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WISCONSIN LEARNFARE RROGRAM

MONDAY, JUNE 18, 1990

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON SociAL SECURITY AND FaMmiLy PoLicy,

CoMMITTEE ON FINANCE,
Washington, DC.

The hearing was convened, pursuant to notice, at 10:00 a.m., in
room SD-215, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Daniel Patrick
Moynihan (chairman of the subcommittee) presiding.

Also present: Senator Kohl.

(The press release announcing the hearing follows:]

(Press Release No H-3%, June 12, 144%0)]

Finance SuBcoMMITTEE To HoLp HEARING ON LEARNFARE; WISCONSIN
DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM TO BE Focus

WasHINGTON, DC-—Senator Daniel Patrick Moynihan, Chairman, said Tuesday
the Senate Finance Subcommittee on Social Security and Family Policv will jold a
hearing this month ¢n the Wisconsin Learnfare Program.

The hearing will be on Monday, June 18, 199¢ at 10 a.m. in Room SD-215 of the
Dirksen Senate Office Building.

“In the Family Support Act of 198%, we changed the Aid to Families With De-
pendent Children Program from merely an income maintenance program to primar-
ily a jobs program. Our message was clear: parents—both parents—must provide for
their children. Fathers must pay child support and mothers must be provided job
training. We modeled the Act after innovative experiments in several states,” said
Moynihan (D., New York}.

“At this hearing we will explore a very different type o1 experiment: the Wiscon-
sin Learnfare Program. Learnfare is based on a wholly d.fferent premise, namely,
that just as parents have the responsibility to support their children. so, too, welfare
parents have the responsibility to assure that their child-en attend school. It is an
idea not without controversy, but worthy of inquiry, and I icok forward to learning
more about the program,” Moynihan said.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. DANIEL PATRICK MOYNIHAN, A
U.S. SENATOR FROM NEW YORK, CHAIRMAN OF THE SUBCOM.
MITTEE

Senator MoyNIHAN. A very good morning to our witnesses and
guests, and to our distinguished colleague and friend, Senator
Kohl, who in the first instance requested this hearing and is going
to join us this morning.

May I say how refreshing it is to see a large audience and group
of witnesses and concerned citizenry on a subject having to do with
child welfare. This is not necessarily our normal experience in the
Finance Committee. When things like this come up we are lucky to
have a Corporal's guard on a Monday morning. For those of you
who do not know, on the other side of that wall is the famous
“Gucci Gulch.” You should see us when we have an oil and gas

By
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bill, it is filled out there. But when children are involved you can
usually shoot deer in the hallways. So we very much welcome you
here.

I have just a few brief remarks which I would like to make
before asking Senator Kohl to speak. I would like to say that this is
an overview hearing, of course. But we meet for a purpose which
has become increasingly common in recen: years which is for the
Finance Committee, which is responsible for Social Security mat-
ters and Social Security which includes Aid to Families With De-
pendent Children, and Medicaid, which is to say what we call wel-
fare, we find ourselves meeting to discuss an innovation that began
at the State levels. That old theory of Federalism works. It prob-
ably works in cycles.

In the late 1970’s, early 1980)’s, when it became quite clear noth-
ing much was happening in Washington and nothing was going to
come out of Washington, Governors began to innovate and start
programs. And, indeed, the Family Support Act which passed in
1988 and which was the first major change in the welfare system
since in began in 1935, was very much the initiative of the States.
We called it the Governors’ bill and made that point.

What we tried to do in that bill is establish a social contract.
What had been called welfare began in 1935 in the Social Security
Act as a temporary widow’s pension, meant to tie us over until sur-
vivor’s insurance became normally available under Social Security.
And the typical recipient was described as a West Virginia miner’s
widow. The subject of family support did not come up. The man
was dead. The subject of employment did not come up. Women did
not work in coal mines. It was just that—a permanent condition
that would stay that way.

Now a half century goes by and that does not describe the popu-
lation on welfare at all. The majority of children have male par-
ents who are simply absent. Female parents who are not in the
work force when most female parents are in the work force. That is
what distinguishes this group. They are not in the work force. /And
they do not get child support.

So we have said that under the Family Support Act that there’s
a mutual obligation. Society has to help people get themselves back
on their feet and they have to help do so. Welfare is a transitional
matter and we know that for about half the population it is. These
are typically more mature people, who have family, marriage prob-
lems and welfare is a transition, like unemployment insurance.
They get themselves back together and they go off on their own
and don’t need much help or advice from anybody.

There's the other half, however, that is very deeply in trouble.
They get into welfare very early. They have very few skills of han-
dling themselves in a larger society and sort of drop out. This is
not a small program.

Now we are going to hear from our very able Assistant Secretary
for Family Support, Ms. Barnhart. She is going to start tracking
this for us. She has agreed to try to get a series going, to project
how many children will receive welfare before reaching age 18. But
we make a reasonable estimate, defensible certainly, that almost
one-third of American children will be on welfare before age 18—
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one in three. This is not a rare event, save in certain inner cities, |
think more of that to the contrary.

I estimate that in my city of New York, about half the children
born in 1980 will be on welfare. Cities like Washington, two-thirds.
It is the normal experience. It is surprising that it can happen that
anybody is on welfare in Wisconsin, because Wisconsin is a place
where nothing ever goes wrong or rather, everything works so well.
But if you have this condition in Wisconsin, you may know that it
is something that is across the national range.

We have been surprised and interested in the innovation in Wis-
consin in the effort to change school outcomes, which is very
normal. And we have known for a very long time now, we have
known for a quarter century, that school outcomes are not easily
explained and certainly not easily changed.

I recall in 1963, in the summer, when President Kennedy’s legis-
lative program was sort of dead in the water, one morning when I
was Assistant Secretary for Policy, Planning, and Research and As-
sistant Secretary of Labor, I just noticed a little item in the Wash-
ington Post that big that said that General Hershey, the head of
the Selective Service Administration, had once again submitted his
annual report. The fiscal year then began July 1. And once again,
half the persons called up for the draft were either rejected be-
cause they failed the mental test or the physical test or both. And
that seemed to be an interesting way to say a large number, a high
number.

