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MR. ROLSTON:  We have a team from the Urban Institute to present information on their major study Assessing the New Federalism, which, as you'll see, does not only look at welfare reform, but a variety of other issues in the health arena and others as to how New Federalism is progressing in the states.



We'll have three presenters, Sheila Zedlewski, who has been the director of Income Benefits Policy Center at the Urban Institute, since 1991.  Also will be Pamela Loprest, senior research associate and a labor economist, whose main area of research focuses on the low-income wage labor market.  And Stefanie Schmidt, who's a research associate and a labor economist, focused on childcare and youth employment.



So I'll turn it over to Sheila, who will --



MS. ZEDLEWSKI:  Thanks, Howard.  We're really pleased to have the opportunity this morning to speak to you all a little bit about our project.  First of all, let me say that we have two partners on our project, Child Trends and Westat.  Westat is the firm that is conducting our household survey.  The Institute’s Assessing the New Federalism, study is funded by numerous private foundations.



We've organized our presentation this morning into three parts, so we're going to go really quickly.  We thought you'd be much more interested in getting some of the findings than a dry update of what's going on and what we’ve done.  I get to do the dry update, but I'll focus mostly on what's new.  I hope a lot of you have heard about this study.  If not, I'll do a really quick run-through about what it's about.



After me, Pam Loprest is going to present her findings on welfare leavers.  How are they doing?  It is a national summary of people who've recently left welfare, and I think it provides a nice context for some of the state leaver studies.



Then our third part, Stefanie Schmidt will discuss her findings on child‑care arrangements of low‑income families. 



I'd also like to thank Sarah Brauner, who is down here helping us.  Sarah works on our New Federalism team in many areas.



Well, the goal of the New Federalism project is to monitor state policy choices and changes in family well-being, and to try to understand and document the relationship between the two.  As Howard said, our project is broad.  It covers income security, social services, and health care.  It's designed to understand devolution broadly and to understand how changes in one program might affect another.



You're all very aware that we think welfare reform has had significant effects on food stamp and Medicaid program participation.  We think it's really important that we understand the whole safety net and the changes that are under way and eventually hope to be able to say something about the effects on families, especially families with children.



The project has multiple methods.  First, we've conducted case studies in 13 states, to understand their income, social services, and health policies in depth.  Some of you in this room have helped us do that, opened the door for us to talk to state and local policy makers.



We have, as I said earlier, a household survey.  It's important to remember that it's in 13 states and in the nation.  We have just completed our first period of observation, 1996 through 1998, and we are now beginning phase two of the project, which is 1999 through 2001.  The project uses the idea of a pre-post design, although we don't really have a true baseline.  We have a period of just when welfare reform was beginning and then a follow‑up period when it has evolved more fully.



The project also includes many analytic studies, many of them focused on doing surveys of state policies for all 50 states.  And both the analytic studies and the case studies are designed to help us understand outcomes we see in the household survey.



Well, what are the 13 states?  I'll put this map up here.  The states, very quickly, are Alabama, California, Colorado, Florida, Massachusetts, Minnesota, Michigan, Mississippi, New Jersey, New York, Texas, Washington, and Wisconsin.



You might ask, "Why these states?"  We chose a broad range of states to represent a range of policies, politics, poverty, and geographic location, with the idea that different states are facing much different challenges and may have very different outcomes as a result of devolution.



Well, as mentioned, we have just finished our first round of data collection and numerous studies associated with that.  For example, we've completed 50-state surveys of states' method of financing, child welfare services and their policies towards immigrants.



We've just completed our second survey of general assistance programs in the states.  That's up on the Urban Institute web site, representing 1998.  It shows the changes from 1996 to 1998 that resulted from welfare reform.



We have 26 case study reports and highlights, covering, in depth, the safety net in the 13 states, broken out into an in-depth report on health and another one on income support and social services.



As I mentioned earlier, we've completed numerous analytic studies.  I put one out on the table here that Bell Sawhill mentioned on the first day of this conference on states' child support policies and whether they've been successful in increasing child support collections.



