorts of supports, post-TANF education, vouchers for education combined with work, child care, transportation supports for non-TANF, or working.  



And I would say that that suggests to me that in the implementation phase, which would be sometime, let's say, January or beyond, or October and beyond, we're going to see a number of changes in the complexity of the state programs.  



And I will tell you that we've been surprised at the range of questions and, just to call on Chris, especially from states you wouldn't expect to have those kinds of conversations.  



So I think that's the first thing that I think is going to add another layer to all of this.  And some of them are demonstrations, some of them are post-regulations, where they wanted to see what the regulations would say, and now are feeling a sense that they can go forward and do this, especially in a separate state program kind of arrangement, or post-TANF.



The second point, on the compliance culture, I agree with Dick very strongly that one of the things that we have to remember, in a lot of these offices, they're still the same folks who have done Medicaid eligibility and are doing food stamp eligibility.  Those cultures haven't changed at all.



So it's very, I think, a tension for the workers.  Because, on one hand, they have tremendous flexibility and options, but yet if they mess up in Medicaid or in food stamps, there's the quality control sanctions potentially, and the same eligibility pressures and compliance pressures.  So I think that's what you're seeing.



MS. LURIE:  Right.  And I want to make it clear that there is a tremendous focus on work in these offices, but there is also still the concern about accuracy and compliance.  So it's not a switch from one goal to another; it's there are now two goals.  That's the real point that I'm trying to make.



MR. NATHAN:  I see a lot of hands, so this is great.  And I'm not sure I'm getting you in the right order, but I'll switch over to the other side of the room.  But I'll try to get everybody.  Yeah.



MS. HALL:  I'm Pat Hall from Florida, and I just want to pick up on a couple of things that was said around the room.  One is the gentleman that talked about the fact that so much of our workload is changing out there at the local level.  And I think there's a real danger in that with our legislators, because I don't think they understood that message.  



And, as researchers, we'd like for you to help us with that message, because all they see for the most part -- and this is not everywhere -- but, for the most part, they see caseloads coming down equals get rid of front-line workers.  They don't have enough work for people to do.



And still their workmanship is so much more to these other families who are coming in, the other jobs that need to be done and so forth.  And we'll wind up right back in the (inaudible) being overburdened case workers out here.  Because if they cut them, they still have that load of work to do.  We'll be not better off maybe, but worse off in some ways.



Another thing that I wanted to say, we were talking about the great flexibility that we have.  Florida's legislature was still in session for two weeks after the new regs came out.  And simultaneously with that, we had a visit from Olivia Golden and some other high-ranking members who came down and said, "Spend the money, spend the money, spend the money."  So we had two weeks to introduce a package of spend-the-money amendments before our legislature went out of session, and we did some really positive things. 



We did diversion programs for needy families out there, more in the mode of preventing welfare dependency.  We passed about six different program efforts along that line, everything from achievement for drug abuse and alcoholism, healthy families, a spend-the-money amendment that is just for nurturing families and children with home visits and so forth.  A teenage pregnancy diversion spend-the-money amendment that is a wide-sweeping effort at preventing teenage pregnancies and births that go beyond the welfare community.



So just get your thinking caps on.  Everybody at this conference has said "Think big," and I think that's the message that we really are going away with.  Because we are resource rich probably as we've never been before.  We've always been so stingy with the services because we never had any money.  



But now I think all of us have the opportunity to think big and to do big things.



MR. NATHAN:  Thank you.  I'll go over here, and then I'll go back over here (indicating). 



MR. RUBIN:  Leonard Rubin (inaudible).  Regarding workers and their attitudes in dealing with clients in the new system, a lot of them used to being the maintenance workers have had to become the case managers.  



In two reports that I know of, the second process study of the Child Assistance Program in New York (inaudible), and in an early report on MDRC in Connecticut, it was pretty clear that in some offices, the workers were very unhappy, were not functioning well, because they were not well-trained, their supervisors were not trained, and they had not (inaudible) taught how to do something.  They had not been taught how to break away from the inertias of the old system, which I think is an important factor to be included in process study research. 



The other point is really a question.  In my experience, when graduate students have been used as field workers, there have been some problems.  Because graduate students come and go.  You have a research assistant for a year that (inaudible) or they take up a TA shift, and you have to then train people anew.



I know that in the most extreme case, inexperienced field staff have been trained with (inaudible) to give commensurate and comparable reporting by being subject to a huge structured, intricate schedule.  One I know of took about eight hours, which is incredible for field staff to impose on the site.  And others use less formal methods.  