We proposed to the White House that we look into this and see if
you corrected or get a good sample, what would then be the nation-
al experience. We prepared a report. President Kennedy was very
much interested in that. We had it ready on January and it was
given to President Johnson. It was the only data we had for the
war on poverty; and it was called “One Third of a Nation.” We
found that if you had a full sample, a third of the young men turn-
{)ngh18 would fail the Armed Forces mental test, physical test or

oth.

~There were enormous ranges. That is the big thing we found out.
The same test was given everywhere, and as regards to education it
was “The One” same test. The same testers—the U.S. Army. But
whereas in some States the failure rates on the mental test got up
to 35 to 36 percent, in some States it barely existed. I say to you
that your neighbor to the West, Minnesota, had the lowest rate—
2.0 percent. I think Wisconsin had a bit higher. But, I mean a test
with failure rates lower than that you do not have a mental test,
you have something else. Whereas, other places would have 10
times that.

So obviously, you know, you can have different people—people
behave differently, function differently, you get different outcomes.

In my State of New York we had a rate of failure twice that of
neighboring Rhode Island. There is a line in Long Island Sound be-
tvveen New York and Rhode Island. Something is done better in
Rhode Island. New York State, actually, for all its expectations of
doing better, trying harder, New York State ranked 46th in the
r?‘tates in failure rate, mental test, Armed Forces Qualification

est.
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A quarter of a century goes by and you look up the graduation
rate—drop out rate. And guess what? New York State is 46th. A
quarter of a century, nothing has changed. All the innovation and
so forth. And we learned something in this process.

In the Civil Rights Act of 1964 there was a section saying that a
study would be made of the unequal opportunities in this country
and this was given to James S. Coleman, then at Johns Hopkins.
And he, and Campbell, and others then produced the second larg-
est social science research project in history, called “Equality of
Educational Opportunity.” It had one great feature which is like
one of those scientific revolutions that Thomas Kuhn talks of, that
when you change your way of thinking, and you stop thinking of
the earth as the center of the universe and start thinking of the
sun as the center of the solar system—you know things come out
differently if you do that.

Coleman shifted our attention from inputs, which is how we
always measured education. How much money do you spend per
pupil? What is the pupil/teacher ratio? How many books do you
have in the library? Our attention has been shifted to outputs—
what do children learn?

He found the relations between outputs and schools as such very
weak. He found that family, more than anything else, predicted
achievement, and that the variations in achievement were more to
be found inside schools than between schools. And we have been
struggling with that information ever since and trying to learn
what to do, how we might improve things.

I will leave it to our witnesses to tell us what they think has
* changed in Wisconsin. 1 have already talked much longer than I
have done. But to say that I am delighted to see these two subjects
come together—welfare and education—because this is what we
are talking about. We are talking about the achievement of chil-
dren and the performance of adults.

With that, I would like to welcome you, sir; and turn it over to
Senator Kohl of Wisconsin.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON HIPVW.BERT H. KOHL, A U.S.
SENATOR FROM W (SCONSIN

Senator Kont. Thank you very much, Senator Moynihan.

Mr. Chairman, your knowledge and your commitment to true
welfare reform is really unparalleled in our body. The attention
you have given to welfare reform in general and Learnfare in par-
ticular is critical to our understanding of what does and doesn’t
work when we try to break the cycle of poverty.

[, myself, am not here to support or oppose Learnfare in terms of
all of its political dynamics. We are all here, 1 hope, because the
Learnfare Program as applied to 13 to 1Y-year-olds in Wisconsin
has received an extension from the Federal Government and it is
therefore going to move forward in one form or another.

Our goal is to see to it that as it moves forward it is as affective
as it can be in achieving its goals and that it is humane. We need
to assure that it is more than punitive, which in my opinion is in-
sufficient in reducing welfare dependency and poverty. It is incum-
bent on all of us to give Learnfare its maximum chance to succeed.
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It is incumbent on all of us to address not only the symptoms but
the root causes of poverty,

The worst thing for the State of Wisconsin and our Nation is for
us 0 get mired down into politics instead of the human issues. For
this hearing is not about politics. It is about people’s lives and what
we plan to do to make them better. The stated goal of Learnfare is
to keep kids in school and there is no partisan debate about that.
Everyone agrees with that goal; everyone is for kids in school.

The issues are: How do we do it? And is that enough? The debate
to date has largely focused on the question of whether only sanc-
tions or only case management and services or a combination of
both can best do the job. People who spend their lives trying to
help kids and dysfunctional families say that the threat of losing
AFDC benefits is not enough. They say that we need to address the
underlying causes of truancy in one generation before we can turn
the corner toward reducing the welfare rolls in the next genera-
tion. I agree with that.

Unfortunately, the Learnfare Program as it was initially imple-
mented contained little in the way of assistance to the families who
were sanctioned. No alcohol and drug or child abuse treatment, no
family counseling or mental health services, no real help. In Mil-
waukee County there are roughly 1,600 sanctioned families every
month; yet, there are only three full-time case managers each
trying to handle over 500 cases a piece, to help those sanctioned
families identify and receive the services they need.

Everyone is entitled to bicker over the numbers, and have been,
but the fact is it is not enough. Recent figures tell us that only 28
percent of sanctioned kids in Milwaukee County were back in
school in 2 months. We have no real way of measuring how suc-
cessful that really is, just as we have little way of knowing how
many of those kids were in dysfunctional families, not getting
needed services for substance and child abuse and family or mental
health counseling.

But I believe one thing is clear, some of those kids would have
been back in school without the sanctions; and many of the ones
who were not in school have complex needs that punishment alone
cannot fill.

To break the cycle the poverty we have to do better than that. I
think with the State’s redesign of Learnfare for the expanded pro-
gram they also have acknowledged a need for change. And if Pat
Goodrich would be so kind as to confirm that, then [ think credit
ought to be given where it is deserved.