Also there's a new study by Sarah Brauner and Pam Loprest on what states' leaver studies tell us.  It's a nice short overview of those studies.  And you can pick that up on your way out as well.



Well, what we mostly want to focus on this morning is the National Survey of America's Families.  Round one.  This is by far the biggest component of our project.  Let me just tell you a couple quick things about the survey.



We have samples drawn in each of the 13 states and in the balance of the nation.  The first round was fielded between February and November of 1997, and the second round is currently underway.



We've over-sampled low-income households in each of these states, that is, families with incomes below 200 percent of poverty.



While it was primarily a telephone survey, with 45-minute interviews with each family, we also have an in-person component to capture those households without telephones.



Why did we do this survey?  I think some of you who attended the sessions yesterday on federal data understand that they provide wonderful data at the national level, but samples are fairly small for each of the states.



This next chart, if you can see the blue and the gray there, shows the sample sizes in the National Survey of America's Families for just the low-income households with children, in comparison to the CPS samples, the Current Population Survey, which most of us use to get an annual picture of income, poverty, and employment.



As you can see, in all states, with the exception of California, the NSAF samples are considerably larger.  Wisconsin's sample is even bigger, because we have a special sample of Milwaukee County, which is representative of that county alone. 



We hope some of the states are going to find the data useful, as well as other researchers and people at the Urban Institute.



Well, there's another special feature of the National Survey of America's Families -- I'll just put a quick overview up here on this slide -- and that is its content.  We tried to take a very broad look at families with children and issues around their well‑being.  It doesn't have just the usual economic characteristics and household composition, but health status, access and utilization.  Program participation is covered in full, along with education and training programs, child‑care arrangements and noncustodial parent contact, as well as many child well-being measures.



Now, what about the products, and why is it taking us so long to get things out?  This is a complicated business, as many of you know who are doing surveys in your own states.  I hope some of you have seen the Snapshots of America's Families.  These have been sent out to all the states.  I've left some grayscales out on the table.  The Snapshots show, by state, all the key well‑being indicators that are included in this survey.



One thing I forgot to show on this slide is that we have eight technical papers now available on the survey -- on response rates, its reliability, weighting, and so on.  These papers give you a sense of the quality of this survey, but they may also provide useful information for those of you who are designing your own surveys in the states.



Well, what's underway right now are policy studies, using the National Survey data.  We're looking, for example, at welfare leavers and stayers, food stamp program participation, who gets education and training services, child‑care arrangements' costs and income profiles across the states, and a number of issues in the health-care area.



And this lets me segue into Pam Loprest's presentation on families who left welfare:  Who are they, and how are they doing?



I forgot to say at the beginning, we're going to go through these three presentations, and then leave enough time for questions on any of them, if that's okay.



Thanks.



MS. LOPREST:  We're going to try and change gears a little bit here and give you some results from this study.  I'm going to go pretty fast, but if anyone has questions afterwards, I'm happy to answer.



Well, given large caseload declines in welfare, as we all know, there's a lot of concern about the people who are leaving.  How are they doing?  What's their economic situation?



This study takes a national perspective, to give some context to other of the state studies that are going on and to be able to fill in some pieces, since it's nationally representative.  The main addition, I think, of this study -- besides being national in scope -- is to put the results for leavers in some context, to be able to understand what do we expect and how do we interpret the results that we find for leavers?



What I'm looking at in this study are the same things that have been looked at in other studies, but broader than just employment, including employment, wages and earnings, receipt of other government benefits, and some of the economic struggles leavers are facing.  What I do is compare this group of leavers to a group of low-wage workers.  That allows us to understand employment rates -- are they high? are they low?  It gives us some context on how to interpret them.  I'll show those results here.



First, let me just say that the leavers I'm focusing on here are the people who left welfare between 1995 and 1997 and were not on welfare in 1997, which is the time that we're looking at their status.  This is the early period of TANF implementation, so we know that there are going to be changes in this cohort as time goes on.  And certainly we're going to re-look at this group in the second wave of NSAF that Sheila mentioned is going on right now.



