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INDICATORS 4F CHILDREN'S WELL-BETNG :
FROM CONSTRUCT TO APPLICATION

MEETING OF THE PROJECT ON STATE-LEVEL CHILD OUTC4MES
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I. WELCOME AND OPENING REMARK S

Dr. Haward Ralston, Director, Office of Planning, Research, and Evaluation,
Ad~inistration for Children and Families, U .S. Department of Health and Human Se~-vice s

Dr. Rolstor~ began with an u~date on sta .te proposals to study the impacts af welfare pol icies and

programs . Rolston said that ACF funded nine 4u~ of nineteen Track 1 propo sals . ACF also
awarded twe~ty-four $25 ,000 planning grants under Traek 2 to develop proposals du~ in July .
Of the twelve states that are a part of the Project on 5tate-Leve~ Child Outcomes , half r~ceived
Track 1 granfis . The remauung states which applied e~der Track 1 or 2 rece ived plannixig grants .

Ralston noted that they received a broad set of proposals and wanted to give everyane a chance
to develop their propasals further . They would like to prvvic~ .e about $7 . 5 mill ion in funds to

support impact studies . For the nine Track 1 proposals , DHHS plans to spenc~ abQUt $S . 5

million . They hope that they can a~ward about $4 million more for Track 2 proposal s befare fihe
end of the ~iscal year. Rolston a.~sfl said that if a state did not receive funding for a Track 1

project, it should not regard the process as over hecause there is a substantia.l amount flf money

available far Track 2 proposals .

Rolston also noted that they will try to fund all states that submit strong propdsals on May 30
with either or both public ~nd private funds . States were asked to expar~d their samples of
children and to budget for in-home surveys because HHS believes that they can fund these
stud'€es with avaalable resources . The work that states have done toward developing the common
care of conshucts holds promise that this will be a powerful praject . Rolston stated that this has
been a fixemendously successful project so far, and that the work on indicators is as important as
the impact studies .

Dr. Martha Moorehoase, Senior Policy Analyst, Office of the Assistant Secretary far
Planning and Evaluation, U .S. Department of Health aad Human Services

Dr. Moorehause reviewed the project's framework and the definitivns of child impacts and
indicatars, particu~arly for attsndees who were less far~liliar with the project. Previaus meetings
have focused on measuring child impacts, defined as the differences between children in the
randomly assigned welfare reform policy group and the AFDC cvmparison group . Today's
rneeting focuses on child indicators, defned as measures of children's characteristics and
conditions that can be tracked over time or across graups .

Maorehouse nated a number of reasons that eh i ld indicators are important to deve~op in the
context ~f wel~are reform . Indicators can make a vital contribution when policy chax~ges occur

quiclcly or in multiple areas and a well-designed experiment cannot be fielded in time or with
adequate con#rols . In these circumstax~ces, indieators may serve as the only source of
inforzx~ation on the direction af changes for children, alfi ~hough indicators cannot directly assess

causai effects . Indicators data also can cornpiement tiie data from impact studies of welfare
reform by p~acing results in the context of broader social and economic trends . For child well-
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being , indicator dafia on broader trends in areas such as ch i ld poverty , rates of faster case
placement, ar high school completion can be important for interpre#ing an impact stud~'s resu~ts .
Using a set of indicators to track child well-being also is a way to look at how children 's needs
are getting met. Though children have not been highly visible in welfare reform d iscussions , the
well-being of children in these families is a serious concern, and significant public re sat3 .rces are
invested separately in children's services . Indicatars can help identify the addit ianal service
needs for ~liis populatia~ of children . One area in which indicators are becorning more famitiar
is in efforts to develop progratn performanee mea sures . However, Moorehouse no ted that it is
difficult to causally link indicators data on child well-being directly to program perfaraxia ~ nce .

ASPE is interested in encouraging states to consider using both ac~ministrative and survey data
sources for indicator rnrork. Each type of data has its strengths and limitations . The work that
many states are doing already to link administrative data sets is creating a powerFul resource for
producing state-level child indicators and monitoring trends for children over time, and we'd like
to help states take advantage of this opporhtnity .

Nioorehouse stressed that impact and indicator approaches are not m~tually exclusive . These
approaches can be usee~ to good advantage in comhinat ion. Going beyond today 's meeting , this
is an importai~t time far states to build a portfolio of research and eva ,luation initiatives us ing
different me#hods and data sources to provide short- and Iong-term information on children's
well-being at the state and local level . States ha.ve new needs and responsibilities for znonitorzng
children's well being and also for assessing haw childreri are faring in relation to state
innovations in palicies and services . As an example, a stat~ ' s portfolio might include some ar all
of the following : an augmentation af a national survey sample to vbtain comparable state-level
data on ehild indicators now available only nationally, ather child indicator s de~eloped from
ad.ministrative daira , child indica.tors deveioped from a state-based survey assess ing areas of
special priority, and aisa experimenta .l or non-experimental evaluations of specif c programs
us ing a core of common child measures which provide crosswalks with other data on children' s
well being.

The goal for today's meeting is to discuss productive uses of indicator data , to focus on haw to
re~ort data , nat j~st on the best way to collect or link it, and to examine some of the difficutt
technical issues , especially in the quality of administrative data . The credibility and integrity of
the data are pararnount . VJorking toward a comman core of indicators that have camparability
across states is also irnportant . However, today's starting point is for each state tQ facus on
ind.icators of interest a .nd work an measuring these indicators well .

Aun Rosewater, Deputy Assistant Secretary, Human Services Paliey, U.S. Department of
Health ~nd Human Serv~ces

Ms. Rosewater aclcnowledged the hard work af alI of the project participants and said that this
project has been a produetive collaboration acrass states, the federa~ govez~nmen# and other
partners. For many years, the federal govemment has been monitoring and tracking the well-
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being of children awer time . The Office of the Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation
(ASPE} has used indicators to monitor the outcomes of existing policies and the need for new
policy efforts . At the present time, ASPE is sponsoring three major indicators prajects . Each
project will produce an axulual report that will address the well-being of children at #he national
level . Each report will also vary in the scope of ~hild well-being that it covers, the style of
presentation, and the audience for the report . Rosewater expressed her hope that in each case, the
rep~rts that will be produced will help states consider how to move forward with indicators that
are consistent, credible, and ha .ve integrity .

The first report will be the 1997 edition of Trends i~a the WelI-being ofAme~ica's Children and
Youth, a backgraund source r3ocument for tl~ase c€~nducting children's poIicy wark . This report,
first published in May 1996, will include about 70 indicators . These are produced regularly by
fedezal statistical agencies, although not on the same schedule . The production of this report
repxesents the first time that the federal government agencies have brought together a select
group of indicatars . The 1996 re~aort is available on ASPE's web site, as vvill be the new edition .

T~ie second report that will be released is America's Chfldren : Key fndicators of We1Z-being .
Rosewater descrihed an executive order that the President issued in the past week which
established a Federal interagency farum on child and family statistics. This report, designed to
appeal to a broader audience, will present 25 indicators selected by the interagency fonun . In
selecting the set af key indicatars, the fonim consulted with a broad group of people to detertnine
which indicatars would be most usefiil ta describe the well-being of children . Rosewater said
that these key indicators can be tracked over time, and she hoped that this report can be used as a
madel by states . 5he also asked states to push the Federal government to develop additional
indicators . This report will be released to the pubiic at the end of July .

The third pro~ect tl~at Rosewater described is a requirement of a 1994 statute initiated by Senator
Daniel Moyniha.r~. The project is studying which statistics, if collected on a regular basis, could
be most usefiil in tracking dependence on means tested cash assistance and non-cash assjstance
programs . The project produced an interim valume with 60 indicators . ASPE is requirad to
produce an annual volume which will inciude a set of indicators that will facus on welfare
dependence and the wetl-being of children and adults . Finally, Rosewater welcomed input an the
selectian of indicatars far these projects . They are eager for input on which indicators do na~
provide enough inforrnation and which on~s should perhaps be dropped .

Dr. Kristin Moore, President, Child Trends, Inc .

Dr. Moore noted that the praject partic ipants have been making excellent progress in desigx~i.~ng
their impact studies . These studies will produce importa .nt infoc~nation on how d iffering
approaches will affect children and families . While praceeding with their impact studies , s~ate
representatives have been asking what more they will get by collecting indicators data . Moore
noted that there are severai ways in which indicators data . can be useful . ~irst, indicators data,
unlike impact studies which capture outcomes at a point in tirne , can present a picture of ho w
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children are faring over time . In addition, information can be collected vn all children in a state .
States can also track trends in entry into the welfare system . Far example, if new pvlicies
discourage entry inta the welfare system, states can determine thrvugh indicators data if this is
actually occurring .