But it seems to me that there has been something of a (inaudible) in trained, experienced field staff, people who go and not just follow an interview form, but observe cogently and in a discerning way what goes on.



MR. NATHAN:  Irene, this is -- we talked about that a lot.  I don't know.  I'd want to ask Irene the same question.  So, Irene, make a comment.



MS. LURIE:  One thing I can say is that we hope to get this research done in a short period of time, and not have to deal with the problem of graduate students moving on.



MR. NATHAN:  Right.



MS. LURIE:  We've made some videotapes of worker/client interactions in one of the sites that's not in our study.  And we've used those both to develop our observation instrument, and we'll also use them to train the students. 



But I think we do have a challenge out there, there's no question, but it is critically important to look at the interactions.  Unless you look at it, you really can't say what is happening.



So we'll try it.  We'll do the best we can.  It is a challenge, but I think it's important. 



MR. NATHAN:  I see this as what Irene is doing is breaking new ground on the kind of studies that she and I and others in this room have worked on a long time.  I'm going to try to get as many people in the conversation as I can, then I'll come back to people who have comments or further questions.  Phil?



MR. PHIL KLEIN:  I'm Phil Klein from Wisconsin.  And there are just a couple of things I want to make observation about maybe what's happening in Wisconsin.  And one of those is who owns the case, whether it is the wealth, whether it is the eligibility agency or the worker agency communicating that and getting that information, and another is a problem of following TANF money across multiple agencies. 



And another thing is an observation with regard to Wisconsin, and that is the geography of the  caseload has changed substantially.  Prior to the  implementation of the Wisconsin W-2, the work program, about 50 to 54 percent of the caseload was in Milwaukee.  Now it's almost 85 percent.  So the issue becomes an urban -- a greater urban problem. 



Additionally, we have in Wisconsin in Milwaukee County alone six different agencies -- profit, non-profit -- for the work programs, but still the county agency doing the eligibility. 



MR. NATHAN:  Yeah.



MR. KLEIN:  So you have that unusual mix.  And people moving geographically and following that case and getting it into the right agency.  So these are some issues that workers deal with.  That's it.



MR. NATHAN:  And yet Phil, in his system, which he explained to the people in this Ways and Means Committee meeting, they can do a lot of this stuff.  But to hear him say that doesn't mean you've done everything you need to do, this is a very big challenge, in my opinion.  The person right here?



MS. BUTCHER:  Lola Butcher, Midwest Research Institute, in Kansas City, Missouri.  I'd be interested in hearing more about your comments about management information systems, and particularly as examples the states that have been able to develop case management information systems in which people are tracked not-for-profit and for-profit, and have those states get around confidentiality issues.



MR. NATHAN:  We're working very closely with GAO to present case studies, which we're doing jointly with them.  But, Tom, I'm going to ask you to make another additional comment, if you want, about MIS.  It's a critical area, and we're hard at it.  But there may be other things, Tom, you want to say.



MR. GAIS:  How they're actually dealing with the confidentiality issues between non-profits and for-profits is actually something we're looking at with GAO right now in research that hasn't been done.  But we're actually developing the instrument right now in what we -- there will be six states in the study.  Three of the states (unintelligible) will be involved in collecting information.  The other states, GAO will be handling.  And then we'll also be collecting some information from the rest of the 20 states.



What we asked in the first round of research was more limited, so I can't really answer on the confidentiality issue.  But we had a whole series of questions which we lay out to try to understand just what the capacity was of these state information systems.  What kinds of questions could they answer?  What kinds of questions could they not answer given their current capacity?



We also asked how were these systems structured?  Have they actually -- and are they linking their job systems with their eligibility systems?  Or do they have, as in most cases, unlinked child care, eligibility, jobs tracking, and all sorts of other systems which make it extremely difficult to collate that information across agencies?



So we have, however, looked in selected areas on this issue of privatization.  And some of the issues that come up -- we had, for example, a study in New Jersey on contracting for Social Services by the non-profit and for-profit sector by Richard Roper, one of our field research associates.  And though it was an initial qualitative study, he did find that that was one of the very big issues, that once you have these new reporting and informational requirements, that affects who you can contract with. 



And there's been a move to sort of urge the non-profit sector to consolidate and upgrade their capacity.  And Richard has some suggestions about that.



We will be looking again at some of these issues more in this new study that we'll be collaborating with on GAO.



MALE VOICE:  And New Jersey is one of those states, right? 



MR. GAIS:  Oh, and New Jersey is one of the states.  Actually, it's their pilot state.



MR. NATHAN:  Yeah, they're going out there now.