However, based on the flaws in the existing program when the
State sought permission to extend it, I was deeply troubled. T vis-
ited with the Secretary of Health and Human Services, Dr. Sulli-
van, in March to express my concerns. I told him then that I could
only support an extension of Learnfare if it were accompanied by a
stronger evaluation component, only if it required solid case man-
agement, and only if services for dysfunctional families were man-
dated and available.

1 believe those concerns were shared by Dr. Sullivan. They are
reflected in the new terms and conditions of the agreement. Dr.
Sullivan, through Jo Anne Barnhart and the staff of the Family
Support Administration, have added requirements which make the
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Learnfare extension approved by Washington fundamentally differ-
ent from the Learnfare extension requested by Madison. -

People of differing views can spin whatever they want out of this
agreement, but the fact remains that the Departmenti of Health
and Human Services has set new conditions on the way the State
of Wisconsin administers Learnfare for the 13 to 19-year-old tru-
ants. And in this Senator’s mind, those conditions offer new hope
to kids and families in trouble. We have an obligation to maximize
their chances for success.

As the distinguished chairman knows, the social contract goes
two ways. From a policy perspective, I believe we have a right to
expect certain things from welfare families. We also, I believe,
have a responsibility to make sure that what we ask of them is re-
alistic, and sometimes that means treating the family before sanc-
tioning it.

I do not believe that Learnfare has been or will be either an un-
mitigated disaster or an unmitigated success. But I know it can be
better than it has been if we develop a partnership between the
State, the counties, the social service community and the public
schools. If this revamped Learnfare Program includes =olid case
management, backed up by needed services, it could be a construc-
tive program that helps 13 to 19-year-olds currently being sanc-
tioned to stay in school; and it could help their families to function.

The recent actions taken by the Federal Government to require
more case management and to assure access to services are com-
mendable. But if confined to pieces of paper exchanged between
Washington and Madison, they offer little hope to the thousands of
Wisconsin families trapped on the poverty treadmill.

I hope this hearing will shed some light on the conditions set by
the Family Support Administration, as well as the depth of com-
mitment of the State and the counties to improving the Learnfare
Program. Can we agree that there are often underlying causes of
truancy? Can we agree to commit more than lip service to alterna-
tive education, case management, and other services that are
known to make a difference in people’s lives? And if we are going
to require case management in services prior to sanctioning for
children between the ages of 6 and 12, then should we also have
the sgme requirements in place for the existing program for teen-
agers’

These are the questions we need to answer if we are serious
about our goals. This hearing will, I hope, move us further along in
meeting the challenge. So again, [ want to thank the distinguished
chairman; and I look forward to the testimony of the many fine
witnesses here today from Wisconsin.

I am particularly pleased that Pat Goodrich, Secretary of the
State of Wisconsin Department of Health and Social Services is
with us. Under her leadership negotiations between the State and
the Federal Government have produced real improvements in the
Learnfare Program; and I am hopeful that we all can work togeth-
er to make it even better.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator MoyNiEAN. Thank you, sir. Just one bit of numbers
before we get to our distinguished witnesses. This requires some
thought. We have the tables of the ranking for the failure rates in



7

the Armed Forces qualification test in 1962 and the graduation
rates a quarter century later and they correlate very well. The
Army finds that if you have not graduated from high school you
cannot make it in the Army. It does not work.

Well, you know, in 1962 Minnesota had the lowest failure rate—
2.7 percent—in the nation. Twenty-five years later it had the high-
est graduation rate. Just as we were 46 and 46, you, sir, were very
low in the mental test failure rates; and in the graduation rate you
are seventh.

What is it about the weather out there? You not only have the
best graduation rates in the country—they are in descending order,
Minnesota, Wyoming, North Dakota, Nebraska, Iowa, Montana,
and Wisconsin. There’s something about that Canadian air. I mean
there must be. There is no other way I can explain it.

I would like to make one last point, and that is so our witnesses
will know, and so our guests will know. We are talking here about
a welfare population which is overwhelmingly white. We are not
talking about some groups that might seem isolated either phys-
ically or otherwise. We are talking about the normal families in ab-
normal conditions. It is true everywhere. But let us just make it
clear that welfare is not just a minority problem. It is a problem
for minorities; it is a problem for Americans.

With that, let’s ask our two very able witresses—Jo Anne Barn-
hart, Madam Secretary will you come forward, the Assistant Secre-
tary for Family Support. We would like to hear you first, Madam
Secretary, because you have other responsibilities that will have
you have to leave. But I was very interested in what Senator Kohl
had to say and we look forward to what you have to say.

STATEMENT OF JO ANNE B. BARNHART, ASSISTANT SECRETARY
FOR FAMILY SUPPORT, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND
HUMAN SERVICES

Ms. BARNHART. Yes, thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and
Senator Kohl. I am real happy to be here today and have the op-
portunity to talk with you about the Learnfare Program in Wiscon-
sin.

The Learnfare demonstration was implemented under our dem-
onstration authority, which allows States to test and evaluate im-
portant issues through waivers granted by the Department. And as
a result of findings from such demonstrations, we are able to gain
valuable information that assists us and you, I hope, in improving
the welfare system.

To understand where we are today with Learnfare, it is impor-
tant to go back and review the history of this project. In 1987, the
Department of Health and Human Services approved a major wel-
fare reform initiative enacted by Governor Thompson and the Wis-
consin State Legislature. Learnfare was one component of this
entire initiative. Other features of the demonstration that was ap-
proved at that time include requirements for participation in train-
ing and employment-related activities, modifying the earned
income disregard, and providing 12-month transitional Medicaid
and child care benefits.



8

The Learnfare demonstration was established as part of this
larger demonstration initiative because of the link between stu-
dents dropping out of school and the longer receipt of AFDC. Wis-
consin officials believe that requiring AFDC teens to remain in
school will help break the cycle of poverty and prepare them for
better jobs in the future. This is a central hypothesis that is being
tested in the demonstration.

Under the originally approved demonstration, all AFDC recipi-
ents aged 13 through 19—and that includes teen parents—have
peen required to attend school regularly unless they are otherwise
exempt or have good cause for nonattendance. if a teen does not
attend school regularly, the family’s monthly AFDC grant is re-
duced by the amount normally included for the teenager’s needs
for each month that they fail to comply with the requirement for
school attendance.