Moore used the example of au imagina~y state called "Inyminriegandia" tv illustrate h~w
indicators data can be used . She pxesented three hypotheticai scenarios fram 1996 to 2405 for
four indicators : the welfare caseload ; the nan~narital birth rate ; the poverty rate for all children ;
and the foster care caseload. Tn t~e first scenario ~see Scenario 1 in Appendix, page 24), if states
are only trackiug welfare easeloads, ane can see fhat the welfare easeloads have decreased .
Howe~er, state policy makers taracking a broader array of child and family indicators will see that
nanrnarital birth rates have stayed high, poverty rates have not changed, and the faster care
caselaad has stayed about the same .

These additional data suggest a less optimistic pictuxe then one based solely on caseload data . In
the secand scenaria (see Scenario 2 in Appendix), the welfare caseload has declined , although
not as dramatically as in Figure 1 . The nonmaratal b irth rate initially has risen sornewhat
dramatically, and then declined after five or six years . The child poverty rate has increased but
then decl ined, and ~ae foster care caselpad k~as risen slig~tly before it slightly declined . In this
scenario , the magnitude of im.provement varies across indicators . In the third scenario (see
Scenario 3 in Appendix), the welfa~re caselaad has declined substantially and continuously .
There was a slight upward bl ip in the non ~xnarital birth rate and in the foster care caselaad, and
then they declined considerably . Finally , the child poverty ra.fe declined gradually at first , and
then substan~.ally .

In a11 three scenarios, the welfare caseload declined over time. However, the ather indieators
varied in ~ the ir trends over t ime, and these suggest very different forecasts for chi ld well-being.
MQare concluded that, as wonderful as impact data are for studying the impl ications of welfare
re~anm, indicators data can significantly enhance our understanding of children in a particular
state over time .

II. STATE PRESENTATIONS

Mnderators : Dr. Matt Stagner and Dr . Martha Moorehouse, Office vf the Assistant
Secretary for Planning and Evaluation, U .S. Department of Health and Human Services

The twe~~e participant states selected a representative or representatives who described , in a brief
presentation , the indicators efforts that are unt~ .erway ar are planned in their stat~ .
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Sess ion 1 State Presentat 'rons

1. 4shi Ruel~s, Califnrni a

Ms. Ruelas first provided an update on Galifornia' s child irnpact study plans . She said that they
have been working wi#.~ various agencies an~ have found seve"ral data bases with information
about child well-being that they can use . They have learned that WIC collects infortnation on
language c~evelopment and takes measurements of children 's heads, arms and Iegs . In addition,
the Preventive Health Care agency ha.s data on services that pregnant women receive, as well as
complications during thei~ pregr~ancies and birth outcomes (low birth weight , developmental
disabil ities, APGAR scores and services t1~at children receive} . However , the data are available
only for those ehildren born at risk . The Child Health and Disabiliiy Progra ,m callecis data on
service~ ehildren with disabilities receive in their F 'irst two years of ~ife . By the end o~ th~ month ,
California will have infoz ~matian frorn sevexal different agencies about data that they callect on a
regu~ar basis.

With regard to Califarnia's efforts tv link acl ~miraistrative data, t.he University of Ca.~ifornia at
Berkeley has been creat ing the Califomia Chi ldren 's Services Archive . Their goal is to lirik
AFDC , foster care, juveni le justice, and educat ian data . Some cia .ta, such as live birth recards,
incarceratia~s and parole , foster care placement information , adaptions , death records , special
education d.isabil ities and placernent infarmation, are already in the arc~ive . UC Berkeley plans
to add data on child abuse and neglect, probation, neighborhood and com T nunity indicators ,
emplayment, education , mental health data and medical recards over the ne~t five years . Their
long-term goal is to add educatian data from the local school districts .

2. Stan Sells and Lynn Brant, Ohi o

Mr. Sells described a proposal tEtat Ohio has submitted to the state legislature to target three
domains: prevention, self-sufficiency attainment and labor market retention . They are proposing
to prevent and divert families from going on public assistance and to track indicators that would
measure these efforts. Proposed indicators include: the aut-of-wedlock pregnancy rate, the
paternity establishrnent rate, child suppor~ collections and diversions . For ihose already on
assistance, ~hio plans to track work activity participation, the job placement rate, TANF benefit
costs, educationai attainrnent, duration of services, the percentage of child care rEquests and the
quality of services . They also p~an to track several it~dicators of labor market retentian . Ohia
also plans to track several indicatars related to child protection including chilc~ abuse and neglect
reports, incid~nce and dz.rrration of out-of-home placements, and lengxh of time fhat children wait
un~il they are adopted .

Se11s also described the governor's Family and Children First ~nihative, This initiative was
designed to assure that children are healthi~r by the year 20~d as rneasured by the number of low
income women receiving prenatal care, the number of drug free births, immunizations, and t~e
percent of eli~ible children in Head Start and other preschool prograrns . An additional goat o f
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the initiative is to imp~ove family stability by reducing the nw ~nber of children experiencing

multiple out-of-hame placements . 4hio also has several programs which are targeted toward
reducing the teen pregnancy rate . The state ' s LEAP program has collected data. since the late

1980's . The state 's LearnFare praject tracks TANF families and excessive absenteeism from

schaol . LEAP is state wide but LearnFaxe is in a l imited nurt~ber of count ies . Through these

initiatives , Ohi4 will h.ave data on a number of participants .

Mr. Brant discussed Ohio's Data Warehouse Project. He noted #hat hurnan services agencies
are being asked questions now that they had not even thought about ten years ago . They are

often i~a the posi~ion of nat having data or not having access to data to ansvver these quest ions .

Or, when data e~sts, it is not collected in a way that lends itse~f to straightforward analyses . In

additian, there is a lack of linkages across data systems . For example, it would be difficult to
deternnine whether parents of a child in fihe fostez care system are receiving TANF . Thus, Ohio
has embarked on a data warehouse project to address these problems . They intend for it to serve
as an overarching structure to link systems and to "drill down to tlje most granular level" within

each data . system. This will a.liow Ohio to loak at fam i lies and children in a holistie way . Once

ifi is completed, the Qhio Data Warehouse will be ane of the largest in the country . They dv not

ye# kanow how many direct users wi11 be able to access the data . base. Brant nuted that they antend

to make the data accessible to as wide an audience as possible over t ime .

3. David Murphey, Ve~nont

Mr. Murphey noted that Ver~nont has had a head start an the developrnent of indicators because
of the leadexship of its Agency of Human Services Secretary, who understands and ~alues data .

Vermont has develop~d two tracks . The f~rst is c~esigned ta exami~e, at a state-wide ~eve2, 50

indicatars of soeial well-being . Half of these are focused on children . The indicators cover

everything from prenatal care to youth emplayment. Indicatars are tracked over time and against

the U.S. average, and are ranked wi#h the other sta~es. Verznont does sorne international

comparisons as well . Their annual report is now in its fifth year and is available on the World

Wide Web. The second track is designed to exaxriine indicators at a more locallevel . A planning

graup has identified nine outcomes for children and fa .milies . Examples include tl~e following :
families, youth and citizens are part of their ~o~nmunity's planning, decision making and
evaluation; pregnant women and newbo~s thrive; and infants and children thrive . Community
pxofiles on the indicators are produced at the state and caunty level, and at 59 schaol supervisory
union levels .

Murphey also presenied a"wish list" for Verrnont to support their wark on indicators :

• better automated linking of various state data systems ;

• more timely data, especially in the area af healt~ outcomes ;
• more reliable substate pap~xlation estimates for co~nputing rates ;

• more indicatars, in particular for the outcomes "Children are Ready far Schaol," and
"Childz~en Succeed in Schoot ; "

• znore indicators tha~ focus on strengths ar assets of children and youth ; and
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• more and better indicators of community characteristics impacting on children .

Session 2 ~tate Presentat ions , continued

1 . Judith Erikson , I~diana

Ms. Erikson, the Research Director for the Indiana Youth Institute, said that her arganization is
t1~e "end user" of data. It takes what is prvduced by state and federal agencies and puts it into a
farm that people providing services and writing prvposals can use . Her organizatzon has worked
hard to develop positi~e indicatvrs of youth development because mast existing indicators do not
rneasure positive development. The Indiana Youth Institute's "wish list" would focus on
improving the development of indicators in this area . The Institute is also the Kids Count
~.ffiliate for the state of Indiana. Using the nafiianal composite rank for each of the 50 states and
t.he District of Columbia, Indiana found that they were rated around 32nd in the nation . They
have gradually worked up to around 2~th in i 996 . Erikson stated that people use Kids Count
Indicators because they go into more depth (for example, iow birth weight by age of mather) .
With the county tevel data system available through Kids Caunt, they can cornpare various
locales rx~itbin their state .