The comparison group I'm going mainly to focus on here is families with children having income under 200 percent of poverty.  I asked myself:  What do we expect leavers to look like?  Where do we expect them to fit into the labor market when we talk about whether they're successfully transitioning?  I don't think we expect them to look like the average worker right away.



So I chose this group, although there are many groups that can be chosen, as a way of showing one group of low-wage workers with children and where leavers fit in.



The first thing I look at here is the reasons leavers leave.  These are self-reported reasons why they left the welfare roles.  And you can see that work is by far the largest reason.  Sixty-nine percent leave because of increased earnings or finding a new job or increased hours.  Other reasons are not nearly as important, although there are other reasons.  Administrative problems and hassles are reported by ten percent.



Now turning to employment rates.  Work is one of things we're most concerned with, I think, and most want to focus on.  Here I show employment rates for a number of different comparison groups.  For former recipients, sixty-one percent are working.  Fifty percent of low-income mothers with children are working.  Fifty‑four percent of low‑income mothers, if we use a slightly higher income cutoff, are working, and seventy‑four percent of all single parents, no income cutoff, are working.



What I take from this is that former recipients are working, at fairly high levels when you compare them to other low-income mothers.



But one of the things that's important to remember about the former recipient group is that fewer of them are married than these other groups.  A third of the former recipients are married or have an unmarried partner.  I include them together, whereas two-thirds of mothers under 200 percent of poverty have a spouse or partner.



So I want to look at what I call family employment rates, to see if there's an adult in the household who is working.  I think this is an important addition to just whether the mother herself is working.  And that's what I show here for those same groups.  You see that here 75 percent of former recipient families have a worker, either themselves or their spouse or unmarried partner.



When we look at the other groups that I've shown, the low-income mothers have slightly higher employment rates, 81 percent and 85 percent, but still I would say fairly similar.  The families under 200 percent of poverty are significantly different than the 75 percent.  But this gives us an idea of the overall employment picture, reliance on employment.



Then I want to look at the wages of these workers, to give some idea of whether the jobs are good or bad or how similar they are.  And I show here that the median wage for all of the former recipients is $6.61.  This is in 1997.  This chart shows that the wage of these workers, former recipients, is about the same as mothers, low‑income mothers, both at the median and at the 25th and 75th percentile.  So throughout the distribution former recipients' wages are about the same or higher than mothers in low-income families.  I also want to point out, though, that this wage is still fairly low, so they're fitting into the labor market at this place.  They look like these low-income mothers, and the wage is fairly low.  It's about the twentieth percentile of all hourly workers in the whole market.  So it's a low wage and similar to low-income mothers.



I also want to look at earnings to show -- because I talked about the family employment rate -- earnings for the family, to include the spouses' earnings as well.  And this is total monthly earnings of the former recipient and their spouse or unmarried partner.



You see here that again the monthly earnings for leavers and low-income mothers are fairly similar.  So that again former recipients are fitting in and looking a lot like this group of low‑income mothers, less than 200 percent of poverty.



If this median monthly earnings, we multiply by 12, translating it into an annual number, it would be about the poverty rate for a family of three.  But of course this is only earnings, not other income sources, and it doesn't include the EITC.  So we want to keep that in mind.  We also want to keep in mind that we don't know that there will be the same level of work effort across the whole year.  So it's not clear that that earnings level would be that high as well.



The next point I want to look is the receipt of government benefits by this group.  This is receipt of certain types of government benefits in the first three months after they left welfare.  And this is -- the question was asked exactly as the titles are here.  So you see that I would characterize this as a somewhat limited use of government help, maybe lower than we might have expected, but there are several possible reasons, and we're unable to separate them. 



One is whether they're no longer eligible, which means they have less need for those kinds of services.  Another is if they don't want the services, or there's a stigma about them or a hassle to get them. There are other reasons as well, that they don't want to continue their use of services, or that they don't know that they continue to be eligible for services.  And, of course, in specific cases such as childcare, they could be using childcare, just not using government assistance.