Having taken under consideration the concerns that were ex-
pressed about the Learnfare demonstration and its potential expan-
sion by the State to include younger children, concerns such as
those that you mentioned, Senator Kohl, we have recently issued
new terms and conditions for approval of enhancements to the
Learnfare demonstration. We believe these represent an appropri-
ate balance between attendance requirements and services. The en-
hancements relate both to the teen population that is subject to
Learnfare and to the design of the project for the younger children
between the ages of 6 and 12. .

The modified program for teens will continue to emphasize the
important goal of education and the central responsibility of stu-
dents and families for school attendance. At the same time, the
program will have an increased emphasis on case management and
related services for teens with attendance problems, which will, I
belileve, increase the program’s potential to accomplish the original
goal.

Additional modifications to the Learnfare component stress pre-
vention. By including tamilies with children aged 6 through 12,
Wisconsin intends to focus on school attendance problems at their
onset in the early grades. To alleviate the problem of poor school
attendance, the State will provide intensive services that deal with
the causes of excessive school absence in an attempt to improve the
likelihood of better education and, ultimately, self-sufficiency for
these youngsters.

There are two primary differences between the two Learnfare
project components. I think it is important to discuss those. The
first is related to the timing of the case management intervention.
For the teen population, following verification of absence informa-
tion, case management will be offered concurrently with the impo-
sition of a sanction for noncompliance with the attendance require-
ments. For families with younger children, age § through 12, case
management will be offered at the point of verification of excessive
absences. And a sanction will only be imposed if the family fails or
refuses to comply with the mutually agreed upon plan of action to
address prublems related to the child’s poor school ~ttendance—
what we call the family service plan.

The second difference between the two components of Learnfare
is the evaluation design. The evaluation of Learnfare on the teen
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population, which is currently underway, I might add, is based on a
pre/post design. In addition, we will compare school attendance
patterns of non-AFDC teens with AFDC teens before and after
Learnfare. And in contrast, the evaluation of Learnfare require-
ments on the yonnger children and their families will be based on
a random assiy ment evaluation design. Such a design will allow
for an even more rigorous evaluation of the net impacts of the
policy on school attendance.

The State is committed to increasing case management services
and minimizing waiting periods for services identified in family
service !.ans. The Governor has designated a half million dollars
each f case management and additional alternative educational
services for Learnfare students in Milwaukee, for a total of $1 mil-
lion in new State spending. It is important to point out that both
will be matched 50/50 with Federal dollars. Further, the terms and
conditions agreed to by the State include a provision for monitor-
ing and reporting on the length of time between referrals for serv-
ices and the receipt of services.

We believe these steps will enhance the project’s potential for in-
creasing school attendance. To further help ensure that sufficient
services are available to meet the needs of Learnfare children and
their families we are authorizing up to $10 million, and that in-
cludes the $1 million that I mentioned previously. These funds will
be available to match State or county funding for services to Learn-
fare children and their families during this demonstration.

These services may include such things as family counseling, al-
ternative educational activities, drug and alcohol abuse treatment,
mental health counseling, transportation, child abuse and neglect
?ervices, and others that may be needed and could be added to the
ist.

As I mentioned before, our agreement with the State includes
some very positive provisions for evaluating the effectiveness of the
expanded Learnfare project through a rigorous random rssignment
research design. Further., Wisconsin has agreed to accelerate ob-
taining evaluation results of the current Learnfare system’s effec-
tiveness in promoting school attendance among teens. This will
allow us to assess the effects of this policy sooner than we had
originally planned to do. I think that is important given the inter-
est in this program.

Over the years the Department and the Congress have learned
much from State-initiated demonstrations which have tested and
evaluated alternative policy options. Both President Bush and
former-President Reagan strongly endorsed local initiatives and
State/Federal partnerships to develop and test innovative models
to address the problems of welfare dependency.

As you mentioned, Mr. Chairman, and have so often asserted
when we have spoken in the past, the research that results from
State demonstrations, supported by both waivers and funding from
the Federal Government, played a central role in the enactment of
the Family Support Act of 1988.

Senator MoYNIHAN. True. True. True.

Ms. BARNHART. The Wisconsin Welfare Reform Demonstration,
with the Learnfare component is just one of many such State ini-
tiatives the Department has approved in the interest of providing
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States the flexibility needed to develop and demonstrate new solu-
tions to serious problems.

The modifications which the State is making to the project will,
as I have stated, provide an appropriate balance between responsi-
bility on the part of the recipient and support from the State to
assist recipients in fulfilling program requirements. I want to em-
phasize that the modifications were a result of consideration of in-
formation from the State’s experience and the comments that we
received from Members of Congress, interested organizations, and
the public.

In conclusion, on behalf of the Secretary, I want to thank the
committee for its interest in welfare reform demonstrations. We
look forward to obtaining useful findings from such initiatives.
These findings will assist the Department, State agencies, and you
in developing programs which effectively address the needs of
AFDC recipients and provide new methods for helping us reduce
dependency.

Mr. Chairman, I would be happy to try and answer any questions
that you might have at this time.

Senator MoyNIHAN. You have answered a very great many al-
ready, Madam Secretary. It is a matter of personal preference, but
we do not like that term “welfare reform.” Reform refers to restor-
ing to an earlier good state. There never was an earlier good state
of welfare.

Let me ask you—but I want to have Senator Kohl carry the
burden of the inquiry—you have modified the program in this new
agreement?

Ms. BARNHART. Yes, sir; we have.

Senator MoYNIHAN. And you have brought some real evaluation
into the process so we are going to find out some things, we are
going to learn something out of this.

Ms. BARNHART. Yes, sir. That is certainly our hope, as it is any -
time that we approve a waiver under our Section 1115 demonstra-
tion authority.

Senator MoYNIHAN. I was going to say, later on we are going to
hear from Professor Corbett, who is the associate scientist at the
Institute for Research on Poverty. If we did nothing else in the
Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 we did create this fine institu-
tion at the University of Wisconsin aud it goes on from strength to
strength.