The Indiana Youth Institute also helped dsvelap the Svcial Assets and Vulnerabil ity Index

(SAVI) . SAVI provides visual infarmation about a particular ind icatar . Far example , SAVI can
portray where welfare recipients live , where juvenile arrests oecur , etc . It cannot prov ide
infortnation about in~.ividuals but can determine whether in certain Census tracts, sorne things
are more or less likely to occur. SAVI allaws service providers and advocates to detez ~mine how
many boosts or community strengths it might take to raise a healthy child . A serious flaw with
SAVI is that they do not have any positive indicators . Far instance , they wou~d like to include
high school graduates , not just drop outs . Users ofdata want asset-focused as well as deficit-
focused indicators . They also want the information in the smallest possibie unit , so that they can
aggregate it later .

2 . .Iim Murkette and Ron Lucas, Cvnnecticu t

At the present time, Connecticut is in ~he process of conducting an inventory of what
administrative data relative to child well-being are available within the state . They have faund
that a lat of the information that they were looking for is already avai~lable but is difficult to
access . Mr. Murkettc nated that information systems are changing and need to be approached
frQm a policy perspective . For example, policies should determine what type of data should be
collectEd . The Connecticut welfare agency daes not track non-mari#al pregnancies so they
approached the health departtnent and asked wha.t type of data are collected on birth cert ificates .
All of the agencies that they have approached have accammodated their needs . They have also
truncated their computer data systems .
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Murkette described the report that the Connecticut Commission on Chi ldren released in 1993
called Goals and Benehma~ks far 2000 and Beyond . He said , however, that the indicators that
were included in this repart were all negative . Th~ Connecticut Assaciation far Human Services

and an. independent nonprofit research group have estabiished some benchmarks such as child
poverty and iow birth weight . Connecticut is also in the process of developing performance
measures such as high school completion, child abuse , and child immunization which they may

collect as part of the JOBS F irst program. They know what families are using services , and they
have informatiQn about family forma~ion and household structure, reparts on abuse and neglect

and other infarrnation about fam ilies in the program. Connecticut has been bringing tagether
prograininers and those working with data to traxzsforrn their camputer systems . Through the

process of elirnination, they wi ll came up with a more delimited set of indicators and impacts .
Mr. Lucas said that Cvnnecticut 's "wish list" would include a data warehouse .

3 . Chuck Johnson , Minz~esota

Mr. Jv~nson discussed Minnesota's welfare reform plans, how they plan to track outcames of
welfare refvrm, and haw they will link this work to indicators projects . The Minnesota state
legislature just passed a welfare refarm bil~, and ]ahnson noted that there w~.ll be an
overwhelming amouzit of wark over the ne~ six months in order to implernent tlus bill . Johnson
said that Minnesota has been think~ng abuut how they want to track this new legislation and how
cluld outeomes fit into their pla~s . Minnesota is developing a data warehouse, whieh as
originally conceived, was focused on producing data from individual systems, not on linking
systems. Data. systems were set up to support the operation of programs, rather than for

reparting . Johnson noted that they aze not near the point of integrating da.ta across departments,
though there are several exciting pla~as far new data systems being discussed . Develapment of a
new sacial services system vvill he3p track child welfare information statewide . In the past, mast

child welfare data were housed at the localleve~ . Minnesata is developing a new system for
tracking child support that will be ~nore user friendly . Their top priorities are to give the Federal
government the type of data that they need, while at the same time ensuring that their programs
are operating efficiently. Minr~esota has also been dealing with how to use the~r Quality Control
staff to produce useful informati~n for tracking progress . For example, Johnson said that they
can Iearn hundreds of different things about a particular fa.mily. The challenge is to build a data
system so that caunties and state level officials can receive accountabiliry infarmation .

4. Pat Hall, Florida

Ms. Hall provided an averview of vvhat stage Florida is in with regard to implementing welfar~
reform. MDRC bas recently publish~d a report that pravides results on welfare reform pilot

stud ies in Florida. The results from the pilot stud ies have been translated into state-wide
programs. The pilot exper imental group has become fhe normal state-wide proga~n . Hall said
thafi her office is asked frequently for information about welfa .re refarrn . She nated that Flarida is

one of the first states in which people are reaching time iimits . The dire outcomes for these
fam i lies that many people expected have not n~aterialized . Of 79 families which reached the
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time li~its, only three have needed out-of-home placements for their children. Also, she noted
that they do not yet understand how people receiving assistance are using child care . Hali also
said that Florida has not used as much of its child care funding as it anticipated it would .

Hail noted that Florida is ahead of many of the other states in implementing welfare reform . Its
state plan vvas submitted in September and #he plan was impleniented state-wide by October 1 ,

199b . They ha~ ve done a phenomenal amount of work to accomplish this . There has been a great
deal of change in hovu welfare is administered . Fiorida has a quasi-governmental citizen grc~up
that is largely coxnposed of business entities . They will be caord inating all state agency

~unctians for weifare reform . The citizen group merges the efforts of the warkforce activities .
The data systems staff fn Floricla are trying to Iink data systems toget~ .er so that they wi ll have al]
of the information tl~at they need ab4ut families as they move off of the welfare roles . Hall said

that they have }~eople "dropping offthe weifare roles in droves ," perhaps 5,OD0 and 6,C100 peop~e .
However, Florida does not cornpletely understand why this is happening so fast . She also noted
that are ~ewer new cases beca ►~se af the time l im.its . Hall said tliat they have been meeting with
researck~ers at Florida State University and have shared a~l of the prior meeting mater ials with
them. T~ese researchers are going #o be conducting a search of the literature and a review of data
bases to find out what data agencies in Florida . are already eollecting .

S . Dave Gruene~afelder and Alan Whittaker, Illinois

Illinois has made the decision to develop some type of child indicator system . After tY~e first two
nationallevel mee~ings, Mr. Gruenenfeider said that they brought t~e ideas about indicators
back to the state and everyone liked them , ~hough tliey acknowledged that this was not
necessarily an ea~y decision. By producing indicators of child well-being , the state might be
~aced with its awn bad news . Many of the indicators axe framed negatively , and when one
selects measures, these might be things that drive poiicies in the state for many years . However,
Gruenenfelder noted that they do want to know the reasorts why problems are occurring and how
to fix thexn. Illix~ois would like to be more proactive in selecting indicators . For example, they
should be clear and readily understanaable, they should be av~.ilable at the local level, artd they
should inciude both posit ive and negative aspects of child well-being . Illinois has been thinking
about what kin .ds of indicators they would like to colleet and how they can frame them as "goals
for children ." Examples include: children should be healthy ; children should have success in
sahool; and youth should he work-ready .

Mr. Whittaker said that Illinois is al~out to undergo a reorganization of hurnan services . Three
entire agencies and parts af three others will be merged #agether . The governor's office and a
task force af state and community representatives examined issues around hu~nan services, which
forced everyone to re-triink the missian of human services. Everyone agreed that hutnan services
need ta have a s~rong community focus . Cvmmunity partnerships will be increasingly impot-~ar~t
in the future and data will need to be able to infarm communiiy-le~el decisions . In addition,
there will be a swiitch from data about processes to data on autcomes . Services will also be
provided in a holistiG way . Those invalved in the reorganization process also agreed that Illinoi s
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aneeds a broader sense of what people need and what kind of services they are re~eiving . State
agencies have been examining tiieir own data . and trying to identify useful indieators . A~ the
present tirne, everyone realizes that the data are fragmented . Chapin Ha11 has done a lot of work
in support of Illinois' child impacts study . They ha~ve thoroughly catalogued the administrative
data available far the state, which will be ~xsefiil far the developrnent of indicators . Chapin Hall
is also warlcing on linking data froin varia~xs sources by conducting a probabilistic matching of
data across multiple pragrams .

Session 3 State Presen#atians, conhnued

1. Carol Baron, Virgini a

Ms. Baron said that when she frst came ta the Vixgin ia Departnnent of Sacial Services (DS5}, it
was very diffieult to get data. ~f someone at DSS wanted to da researeh, they would have had to
get in line as a ma.infra~ne user . Data ~les were often developed for progr~ management or
fiscal ptuposes , rather than far analyses . At the present t ime, however, DSS cvllects data in
several different areas on a regular, state-wide basis . These include : AFDCITANF historicai
~rogram dafia ; AFDC/TANF I~storical demographic data ; cumulative ernploynnent services data ;
cumulative child day care data ; cumulative closedfdeniedldelete data ; aud standard random
moment sample rlata . DSS also plans ta add historica~ service program data .