I also want to look at the important receipt of food stamps and Medicaid.  The next chart looks at receipt of these benefits in 1997.  So we're moving away from the first three months.



This shows receipt of food stamps, Medicaid coverage of the adult, and Medicaid coverage of the child.  Thirty-one percent receive food stamps.  A slightly higher percent, the adult has Medicaid coverage, and about half of them have a child with Medicaid coverage.  Again I think these are lower than we might have expected.



So the same points apply, that we don't know why benefit recipients at this level.  But the second point is, compared to other low-income families under 200 percent of poverty, keeping in mind that they had about the same earnings levels, we see much lower use of benefits.  So, former welfare recipients are making use of these benefits at a higher level than other low-income families.  And, of course, that could be due to differences in eligibility, knowledge, stigma as well.



The last thing I want to look at are some indicators of economic struggles we see in this survey, getting beyond just the earnings information and examining the self-reports of what kinds of problems might former recipients still be experiencing.  What we see here is a fair amount of continuing struggle amongst this group, in terms of food problems, cutting meals, not having enough food to last for the month, as well as inability or trouble paying bills, rent, utilities, et cetera.  Even with these earnings and with this use of government benefits, there are still some struggles.  At the same time, the struggles are slightly more frequent for this group than the other low-income mothers.  I think that's interesting, given they have similar earnings and are using benefits more.



Some hypotheses – why -- it could be that there's more tenuousness in the jobs of the former welfare recipients, in that they've held them less long or that they've been in the labor market less long.  Maybe they get less help because more of them are single parents, and that just makes things more difficult.  Or they just have less experience making due with their low level of earnings.



So in summary, I find that the majority of women who left welfare are working.  That's the biggest reason for leaving.  And a lot of women are working in 1997.  The wages and employment rates are similar to low-income mothers under 200 percent of poverty.  So they're fitting into the labor market at around that level, although we want to keep in mind that that level means fairly low wages.



Former recipients are making use of other government benefits, maybe at lower rates than were expected, although at higher levels than other low‑income families.  Former recipients still continue to face economic struggles at a higher rate than other low-income families as well.



So I conclude from this in a tentative early way that there are similarities many similarities between this group of former recipients entering the labor market and low-income working parents.  So, we may want to think about policies across this group.



On the other hand, there are still some differences.  And we want to keep that in mind, especially maybe finding out more about the economic struggles facing these families.



And I want to just end with a few caveats.  That this is the early period of reform.  That later groups of leavers could be in worse straits.  They could face more obstacles to work and have lower employment rates, and that would affect all of these results.  So we do want to look at the second round of NSAF and keep looking at these results.



Second, of course, that the labor market is fairly good, which is definitely affecting these results.  So we want to keep that in mind as well.



And I'll turn it over to Stefanie.



MS. SCHMIDT:  We've just spent the morning talking about childcare and welfare reform, so I don't need to remind this audience of the importance of the topic. 



This presentation addresses the question:  is how are working families on welfare and transitioning off of welfare arranging to care for their children?  Pam and other studies have shown us that a lot of women are leaving the welfare roles and entering the labor force.  And there's a question about how they're caring for their children.



Like Pam, I'm using the 1997 National Survey of America's Families to address this question.



The NSAF asks families about all of their childcare arrangements.  And I'm focusing this analysis on children under the age of five who have an employed parent.



The NSAF asks about all childcare arrangements.  We're only focusing on the primary arrangement, the one in which the child spent the most hours.



Here’s how we identified the primary child‑care arrangement.  I broke up the arrangements into four basic categories.



The first category is center-based care.  That includes Head Start, daycare centers, nursery schools, preschools, and pre-kindergartens.



The second is family childcare, which is non‑relative care that occurs inside the provider's home.  In the third category, we lump relatives and baby sitters together, because baby sitters are a relatively small share of the market.  Relative care can occur both inside or outside the child's home.  Non-relative care inside the child's home is referred to as baby sitter care.