Let me ask you a question for which I do not think you will have
an answer, because I do not think an answer exists, but which an
answer could exist. What proportion of children who have been on
AFDC in the course of their life time, what is their graduation rate
from high school? Well the answer is, of course, we do not know.
But we could learn, couldn’t we? It is no small group of people. We
could start tracking that. couldn’t we?

Ms. BARNHART. It wou.d certainly seem that we should he able to
design some way to track that, Senator. We have a lot of informa-
tion in bits and pieces about the——

Senator MoyNIHAN. Tell me.

Ms. BARNHART. Well, not on that specific subject, but I was going

-to say information is available about AFDC recipients and their at-
tachment to education or level of attainment. A number of nongov-
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ernmental studies have been conducted, and papers have been writ-
ten on that subject.

For example, there was a Ferstenberg study, I think, several
years ago that demonstrated that a woman without a high schcol
education was twice as likely to be on AFDC for example——

Senator MoYNIHAN. Yes.

Ms. BARNHART [continuing]. As one who had a high school educa-
tion. Another work done by Berlin showed that every year, I be-
lieve, of secondary schooling that was completed, reduced the
chance of being on AFDC by 35 percent.

That is why I say there are a number of bits and pieces that we
can put together to at least get the picture and frame the notion
that there is certainly some relationship between lack of education
and long-term dependency. But to provide that particulai statistic
that you request, no, I do not have that and am not aware of its
availability.

Senator MoyNIHAN. You are going to make history during your
time in the executive branch. We are going to start up a real statis-
tical profile of this program. We are going to know how many chil-
dren enter it and learn something about them. Wouldn't it be in-
teresting to know? Isn’t it important to know?

Ms. BARNHART. It would certainly be interesting to know. I must
say, Mr. Chairman, that the requests that you make are not easy
ones to accomplish. As you know, we are still working on your ear-
lier request, but we are working on it to accomplish that.

Senator MOYNIHAN. But remember what we said when we start-
ed out. The Bureau of Labor Statistics was started in 1882. Then it
took them 60 years to figure out how to measure unemployment,
but they got there.

Senator Kohl, sir?

Senator KoHL. Thank you, Senator Moynihan.

Primarily, Ms. Barnhart, I want to commend you for an out-
standing job. You have given this program a real chance for
making a difference and all of us appreciate that very much.

If you had to identify the two or three most significant changes
and/or improvements in the program—things that reflect the De-
partment’s interests and waivers—what would you say they are?

Ms. BARNHART. In my statement, Senator Kohl, I talked about a
significant improvement, and that is a better balance between re-
quirements and services. The State proposed providing case man-
agement services prior to taking a sanction action with the family,
and developing a family service plan for the families of the chil-
dren age 6 to 12, and we certainly agreed and encouraged it. So
that can truly be an early intervention or prevention program for
the elementary school aged children, so that hopefully we can
avo(iid education attendance problems as they reach the higher
grades.

For the teen population, I would say that the improvement is
similar in that we now have an assurance that case management
and services will be available to roughly 92 percent of the potential
Learnfare population. I would like to explain why 92 percent. In
the counties where 35 or fewer students are sanctioned, there will
not be specific additional funding specified for case management or
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services, but rather the counties will be asked to absorb that with
their current staffing.

I think an important piece of that teen program is the monitor-
ing and tracking that I spoke of in my statement. The State will
report on a quarterly basis, by exception, the number of students
who are experiencing what we call a substantial waiting period
before receiving the case management or the services because, obvi-
ously, the State is making a real effort to provide those. We cer-
tainly have an interest at the Department in having ithose addi-
tional services provided, and we want to make sure that it is in
fact taking place. So we put that reporting requirement in as well.

While I am very comfortable with the pre-post evaluation design
that existed in the original program, I am particularly pleased that
the State has agreed to and is able to expedite the findings from
that pre-post design for the teens so that we can get the data in
September of 1991 as opposed, I believe, to December 1993. Given
the increased focus and attention this program has received, it is
very important to get the best data we can get at the earliest possi-
ble time.

I also consider the evaluation component for the 6 to 12-year-
olds, to be an improvement. We will have a random assignment ex-
pexiilmental design which should help us sort out net impacts very
well.

Senator KoHL. Thank you. In any negotiating process you never
get everything you want. If you could have had one or two other
things in this 13 to 19-year-old extension, what would you have
hoped to get?

Ms. BArRNHART. Well, that is an interesting question, Senator. I
have to say that the negotiations with the State were character-
ized, I think, by cooperation and willingness on both sides—ours as
well as the State’s. We looked at all available infermation. They
made suggestions; we made suggestions. I think we were all work-
ing towards the same goal, which was to end up with the best pos-
sible program design we could and to be responsive to individuals
like yourself.

I met with a number of representatives from special interest
groups, as you know—local comimunity organizations in Wisconsin
and so forth. And I believe that the terms and conditions represent
the lDepartment’s interest as well as the State’s interest quite effec-
tively.

Senator KoHL. I believe you all had concerns given the Govern-
ment siructure between the counties and the State that the State
might somehow be limited in its ability to leverage cooperation
f;oxr}) the counties. How does the agreement attempt to deal with
that?

Ms. BARNHART. Well I think there is that concern. The situation
I described, if there are under 35 sanctions in a particular county,
is the reason we did put the monitoring and tracking provision in.
So if that problem exists and if the counties are unable to respond,
or unwilling to respond, we will be able to identify that early on.

I would hope that the fact that we are able to promise Federal
matching money, for services money that is available at either the
State or the county level, would perhaps be an inducement for
counties to participate and to be more cooperative because they
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can, in effect, double the dollars that are available to their “at
rifsk” caseload, which the Learnfare children are certainly a part
of.

Senator KouL. In connection with that, as you are probably
aware, last Wednesday a Milwaukee County committee voted to
defer action on $750,000 in case management assistance which was
the first of the State/Federal matcking money for the current pro-
gram. If this sort of thing becomes prevalent, what mechanisms are
in the agreement to protect the families from what would be strict-
ly punitive action?