As soon as Virginia rec~ived its I I 15 waiver, they identified several soi .~rces of existing data to
use for their research sample. T~ese data included: ci~mulativ~ AFDC (TANF} payment history
data; cumulative food stamp payment history data; cumulative VE Wage history data ;
cumulative Medicaid service history data; and cwnulative child support payment history data .
They plan to add live birth and immux►ization recoxds data for their research sample . 'T7~e data
are currently on ~he mainframe conr~puter and one is extracted and put on PCS on a regular basis .
Five or six different software programs can be used to analyze the data . DSS is working on
designing the data files so that they are useful for a braad variety vf groups . In addition, people
who are mandatory for Virginia's work program are identified on the data file . This allows
caseworkers to know in advance the requirements for each client . DSS is also warking on
building profiles of recipients regarc~ing their patterns of assistance . Clients are identified by both
a case number and a client identificatian number. Depending on the question for which the file is
used, either identi~ication number car~ be used in analyses .

2. Marge Reinhart, Oregon

Ms. Reinhart discussed Oregon's Perforrnanc~ Measurement Developx~a.ent System . Oregon
Shznes II.• Benchrraarks is a state-wide effort to focus on the measurernent af autcomes. These
include child we~l-being indieators sueh as immunization, medical care, child eare availability,
and school achievement . Reinhart said that they are continuing to wark an developing good
indicators far child readiness for schoot . A quarterly pexformarace update tracks the Adult and
Fa~nily Services Division's current p~rformance indicators . There is a description a f
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perf~rmance measures within the agency including definitians and a sampie of haw the
information is disseminated . Re inhart noted that partnerships are necessary ta create
performanc~ measures, indicators and outcomes . Wi.thin their own agency, they da not develop

any standards until they speak w ith other agencies such as J4BS, schools , health agencies , staff

and clients . As a state , they are loo~.i.zig at the expan sian af performance measures of child well-

being beyond their own ageney . There was a state-wide meeting wh ich included a discussion
about indicators , measures , inputs and outputs . People outside of ~he state go~ernment are alsa

involved. They will soon begin the prvicess of jointly agreeing upon measures . Reinhart stressed

that cross-ageacy development has been critical because they do not always have c~nsistent data .
Different agencies use ciifferent de€ 'initions and different terminologies .

Oregon is developing measures and m.anagement information tools arvund retention . They want
to ~earn what the factors are that enable clients to stay aff of assistance . They also want to find

out what cons#itutes qual ity child care, the availability of cl~ild care and medical coverage, and

how adults and chi ldren are involved in juvenile court proceedings . Oregon has just started to

thi~k about creating a data warehouse. They rely more on administrative data ., rather than
surveys , because they are more cast e~cient . They recognize the imperfeetions in administrative

da#a and are using t .~is as a starting pQint to imprvve their data systems . Reinhart noted that

Oregon has the same "wish list" as Vermont and the other states .

3 . Deb Bingaman , Iowa

Ms. Bingaman said that Iowa has come a long way in their welfare reform research efforts since

1993 . They plan to conduct an evaluation and have asked the state iegislature to appropriate
fi~nds for this work. At #he present time, Iowa has the follawing administrative data collected on
a quarterly basis since 1993 linked to its impact study : welfare case c~a .ta; child support ;
Medicaid; wage fiie ; and welfare individual recipient data ~demographic data) . They alsa have
the following administrative data linl~ed to ~IP ~Iawa°s welfare program) recipients : welfare case

daxa; child support case data; I]ES wage file; and welfare recipient data . For their Limited
Ben~fit Plan (LBP) study, Iowa has : Welfare case data; survey data; a LBP master file (LBP

data, reasan for assignment, Social Security nuc~ber, case number); and welfaxe recipient data
(demographic data) linked fio their sample .

Io~va is pro~osing to link survey and administrative data far its Child Outcomes Study and plans
to have the following ir~fvrmation for #he research sarnple : child suppart; Medicaid; family and

child services data (e .g ., foster care) ; wages file ; welfare case data; survey data ; and a child abuse
registry. Bingaman stated that Iowa has the same data "wish list" as the other states .

4. Steve Smucker and Susan Wright, Michigan

Mr. Smucker reported on the data sources that the Miclugan Fanuly Independance Agency has

available to tb.em far their researc~ . Data that are c~ .urently ava i labte include : a client

infon~.ation system (Comprehensive Eligibility progra~n) ; wage reparting ; vital statistics ;
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protective services data; childr.en's services ; Census data . from pris~ns from the Departnnent of

Corrections ; and Michigan state police arrests and incarceratian . The Family Independence
Agency (FZA) is currently considering several other sources of data . including: a~ongitudinal

data base careated from the client informatian system; geacoding; Census data; information on
licenses from the Secretary of State ; and fishing license records frflm t1~e Department of Natw ral

Resources .

With regard to their data warehouse, Michigan is hoping to have #he data produced on a regular
basis so that all information can be dynamically linked . Smucker said that the Miclaigan state
police have devised a method using fislung licenses, Social 5ecurity number, and date of birth to
create an identifier for an individual . The state police clairn ta have a 90% matching rate . The
FIA pravides the state police vv~th certain infartnation and then they retLUn it vv~th additi~nal
infarmation about the identification of individuals . Analysts are currently dev~laping Internet
applications that can be tied directly into thE data warehouse . This raises questions af
conf'identiality, though there is not yet a state-wide poliey concerning access to data .

The FIA has conducted several analyses with the data in order to answer same questions . For
example, what sorts of stressors do people who are sanction~d under TANF experience? The
FIA found that there was 50% more contact with pratective services than for a randon~ sample af
regular, non-TANF recipients . However, when they analyzed the longitudinal da~a, they found
that ~ontact with ~rotective services was 50% ten years ago. They concluded that families whic~
are sanctioned are distressed i~ general .

Ms. V~'right discussed an annual report of Michigan's Critical Health I~dicato ars . This report
spans several human services agencies in M ichigan including the FIA, the Department vf

Education, and Coznz~nunity Health . The repart contains 33 indicators of well-being of state

residents. Tt links local and state initiatives to improve the health af i#s res idents, and has served
as a prototype for s i rn.i lar efforts at the lacal level. The audience ranges from the general public

to state and loeal governments . The report uses lay terms, with little technical jargon . Wright

said that it is readily understandable, compels action, and is of general concern to the publie .
There are six categories of health indicators in the first report . These include : s~rvival ; health

risks ; disease ; causes of death; the health care system; and brvader determinants of health . A
clear definition of each indicator is provided in order to permit replication . Racial, gender and
age comparisons are provided whenever possible . They also present data ov~r time and at the

state level . They use a three-year average for county level indicators, however, because of the
sma11 population in tl3e rural counties. The second annual report wi11 be released saon aa~d wi. ll

include a smaller set of indicators that are linlced to strategies ta improve health in the state and
to fiinding streams .

5. Camments from the Moderators for Sessions 1 through 3

Dr. Martha Monrehouse commen#ed that most states have been considering administrative data
when developing indicators . However, survey data will allvw states to mave beyvnd the servic e
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population. Data collected from surveys may also a .ll~w states to Iook at rnore positive indicators

of chi~d well-being . Service-based data. are often negative because they reflect the need for

ser~ices .

Dr. Matt Stagner autlined several themes that were apparent acrass the state presentations .

Firs~, he sa.id that across all the states , they are asking new questians of otd data . This brings to

mind the irnage of a cansignment shop rather than a data warehouse . The secand issue is one of

comparisons . There are two types of comparisans--over time and across geographic ar~a s .

States are struggling to create historical time trends , but also to look at smaJler geographical units

within and across states . This struggle raises questions about collecting and reporting the data .

Third, Sta.gner said that sta .tes have found that it is important to follow coharts from birth in order

to disentangle polic ies from other factors . States are also dealing w ith the questiaz~ of vsrhen

service receipt is an autcome and when it is not . It is challenging to rneasure outcomes , and i t is

important to think through these challenges . Administrative data systenns have the measurement

of vutcomes as ~heir goal . However, the people who need to thinlc about goals and outco tnas

have been diverted by major issues , such as policy char►ges and reorgatz ization . Stagner also

noted that in the presentations , people did not talk much about d issemina~ion and audiences for

indicators wark and Gommented that state representatives did nat discuss partnerships in great

detail .

Session 4 Presentations fram the E~perts
Moderatar: Dr. Kristin Moore, Child Trends, Inc .

