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FOREWORD

This committee print is designed to give some background for the
Joint hearings of the Subcommittees on Employment and Produc-
tivity and Social Security and Income Maintenance on the general
subject of “Work and Welfare.”

The Congress and successive Administrations have struggled
with this issue for the last thirty yeurs. The legislative history of
this struggle is both fascinating and frustrating and we are fortu-
nate that Margaret Malone consented to write the story for us. Ms.
Malone is not only an expert in the field but was also an active
participant in many of the developments that are described,

This print also contains a compilation of statistics (supplied by
the Departments of HHS and Labor) relevant to a consideration of
the issue. I commend the print to any of my colleagues interested
in pursuing solutions to the work and welfare issue—because they
will find that there are few solutions that have not already been
enacted and even fewer that have not already been suggested.

DAN QUAYLE.

am







LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL

WUlnited Diates . Senate

WASHINGSON, D.C.. M9te

August, 1986

Honorable Orrin G. Hatch
Chairman

Committee on Labor and Human Resources
United States Senate

Washington, D.C. 20510

Honorable Bob Packwood
Chairman

Committee on Finance
United States Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Chairman Hatch and Chairman Packwood:

This report has been prepared by Margaret Malone for
the joint use of the Subcommittee on Employment and
Productivity of the Labor and Human Resources Committee and
the Subcommittee on Social Security and “tncome Maintenance
of the Finance Committee as background information on work

and welfare programs.

This report chronicles the history of the federal role
in welfare programs and training and employment programs
over the past thirty years. we believe you and the other
members of our Committees, as well as the general public,
will find this report to be a comprehensive discussion of
changing federal policy in work and welfare programs and
will help us understand the issues before us as we look at
reform of the welfare system,

Our two subcommittees will continue to review current
programs and formulate ideas on how to improve federal work
and welfare programs. We commend this document to anyone
interested in work and welfare programs.,

Sincerely,
William . Armstrong Dan Quay%
Chairman Chatrman
Subcommittee on Social Subcommittee on
Security and Income : Employment
Maintenance . and Productivity

V)
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EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING FOR WELFARE RECIPIENTS

PART I—AN INTRODUCTORY SUMMARY AND ANALYSIS OF
LEGISLATIVE ACTION

A. CHRONOLOGICAL SUMMARY OF LEGISLATIVE ACTION

THE NEW DEAL DIVISION: WORK FOR EMPLOYABLES, WELFARE FOR
UNEMPLOYABLES

President Roosevelt’s New Deal brought about the establishment
of two kinds of social programs with clearly distinguishable pur-
poses—one kind designed to address the pressing economic prob-
lems of the time, another to create a system of protection for indi-
viduals and families that would continue after the period of eco-
nomic crisis had ended.

In April 1935, in response to the President’s appeal to provide
“the security of a livelihood,” the Congress acted to meet the first
purpose of appropriating almost $5 billion for a new work relief -
program. The Works Progress Administration (WPA), established
the following month, was the President’s major initiative to pro-
vide an income during the period of the Depression to persons con-
sidered to be employable.

" Later in the year, in August 1985, the Congress enacted Roose-
velt’s multi-faceted system of “social security,” an action praised by
the President as “historic for all time.” The Social Security Act of
1935 established a social insurance system for the elderly, and a
Federal-State system of unemployment compensation for workers
during periods of unemployment. It also authorized Federal grants
to the States to assist them in “relief”’ to those considered to be un-
employable—the aged, the blind, and dependent children without
an employable father in the home. .

The temporary WPA ended with World War II, but the programs
created by the Social Security Act have been maintained, in some-
what modified form, for more than half a century. The program
that is the major focus of this paper, the Aid to ndent Chil-
dren program (renamed Aid to Families with Dependent Children
in 1962), has retained its basic structure as a Federally-assisted,
State-administered program, with the purpose of helping needy
mothers and children. But a basic assumgtion of the é)r am, that
it serves a population that is unemployable, has gradually eroded.

EARLY CHANGES IN FEDERAL ADC POLICY

The idea that at least some ADC receipients were employable
was introduced into the Federal statute in 1956, when the Congress
authorized Federal matching to States to allow them to provide
services to help parents of needy children “to attain the maximum
self-support and personal independence.” :

a)
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When the ADC law was changed in 1961 to allow States, at their
option, to provide assistance to families in which the father was
unemployed, a more clearly identifiable category of employable re-
cipients was brought into the program. At the same time, the Con-
gress added, for the first time and only with respect to these unem-
ployed fathers, a requirement that States have work rules, and
that fathers who refused employment must be penalized by the
withholding of assistance to their families.

In 1962, President Kennedy proposed amendments that empha-
sized the provision of rehabilitation and training for welfare recipi-
ents. In testifying on the Administration’s proposals in February
1962, Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare Abraham Ribi-
coff told the Committee on Wz:iys and Means that “Essentially our
task is to wage war on dependency.” The proposals submitted by
the Administration and enacted by the Congress provided 75 per-
cent Federal matching to the States to finance a loosely-defined
range of services to help a relative of a child receiving aid to
“attain or retain capability for self-su port or self care, or services
which are so prescribed and so provicﬂed in order to maintain and
strengthen family life * * *” or other services that are “likely to
prevent or reduce dependency.”

In_ addition, the Congress adopted a Kennedy proposal that au-
thorized the States to establish community work and training Kro—
grams in which individuals could be required to “work off” their
welfare benefits by performing public work “of a constructive
nature.”

The adoption of the principle that recipients could be required to
work on a State or local work project in exchange for benefits was
a significant change in AFDC policy. Federal rules had previously
prohibited the States from imposing this kind of requirement.

Although some who tesiified on the 1962 amendments expressed
reservations about the new “work relief”’ licy, it was not particu-
larly controversial. The community work and training program
rules applied to both mothers and fathers, but the expectation of
the Administration and of the Congress was that most of those who
would be fequired to participate would be unemployed fathers.
During the 6 years the program was authorized, only 18 States
elected to use the authority.

The idea of a work “incentive” was also introduced into the pro-
gram in the 1962 amendments. For the first time the Federal stat-
ute required States to take into account an individual’'s work ex-

nses in calculating the family’s AFDC benefit, and allowed the
ggates to permit families to set aside earned or other income to
meet further identifiable needs of a dependent child.

THE WAR ON POVERTY

Increasing interest in employment for AFDC recipients coincided
with the establishment in the early and mid 1960’s of a number of
new Federal employment and training programs, most of which
were enacted as part of President Johnson’s War on Poverty. One
program, the Work Experience program, begun in 1965 under title
V of the Economic Opportunity Act, primarily served AFDC recipi-
ents. The Work Experience program operated much in the same
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way as the community work and training program, but it had more
generous Federal funding. In 1966, amendments to the Economic
Opportunitg Act required that welfare recipients be served by pro-

ams authorized under the 1962 Manpower Development and

raining Act. These legislative developments increased the number
and type of services that were available to AFDC recipients. How-
ever, the number of recipients served by these Department of

Labor programs remained small.
CREATION OF WIN; WORK REQUIREMENTS FOR MOTHERS

The 1967 social security amendments represented a major shift
in Federal policy with respect to AFDC mothers. Earlier program
changes had not clearly posed the question: Should AFDC mothers
be required to work? In 1967, the Congress said “yes.”