MR. GAIS:  Going out there this month.



MR. NATHAN:  With Richard Roper.  I see two hands.  The hand over here (indicating)? 



FEMALE VOICE:  I just wanted to say -- I think it's been several comments back, but Virginia did complete its implementation study, and it addresses many of those issues that you were talking about, workers and their response.  And LaDonna Pavetti was the primary researcher, and she'll be talk at noon.  And I put some copies on the resource table in case anybody wants to see what the report says.



MR. NATHAN:  Great.  We'd like to see it.  I think I saw another hand here (indicating).  Yeah?



MALE VOICE:  I'm Robert (inaudible) from Maximus.  (Inaudible) the study (inaudible) demonstration program.  And the concern I have about the direction of the research group is that they're focusing primarily on the impact of TANF on (inaudible).  Certainly that is an issue here with the (inaudible).  I think we need the look at how the message is spread out amongst other workers.  There's a tremendous amount of coordination between financial workers and employment (inaudible). 



The financial worker will (inaudible) orientations provide the message.  But then there can be an overview on that (inaudible).  So that there's a lot of coordination that's being done at the local level, so the burden does not fall upon the financial workers.  



The second thing is we're having some experience with (inaudible) that we're running into a lot of problems in the states with developing linkages between these systems.  And I think that a lot of money and effort is going to have to be given to developing the database capability to support workers like you're talking about.  I don't think that some of the states really tried to implement the 1988 Family Support Act, so (inaudible) 10 years behind in time.  So I think that this is a short-term fix.  This can take a long time.



MR. NATHAN:  Irene?



MS. LURIE:  I don't want people to go away from this saying the welfare agencies aren't emphasizing work.  There are specialized workers in some of the welfare agencies that do assessments, that deal with child care and transportation, other supportive services.  And they the welfare agencies are working very closely with other agencies, other work agencies, some of which are co-located in the welfare office.



The point I'm trying to make here is that the eligibility function hasn't disappeared.  It's still there, it still requires time, and it will crowd out -- that's the real point I'm making -- it will crowd out other functions.  The work function will get crowded out.  So that agencies are coping with this in a very smart way by assigning special workers to the work function and making sure that the client goes to those workers whose sole job is work, where that is the only thing they have to do, and it will get done for that reason.



MR. NATHAN:  I see a comment back here (indicating)? 



FEMALE VOICE:  (Inaudible.)



MR. NATHAN:  I think you better sort of walk up in the middle of the room, 'cause it's such a big room.



FEMALE VOICE:  Is this better?



MR. NATHAN:  Yeah.  That's better for me anyway.



FEMALE VOICE:  I can shout.  I have three boys.




(Laughter.) 



FEMALE VOICE:  What I wonder -- I have a question.  Do you know of any examples in which states, counties, or whatever the right agency is, was there actually trying to test a model that does define the eligibility and (inaudible). 



MR. NATHAN:  Tom and Irene both might comment.  



MALE VOICE:  (Inaudible) we were running a privatization model in (inaudible) County.  Maximus, as a matter of fact, is running their eligibility (inaudible). 



FEMALE VOICE:  What counties (inaudible)? 



MR. NATHAN:  Well, some counties in Ohio.



MR. GAIS:  Yeah.  And Ohio was developing -- they have not implemented it yet, however.



MALE VOICE:  We will be legislative next July with Human Services and Employment Services, the same agencies (inaudible). 



MR. GAIS:  Okay.  All right.



MR. NATHAN:  But the question, I think, is does it happen --



MR. GAIS:  Has it happened --



MR. NATHAN:  -- right in the --



MR. GAIS:  We didn't see it happen in any of the states that we looked at, that they actually were fully combined yet.



MR. NATHAN:  What about Wisconsin?



MR. GAIS:  Wisconsin was pretty --



MALE VOICE:  The same agency (inaudible).  And, in some counties, the worker does both things, but they're really still considered separate functions.



MR. NATHAN:  Okay.  So you're making Tom right here.  Chris, you wanted to comment on that?  Comments on the question?  Just on the question, not other questions.  That's cheating.



MR. KING:  This is an observation that I (inaudible).  It strikes me we've been watching this welfare orientation stuff for years and years and years.  If you've ever bought a house, you sit there in front of a stack of papers.  The title person sits there with you.  You go through all these things.  You finally throw up your hands and you say, "Look.  Do I really have to know all this?  Can't we just get to the signature part?"



I think what goes on in welfare offices is an awful lot like that.  We get 150 messages in about 45 minutes.  Could we both agree we'll just run through these and initial these papers?