1. Dr. Brett Brown, Child Tre~ nds, Inc.
Social Indicators and Public Policy in the Age of Deuolutio n

Dr. Brown describzd a nested topology of uses for social indicators develaped by Dr . Tom

Corbett and liimself. Thi.s topnlogy identifies five uses for soc ial indicators : Description;

monitoring ; goals-sett ing ; accountahi lity ; and evaluativn. Indicatars as descrfptors produce

knowledge and can be adopted for pol icy-related purpases . Brown mentioned a number of
ongoing efforts to develop better measures ineluding the National Educat ional Goals Panel and

the Behavior Risk Fa~tors Surveillance System. Indicators can also be used for monitorircg

purposes related to social action . For example , they can be used to identi~y needs and p~an

programs . With regard to goats-setting, indicatars can be used to track prog aress taward specific

goals . The goals can be brpad and general , or spec ific . Same examples include . ~Iealthy People

2000 and Oregon Benchmarks. Fourth are indieators that aze used for accountabddaty purposes ;

such indicators track pragress toward goals with consequences attached to them (sanctions for
failure, rewards for success , or both} . Gausal links are assumed betw~en a pol icy or prograrn and

an outcome (for exarnple , non.-marital birtl~s under TANF) .

Finally, indicators can be used for evaluairan . In this use of indicators, one is attempting to
determine scientifically which policies are e~Fective or destructive and why . A~tions and

outcomes are linked . Brown described a specific type of evaluation, theory-driven evaluation ,
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whieh is designed to evaluate comprehensive community initiatives with rnultiple targets and
rnultiple outcomes of interest. The approach one takes depends on the develapment of an

explicit model . Each ele~nent of programmatic chan~e is linlced causally . Theories o~ehange

which underlie the model are hypothesized to 6e iinked to other outcomes .

Brown out~ined several technical and palitical issues involv~d in developing a solid data system
for tracking child well-being :

• Data availability .
He noted that some states have developed their own surveys and are eacploring ways to design

and link data systems.
• Measur~ment quality .
• Training .
He pointed out that social indicators are tools and users need training in order to use the tools
responsibly .
• Politics .
Challenges increase when going from the least to the rnost poli#ically sensitive uses of social
indicators .

2. Bill O 'Hare, The Annie E. Casey Foundation

Lessons Leat~r~ed from Kids Coun t

Mr. O'Hare first described the Assessing tb .e New Pederalism project be ing conducted by The

Urban Institute axxd Child Trends, Ir~c . There are three major da~a components to this prQject :

An intensive survey of low-income families wit~ c~aildren in 13 states : Massachusetts,

New Jersey, New York, Alabama, Florida, Mississippi, Wisconsin, Michigan, Texas,
Colorado, California, Minnesota, and Washington.

A 50-state database which is avai~able on The Urban Institute's Web site
~http:/lrvww.urban.org) . Data are available in a comparahle format across a11 states .

In-depth case studies of state poLicies and practices .

O'Hare then provided an overview of the Kids Counfi effort that the Annie E . Casey ~'oundation

sponsars. The first nativnal Kids Count report was publ islaed in 1990 and was an attempt to raise

the public's awazeness about the well-being of children. The Annie E . Casey Foundation
provides four-year $400,OQ0 grants ta the state-level Kids Count programs and arganizations .

The Founda#ion has spent more than $30 million over the last seven years on Kids Count, wh ich
does not refleet the total cost of the project since many state Kids Count prajects also receive
maney from o'ther sources . Often, partnerships are created across several organizat ions and each

Kids Count project of~en involves more than one partner .
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Below are observations about the Kids Gount project that O'Hare autlined :

• There are a tot of data available at the national level that are nat availahle at the state
level. Similarly, there are data availah~e a~ the state Ievel that are no~ available at the
county level .

• As ane goes from #he national, ta the state, to the substate {e .g., county) level, the burden
af informa~ian shifts from surveys to adrninistrative data . This has severa.l i~nplications .
Data may be available fram Federal surveys, but it cannot be available at the state-level .
This leads to a reliance on administrative data which generaily tends ta be focused on
soxne sort of problem .

• With most adlninistrative data hases, one will only have infarmativn an the children in
the system. For example, if welfare caseloads go up, states wi .ll not know whether there
are more needy children, or if more needy children are getting help from the system .

• There are two different models by which groups attack the problem of reporting on chiid
well-being. The first madel involves developing a"laundry list" or "vciish list" of what is
important to measure by involving all sorts of people from multiple arganizations . In

reality, only a few of tl~ese iterns are actExally measured . The second model involves
finding out what data are available and then determin~ix~g what one wants to learn from
th.at data. The second rnodel is the one that was more successful for Kids Count grantees .

• A sustained effort has been critical to the success of Kids Caunt . The.first Kids Count

xeport was planned as a"one shot" wa.ll chart. Naw, I~ids Coun.t is published on an

annua~ basis .
• There have been a lot of techno~ogical and logistical challenges in producing Kids Caunt

reports . Same of these challenges have been easier to handle than others . Getti~g diverse
orga~nizations ta work with each other can be difficult . Developing publia-private
partz~earships with agencies outside of the government is also challenging .

• I# is impartat~t to develop a communications and diss~minatian glan. 4nce the report is
conr~piled, people need to determine how it will be disseminated and how it might af'fect
pra~rams . A general rule of thumb that O'Hare uses for grantees is that one-third of the
grant should be used for data collection, one-third should be used fox analysis an d
writing, and one-#hird should be used fflr dissemination .

• In order to collect the best data., a team composed of representatives from a variery of
orgatuzations should be developed .

• Once an organization produces credible data, #hey often have caredibility regarding
policies and prograrns. However, these things are not n.eeessarily connected to each

~ther .
• Focusing on data. and indicators is a very useful way tv bring groups together . The Kids

Count Crrantees have braught people together from a variety oFperspectives, such as
health, education and the business community .
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3. Christopher Botskn, Child Trends, Inc .
Same Federal Data Resourees

Mr. Batsko f~rst described a report that Child Trends , Inc. produced for the A .~anie E. Casey

~oundation . The report describes several federal . data systems from which state -level estimates

can be produced . Botsko noted thafi with regard to survey data , it is diffi~ult to get gaad sta .te
estimates because of fin~nciat constraints . T1ie Natianal. Survey of America' s Faaa ilies, a
privately funded survey , is expensive , camplex , and very staff and time intensive to conduct .

Botska described several Federai data sources by topica! area that are available to states and that
can produce good state or local measures of cluld we11-being :

• P4pulatiop
Decennial Censu s
C€,urent Population Survey

• Healt~
Vital Statistics syste~n
National Ixnrriuni~ation Survey
Behav~or Risk Factor Surveys
STD Surveillance System

• Education
Com~non Core of Data
Schools and Staffmg Survey

• Crime
Unifonm Crime Reports

Botsko also noted that there are Federal data sources available for some states :

• Population
American Housing Survey

• Health
Youth Risk Behavior Survey
Pregnancy Risk Assessment Monitoring System
National Health Interview Suxvey

• Educatian
National Assessment of Educational Progress

• Crime
National Crime Victrmization Survey

Botsko presented poverty estimates as an example v~how a Federal government organization is
using natianal level data to produce state and county level estimates . The Bureau of the Ce~sus
is using the Current Population Survey and data from income ta~c returns to create povert y
estimates at the state and county level . Botsko noted that the 1993 figures are a work in progress
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and the Census will be producing new estimates every twa years . Congress has al .sa requested
that the Census produce poverty estimates at the school disfirict level , but the Census Bureau

currently doubts that it can provide gaod estimates because of an inabil ity to ma#ch tax reeords to

school districts .

Botsko also presented information about the An~erican Community Survey (ACS) . The goals af

the ACS are :
• To update the Census lang form profile of communities thraughout the decade .

* To provide annual data to help in evaluating prag~ams affecting local communities .

• To replace the 2010 Census long form.

• To provide benefits for other Federal statistical programs .

There will be yearly ACS estimates for alI places or groups of b5,000 persons . For all places or

groups of 50,000-250,0~4 persons there will be estimates every two years . For places or groups
less than 15,000 including small towns, townships, block groups or Census tracts, estimates will
be averaged over five yeazs . The number of years that will be averaged varies fram 2 to 4 years
for places and groups between 1 S,OOQ and 55,000. Once the ACS is up and running for 5 years,
updates will be produced annually for aI1 places and groups by revising tlie estimates b y

including data from tlae znost recent year .

The estirnates and the methodalogy for developing thern are consta .ntly changin~ . This summary
is a revision to the tall~ that was given and reflects the latest informat ion that was avai lable in

June of 1997. The ACS is subject to shifting budget privrities, but batr ing deep budget cuts it

shvuid be a good resource for indicators projects and poliey planning . Botska said that the ACS

does have some limits for the study of child well-be ing . For instance, there are no data on

children's health or emotional adjus~ment .