By 1967, the committees with jurisdiction over the AFDC pro-
gram, the Committee on Ways and Means in the House, and the
Committee on Finance in the Senate, had become increasingly con-
cerned about the growth in the AFDC rolls. In 1962, they had been
assured by the Administration that the new services programs that
they approved would move families out of dependency. The com-
mittees complained in their 1967 reports that the 1962 amend-
ments had not had the promised effect. In the preceding 10 years,
they noted, the rolls had doubled, and the Johnson Administration
was predicting continued growth.

The committees had also become aware that a change that had
been adopted on the Senate floor in 1965 as a ‘“coordinating”’
amendment had had the unforeseen effect of eliminating Congres-
sional control over AFDC benefit levels. The 1965 amendment al-
lowed the States to elect to use either the new Medicaid or the reg-
ular AFDC matching formula in claiming Federal matching funds.
The regular AFDC formula had a cap on individual benefit amounts
that were matchable with Federal funds. By electing to use the
Medicaid formula, the States could get out from under the AFDC
funding limitations, and could claim Federal matching for benefit
levels set by them, not by the Congress. A number of States began to
raise their Keneﬁt levels and thereby increase the amount of Federal
matching payable to them.

Facing what they foresaw as continued rapid growth in caseloads
and in costs, the committees rejected most of the 1967 Johnson Ad-
ministration proposals, one of which would have required States to
make annual adjustments in their AFDC payments. The commit-
tees turned their attention instead to ways to keep the growth of
the AFDC program “under control.”

The approach they adopted was three-pronged: to require States
(1) to have programs to enforce child support laws; (2) to have pro-
grams offering family plannin% services to all recipients on a vol-
untary basis, and (3) to refer all “appropriate” AFDC recipients, in-
cluding mothers, to a new Federal Work Incentive (WIN) ;ln'ogram.
Anticipating that the WIN program would be able to enroll nearly
all eligible participants, the committees agreed to repeal the 1962
community work and training program. The WIN employment
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strategy adopted by the committees included a requirement for dis-
regarding a portion of an AFDC family’s earnings as an incentive
for employable family members to go to work.

The 1967 amendments aroused considerable controversy as they
moved through the Congress, articularly the amendment that im-
posed a work requirement on AFDC mothers.

Although the committees’ amendments passed the Congress and
were signed into law, they were never implemented as intended.
The child support and family planning requirements were largely
ignored by both the Administration and the States. The Work In-
centive program was implemented by the Department of Labor, but
was buried relatively low in the Department’s bureaucracy and
never enjoyed the enthusiastic support ot the Johnson or any suc-
ceeding administration. Appropriations for the program remained
below the committees’ expectation. The State welfare agencies re-
sponded in very different ways to the requirement that they refer
each “appropriate” recipient to employment and training under
WIN. Some State welfare agencies found large numbers to be “ap-
propriate” for referral, and swamped the WIN employment offices
with unprepared candidates. Others found so few to “appropri-
ate” that the program was starved for candidates.

The one major aspect of the committees’ employment strategy
that was implemented was the amendment requiring the disregard
of a portion of an AFDC family’s earnings as an incentive for work.

THE DEBATE OVER NIXON'S WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL

The Ways and Means and Finance Committees continued to pub-
licly express their interest in the implementation of the WIN pro-
gram. However, their attention was very soon turned to consider-
ation of a new proposal for major change in welfare policy. In
August 1969, a year and a half after the signing of the WIN
amendments, President Nixon proposed to repeal both the AFDC
and WIN programs, and to replace them with a new program to
“assure an income foundation” for all families with children, and a
new Klrogram of employment and training and child care services.
The Nixon Administration’s Family Assistance Plan (FAP) would:
have extended Federal cash assistance to two-parent families in all
States (under the ogtional AFDC—Unemployed Father program
only about half the States provided such assistance). It also would
have established a Federal minimum benefit level. Nixon empha-
sized that the new family program was based on the principle of
providing cash incentives to work, which he described as “a new
approach that will make it more attractive to go to work than to go
on welfare * * *”

The House of Representatives passed the Nixon amendments in
1970 with relatively little change. However, the amendments met
strong opposition in the Senate Finance Committee. Finance Com-
mittee members criticized the work incentive provisions of FAP as
structurally flawed. The committee approved an alternative propos-
al that, among other provisions, called for testing of both a family

assistance” type proposal, and a “workfare” type proposal, along
lines defined by the committee. The 91st Congress ended without
any final action on welfare reform amendments.
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In 1971, the Ways and Means Committee responded to the criti-
cisms that had been raised in the Senate the year before by adding
to the FAP proposal a greater emphasis on employment and train-
ing for welfare recipients. The committee introduced the idea that
welfare recipients could and should be divided into two catego-
ries—those who could work, and those who could not, There were
to be two separate frograms to serve the defined groups. The pro-

am for employables included work requirements, and provided

oth cash assistance and employment and training services. The
program for unemployables, limited mostly to mothers with a child
under age three, provided only cash assistance, and had no work
requirement.

In its proposal for welfare reform in 1972, the Committee on Fi-
nance took a very different approach. Like the Ways and Means
Committee, it divided recipients into em loyables and unemploy-
ables. But for those it defined as employa!‘;le, it provided a guaran-
teed job, not cash assistance. Cash assistance could be paid only to
t.hosg considered unemployable, mostly mothers with a child under
age 6.

The clash in philosophy represented by these welfare reform pro-
posals was not resolved. The Nixon welfare reform era ended with-
out enactment of either a new cash program or a new work pro-

gram.
EFFORTS TO STRENGTHEN THE WIN PROGRAM

During the course of the FAP debate, both the House and the
Senate develoEed amendments that were designed to correct some
of the flaws that were perceived in the operation of the WIN pro-
gram. Amendments passed by the Congress in 1971 eliminated the
discretion that had been given State welfare agencies to determine
which AFDC recipients were “appropriate” for referral to WIN.
Welfare agencies were required to refer all AFDC recipients to
WIN except those that were specifically excluded by law. Added to
those excluded from the referral requirement were mothers who
were caring for a child under age 6. The intent of these changes
was to provide more uniform implementation by the States of the
referral process. The amendments were also designed to improve
coordination between the welfare and employment functions, and
to shift the emphasis of the program from institutional training to

job placement. _
CARTER’'S WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL

The welfare reform debate began again in 1977, when President
Carter proposed a sweeping reform of the welfare system that re-
pealed all existing welfare programs and ref)laced them with a
single Federal cash assistance program for al needy families and

individuals, and a separate employment and training program.
Like the Nixon proposal, the Carter proposal for cash assistance in.
corporated strong reliance on cash incentives as a way of increas-
ing the incomes of families with earnings, and as a way of encour-
aging recipients to go to work.

The proposed employment and training ;})‘rogram had two comf‘)o-
nents—a program of initial job search for t ,

ose “required to work,”
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and a program of subsidized public service employment and train-
ing for those who were unable to find jobs in the regular economy.
More than half of the proposed subsidized work and training posi-
tions were estimated to go to the “working poor” families who were
being brought into the program for the first time.