So one of the things that I think all of the systems should be doing is thinking about how we communicate.  We never ask, "Did the message get there?"  We never test to see whether the message got through. 



I actually had a student about 10 years ago who wanted our human services agency to experiment with soap opera delivery.  Do some videos of the soap operas like they do in Mexico and other places, and we couldn't get it to move.  But it's something that we ought to think carefully about, because I think we just lose all that stuff in the process of getting the benefits (inaudible) even with the new emphasis (inaudible).  It's something to think about.



MR. NATHAN:  I hear Irene saying that it's not quite like that.  And, Irene, do you want to comment on what Chris said?



MS. LURIE:  I think Chris has it pretty right, that there are these forms.  And one of the things we're going to be doing is counting how many forms, how many times does a person have to sign?  How long does she have to look at the form?



I think it's like going to the hospital.  You know, you have to sign a release, and they can do anything to you they want.  You don't have any choice, really.



We've only been to three states.  I have to generalize about what we've seen.  That's what researchers try to -- you know, we are duty-bound to try to pull out of all this detail a single observation.  



So that's my observation, but I'm not saying this is at all universal.



MR. NATHAN:  Tom?  Comment?



MS. LURIE:  And Michael wants --



MR. NATHAN:  Mike?



MALE VOICE:  I just want to add that (inaudible) going to be that you're going to accomplish (inaudible) -- 



MS. LURIE:  Yes.



MALE VOICE:  -- (inaudible).



MR. NATHAN:  We have to particularly listen to him.  Back here and over here (indicating)? 



MALE VOICE:  I think Irene has it right in terms of meeting goals.  Meeting goals are not just structural and not just related to what agencies are doing.  Food stamps sends us a very different message than sends us.  Food stamps sends us the message that we really care about nutritional adequacy, we really care about the entitlement.  



But the rules that we live by focus on a totally different issue.  They focus on filling out the form right.  If we don't get the form signed, they will ding us for an audit (inaudible), even if the person was otherwise eligible. 



And it's the mixed message that forces us to hound working families for paperwork, pay stubs.  And they're not sitting at home waiting for us to call them to come into the office and sit there for two hours, so they vote with their feet.  Not withstanding the climb in caseloads due to the economy, the fact that we're dealing with more working people and fewer people on financial assistance means that there's going to be less of an uptake.  Because the focus of food stamp regulations focuses us to hound those folks, then they won't come there. 



Now, if they change the signal for us, if they start measuring us on how many people we enroll in the food stamp program and on nutritional adequacy, as opposed to this inane business of administrative trivia, then we'll change our behavior at that level.  But you've got to understand the macro signal as well as the micro behavior.



MS. WITTE:  Are the offices open other than working hours?



MALE VOICE:  Yes, they are.  But there's the whole business of they're working families.  They're busy.  They've got to have their weekends to take care of mowing the grass, cleaning the car --



MS. WITTE:  So they're open, say, from six at night till ten at night, and on Saturdays and Sundays?



MALE VOICE:  It varies by county.  There are extended hours, early morning, late evening, and on Saturdays.  But what is involved is the stigma of having the agency go to the employer and ask for pay stubs and such, and all that kind of stuff that they don't want to have to deal with. 



MR. NATHAN:  I saw a comment here (indicating), and try to get as many people into the conversation as I can.  Yeah.



FEMALE VOICE:  I'm from North Carolina, and I would invite anybody who would like to (inaudible) an experimentation in service delivery to come and spend some time in North Carolina.  I was a county administrator who built the TANF unit for folks who came from many different areas in the agencies who chose to form (inaudible).  I brought folks from child support disciplines, from the former job program, from eligibility.  They forged themselves into a union.  And then we had that one individual deliver both work and eligibility services to their family.  In particular, more emphasis on the forms don't come out of the drawers, and so you're forced to have a conversation with the family and find out what brought them there. 



You know, if you go from one county to another in North Carolina, you would observe something very different.  And there are some very unique things going on.



Our 18 elected counties who signed on our welfare program will start their implementation as we speak.  They are (inaudible) it out.  So it certainly presents an interesting arena for those kinds of case worker (inaudible). 



MS. WALKER:  I'm a little confused, because 

-- I'm from Illinois, and my name is B.J. Walker.  And I got somewhat confused by this division of the work from the intake.  And maybe (inaudible) what we're doing in Illinois.  But in Illinois, when you walk in the front door of a local office, you apply for benefits.  We have a federal policy.  We don't have diversions.  But we have a federal policy that does the assessment, and does the responsibility and service plan on that particular day.  And you come back for eligibility. 