4 . Dr. Susan Hauau, 4ffce of the Assistant Secretary for Planning & Evaluation,

U.S. DHHS
SLAITS: New Opportunities for getting state-based estimates in a federal surve y

Dr. Hauan sai~d that the primary goal of the State and Local Axea Integrated Telephone Survey
(SLAITS) is to develop a nationa~ capac ity to generate h igh quality data at the state level that

will zneet the needs of DHHS and the states . SLAITS is a survey, but really rnare of a

"mecb.anism" by which several surveys are combined together. A questionnaire for a pilot study

which eflntaiz~ a pool of potential questions has been designed. These include : questions from

the 1996 redes igned Natianal Health Interview Survey (NHTS) (family , adult and child core

q~estions} ; questians fram the Survey of Income and Pragram Participation on ch ild well-being

and child care; child care questions from the Nafiional Househotd Education Suxvey ; child well-
being questions from the National Survey of America's ~am ilies ; employment and pragram

questions from the Current Population Survey and the Su .rvey af Paragram Dynam ics ; and
standard sociodemagraphic questions ineluding age, sex, race /ethnicity, education, and family

incame.
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The first madule of the survey, from the NHIS, focuses on health insurance coverage, health
sta.tus, access to care, util i2a.tion of seivices, and program participation questions. The second
module is comp~ised of the child outcomes quest ions (see Table 1 in Appendix for overview} .
Intervening mechanisms that are measured in the survey are provided in Table 2 in the Appendix .

A feasibility study is beir ig conducted in four to five sites where " they will be testing sampling
mechanisms, the reliability of state es#imates and adjustments for non-telephane households . In
May, the pilot study will field just the health modtile in two sta .tes {Iowa and Wash~ngton). In
the fal~, two or three more sites will be added . The welfare rnodule with the extended welfare
and child well-being ques# ions wi11 be fielded iz~ at least two of these sites . Dr. Hauan mentioned
tha~ they plan to do same sort of oversampling in order to have more children, particularly low-
xncome children, in the sarn~le .

The initial wave offihe study is federally funded, but ASPE views future study efForts as a
part~lership with interested sta .tes. After ihe pilot wark is completed, they will n~ed to deveiop a
cost-sharing mechanism that wi ll vary depending vn customizatian and over-sampling needs .
Dr. Hauan said that the tentative plan is that the Federal government will provide start-up costs,
partial funding to a11ow cornparisons, and tech ~n.ical assistance. The cost for the partnership is
estimated to be between $50,400 and $70,000 .

5. Dr. Robert Goerge, Chapin Hal l Ceater for Children, University of Chicago
Working with Administrative Data

Dr. Goerge described Chapin Hall's role in reviewi.ng and organizing the availabte
administrative data bases in #he state of Illino is. As part of the reorganizat ion Qf Illinois' data
systems, Chapin Hall considered the entire populatiqn of individuals who would be served ~y a
variety of agencies (including Medicaid, child welfare, Food Stamps, and A~DC) as if they were
served by one agency . A total of 1 ,871,000 people, representing 16% of a11 Illinois residents,
received services. In addition, Chapin Hall exa3nined the data by age of recipient, and learned
that the De~artments of Public Aicl, Public Health and Child and Farnily Services primarily serve
young children . Children ages 0 to 17 constitute 50°fo of all peapie who have contact wi#h the
systern, representing approximately 30°l0 of all childr~n in Illinois .

~ver a one and a half ~onth periad , Chap in Hal.l link~d administrative records for over 4 . 5
~nillion pe4ple over a five-period (from 1991 to 1996) . Goerge said that the idea #hat one cannot
e~mine the entire papulation with administrative data are incorreet. He noted that
administrative data can be used in several ways . Tl~ese include :
• Using multiple data. bases including t~ and birth data . to exanune a broad population.
• Condueting an administrative census in order to get information on the pQpulation .
• Us in~ administrative data to improve est ixnates of various populafiion indicators .

Goerge stressed that linkage is important not just across d .ata bases , but also within data . sets . He
also said that ther~ is no such th ing as a"unique" ident~fier which can be used #o link an
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individual's recards from multiple data bases . Finally, Goerge said that in order tv create a data
warehouse, ~ne needs data processors with ar~ awareness of how the data is being used .

6. Cfln Hogan, Agency of Human Services, Vermon# ForgingAhead

Mr. Hogan began his presentation by comment ing that he spent some time in the business

world, where he real ized that indicators are the funda~nental currency of progress . In order to

know whether child well-being indicators are getting better, one needs to collect Yustorical trend

data.. Hogan also nated that government agencies at ali le~els are known for constructing non-

comparable data sets . It is important for Vermont to compare itseif to other states and countries
to know how it is doing on certain indicators. For example, Verm.ont's teen birth rate compares
favarably to the U~ited States as a whole . However, Vermant's teen b irth rate does not seem

that low wl~en it is cornpared to Sw itzerland's.

Hogan called indieators "mirrors" to show how a local area is doing . He described th.e city af

Barre which ha .d child abuse rates that were tl~zee times ihose af the county and state . The city

also had unmanageable del inquency and teen pregnancy rat~s . Vdhen the city was given these

data, they were not happy with how things were ga ing . They are selecting two or thre e

indicators and developing a plan to change them . Hogan said that indicators can becorne

interactive . They work together, in that change in ane indicator leads to change in other s .

~Nhen people are given salid, posit ive goals, agencies beca~ne mobilized . Indicator progress

gives the public eanfidence that the government knows what it is doing. Positive goals are things

t-hat the public caan relate to . Hogan said that indicators open the daflr to the business comrnunity .

Good indica#ars aare assets, whereas negative indicators are l iabilities . F ive years of develop ing

indicators in Vernaont has started to pay off. The indicators are working in the right directivn .

For example, the state governmen# is collaborating w ith local governments that are motivated to

take actian because of indicators . (The full text of Mr. Hogan's prepaxed remarks is included an

page 27 in the Appendix . }

7. Linda Kohl, Minnesota Planning Spreading the Word: Dissemination of Indicators

Ms. Koh! described the Minnesota Milestones reports praduced by Minnesota. P~anning . The

repart development process began by asking approximately 10,000 people fro~n a wide variefiy of
deparhnents and groups what they want the state to look like in 10, 20 and 30 years and how they
would want ta measure these gaals . They were not as concerned rvith comparing Minnesota with
tl~e rest of the United States, but rather to measure Minnesota's progress on certain indicators .

The first Minnesota Milestones report was publis~►ed in 1992, and two updates have been

produced, one in 1994 and one in 1996 . There are fuli and abbreviated versions of each repQrt.

They have deveioped 20 broad goa.ls and 79 indicators . Kohl said tha# they tried to produce
indicators for several areas of interest, but leamed that the da.ta weare not available . They ended

up producing their own Crime Victimization Survey to answer som~e of th~ir questians .
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Another praduct that Minnesota Planning has created is the Children's Services Report Card.
The Report Ca~rd is an on-line database that is available on the Worid Wide VVeb. The user can
click on a specific county within Minnesota and obtain informafiion on 2I indicators, including
indicators of child well-being .

Minnesota Planning has made extensive efforts to disseminate the Minnesota Milestones reports
and the results have been trernendous and positive . For exarnple, newspaper repflrters have
started to ask county directors questions about what is going on in their county .

Koh~ said that at the present time , tl~e Minnesata. Milestones gvals are not linl~ed to specific

programs , nor are they l inked to funding decisions . They have begun to think about how sazz~e o£

the goals can be li .nked to progratns and how they can be developed to use for fund "z ng decisions .

8. Dr. Tum Corbett, Institute for Resesrch an Poverty, University of Wiscpnsi n

Using Indieators to E `vaCuate Welfare Refarm: Results from a Discussian o,f'State Welfare

Administrators

Dr. Corl~ett described devotutian and the emerging policy world as a period of great volatility .

He noted that s ~tates wiillikely see two effects . The first, a price effecfi , wi ll mean that the states

will have to pay for the fu11 cost of de~olu~ ion "at the margin." Thus, they will need to make
wise choices about allocating their funds . The second effect is one of technology . Corbett sa .i d

~.hat the lacus of control will move from Washington and the state capitals down to lawer le ~els

af government . As the decision making moves dov sm to the county and even subcounty level,

better performance ind icatars will becoxr~e even more important in order to ma .intain some level

of accountability . Corbett stressed that it is important to develop cr itical indicators that can be

measured using acceptable techniques . Indicators become increasingly importaxnt beeau se it is
harder to conduct an "old style" evaluation through experimental design.s .

Corbett described the VVelfare Peer Assistance Neiwork or WELPAN, one af several strategies
that have been proposed to respond to the new federalism (see Table 3 in Appendix) . WELPAN
is a consortiur~ . o~weifare afficials from seven Midwestern states that l~ .ave held regulaz r z~eetings

to ~iseuss the new policy world. The participants decided that the first two issues that they
needed to address were defining success and changing the culture of the welfaxe agency .