As in the earlier debate, proponents of the proposal defended the
cash incentive approach on the basis of equity and fairness, argu-
ing that a person who worked should always be better off than one
who did not. Proponents also emphasized that the combined effect
of the cash and jobs programs would be to significantly increase
the incomes of large numbers of individuals and families, moving
millions of people out of poverty. Critics argued that the cash in-
centive approach constructed by the Administration would not
have the effect of encouraging people to work, and that it was es-
sentially impossible to structure the cash assistance program so
that it provided both adequate levels of benefits and sufficiently
low marginal tax rates on earnings. The Administration was also
criticized for not including a job guarantee as part of its employ-
ment program, and for not providing for better administrative co-
ordination between its cash and employment programs.

In 1979, the House passed a limited version of the Administra-
tion’s original cash assistance proposal. However, the employment
component of the program did not get House approval. The Fi-
nance and Labor and Human Resources committees in the Senate
never went beyond holding hearings on the Administration’s bills.

THE COMPREHENSIVE EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING ACT—ANOTHER
EMPLOYMENT ALTERNATIVE

The 1973 Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA)
consolidated the many employment and training programs that
had been enacted under various statutes during the 1960’s. AFDC
recipients were among those made eligible for CETA services. How-
ever, as in earlier programs, they represented only a small percent-
age of enrollees. Amendments in 1978 targeted CETA funding gen-
erally on low income individuals. These new eligibility criteria
were adopted as the result of criticism that CETA was providing
public jobs to a significant number of individuals who were not eco-
nomically disadvantaged. The change in the eligibility criteria re-
sulted in some increase in the number of AFDC recipients who

were placed in public service jobs.
RECENT CHANGES IN WORK PROGRAMS AND WORK INCENTIVES

One of the major changes in AFDC law that was proposed by the
Reagan Administration in 1981 was for the creation of a communi-
ty work experience (CWEP) program, in which recipients could be
required to “work off” their welfare benefits by participating in
State or local work projects. The proposed CWEP program was
very much like the community work and training program that
was enacted in 1962, and that operated in a number of States until
replaced by the WIN program in 1968. It was also similar to the
program implemented in California while Ronald Reagan was gov-

ernor of that State.
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The second major change was to repeal that part of the 1967
WIN amendments that required the permanent disregard of $30
plus one-third of an AFDC family’s monthly earnings. The $30 plus
one-third disregard was limited to the first 4 months of employ-
ment. Additional changes had the effect of similarly reducing or
eliminating benefits for families with other sources of income.

The Congress enacted most of the Reagan proposals, although it
made the implementation of community work experience programs
an option, rather that a requirement, for the States. In addition,
the Congress approved two amendments related to employment
and training for AFDC recipients that were initiated by the Com-
mittee on Finance. One amendment authorized the States to imple-
ment a “work supplementation” program in which States could
reduce AFDC benefits payable to certain recipients, selected by the
State, and use the money saved to provide subsidized jobs, which
would be available on a voluntary basis. The second authorized the
States to operate WIN demonstration programs in which State wel-
fare agencies were to be given full responsibility for administering
the WIN program, and allowed to design their own package of em-
ployment and training services.

Since the enactment of these amendments in 1981, the Reagan
Administration has proposed new amendments each year which
would give State welfare agencies the responsibility of putting
large numbers of recipients into some form of State employment
program. In 1982, the Congress approved an amended version of
the Administration’s employment search proposal, again giving
State welfare agencies an option, rather than requiring them to im-
plement an employment search program. However, the Congress
has rejected the other proposals that have been put forward by the
administration since 1981 that would require State welfare agen-
cies to place most employable AFDC recipients in some form of
work or training program.

The Congress has also rejected the Administration’s proposal to
repeal the WIN program. The Administration has argued that the
WIN training function could be provided under the authority of the
Job Training Partnership Act, enacted in 1982 as a replacement for
CETA. :

Since 1982, the Committee on Ways and Means has initiated a
number of amendments to limit and overturn the effect of the 1981
changes in rules for counting earned and other income. The Con-
gress has approved several of the Committee’s initiatives, allowing
some AFDC recipients who become employed to retain cash and
Medicaid benefits for a limited period of time. The Ways and
Means Committee has also proposed a requirement that all States
must extend AFDC benefits to families with an unemployed
parent. This amendment to change the Unemployed Parent pro-
gram from an optional to a mandatory part of the AFDC program
passed the House, and was agreed to as a part of the conference
agreement on the fiscal year 1986 budget reconciliation bill. After
the conference agreement was defeated, this provision was deleted

from the legislation by subsequent action on the bill.
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B. SoME MAJOR Issues THE CONGREsS Has TrIED To RESOLVE

Since the Congress first approved legislation in 1956 to authorize
employment and training and other related services for AFDC re-
c}plents, it has had to consider a number of recurring issues. Some
o

the major ones are:
SHOULD AFDC RECIPIENTS BE TREATED AS EMPLOYABLE?

During the first 20 years of the program, recipients of aid were
not considered to be emﬁloyable 8o far as Federal policy was con-
cerned. The framers of the original legislation assumed that moth-
ers in families- without a father, for whom the program was de-
signed, were unemployable because of their role as providers of
care for their children. :

However, when the Congress a%"reed in 1961 to allow the States
to extend aid to families in which the father was unemployed, it
assumed that most of the fathers in question were em loyable. The
1961 amendments included a work requirement, andp a penalty—
denial of benefits to the family—if the requirement was not met.

In 1967, when the Congress made the unemployed father pro-
gram a permanent (but still optional) part of the AFDC law, it
added eligibility criteria which were aimed at assuring that the
program was limited to fathers who would be employable. The Con-
gress built into the eligibility rules a requirement for a prior (and
recent) attachment to the work force. If the father ha recently
been employed, it was reasoned, he could and would be employed
again. .

The question of whether mothers should be treated as employ-
able has not been so easy for the Congress to decide.

Amendments to the AFDC law in 1956 and 1962 emphasized
services to end dependency, and clearly included employment and
training services as one way to help AFDC mothers become inde-
pendent of welfare. However, the underlying assumption that most
of these mothers were unemployable was not challcnged.

In 1967, Joseph Califano, then a White House aide to President
Johnson, was quoted in the Eress as saying that an Administration
analysis showed that less than one percent of welfare recipients
were employable.

This assumption of the unemployability of most AFDC mothers
was criticized by the Committee on Ways and Means. Determined
to limit the growth of the AFDC rolls, the committee initiated a
package of amendments that assumed that many AFDC mothers, if
given services and incentives, were emJ)loyable and could become
self-supporting. The committee’s amendments required State wel-
fare agencies to refer all “appropriate” AFDC adults, as well as
older children who were not in school, to employment and training
programs. Those who refused were to be penalized by a reduction
in benefits.