And so we start off with sending you out the door the first day to look for work, because your main problem is lack of income.  And that lack of income throws you into a nutritional crisis, a medical crisis, and possibly other family crises.  And then you come back seven to ten days later for the eligibility interview.  



So I agree with your first premise that yes, there's some additive about this.  It's not so much we took away something that should be added on.  But I think it has a lot to do with where you added on.  And if you added on at the front door with the first footstep, and then you go to the eligibility, we're finding that that's a better way to put the work message in the minds of the eligibility or the intake worker, because that's the first message they give the person when they walk in the door.



So we've seen in some of our counties without a diversion policy as much as a 50 and 60 percent drop in our intake at TANF, because we are putting this message at the front door.



MR. NATHAN:  Let me ask you a question, and Irene can make a comment.  When I come into the front door, can I get food stamps and Medicaid?



MS. WALKER:  Yes.



MR. NATHAN:  Okay.  'Cause, otherwise, Rudy Giuliani will tell you that's a problem.  




(Laughter.) 



MS. WALKER:  (Inaudible) that day, and then you come back with all of the paternity stuff and all that (inaudible) your application (inaudible). 



MR. NATHAN:  Thank you.  Irene?



MS. LURIE:  Yes.  We were in Bibb County, Georgia, Macon, and there on the first day, you do talk to a representative from the Department of Labor.  You walk in the door.  You go through a screener who determines whether you're likely to be eligible for TANF.  If so, you go directly to a meeting with the Department of Labor and a case worker from the welfare agency who helps you get your child care organized.  



So that is an example of an up-front emphasis on work.  So we are seeing it, but that was one site out of nine that we visited.



MR. NATHAN:  Over here (indicating)?



MS. OLANDER:  I'm Carol Olander from Food and Nutrition Services (inaudible.)  I think social marketing theory approaches (inaudible) from all of us.  It's not necessarily easy (inaudible).  That is when anyone attempts to change a concept of behavior, which we are attempting to do in this case, you have to have more than one (inaudible) message.  It has to be an environmental change.  And that means it's not only important to reach the client, but to reach the -- all of the people who convey the message as well.  And you have to assess whether that's happened.  



Someone suggested earlier that we have to ask the client what messages they're hearing.  I would suggest (inaudible) the workers to make sure that they understand what messages (inaudible). 



The only other comment that I would make with respect to the (inaudible), and I'm sure it's very real, because there are no easy fixes, is that be careful what you ask for.  Immediate relief is sometimes just that, immediate, temporary, and you buy yourself bigger problems down the road.  Anytime you're distributing the taxpayer's dollar, there's going to also be an accountability (inaudible).  Help us figure out a way to provide that accountability in a more meaningful way (inaudible). 



MR. NATHAN:  Other people?  Or if you want to make another comment, or a second question, and then I'll ask Tom if you've got any concluding thoughts you want to say, because the time's just about up.  Did you have another point you wanted to make?



MALE VOICE:  Perhaps a trifle archaic, but is there any reason to believe that approaching a process study in a mainline program is going to be different from approaching a demonstration project?



MR. NATHAN:  Yes.  Tom.  I mean, I think that's -- I mean, that's -- you know, people think you're watching them, and they -- there's a lot more focus on them.  Tom, are there any things that you would just add?  We're just about up to the time we're supposed to stop.  And it's great to have so much good feedback and commentary.  The comments have been wonderfully helpful to us.  I speak for Tom and Irene and me.  But, Tom, if there are other things that you would say, then we'll stop.



MR. GAIS:  The only thing I would add, we did talk a lot about these -- what's happening is we're having this overlay of cultures locally.  But I think one of the interesting things that all this brings up is, and one of the emphases of some papers that I'm working on right now and that we will continue to emphasize in other pieces, is these new connections and relationships between the state and local agencies. It's not just -- just going back to the issue of information systems, one can always create new information systems that might meet the new TANF reporting requirements and some of the other -- and patch together some of the jobs and eligibility systems.  



But what's really interesting to us is whether, in fact, there are new relationships that are going into the design and implementation of these systems.  And I think that Ohio really is one that seems to be a state that is actually working with its counties in new ways.  And I think that the entire -- in a few states, there is a real renegotiation of the connections and relationships between central state agencies and either their own local offices or the counties or non-profits or for-profits.  That is one of the rather exciting elements of these new management systems.  Thank you.



MR. NATHAN:  Thank everybody for coming.  I think we're at the end of our time.




(Applause.) 




(Whereupon, at 12:00 p.m., the meeting was concluded.)
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