Finally, is parent care, which we don’t ask about in the survey.  If the parent was working, but did not report any child‑care arrangement, the child was assumed to be cared for by the mother or the father while the parent was work.  And our data on parent care line up pretty closely with other surveys.  So we're fairly confident that we're actually capturing parent care with this category.



This pie chart gives a basic overview of what the childcare market looks like for all children under the age of five.  You see about one third of kids are in center‑based care.  About one quarter are in parent care.  And about one quarter are in relative care.  And the rest are distributed between family day-care homes and baby sitters.  Baby sitters are only about six percent of the market.



The next chart shows tremendous variation in childcare arrangements across states.  One of the nice features of the NSAF data is that it contains state-level information for 13 states.  Soon we will be releasing policy briefs about the cross-state differences.



This chart shows the variation in relative/baby sitter care across states.  I picked just one arrangement for the ease of displaying it.  New York has the most relative baby sitter care.  Minnesota, which has the lowest level of relative baby sitter care, has about half as much as New York State.  

The next chart shows how the childcare arrangements of low-income families differ by their attachment to the welfare system.



Like Pam, I have a group of former AFDC recipients, who have left welfare within the last two years.



I also have a group of current welfare recipients and a group of families with incomes less than 200 percent of poverty who never received cash assistance.



The point is that working poor families, or families not recently been attached to the welfare system, have lower use of center‑based care than other families.  They have lower use of center‑based care than families currently on welfare or formerly on welfare, and they also have a lower use of center‑based care than high-income families.



While at this point we can only speculate, we think there are several reasons why this could be the case.



First, low-income families never on welfare are often not eligible for childcare subsidies or they do not receive priority for child‑care subsidies.  We know that center-based care is often the most expensive form of childcare.  High-income families are often able to afford the high fees of center‑based care without subsidies.



In the next chart, we see a surprising result that the use of family childcare and relative care does not differ significantly among groups by welfare status.  Those currently on welfare or formerly on welfare use relative care and family child care at about the same rate as low-income families who have never been on welfare, or higher income families.



Now we can see where low-income families who have never been attached to the welfare system, make up the difference.  They use a lot more parent care.  There are more kids in these working poor families being cared for by mom or dad while the parent was at work.



We can see about 31 percent of kids in these low-income working poor families were cared for in parent care, which is a much higher share than people who have been attached to the welfare system.  And interestingly enough, this is true even when you take into account the differences in their marital status.



I want to quickly summarize the results.



We can see, first of all, that childcare arrangements differ widely across states.  And one of the nice features of the NCAF data is that we can see state-level difference in childcare arrangements for 13 states.



The second conclusion is that the working poor are the least likely to use center-based care and the most likely to use parental care in this national sample.  We think there are several possible reasons.  First, they're often not eligible for childcare subsidies.  Second, they are eligible, they are often given low priority relative to families who have been attached to the welfare system.  Finally, they might not be as knowledgeable about their eligibility for childcare assistance.  It might also have to do with their preferences for childcare, which is something we can't capture in these data.



Thank you.



MS. ZEDLEWSKI:  Thank you, Stefanie.  We'd like to now open it up to any questions you might have.



I wanted to say two things really quickly that I forgot to say.



The National Survey of America's Families involves about 44,000 families.  There's a data setup on line at the Urban Institute already -- it's what we call the "child file" -- that you can download and play with.  Those of you who live in the states where there's enough sample can look at all the child indicators and tabulate them in a variety of ways.  We will be releasing, in phases this year, the other data on adults and program participation.  We're putting the data out after they’re really well documented and easy to use.  



So Julie had a question.



MS. ISAACS:  I was just curious about the comparison group that Pam used.  And maybe you used the same one, Stefanie.  The families less than 200 percent of poverty.  Does that include those who are on TANF and include the former recipients, or did you take those out and use other families below 200 percent of poverty?



MS. LOPREST:  It does not include those who have been on welfare in the last two years or are currently on welfare.  So it is the non-recent welfare users' low-income mothers.



MS. ISAACS:  Is it the same for Stefanie?



MS. SCHMIDT:  Yes, it is the same group.



MS. ZEDLEWSKI:  Deanna?  Sure.