Ms. BARNHART. Well, I was aware that that happened, Senator
Kohl. I do not have all the details on that, but it was my under-
standing that the county wanted to make sure that the $750,000 is
going to be sufficient to provide the additional services. I am sure
Ms. Goodrich can respond to that in more detail when she appears.

But I would say that the terms and conditions are exactly as
stated—terms and conditions. And if there is a problem in the
terms and conditions being met, obviously it would necessitate
action on the part of the Department. We would approach the
State and find out exactly what is happening and if, in fact, the
State can continue to meet the terms and conditions because they
are the prerequisite for continuing the waiver.

Senator KoHL. Ms. Barnhart, your Department appears support-
ive of the notion that case management backed up by services must
be available to the families of 6 to 12-year-olds prior to sanctioning.
Can you tell me if the Department took a position on that same
concept—services before sanctions—to be applied to the existing
program; and in your opinion, would that have been a desirable
outcome?

Ms. BARNHART. We were very interested in beefing up the serv-
ices component altogether. And we were particularly pleased when
the State proposed to provide those additional services for the 6 to
12-year-olds, and we were interested in services being available to a
greater extent for the teen population.

One of the things that we discussed during the negotiation and, 1
think, an important point to make here, is that when a child is be-
tween the ages of 6 and 12, school attendance to a greater degree is
contingent upon the involvement of the parents. I mean there are
probably very few 6 or T-year-olds that get themselves to school
e rery day on their own, I certainly would hope that is not the case.
I am hoping that there is parental involvement.

Therefore, we felt it was appropriate to guarantee in effect that
case management services and a family service plan would be in
effect prior to a sanction for that type of situation. With the teen-
age population, the amount of individual responsibility, I think, in-
creases for a teenager when it comes to getting to school. There is
certainly parental responsibility, no question about it. But at the
same time, I think you can expect a teen to assert a little more in-
dividual responsibility than an elementary school student.

So I believe the Department’s position was, we wanted to have
case management services running the gambit from &ge 6 until
graduation, in effect, but at a level that reflected an appropriate
balance between the appropriate level of individual responsibility
and the Agency’s support.
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Senator KoHL. Well 1n just following that line of reasoning for a
minute, if the teen is more liable to be making his own judgment
and less liable to be under the parents’ ability to get him to school,
then it would seem to me that even more so at that population
level, would you be wanting to understand the situation level
before you sanctioned?

Ms. BARNHART. Well we do have case management provided to
the teens. Another important point is what it takes to get to the
sanction status. I did not address this in my testimony, and I think
it may be helpful for the context of the entire hearing.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Why don't you?

Ms. BARNHART. That is, a student must have 10 unexcused ab-
sences in a semester before he/she is put on monitoring. Once they
are monitored by the State, if they have two absences in a particu-
lar month, unexcused absences, at that point the sanction would be
undertaken.

Senator MoyNIHAN. What is the norm for your all-American
Wisconsin boy or girl? Ten is twice the average?

Ms. BARNHART. | don't know exactly what the average is, Sena-
tor. I believe the information indicates that the AFDC students, as
opposed to non-AFDC students, miss about 3 days a year more than
the non-AFDC students. I can tell you that relationship.

Senator MoyNIHAN. It is only 3 more days a year?

Ms. BARNHART. Roughly, I believe so.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Unbelievable.

Ms. BARNHART. I believe that's correct. One of the other people
coming up later might have better information, but I think that is
the case.

Senator MoyNIHAN. That is kind of important.

Ms. BARNHART. At the point that the student has two additional
unexcused absences, which is 12 unexcused absences in that semes-
ter, the case managers are to make every possible effort to contact
the family and the school to verify the truancy information. In
other words, case managers may not simply take it off of a report
or a piece of paper, but must attempt to determine if there was in
fact some reason that was not noted.

Then the family has a 10-day notice before the sanction is actual-
ly put into effect. So I think it is important to point out that it is
not a matter of something happens and, without any warning
whatsoever, all of a sudden the family is sanctioned. There is some
interaction between the case manager and the family, even in the
case of the teens. And I do think that is important.

Senator KoHL. Thank you very much. I think you have been
really helpful all along and everybody appreciates it, Ms. Barnhart.

Ms. BARNHART. Well thank you very much, Senator. I would just
like to say that your staff was particularly helpful to us in provid-
ing us with information all along the way; and it contributed very
mulcl:h to our discussions with the State. It was very helpful to us as
well.

Senator KoHL. Thank you.

Senator MoyNIHAN. With not making any comparisons with
other colleagues, it has been a special experience for this commit-
tee to have a Senator who is not a member take an interest in wel-
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fare legislation. You are the first, sir. Well, no, ole Barbara Mikul-
ski, she's always there too.

Thank you very much, Madam Secretary. Note how helpful it is
to put a number on something. Is 1{} truancies just 2 more than the
average for the population or is it twice the number? Are the
standard deviations really quite different from others so that you
have a median that is much higher than the average, that kind of
thing. One group over here has a lot of trouble and vou put a
number on something like a football score and you know more
about the outcome, don't vou”

Thank you very much.

Ms. BARNHART. Thank vou, Senator.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Barnhart appears in the appen-
dix.)

Senator MoyNIHAN. Now we are going to hear from Secretary
Goodrich—Secretary Patricia A. Goodrich, of the Department of
Health and Social Services of the State of Wisconsin—Madison, WI.
We welcome you, Madam Secretary: an< vou have a colleague with
you.

Ms. GoopricH. Yes, 1 do, Senator Moynihan. If 1 may, 1 would
like to introduce Svivia Jackson who is the administrator of our di-
vision of economic support. We are a rather large umbrella organi-
zation in Wisconsin and Sylvania is the immediate administrator of
the program.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Ms. Jackson, the committee welcomes you
and we look forward to hearing from you as well.

Ms. GoobricH. Actually, she is here to help me in case 1 miss on
some numbers. So | have not asked her to prepare any remarks.