The report of the Ways and Means Committee made clear that
the provision was to apply to all mothers, including those with
young children:

Your committee intends that a proper evaluation be made of
the situation of all mothers to ascertain the extent to which
appropriate child care arrangements should be made available
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so the mother can go to work. Indeed, under the bill the States
would be required to assure appropriate arrangements for the
care and protection of children durinﬁ the absence from the
home of any relative performing work or receiving training.
The committee recognizes that in some instances—where there
are several small children, for example—the best plan for a
family may be for the mother to stay at home. But even these
cases would be reviewed regularly to see if the situation had
changed to the point where training or work is appropriate for
the mother.

The Ways and Means treatment of mothers provoked strong crit-
icism. Although part of the criticism of the committee’s amend-
ments was based on the argument that adequate day care could
not, or would not, be provided, and that mothers would not be pro-
vided meaningful work, much of it was based on the grounds that
mothers.should remain at home to care for their children.

When the bill got to the Senate, the Committee on Finance react-
ed to this criticism by excluding all mothers providing care for a
preschool age child from being required to participate in emiﬂoy- .
ment or training programs. The committee also gave State welfare
workers the authority to exclude any other person if they deter-
mined that this was in the best interests of the individual con-
cerned. A Senate floor amendment further diluted the work re-
quirement for mothers by specifying that a mother with a child
under age 16 could not be required to work except while the child
was in school.

The Ways and Means Committee held firm in conference on the
1967 WIN amendments. The law finally approved by the Congress
reflected the policy that it had roposez requiring that all mothers
be evaluated for referral to work or training.

Neither Federal nor State welfare administrators were ready to
follow the lead of the Congress in its policy of as:suming—andy re-
quiring—participation by mothers in the employment and training
programs created by the 1967 amendments. Implementation pro-
ceeded slowly and unevenly. In 1971 the Congress amended the law
to apFly the work re%uirement (;2(1{ to those mothers not caring for
a child under age 6. It also limited State discretion to excuse other
recipients from the work requirement. At the same time, however,
it required that mothers who volunteered for participation, and
young mothers and pregnant teenagers, should be given high prior-
ity in being served by WIN.

The progosals for changes in welfare program design that were
approved by both the Ways and Means and Finance Committees
during the period of the Nyixon welfare reform debate continued to
reflect the view of the committees that mothers without very
young children should be treated as employable. The Ways and
Means Committee proposed to enroll all mothers without a child
under age 3 in its work and training program for employable wel-
fare recipients.

The Finance Committee proposed that mothers with no child
under age 6 be offered a guaranteed job, at the same time making
them ineligible for welfare. In its report it posed the following

questions:
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* * * Does it make sense to pay millions of persons not to
work at a time when so many vital jobs go undone? Can this
Nation treat mothers of school-age children on welfare as
though they were unemployable and pay them to remain at
home when more than half of mothers with school-age children
in the general population are already working?

Both the Nixon and Carter administrations proposed the replace-
ment of the AFDC program with a new cash assistance program
that added “working poor” families with two parents to the Na-
tion’s welfare system. Both administrations structused their pro-

sals on the assumption that one parent in these two-parent fami-
ies would work, and provided a combination of cash incentives,
work requirements, and work and training programs to carry out
their intent. They differed, however, in their proposals for single
mothers with children.

The Nixon Administration proposed the same cash incentive pro-
visions for single parents as for the working poor. The Carter Ad-
ministration differentiated between them, pro‘Viding a greater cash
incentive for the working poor, who were * expected to work,” than
for single parents with young children, who were “not expected to
work.” The Nixon Administration exempted a mother with a child
under age 6 from the work requirement. The Carter Administra-
tion exempted a mother with a child under age 7 from work, and
required a mother with a child between ages 7 and 14 to work only
while the child was in school. Both the Nixon and Carter proposals
would have allowed mothers to volunteer for participation in their
employment and training programs.

In 1981, the Congress adopted the Reagan Administration’s pro-
posal to allow States to require any mother without a child under
age 3 to participate in a community work experience program. In
proposing its 1981 changes for new work requirements and new
work programs, the Administration argued that “everyone receiv-
ing assistance who is capable of working should be involved in a
work program.” At the same time, it proposed repealing the 1967
cash incentative provisions.

" As this summary indicates, the direction of legislative changes

(and proposals that have not been enacted) has generally been
toward accepting the notion that AFDC mothers should be treated
-as employable, and that the program should be designed to reflect
that notion. However, with the exception of amendments passed in
1967, the Congress has shown reluctance to impose a work require-
ment on mothers with very young children.

. As a practical matter, the proportion of AFDC mothers who have
participated in a work and training program, either on a voluntary
or a mandatory basis, has always been very small.

HOW SHOULD EMFLOYMENT AND TRAINING PROGRAMS BE
ADMINISTERED?

Determining the administrative structure of employment and
training programs for AFDC recipients has been one of the most

difficult issues for the Congress to resolve.
There have been several inherent difficulties.
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(1) The Congress has generally assumed that the diversity of the
AFDC population required the availability of a wide range of em-
ployment, training, and social services. This assumption has neces-
saril()i' introduced the question of how these services can be coordi-
nated.

(2) The Ways and Means and Finance Committees have created
programs to meet the specific needs of AFDC recipients. The Edu-
cation and Labor, and Labor and Human Resources Committees
have created other programs to meet the needs of a broader popu-
lation considered to be disadvantaged, or having low income. These
two distinctive sets of programs have been given different adminis-
trative structures that have posed further problems of coordina-
tion.

(3) Given the many agencies at various levels of government that
have been involved, it has been difficult to hold anyone accounta-
ble for program success or failure.

The administrative structure created for the 1967 WIN program
reflected an attempt by the Congress to resolve some of these diffi-
culties. It was decided to place the lead responsibility for WIN in
the Department of Labor because it was believed that Labor had
more experience in administering the desired range of employment
and training services than did the Department of HEW (and the
State welfare agencies), and because it was believed that WIN serv-
ices could best be coordinated with those provided by other employ-
ment and training programs if they were all combined in one de-
partment.

The Congress did not foresee the difficulty of coordinating the
Labor Department’s services (carried out by State employment of-
fices) with the cash payment and social services functions (carried
out by both welfare and social services agencies). As WIN was im-
plemented, this problem of coordination became apparent, and
amendments were enacted in 1971 to try to improve the labor-wel-
fare agency working relationship.

Although it was hoped that placing the WIN program under the
Department of Labor would give AFDC recipients assured access to
other employment and training programs, this was not the case.
Both the 1962 Manpower and Development Act and the 1973 Com-
prehensive Employment and Training Act were criticized for fail-
ure to serve AFDC recipients, and amendments were enacted to try
to give AFDC recipients more access to these programs. Improve-
ment was made difficult, however, by the fact that these programs
were administered at the local level by different agencies from
those administering WIN. .

In 1981, an amendment was introduced in the Senate, and ap-
proved by the Congress, that had the effect of giving State welfare
agencies greater control over WIN operations. Senator David
Boren, the amendment’s chief sponsor, argued that the WIN pro-
gram had “two serious flaws.” These he identified as “dual-admin-
istration (HHS and DOL), and inflexibility within the system—
which result in a lack of agency accountability, cumbersome ad-
ministrative rules and regulations, high cost, and spoor perform-
ance.” His proposal, he said, would allow the use of State and local
units of government “which are the most responsive, best equipped
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and most competent levels of government to develop and adminis-
ter programs to meet the needs of families with children.”