V~IELPAN members das~ussed important doma .ins and constructs to measure in order to assess
ti~e effeets of welfa .re reform . They created a l ist of primary and secondary domains and decided
which domains were mvre and less important. A draft dacument outlining these domains has
been produced and serves as a consensus document on whera these states are heading .

WELPAN members also discussed the attributes of the emerg ing pol icy rvorld, as campared fia
the old policy world . These appear in Table 4 in the Appendix . Corbett said that the specific
choices that the WELPAN mernhers have made may be less important than the dialogue that
prod~,ced these choices . There ~re things that staxes wil~ not da in isola~ion, but they may be
willing to cansider them when they work together with colleagues in other states .
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Corbett a~so said that it is one tlung ta warehouse da.ta and select indicators , but rt is another

thing to use indicators wisely . Data can be misused and it wiil take a lot of discussion before

e~eryone can. effectively and judiciously use what is an emerging technology.

Concluding Remarks
Dr . Howard I2o lxton , A~F , U.S. DHHS and Ann Segal, ASPE, U.S. DHHS

Dr. Rolston closed the mee~ing by stressing the importance af the work that the states are

conductir►g. He also said that ACF would #ry to find a way to fund these indicators studies, in

addition to the child impacts stu.dies. Ms. Segal said that ASPE will continue to support

indicators effor~s in the states . She mentioned an upcoming ~ndicators conference in 3une at the
Joint Poverty Center a~ Narthwestern University, one vf the efFarts that ASPE is supporting .
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Table 1 : STATE AND LOCAL AREA INTEGRATED TE~EPHONE SURVEY {SLAITS)
CHILD OUTC4ME CONSTRUCT AREAS

HealthlPhys ical Cognitivel Sociall Emotianal Physical
Development Achievement Development _ Environmen t

General Health . Stafius School Enrollment Mental Health Neighborhoo d
(NHIS) (SIPP) (NHIS) environment/

safety (SIPP)

Height and Weight Highest Grade Sports Tearn s
(SIPP) Completed (SIPP)

{NHIS, SIPF)

Gifted Student Lessons (Outs ide of

Programs School)
~SIPP} (SIPP)

Repaated Any Grades Glubs or
or Held Back Organizatians After
(SIPP} Schaol

(SIPP)

Suspended o r
Expelled
(SIPP )

Schaol Coniacted
Parent abaut Problem
(NHES)

Key to 5urvey Acronyms :

SIPP: Survey of ~ncome and Program Participation

NHIS: National Health Interview Survey

NFS : New Federal ism Survey

NHES: National Ho usehold Education Survey

FCS: Food and Consumer Services
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Table 2: STATE AND L~CAL AREA INTEGRATED TELEPHONE SURVEY (SI .AI'I'S}
INTERVENING MECHANISMS

Inco~e/ E~ployment Stability! Health Care Child Care Responsible Stress Mother' s
Econamic Turbulenee Access Parenting Psychologica l

Stability Well-being

Income Employment Changes in Access to Type of Child Visits to Parental Mental Health /

{SIPP, NHIS) Status {S~PP} ~hild Care Medical Care Care Lsbrary, Aggra~+atiot~ Depressio n

(NHES, SIPP) (NI-IIS) (S~PP} Family Outings Measure (NFS) (NHIS )

{N[~S, SIPP)

Program Hours and Changes in Hea.lth Cost of Care Rules abaut

Participation - Weeks of Living Insurance (SIPP) TV
AFDCITANF, Employment Arrangements Cnverage (SIPP)
SSI, Medieaid, (SIPP) (SIPP, NFS) (NHIS)
Food Stamps
(SIPP, NFS ,
SP'D }

Food Shift Workl Changes in Amount of Reading to
Insecuriry Regular Hours School Tirtte in Care Children
(FCS} (SIPP) (SIPP~ (SIPP} (SIPP}

When Last Self Care
Wocked (NFS) (SIPP)

Key to Survey Acronyms :

SIFP: Survey of Income and Progsam Participation
NHIS: National Healtt~ Interview Survey
NFS : New ~ederalism Survey
NHES: National Household Education Survey
FCS: Food and Consumer Services
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THE IMPORTANCE QF INDICATORS AND WHAT THEY CAN DO
Presentation by Cornelius D. Hagan, Secretary,

Vermont Agency of Human Services
Apri128,199 7

Traeking indicators and outcaines should be at tY~e center of all af aur worlc, and yet, it i s one of

the things, that government at all levels, has not done well . And T believe because we have not

done that wor~C well , we ha.ve handed the crucial agenda of the well being oF aur people to others .

At this cruc ial time, we need to be at the center of the agenda of improving the well-being of

children and families .

First, I need tv make the comment that ~ spent ~leven years in a taugh business envirantrient,
including a successfui Chapter 11 experience . And if you ever wa.nted to understand the
importance vf indicators, in that environment, without indicators that adequately describe the

direction of the enterprise, yau will not succeed. And those years outside of goveznment drove
me to make indicators the centerpiece of the wortc that we do at Human Services and beyond in

Vermont .

Let's review for a~ninute same of the fundamen .tal reasons why using indicators to guide aur

vvork is important if not essential .

The tell ou ere ou've been where ou are and can 'de ou to where

vQU need ~4 be

It is so elementary s imple a concept that we often forget how ta apply this kind of thinking .
Taking stock is a normal and important part of the human enterprise whether it be £amily, work,

or community . And knowing the trend line, a ,re we getting better or worse over time, is one af the

most fundamentally straightforward quest ions that we all need to be able to answer . It is the

ultimate accountability . I am taken baclc to ane of the political speeches President 12eagan made
during the election carnpaign against Catter when he asked the basic quest ion, "Are we better off

or worse off today than we were four yea .rs ago." The fundamental response of the publ ic to that

basic qu.estion was astounding, and in many ~r rays shows the power of that kind of thinking .

Indica r can h 1 us un~erstand how we are doi red ta others

Knawing how we compare to others is a .n important part of the indicator process . Gove~ment

agencies and organizations are famous for creating non~comparable data . One of the critenia that

I try to use is to use data that can be campared, not only to other states, either ind ividually or as a

nation or region , but in certa.i n cases comparable to interriational data. For exampl~, recently we

are seeing some decline in taen birth rates in Vermont an .d I can show that same data for the

nation, where we seem to be moving in the same direction. However, it is an important, sobering
and humbling fact to know that teen pregnancy rates axe still seven times that of Switzerland . So

the ability to compare is so very importaan.t.
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Uver time ~ndicators give vou the basis for cost benefit analysis

Now that rr~ay saund like a technical achievement, but it is a very iinportant pol itical one . In my

state , we have been making the proposition to the business cammunity and the Governar's

Economic Advisors , and others who understand the concept of investment and apply ifi daily in

their own work, that by tracking indi~afiars over t iame, we can make some solid assumptions

about cast structure . And it is a particularly gooc~ story w}aen indicators are gQing in the right

direction. That is the enviranment in whic~h we can talk a#~out ~multi-milliQn dollar less demand as

a result of performance over the last five years . For examgle, we can now shaw that the reduction
in child abuse from unaceeptably high levels some five years ago, xesults in many millions of

dollars of demand on the system which we do not have t4 deal with, thereby g i~ing us more

opportunity ta put our increasingly scarce doilars into ~ore thaughtfu~ child and family friendly

investments, rather than continuing the inexorabie climb vf the cost of back end programs .

Ind~ a ors can become se lf-fu~~ill ing

I want to give you an exarnple of the power of holding a mirror up to a community and wher ,eby

the holding up of the indicators becames a proeess where a comrnunity wants to piay a ma jor

rale in changing t~ose ind .icators. We just published ow second year of localized indica~ors and
we have one city, the City of Barre, where some iznportant indicators were frankly nvt gaod . In
an environment whexe the state's child abuse numbers have gone down 30% in the last four

years, Barre's was two times that of the counfiy average within r~rhich it resides, and had teen
pregnancy rates at the three times level . Even in the context of other pasitive indicafiors the report

caused concern .

That report resulted in an open community debate, including not onlq service providers, but
elected officials and business p~aple, and has resutted in the beginning of a three year process
with the vbjective of cha.nging some key indicators. The indicators have ~rought a tot of people

toge#her, and when they luoked in the mirrar, fihey didn't like what they saw, and they are gving
to do samething about it . There is nv doubt in my mind that the self-fixlfilling aspeet of using

indicators to bring about change is working in many places across our little s~ .ate .

There is a principle in physics known as the Heisenbexg principle, ~rhere the yard stick you use
tv measure the results, actually changes the results . The Barre project is a classic example .