MS. SCHEXNAYDER:  Could you talk a little bit more about parental care and how parental care is possible in single-parent families?  Or are these a mixture of single-parent and two-parent families?



MS. SCHMIDT:  It is possible to be in parental care in single-parent families.



First of all, the father could be caring for the child.  Most of the time the respondent in the survey, the parent we're talking about, is the mother.  There are also a lot of women who care for their children while they are at their job.  For example, self-employed women often care for their children while they are working.  What we see most often in parent care is the dad caring for the child while the mom is working or vice versa.



MS. ZEDLEWSKI:  Yes?



VOICE:  Pam, in your chart about leavers reporting the reason they left welfare, where does sanctions fall in?  Does it fall under administrative problems and hassles or other --



MS. LOPREST:  Yes.  It does.  Since these are self-reported reasons, it's difficult to match them up to an exact administrative code of what would be called a sanction.  We try to get at it in a few different ways.  But sanctions are in the administrative problem hassle reason.  Included in that also is a very small percentage of people who reported hitting a time limit, even at this early time, which would have only been a very few people.



But it obviously picks up much broader reasons than sanctions as well.



MS. ZEDLEWSKI:  Yes?  Go ahead.



VOICE:  Pam, the charts that you have about indicators of economic struggles over the past year, there are some substantial percentage differences, but no indication as to whether they are significant.



MS. LOPREST:  That is a Mistake.



VOICE:  Are they significant or just small numbers?



MS. LOPREST:  They are significant.  We mistakenly left it off the chart.  



VOICE:  Will you be able to tell what happens to non-citizens?



MS. LOPREST:  That's a good question about even identification of non-citizens in this survey.  We do have an indication of foreign born.  And there is some information on that.  The question is one of sample sizes.



You don't have enough samples -- even in a large survey like this with a huge over sampling of under 200 percent of poverty, because welfare receipt and former welfare receipt is a small group.  And so I think it's very unlikely we'd be able to do anything with that group, it's so small.



MS. ZEDLEWSKI:  I just wanted to say also, there's a lot of work going on right now on measuring immigration and citizenship status on the NSAF.  We ask people their country of origin.  We will be coming out with a variety of papers on immigrants.  Pam said, for any single program, especially TANF, it's difficult to look at immigrant issues.  But you can look broadly across programs, for example, Medicaid, food stamps, and Supplemental Security Income.  We're focusing on the whole safety net for that group and how it's been changing.



VOICE:  In your summary of findings on chart -- or on slide 22, you say former recipients are facing greater economic struggles than other low-income mothers.  And I assume you're basing that on chart 22, which shows, in terms of a reported perception, they struggle more.  But in terms of income level, as reported earlier, and in terms of food stamp receipt, Medicaid receipt, center-based care, in fact, they have higher consumption of those benefits, which would seem to make them more advantaged relative to the working force.



So there seems to be contradictory evidence, and I'm not sure why the strong conclusion was made on one piece of it.



MS. LOPREST:  I agree with you.  It's probably terminology.  That finding is referring to these indicators of the self-reported struggles with food problems and rent problems.  But you're absolutely right, that in terms of the economic circumstances broadly, they look very similar.



So it is inconsistent.  That's why I tried to figure out some hypotheses for why this group, with very similar earnings, even higher use of government benefits, same or higher use, would still be reporting more of these kind of problems with food and with paying rent and moving in with other people.  And, you know, I mentioned some of those things.  That there are more single parents.  They are newer workers.  They just have less experience maybe making ends meet, living month to month.



VOICE:  I mean, maybe it would be more illuminating in the summary of findings to say something like, "There seems to be a contradiction between the perception and the other" 



MR. LOPREST:  Absolutely.



MS. ZEDLEWSKI:  Anybody else?



AUDIENCE:   (No response.)



MS. ZEDLEWSKI:  Well, if not, we thank you all very much for listening.  And if we can be helpful at all or provide any of the materials, please let us know or visit the Urban Institute's web site.



Thank you.



(Applause.)
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