The Boren amendment, which the Reagan Administration sup-
ported, allows State governors to give their State welfare agencies
the authority to administer the WIN program on a demonstration
basis. Half the States have elected to run a WIN demonstration
program, under which the welfare agencies have complete flexibil-
ity to design their own programs. Neither the Department of HHS
nor the Department of Labor has authority to direct activities in
these States.

Since 1981, the Congress has passed other amendments that give
State welfare agencies authority to operate programs of job search,
community work experience, and work supplementation (allowing
States to use welfare paKments to subsidize jobs). These changes
have been in keeﬁing with the Administration’s argument that the
welfare agencies have the superior ability to meet the needs of wel-
fare recipients.

Since 1982, the Administration has proposed the repeal of ‘the
WIN program. It has argued that any institutional training serv-
ices that are needed can be provided under the 1982 Job Training
Partnership Act.

The direction of these changes has been toward minimizing the
use of the WIN administrative structure, while giving new respon-
sibilities to State welfare agencies.

State governors also have been given more authority under the
Job Training Partnership Act than they had under the previous
CETA legislation to coordinate the activities of the prime sponsors
in their States.

It is still too early to determine what effect this general shift
toward centering responsibility for administering employment and
training programs at the State level will have on the delivery of

services to AFDC recipients.

WHAT SHOULD BE THE NATURE OF AN EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING
PROGRAM—JOB SEARCH, WORKFARE, CLASSROOM TRAINING, OTHER?

All of the proposals that have been made to provide employment
and training services for AFDC recipients have assumed that the
first goal is employment in the regular economy. They have dif-
fered, however, in how individuals should be helped to achieve that
goal. The approaches that have been considered include institution-
al training, public and private subsidized jobs, on-the-job training,
Jjob search programs, community work experience, job guarantees,
and others. Proposals have also differed in the emphasis that has
been placed on providing services to meet individual needs.

When the Congress enacted the WIN program in 1967, it antici-
pated that a large percentage of both AFDC mothers and fathers
would be enrolled, and that some would be better prepared to join
the regular work force than others. The Finance Committee said in

its report:
The Secretary of Labor would use a number of procedures to
. assist persons referred to him by the welfare agencies to
become self-sufficient through employment. Although the ulti-
mate goal will be to move as many persons as possible into reg-
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ular employment, the Secretary would have to establish alter-
native programs to meet the needs of recipients for whom this
approach is not immediately feasible.

The WIN amendments required the Department of Labor to
evaluate the employment potential of each individual, and to
assign the individual to the kind of activity best suited to his needs.
Those with work skills that were needed in the locality were to be
referred to regular employers in the community, or, if that was not
possible, to on-the-job training. Next, those who could not be placed
in jobs were to be enrolled in iustitutional training, work experi-
ence programs, or any other kind of education or training program
determined to be useful. Finally, those for whom no job could be
found and for whom training was ina propriate, were to be re-
ferred to special work projects operated by public agencies and pri-
vate nonprofit agencies—a form of public service employment.

The Congress soon began to criticize the Department of Labor,
however, for the way it was carrying out these requirements. In
particular, the Department was criticized for not p acing enough
participants in jobs, and for using too much of its funds to train
participants for jobs that did not exist in the local economy. The
1971 WIN amendments required a greater emphasis on job place-
ment, including on-the-job training and public service employment.

As a result of the 1971 amendments, WIN officials began to de-
velop employment search programs, using various techniques to
move participants into employment without first being trained.
There was very little attempt to develop WIN public service em-
ployment programs, however, largely because of the high costs in-
volved and the limited funding that was available.

Some public service employment was provided to AFDC recipi-
ents under Comprehensive Employment and Training Act pro-
grams. Amendments to CETA in 1978 required that CETA funds be
targeted on low income individuals, including AFDC recipients.
This requirement increased the number of AFDC recipients in
CETA PSE jobs, but the numbers still remained small.

In 1972 the Finance Committee approved a job guarantee pro-
gram that would have assured individuals of Placement either in a
regular job (as a first priority), or in a partially or fully subsidized
job. This proposal, which the committee developed as an alterna-
tive to the Nixon welfare reform proposal, was approved by the full
Senate onll); as one of three major welfare reform proposals to be
tested by the Department of HEW. The Senate’s proposal for tests
of welfare alternatives was not enacted.

The welfare reform proposals of both the Nixon and Carter admin-
strations depended on a combination of cash incentives, work re-
quirements and work Jprograms to move large numbers of individ-
uals, particularly the “working poor” who were to be added to the
welfare sys{:m, into employment. The work programs proposed by
both were relatively flexible in their design. However, the Carter
proposal placed greater emphasis on a program of initial i’ob
search, backed uﬁ by a CETA public service job for those who failed
to find work in the regular economy.

Provisions in the 1981 Budget Reconciliation Act ended funding
~ for public service employment under CETA. At the same time,
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amendments to the Social Security Act expanded the kinds of pro-
grams that could be used to provide employment and training for
AFDC recipients. State welfare agencies were given the authority
to administer community work experience programs (workfare),
work supplementation (using welfare benefits to subsidize jobs),
and WIN demonstration programs. The following year, in 1982,
they were given authority to administer job search programs.

The Reagan Administration has either initiated or supported all
of these changes. In addition, it has proposed amendments to end
Social Security Act (WIN) funding for classroom education or train-
ing programs. It has argued that this type of training should be
provided under the 1982 Job Training Partnership Act. The Con-
gress has continued to fund the WIN program, although at sub-
stantially reduced levels.

The new authority given to the States since 1981 has allowed
them to exercise great flexibility in designing their own employ-
ment and training programs. Most of the States have implemented
at least some new kind of project, and many have plans to expand
their experimental efforts. .

Some of the new programs, particularly community work experi-
ence, have been controversial. None has yet been tried on a very
large scale. So far, the question of whether any one type of pro-
gram, or any particular combination or sequence of programs, is
most effective, has not been answered. Evaluations are being con-
ducted, however, and may provide useful data to guide State and

Federal policy makers.

HOW CAN CHILDREN OF WORKING PARENTS BE ASSURED OF ADEQUATE
CARE?

From the time that the Congress first began to assume that the
presence of a child in the home did not automatically make an
AFDC mother unemployable, it has been confronted with the ques-
tion—If the mother is working, what provision should be made for
the care of the child?

The approaches taken have been varied: direct funding of day
care programs through expansion of existing programs or creation
of new ones; indirect funding for day care by disregarding the cost
of care from earnings when determining AFDC benefit amounts;
structuring employment and training programs so that mothers
will participate only while their. children are in school; and employ-
ing some AFDC mothers to provide care for the children of other
mothers who are employed or in training. There has also been an
underlying expectation that at least some AFDC mothers, like
other mothers in the work force, will find their own providers of
child care—a member of the family or a friend—and that govern-
ment financing of care is not necessary in such cases.