Indicators become interac ive and help baild critical mass #'ar chang e

There was a wonderfiil piece in the New Yorker about a year or sa aga called "The Tipping

Point." In the axticle, they examined the literature regaxding the dynarnics of change and used an
epidemiologacal view applied to social science . In essence, the article points to the inter-aetivity
of factors tlaat can quickly add to a tipping point, either positive or negative in the unfalding of

the dynamics of a particular epidemic .
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In Vermont, far exarnple, a.~ter seeing a few of our input indicators imparove dramat~cally over the
last few years, such as th~ percent of population covered by health insurance, the percent af
women with early pre-nata.l care, the percent of newborns receiving home visits, we've seen
outputs interactively flow. For example, we've seen teen pregnancy rates, child abuse, and
numbers of children needing special education decline .

Well constructed indic~tors cross agenc~ lines t~ereby settin~ a commion target for all of
our effort s

Across organizations, ind icators are the cornmon language, and the comrnon eurrency . They
bring cornmon purpose to our multi-faceted work . For example , children ready for school
eztxbraees v irtually the work of all of our organizations whether they be inter-generational read .ing
pragrarns, or hea .lth pxograms for children. And th~y bring together d isparate organizat~ons,
regardless of their hierarchai rank ing, to all co~ .tribute, in one way ox another to the cornmon
outcome .

Xndicators bring the nublic c nfid nce that we knQw what we a ~re do ing

This is some#hing that is very important , particularly in the era of the conti~~uing public
dissatisfaction and actual distrust of all thin .gs government. Indieators at a common sense le~el
are a differ~nt way int~ the public's consciousness about government . It is not the norrnal kind of
bureaucratic face . My indicatar report in Verrnont uses one indicator per page . The media
understands how to use that s implicity . The Agency probably had fifteen stories in the last three
months that flowed from this very straightforward approach . Prvviding hsalth insurance ,
reducing teen pregnanc ies, redueing child abuse , increasing parentage rates , are language and
body English that the publ ic can understand . When the public understands what you do , you are
much mure likely to get support for what you da

In essence, outcomes and indicators convey critical and complex information in a way that is
easy for mast people to readily underst~nd . . .azad act on.

Using indicators washes a lot of the politics out of budgetary and short term decision making .
The indicators are what they are, and tend to be much more dispassionate and objective than the
normal here and now and politicized way of prese~ting information that leads to budgetary and
political food fights .

Weli constructed indicators ~ver time svstemaficall3 b il~dgetary and
~oli tical su~~ort

Tn our l ittle state, ~s is the fifth year that we have p rroduced sta.tewide indicators and the second
yeax that we have praduced loc~lized indica .tors . In this short time, this work has resulted in a
change in our legislature, whereby the concept of investment has been incrementally and more
readily accepted, resulting in a c~ntinuous and modest stream of investments ranging from the
prevention investments in child care, transportat ion , education and training , and welfare reform ,
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to continuous modest appropriations for Success by Six, w~ich now became targefied at parti~ular
areas of the state where we need to impzove specific indicators .

Indicators open the dvor tQ the busi~ess cammunity

It is sim.ply a fact of life that the husiness cammunity has a lot to do with our success or faiture in

generating resources, and support for the work that we do , and I make that case particularly at the

loca.l level , where state budgets are scrutinized and commented upon by the business community

in very sfirong fashian . One thing that human services and s~cial services has not done well is

relating to the bus iness community , particularly in the qualities of our lariguage .

Outcomes and indicatars allow a direct bridge into the m ind of the business cammun ity . Having
cvme out of a rather difficult business situat ion myself, I can tell you that indicators are at the
center of the business process .

Business balance sheets are tl~e life bload of business decision making . I propose to yau that

formatting indicators in a business-like balance sheet ar ientation, can generate a lot of invisible

and quiet support for your effarts .

If you can envision the classical balance sheet , which, on the asset side would show current

assets, physical assets, and intang ible assets , and then envision a typical liability side o~a

balance sheet which would show short term l iabilities , long term liabilities , and other liabilit ies,

a11 of which add up to a business equity statennent which speaks ~o issues of ownership , profit ,

retained earnings , and overall equity, I would submit to you that there is a temfic paratlel thaC
car~ be developed for our indicator world .

Please envision current assets as being some af the faundation assets that are leading ind icators

such as percenta.ge af population covered by health care, and percentage of population receiving

early pre-natal care . Other assets would inelude thase positive indicators that the driving assets

prociuce, such as reduetions in child abuse, reduction . s in teen pregnancy , increases in pazentage

rates, and decl ine in hospitalization rates . You get the idea .

On the liability side af the iedger, in terms oF current liab ilities, vvould be indicators that are

beginn ing to tuxm negative in their ear~y stages . Lange ar ter~a~a l iabilities would be those chronic

indicators that are negative in nature which depress tt~e capacity ta produce better results . High
poverty rates, poor general economic conditior~, are exarnples of long term liabilities .

The equity af the enterprise overall would be translated into the overall condition of the people
with mare specific consideration as to whether that candition is changing over time .

One neat twist is the consideration of intangible assets, which I am beginning to equate with the
energy and capacity that a local community and nezghborhaod has to take an more responsibility
and aufiharity as it relates to actians and efforts ta either improve the assets indicatars, or
xninimize the liability indicators, in other words, improve the condition af the peaple .
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Naw in shart form, I've simply eonverted a lot of t1~e work that you and I da on a regular basis
into language that business people not only understand, but support . I would submit to you that
this systematic conversion, in front of Rotary clubs, Business Raundtables, and other business
inter~sts, will ga a long way for business understanc~ing tlaat investznents in the work that we do
will have payoff in t~rms of social capital . On a busi~ess pxofit and loss s#atement, those

investxn.ents can easily be viewed as the cost of advert ising. Investments in public hea .lth

education, for example, can eas~ly be translated into the cost af advertising, and the investment
needed to return profit. I've spent a little more time on this particulax aspect tif indicators than I
normally wnuld, because I think it is such an under-developed area wi~Yi tremendous

opportunities far fundamental connections w ith such an important group .

Summa

So the sumn~ary of these thoughts is ~liat using outcomes and indicators around which ta
arganize and present our thinking, is just not something nice ar a current fad . Outcomes and
indicators are fiuidamental fio the succes5 or Iack of success of our work and tives . Qrganizing
auz thinl€ing and our sys#ems in this way, aver time, will xesult in a better conditian of our
people, result in ~ess back end cost and improve the a~rgu~nent for more investments in
prevention.

And, I want to complunent Health and Hurr~an . Services (HHS) on its current indicator work as it

relates to the (Senator Daniel Patrick} Moynihan'94 budget welfare indicator requirements . I
hvpe that work is providing some guidance for you.

Finally, I compliment HHS for the Child Trends wori~ because it is made to order far bringing

outcomes and indicators to the center of the welfare re~orm debate . The on~y marat and
acceptable standard that jus~ifies welfare reform, is improvang the conditian of chi ldren and

families, vvhich can be measured , and must be a cen~ .erp iece of the overall ~welfare reform

process. And in that regard, you folks are leading this overall outca~ne and indicator process at a
t~me when we so badly need it .
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Table 3 : EME1tGING STRATEGIES FOR THE NEW PQL~CY WQRL D

Stra tegy ~ Definition

The Guitd Strategy Work toward comman research questions,
methods, t~nm~ and definitions, indicators and

outcomes of interest, and reporting af data .

The InformationiTachnology Diffusion

Dissemination Strateg y

The Expert Review PanelStrategy

The State Peer-Assistance Network Strategy

Tnform and infle~ence a variety of stakehalders
including : 5tate officials, evaluation firms,
academics, foundations and federal officials .

Identify credible results and nerx~ and emerging
issues, and cross-~alk results .

Replicate the use of regional peer assistance
networtcs of welfare off'icials representing
contiguaus states .

The Technical Assistazaoe Strategy Direct E►elp to states to improve evaluations .
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Table 4: ATTR~BUTES OF THE POLICY WORLD : EMERGING VS. QLD

Emerging Attributes ~~ Old Attributes

Behavior Qriented Benefits Oriented

Dynamic
- Point-in-process
• Longitudinal

Static
• Paint-in-time
• Monthly

Complexity, Volatility, Variability

MultidimensionaUIndividualized

Multiple Goals/Objective s

Multiple Targets of Interest

Flat Organizataonal Structure
• Horizontal Co~nmunicatians

Professional ModeUDiscretianary Decision
Making
• Craft Orientation

Entrepreneurial

Client Respansibility

Team Worker

Simp[e, ~table, Sa~e

Single-Tracked
Equity/Equality

Limited Goals

Limited Targets

Hierarchical
• Vertical

NonparofessionaUContralled

• Bureaucratic

Conformance

Agency Initiative

Independent Worker

Cammunity Agency Autanomaus Agency
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