STATEMENT OF PATRICIA A, GOODRICH, SECRETARY. DEPART-
MENT OF HEALTH AND SOCIAL SERVICES, STATE OF WISCON.-
SIN, MADISON, WL, ACCOMPANIED BY SYLVIA JACKSON, AD-
MINISTRATOR, DIVISION OF ECONOMIC SUPPORT

Ms. GoobricH. Good morning. My name is Patricia Goodrich and
I am secretary of the Wisconsin Department of Health and Social
Services. | am accompanied by Silvia Jackson who is the adminis-
trator of our division of economic support. Thank vou very much
for inviting Governor Thompson to address vou and for allowing
me to appear for him today. It is truly a pleasure and an honor to
be testifying before you on Wisconsin's Learnfare Program.

To one degree or another we are all products of the environ-
ments in which we were raised. What is it, then, that enables some
individuals to succeed in spite of their childhood and adolescent en-
vironments? What is the difference between those that do make
their way out of poverty to become producers for society and those
who do not?

Governor Thompson believes that education and parental in-
volvement are the answers. With the help of the State legislature,
the Federal Government, client advocates, and local administrators
he has put forward the Learnfare Program, incorporating both of
these powerful tools—employing them in Wisconsin's overall effort
to reduce welfare dependency.
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Implemented in 1988 over 27,000 AFDC teens are presently cov-
ered by Learnfare. The program utilizes financial sanctions in con-
junction with supportive services to achieve its goal. Learnfare re-
quires that essentially all Wisconsin teens eligible for welfare bene-
fits attend school regularly.

A program such as Learnfare is clearly needed when one consid-
ers that for every 100 students who start high school in Milwaukee
less than 60 finish.

Senator MoyNitHAN. That is Milwaukee as against a State rate of
8) percent; isn't that right—~xi.4 percent?

Ms. GoobpRricH. As a completion rate, that sounds correct.

Senator MovyNIHAN. Okay. Milwaukee is a county as well as a
city; is that correct?

Ms. GoobricH. That is right. But we are talking about the
county.

Considering the outlook for a high school drop out in today's job
market, this tranzlates to an astounding waste of human potential
as well as a serious and ongoing financial 1esponsibility for Wiscon-
sin taxpayers. The philosophy which underlies Learnfare is
straightforward. The State has an obligation to provide financial
assistance to families who, for whatever reason, are unable to sup-
port themselves in the work place. In return, these families have
an obligation to get their children to school regularly, which will
ultimately enable them to compete in the job market and avoid a
life of welfare dependency.

Learnfare allows us to do what needs to be done to meet this
goal. If a teen parent is not in school because he or she lacks ade-
quate day care, arrangements are made to ensure that Learnfare
day care is provided.

If transportation is required to and from the day care facility,
Learnfare will also pay for that.

Some teens simply cannot succeed in regular classroom environ-
ment.

Learnfare will payv tuition costs for those drop outs who require
alternative educational programs to succeed in school.

Even more teens will benefit from Learnfare over the next 12
months due to Governor Thompson's direction that additional
State discretionary desegregation money be used for Learnfare al-
ternative education in the Milwaukee public school system. When
lmatched by the Federal Government, this will total over $1 mil-
ion.

Teens-who may otherwise have been lost, will continue to be
given a second chance because of Learnfare and nhese alternative
education funds.

Still other teens have severe family problems which negatively
impact their school attendance. Governor Thompson recently ap-
proved State funding which, when matched by equal Federal
waiver savings dollars, will total 31 million to assist such teens.
This funding is to be used for additional Learnfare case managers
who will specialize in working with the whole family to identify
and address the underlying causes of poor school attendance.

And if I may at this time, Senator Kohl, address the question
you asked of Secretary Barnhart. I believe the Milwaukee commit-
tee acted as they did because they wanted to hear some direct in-
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formation from individuals from our Department. I will be making
that offer to visit with them at some later time to explain the dol-
lars and the program.

Finally, some teens just do not want to go to school and unfortu-
nately, receive no support and encouragement from their parents.

For this group the Learnfare sanction is available to serve as cat-
alyst—a catalyst for teens to take responsibility for their action
3nd inaction, and for parents to take responsibility for their chil-

ren.

Is the sanction fair? It is indeed. It is fair because it is balanced
by a supportive service network. This network includes, but is not
limited to, the supportive services previcusly mentioned.

In closing, let me say that I firmly believe that Learnfare works.

I am not yet able to give you the complete statistical breakdown
to show how Learnfare serves as the primary motivation for teens
to attend school regularly.

The independent, formal evaluation is not due until mid-1993, al-
though we will be accelerating some of the early findings.

Why, then, do I believe in this program?

Because the goal is worthy: to reduce welfare dependency by edu-
cating our children for the work place. Because the philosophy is
sound. AFDC families have an obligation to society in return for
the assistance they receive.

Because supportive services and sanctions are balanced so as to
plrovlide the incentive and the means for teens to attend school reg-
ularly.

Finally, because all kinds of people tell me it is working. People
like: William B. Adams, Human Services Director in an industrial-
ized Racine County, who tell us, “We have not had to sanction
many families for noncompliance. However, we have been able to
use Learnfare as a vehicle to bring the problems of AFDC children
and their families to the attention of the public decisionmakers.”

And Earl Garrison, an Eau Claire High School, the assistant
principal, in charge of attendance, who says, “Some kids just need
that extra boost to get to school and that has helped. Its a step in
the right direction.”

And teen parents, like Cindy Spencer of intercity Milwaukee
who dropped out of school at the age of 17 but is back now at age
19 and will graduate this December with honors. Cindy writes, “I
give all my thanks to the people of Learnfare who have changed
my life for the better and made this possible.”

The State of Wisconsin has been listening. We have increased
our commitment to case management and alternative education for
teens with attendance problems.

Thanks to the Department of Health and Human Services’
recent approval of our waiver request to expand Learnfare to in-
clude children 6 through 12, we have the opportunity to build on
this successful program.

The waiver, filed in the fall of 1989, focuses on the prevention of
attendance problems and will allow us to address them at their
onset in the early grades. At the same time, it will enhance our
ability to respond effectively to the root causes of poor attendance
among young children through case management, prior to sanc-
tioning.
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I wish to thank you again for the opportunity to share Wiscon-
sin's Learnfare experience with you and urge you to support our
continuing efforts to address this most important issue. At this
time I am prepared to answer any questions you may have on
Learnfare.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Well thank you for a very able and open tes-
timony, Madam Secretary.