When the Congress enacted the WIN program in 1967, it expect-
ed that additional child care would have to be provided, and it ex-

ted that the Federal government would pay the bulk.of the cost.

e 1967 amendments provided 75 percent Federal matching for
day care services to be provided (or purchased) by State and local
welfare or social services agencies. (There was already a provision
in the law for indirect funding for day care services by requiring a
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disregard from earnings of costs of care purchased by a welfare re-
cipient.) In addition, the Ways and Means Committee in its report
urged the States to try to work out arrangements under Wﬁl?ch
some AFDC mothers would provide care for the children of other
AFDC mothers who took other jobs.

The WIN program soon came under criticism, however, for its
failure to provide necessary day care services. The Committee on
Ways and Means observed in its 1971 report on H.R. 1 that ‘“The
experience with the present WIN program has shown clearly the
importance of child care services in enabling mothers to undertake
employment and training. Child care under present law has been
inadequate, with the result that many AFDC mothers who might
have moved toward economic independence have been unable to do
so because of the lack of adequate child care arrangements for
their children.”

The Congress passed amendments to WIN in 1971 to increase
Federal matching for day care and other supportive services from
75 percent to 90 percent, aiming thereby to encourage the States to
increase their efforts to provide day care services to WIN partici-
pants. Federal appropriations for day care, however, remained rela-
tively small.

The Nixon welfare reform proposal envisaged a significant in-
crease in expenditures for day care, using the same Federal-State
funding and Labor Department-welfare agency administrative rela-
tionships that were provided by WIN. However, by 1971, the Ways
and Means Committee had become disillusioned with that ap-

roach to administration. When it reported its own version of the

ixon welfare reform proposal in 1971, it proposed giving to the
Secretary of Labor direct authority to provide day care for partici-
pants in the work and training program. “In this way,” the com-
mittee said, “it is expected that the necessary coordination of man-
power services and child care services will be achieved. The Secre-
tary of Labor will have both authority and funds to purchase
needed day care.”

The Finance Committee also decided in 1972 that a great expan-
sion of child care services was needed, and that a new administra-
tive mechanism must be created. Its guaranteed job program in-
cluded a proposal to establish a new child care bureau, financed
through a revolving fund, established by Congressional appropria-
tions. Operating costs were to be met in part by the collection of
fees, based on family income.

These rather ambitious proposals for expanding child care serv-
ices were not enacted, and during the 1970’s there was a loss of mo-
mentum in efforts to develop any new Federal day care program.
Part of the change in attitude may be attributed to a growing rec-
ognition of the high cost of providing care, especially the “quality”
care that many advocates of new programs have demanded. In ad-
dition, proposals for Federal child care programs were under attack
by those who believed that the Federal government should not be a
major provider of child care. _

he 1977 Carter welfare reform proposal did not provide for a
major expansion of Federal funding for child care. However, the
Administration did anticipate that some of the individuals who
would be provided with subsidized jobs would be employed as child
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care providers, which would have the effect of indirectly funding
an expansion of child care facilities. The Carter bill also provided
for a disregard of child care costs in determining cash benefits.

The Carter Administration estimated that significant numbers of
AFDC mothers would work under its proposal. An underlying
premise, however, was that most mothers ofp?:hildren age 7 to 14
would work part time, while their children were in school. Most
mothers who had children under age 7 were expected to remain at
home to care for their children. The need for new sources of care,
therefore, was not considered to be large. Although the welfare
reform bill that was reported by the House Special Welfare Reform
Subcommittee in 1978 included a subcommittee-initiated proposal
for a pre-school education program, the bill that was passed by the
Housg in 1979 dealt only with the provision of cash assistance, and
not with services of any kind.

Although the Reagan Administration has emphasized the desir-
ability of employment for AFDC mothers, it has not proposed any
major new child care initiatives, and has cut funding under some
existing programs. It has indicated that it expects that mothers
who participate in the community work experience pro%rram will be
required to work mostly during hours when their children are in
school, thereby minimizing the need for services. It has also urged
States to develop community work experience programs that use
AFDC mothers to provide care for other AFDC mothers.

Some child care for AFDC recipients has been provided over the
years through Department of Labor employment. and trainin pro-
grams. CETA, for example, provided some funding for childg care
for persons participating in public service employment programs. It
also provided funds to train and employ CETA participants as child
care providers. The Job Training Igartnership Act, which has re-
placed CETA, also authorizes the use of funds to train child care
providers.

At present, the social services block grant program, authorized
by Title XX of the Social Security Act, is the major source of Feder-
al funding for child care for AFDC children. The Head Start pro-
gram also provides some funding, as does WIN.

Some States that have shown interest in expanding programs for
the employment of AFDC mothers have been considering ways to
develop sources of care for AFDC children. Some, however, have in-
dicate(i) that their experience so far has shown that the need for
subsidized day care is not as great as had been expected. There has
been no recent study of the need for child care by AFDC recipients.
However, some relevant information may be developed as the
States and HHS continue to evaluate the State-administered em-

ployment and training programs.
C. THE PROBLEM OF LAck oF CONSENSUS

Although for the last 30 years the Congress has repeatedly debat-
ed whether and how to provide employment and training programs
for AFDC recipients, it has had great difficulty in developing legis-
lation that reflected a genuine consensus. Man proposals that
have been put forward have not been enacted, and those that have
- been enacted have been implemented only half-heartedly.
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The social services legislation initiated by President Kennedy in
1962 did not bring about the “war on dependency” that advocates
of the legislation expected. The community work and training pro-
gram, also part of Kennedy’s package of welfare amendments in
1962, was implemented by only 13 States in the six years that it
operated. Federal and State administrators shunned it, among
other reasons, because it was regarded as “work relief.”

The WIN program, initiated by the Congress in 1967, was at-
tacked by some in the Congress and in the Administration as being
“punitive.” Most States showed very little enthusiasm for enforcing
the WIN work requirement, and this lack of enthusiasm carried
over into less than full support for implementing the services au-
thorized by the WIN legislation. WIN funding never reached the
levels anticipated when it was enacted.

The Nixon and Carter Administrations were unable to convince
the Congress that their proposals to expand coverage of the welfare
program, and to rely on a combination of cash incentives, work re-
quirements and work programs, to move recipients into the regular
economy, would actually work. The debate over their proposals re-
sulted in the introduction of alternatives that also failed to be en-
acted—among them proposals for a job guarantee, and for block
grants to States to allow them to develop their own programs.

Programs authorized by both the Comprehensive Employment
and Training Act (CETA) and the Job Training Partnership Act
(JTPA) have been required by law to serve AFDC recipients, but
the number accepted as participants in CETA and JTPA programs
has always been small. :

The bitter debates of the 1960’s and 1970’s, and the discouraging
administrative confusion and lack of policy coherence that have
ensued, might lead to the conclusion that everything has been
tried, and nothing works. In fact, history would seem to show that
as yet relatively little has been tried, and almost nothing has been
(tiried under circumstances that permit solid conclusions to be

rawn.

In recent months, both the Reagan Administration and the Con-
gress have expressed interest in exploring new alternatives in
AFDC policy. Only time will show whether it will be possible to
forge a consensus that will generate the consistency, persistence,
cooperation, and commitment of resources that appear to be neces-

sary if any policy is to succeed.




*P.L. 271 (The Aid to De
pendent Children in 1962.)

PART II—AFDC LEGISLATION IN DETAIL
A. ENACTMENT OF A PROGRAM OF AIp To DEPENDENT CHILDREN®

THE RATIONALE

Mr. Chairman, the mother may be the queen of the
home, but the father is the breadwinner, the provider, who
keeps the home intact. The home is the foundation of all
society. Upon it the superstructure of all government must
rise. Destroy the home and you destroy the most sacred
human institution devised by mankind.

Death, through the loss of the breadwinner, has broken
many a home. For centuries the widows, orphans and de-.
pendent children have cried aloud for help and assistance
in their tragic periods of economic insecurity. In the past
the only recourse for orphaned children was the poor-
house, almshouse, and the orphan asylum.

The twentieth century of civilization has awakened our
citizens to the duty and obligations they owe to these un-
fortunate orphans. Forty States in our Union have thus
far enacted widows’ pensions or child-welfare laws, to pro-
tect these innocent orphaned victims of previous-inhuman
capitalistic and legislative indifference. [Applause]

Widows’ pensions and child-welfare laws have had the
spirit of humanity breathed into them by permitting the
mother to have the custody of her own brood in her own
home, by having the State give to the mother the money it
formerly gave to an institution te take care of these or-
phans. In this way the State has preserved the integrity of
the home. In its own home the child becomes the benefici-
ary of the tender love, the gentle solicitude, and the gra-
cious care of its own mother. In an institution a child be-
comes a mechanical automaton. In its own home it is
treated as a human being. Children reared in an orphan
asylum lose their affection for those they should love. In
the home the ties that bind the child to its mother are
firm, unyielding, and enduring.

This bill, so carefully conceived, further protects the
home because millions of dollars are granted by the Feder-
al Government to the States, that will eliminate the
orphan asylums and restore the orphaned child to the cus-
tody of its own mother, who is the proper and noblest
guardian of childhood.

(18

pendent Children program was renamed “Aid to Families with De-
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QUOTATION FROM A SPEECH BY REP. WILLIAM I. SIROVICH (D.-N.Y.) IN
SUPPORT OF PASSAGE OF THE SOCIAL SECURITY ACT, APRIL 18, 1935;
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, P. H5786-5787.

Congressman Sirovich’s impassioned speech, quoted above, was
made during the course of the debate in the House of Representa-
tives on the passage of the Social Security Act of 1985. His ration-
ale for enactment of a new Aid to Dependent Children (ADC) pro-

am was the one that was generally given when the proposed leg-
islation was discussed. The new program was expecteém to help
widows care for their children in their own homes, and to elimi-
nate the need for orphan asylums. The language of the legislation
was actually broader than this rationale implied. It provided assist-
ance to a needy child who was dependent because of the death, ab-
sence, or incapacity of a parent. Thus, assistance could be provided
in the case of absence or incaé)acity, as well as in the case of death.
And the parent involved could be either the father or mother.

However, the basic intent of the legislation was, indeed, to help
mothers and children, and the underlying assumption was that
ADC would be a program that did not include persons who were
employable. Certainly the mothers of ADC children were not con-
sidered to be obvious candidates for employment. Congressman Sir-
ovich’s comments made this clear, as did the report of the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means. In presenting the rationale for the new
ADC program, the committee stated:

One clearly distinguishable group of children, now cared
for through emergency relief, for whom better provision
should be made, are those in families lacking a father's
support. Nearly 10 percent of all families on relief are
without a potential breadwinner other than a mother
whose time might best be devoted to the care of her young
children. (Emphasis added) !

EARLY STATE WORK REQUIREMENTS

In terms of Federal policy, this view prevailed for some two dec-
ades, until amendments in 1956 introduced the concept of encour-
agix:ig parents to attain “maximum self-support and personal inde-
pendence.

Even before this, however, individual States, which under Feder-
al law had the authority to impose their own more restrictive eligi-
bility criteria, began adopting laws that required mothers to work
in order to receive assistance. By 1953, 11 States had variously
phrased laws that involved compulsory work. Both Nebraska and
the District of Columbia denied assistance if the mother was able
to work. The District of Columbia also specifically required that if
a mother was required to work, “suitable” én'ovislon must be made
for the care of her children. The Alabama State plan specified that
parents must not refuse suitable work if “adequate” plans could be
made for their children. Arizona, Arkansas, California, Geo ia, Illi-
nois, Mississippi and Rhode Island had similar provisions. Tennes-

' U.S. Congress. House. Committee on Ways and Means. Report on H.R. 7260, 74th Cong. 1st
seas. Rept. No. 615, p. 10.
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see stipulated that the mother must be unemployable in order to
receive assistance.

During the 1950’s the number of States with compulsory work re-
quirements continued to grow, and by January 1962, 10 additional
States had added work requirements: Florida, Michigan, New
Hampshire, New York, North Carolina, Pennsylvania, South Caro-
lina, Texas, Washington and West Virginia. There is no available
evidence to show to what extent these requirements were actually
enforced. Results of a national survey by the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare (DHEW) (now Health and Human
Services (HHS)) indicated that in November-December 1961, 5.1
percent of ADC mothers were employed full time, and 9.2 percent

were employed part time.
B. ApoPTION OF THE CONCEPT OF “SELF-SUPPORT”*

EISENHOWER ADMINISTRATION INITIATIVE

The idea that ADC parents should be-encouraged to attain “max-
imum self-support and personal independence” was introduced into
the Federal statute as the result of deliberations of the 84th Con-
gress. The initiative, however, came from the Administration. In
his budget message in 1956, President Dwight D. Eisenhower said:

The Federal Government should also do more to assist
the States to adopt preventive measures which will reduce
need and increase self-help among those who depend on
public welfare.

When the Administration testified before the Committee on
Ways and Means in the spring of 1956, it placed considerable em-
phasis on the importance of providing services to welfare recipi-
ents, including recipients of ADC. In explaining its proposed
amendments to the committee, the Administration stated:

We are aware that the committee, in its report on H.R.
8000 in 1950, states that authority already exists to pro-
vide services to applicants and recipients of public assist-
ance. We believe, nevertheless, that it is important to em-
phasize the purposes of the Federal law along these lines.
Many States have already recognized this as a purpose of
the law and are already providing or attempting to provide
the necessary services to help achieve these goals. In some
instances, however, we believe that more could be done.
We also believe that if the purposes of the Federal act
could be clarified as indicated above, the Federal agency
would be irr a better position to give leadership and help to
the States and the localities to achieve the desired goal.
The legislation would also clarify the fact that the Federal
Government is willing to share with the States in the cost
of providing these services. The services would be provided
as a necessary part of the administration of the program
and would be shared by the Federal Government on a

*P. L. 880.
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dollar-for-dollar basis as with all other administrative
costs. .

I should like to make clear what we mean by ‘“self-care
services.” What we mean is the kinds of services which
have been rendered l’)ﬁ‘trained workers to individuals and
families for decades. They represent a tried and tested ap-
Eroach to difficult human problems. The needy person and

is case worker work on his particular problem, discover-
inﬁ his capacities to solve his particular problems and use
other services the community can offer him. Thus, the in-
dividual is helped to use his own and all the resources of
the community and to meet his problems.?

CLARIFYING ‘‘SELF-SUPPORT"’

Wilbur Mills, chairman of the committee, sought to clarify the
intent of the proposed “self-support” and “self-care” terminology.
“Do you mean,” he asked, “that you are getting these people pre-

ared through the new program that you are undertaking in this

ill to remove themselves from the welfare roll? Is that what you
are suggesting? Or is self-support that they can cook their meals
and take care of themselves without some outside help while re-
ceiving funds from the welfare department within the State?”

Charles Schottland, Comissioner of Social Security, who was tes-
tif{ing on the proposal, replied that the Administration intended to

achieve both purposes.

We are including both in these terms, and both are
being now done by the States. The concept of self-care is a
concept of people being able to take care of themselves
more adequately, and self-support that they actually be
self-supporting. We have a large number of persons going
off the public assistance rolls montl’i‘l}{, and it is an impor-
tant reason for closing out cases. They are going off be-
cause they are self-supporting, and they are either getting
a job or it may be it is an case, where the mothers
are being reunited with the fathers, or for some other
reason. Maybe it is a blind case where we have put them
through some rehabilitation training and they have gotten
a job, or a disabled case.

So it is both the concepts of being able to take care of
themselves better and working to rehabilitate them so that
they may be self-supporting on their own.3

When the Senate Finance Committee reported its version of the
Social Security Amendments of 1956, it incorporated the Adminis-
tration’s recommendation to exgand the pu of the ADC pro-
gram beyond that of pure cash assistance. The committee’s bill
amended the purpose clause of the ADC law to add, in addition to
the furnishing of financial assistance, the fumishin% of services “to
help maintain and strengthen family life and to he p such parents
or relatives to attain the maximum self-support and personal inde-

*US. Co%eus. House. Committee on Ways and Means, Hearings on H.R. 9120 and H.R. 9091,
84§hlb(_}gng., “ sess., pp. 14-15.
id., p. 89.
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pendence, consistent with the maintenance of continuing parental
care and protection * * *.” Federal matching of 50 percent was
also specifically authorized in the bill.

Senator Harry Byrd of Virginia, in defending the committee’s
amendment on the Senate floor, commented:

Services that assist families and individuals to attain the
maximum economic and personal independence of which
they are capable provide a more satisfactory way of living
for the recipients affected. To the extent that they can
remove or ameliorate the causes of dependency they will
decrease the time that assistance is needed.*

Although the House had not yet approved the Administration’s
proposal for services, the House conferees on H.R. 7225, which in-
cluded the Senate’s ADC changes, accepted the language expanding
the purpose of the program. The conferees also agreed to authorize
Federal reimbursement of 50 percent of the costs incurred by a

State in providing services.
C. “UNEMPLOYED PARENTS” COoME INTO THE PROGRAM®

THE RATIONALE FOR THE ‘“‘UP”’ PROGRAM

Federal involvement in the issue of employment and training for
ADC recipients became more explicit in 1961. In a speech on Febru-
ary 2 of that year, newly-elected President John F. Kennedy made
a speech on economic recovery. Citing the problem of high unem-
ployment, the President called for legislation to provide Federal
matching funds under the ADC program for a new category of re-
cipients—those determined to be needy because of the unemploy-
ment of a parent.

When a bill proposing this change was presented to the Congress,
two basic arguments were made in its support. Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare, Abraham Ribicoff, told the House Commit-
. tee on Ways and Means:

Basically, there is no reason why a hungry child of an
unemployed father should not be fed, as well as a child in
other unfortunate circumstances.

There is a grave need, here, because what we are trying
to do with ADC is keep families together. And certainly we
should not, as a society, so conduct our programs as to dis-
courage a family grouping or to encourage a parent to
leave the home in order for his children to receive aid in
their basic needs.

Of course, this also would have economic benefits, as
well as the humane, by placing into circulation during the
next 15 months some $305 million. It is part of the Presi-
dent’s program against the present recession.®

4 Congressional Record. Senate. July 17, 1956: S13034-13035.

*P.L. 87-31.
8 U.S. Congress. House. Committee on Ways and Means. Hearings on H.R. 3864, 87th Cong.,

1st sess., p. 95.
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The rationale, then, was twofold. The bill would meet a human
need by providing aid for children of the unemployed, and it would
help to pull the country out of a period of economic recession.

CONDITIONS OF ELIGIBILITY

The legislation passed both the House and Senate, and was
signed into law in May 1961. The provisions were temporary. The
program was effective May 1, 1961, and was to continue only
through June 1962. The Act provided that the term “dependent
child”’ would include a needy child under age 18 who had been de-
prived of parental support or care by reason of the unemployment
gf a parent. The term “unemployment” was to be defined by the

tates.

The program was permissive with the States. They were not re-
quired to develop an unemployed parents program. If they did,
however, they were required to adopt certain specified procedures.
Their State welfare agencies had to enter into cooperative arrange-
ments with public employment offices, with the express goal of
finding employment for unemployed parents. States had to provide
for work registration and periodic reregistration of the unemployed

arents, and for maximum utilization of job placement services.

urthermore, States were required to deny aid to a child or rela-
tive if the unemployed parent refused without good cause to accept
employment in which he was able to engage which (1) was offered
through public employment offices, or (2) was offered by an employ-
er if the offer was determined by the State or local agency to be a
bonafide offer of employment.

The new law also required the State welfare agency to enter into
cooperative arrangements with the State vocational education
agency, to encourage the retraining of individuals capable of being
retrained.

Thus the Congress, when it added a new category of recipients
that it recognized as clearly being employable, also added provi-
sions to the law which—for the first time—were clearly and specifi-
cally designed to move ADC recipients into jobs. The new legisla-
tion provided (1) an administrative mechanism: State welfare agen-
cies had to make cooperative arrangements with State employment
services and vocational education agencies; (2) a work requirement:
there had to be provision for registration and periodic rerﬁffistra-
tion of unemployed parents; and (3) penalties: assistance could not
be provided for children whose unemployed parents refused with-

out good cause to accept employment.
. D. PuBLic WELFARE AMENDMENTS OF 1962—“A FRESH START”*

WAGING WAR ON DEPENDENCY

In 1962 President Kennedy proposed amendments that called for
an even stronger Federal emphasis on {n'omoting self-sugport for
recipients, and on reducing dependency. In a speech on February 1,

the President initiated the public assistance amendments of 1962
by stressing the importance of providing rehabilitation and train-

*P.L. 87-543.
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ing for public assistance recipients—families receiving aid to de-
pendent children, as well as persons dependent because of age or
disability.

- Throughout the course of the '62 amendments, the hope was re-
peatedly expressed that the proposed changes would result in a
new direction, “a fresh start,” for welfare. When Abraham Ribicoff,
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, spoke in behalf of the
Aq(rininistration’s bill before the Committee on Ways and Means, he
said:

Essentially our task is to wage war on dependency. We
would all like to see the day when a public assistance pro-
gram would become completely unnecessary. Though we
know that we can never realistically reach that point, we
must do what we can to reduce the problem. It would be
reckless to predict that the bill before you will bring abou