Yes, just a few questions. First of all, let the record show that
Wisconsin has been certainly more than responsible as States go in
this area. One of the great social crimes of the past generation—
and I say this to Senator Kohl—is that while the talk about pover-
ty is continued and programs multiply, contract and expand, and
while spending on social programs under the Social Security Act
has gone up very greatly for the aged, the provision for children
has gone down.

Since 1970 we have cut the provision for children under the
AFDC program in the median state by one-third. If in 1970 a
person would come along and say, I have a plan. I would like to
save money by cutting the amount of money children on welfare
get for food by a third, they would say, “You are a monster.” But
that is what we did. We do it quietly by not keeping up with infla-
tion.

Wisconsin has not completely avoided that. But I think you have
done a little better—the benefit reduction has only been, in real
terms, 14 percent. Wisconsin, you might tell them back home, you
have only cut the benefit for children by 14 percent. You have a
much better record than, say, my State or the Nation.

But why did you think this was a problem? Did you have any
data that told you, any numbers that told you, that children from
welfare families were dropping out from school more than non-wel-
fare families? B}

Ms. GoobricH. The concerns that were raised to Governor
Thompson during his 1988 campaign, as I mentioned in my more
formal remarks that I did not give to you today, but are in writing
for the committee——

Senator MoyNIHAN. Yes, and they will be included in the record
as if read.
d_['Iihe prepared statement of Ms. Goodrich appears in the appen-

ix.

Ms. GoobricH. Yes. That Governor Thompson became very much
aware as he traveled around the State that the welfare situation as
far as the taxpayers were concerned was a serious problem. The in-
teresting thing was, he put together a group of four legislators, two
from each of the Wisconsin Houses, as well as my predecessor, Sec-
retary Tim Cullen, of the Department, and they worked at length
on proposals that the Governor had in total and Learnfare as was
mentioned by Secretary Barnhart was one piece of that component.

No, we did not have figures that would show us that AFDC
youngsters were dropping out or stopping out more than non-AFDC
youngsters. What we do have is the fact that has been put together
that if you do not have an education you are much more likely to
be on AFDC and that was the concern of the Governor, not to per-
petuate that program.
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tthnator MoynNiHAN. Fair enough. But it always helps if you have
at.

Ms. GoobricH. I know it does. I know it does.

Senator MoyYNIHAN. It is interesting that Wisconsin has, as
against your population, a slightly smaller proportion of the AFDC
population than the population itself would indicate.

enato: Kohl, sir?

Senator KoHL. Thank you, Senator Moynihan.

It is nice to have you with us today.

Ms. GoobpricH. Thank you.

Ms. JacksoN. Thank you.

Senator KoHL. I am very familiar 'vith all the years you have de-
voted to education and it is clear trom your testimony that you
have a very real and deep commitment to reducing chronic welfare
dependency through education.

Just a couple of questions I would like to ask. As part of the
State’s request to expand the program to 6 to 13-year-olds you
asked for prior services for that new population. Can you tell us
the rationale for not doing the same for the existing population?

Ms. GoobricH. I think I will pick up on the remarks that Assist-
ant Secretary Barnhart made earlier. That is, that we too felt that
from the lessons we had learned and in observing the Learnfare
Program as it was in existence, as you expand it to the younger
population who are the 6-year-old, the 7-year-old, generally does
what the parents say to do. And so they are subjected to more pa-
rental responsibility than perhaps teenagers. And having raised
three teenagers into the young adulthood I know whereof 1 speak.

But as they get to be teenagers they assume and are given more
responsibility for themselves. I think it has been borne out to us
that it is just that, for example, I will show you that in Rock
County we had an AFDC mother who until her sanction was to
occur for her grant because her son had been truant, had no idea
that her young son was having problems, and was in fact having
alcohol and drug problems. And she was able to get help for him.
The program in Rock County was able to serve him and the young
man is now back in school; and, of course, the minute he went back
to school there was no sanction.

But it gets the attention of the parent. And, no, we did not con-
sider having a sanction after the services for teenagers. We felt
that there were very good reasons to have the services parallel con-
current with the sanction for teenagers.

Senator KoHL. Ms. Goodrich, there has been some misrepresenta-
tion, I believe, on both sides on the following issue and I want to
understand better what we mean by availability of services. In
your statement you said that Learnfare covers 27,000 teens month-
ly and uses sanctions in conjunction with supportive services.

By supportive services I presume you mean case management, al-
ternative education, child care and transportation?

Ms. GoobpricH. Yes.

Senator KoHL. Do you believe that those services are as accessi-
ble for the 13 to 17-year-olds as they are for the 18 to 19-year-olds?

Ms. GoobricH. Senator, I guess I would have said yes if you had
asked me that question before I read a legislative audit bureau
study of what occurred with the youngsters that we were able to
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assist in returning to the Milwaukee Public School System. We dis-
covered that there was no alternative education program for them,
which dismays me.

As I mentioned to you earlier today, as a former member of the
Assembly Education Committee in the Wisconsin Legislature [ was
a part of the beginning of that program which became a statutory
requirement that youngsters who were at risk nr dropping out of
school, who were children at risk, would be provided alternative
education programs. There is the provision in our State statutes for
youngsters who are truant to also be provided alternative educa-
tion programs and it dismays me greatly to learn that those pro-
grams are not there.

That is not my bailiwick as the Secretary of Health and Social
Services, but it dismays me that those classes have not been provid-
ed for the youngsters. Mrs. Jackson and I were talking earlier,
even earlier this morning, that it is something we need to address
with the school system—well, with the Departraent of Public In-
struction as well.

Senator KoHL. Good.

In your opinioin, how would you assess the availability of drug
and alcohol and child abuse services, family counseling and mental
health services through this population?

Ms. GoonricH. Senator, those services aren’t nearly as available
as they ought to be for all members of society; and we are contin-
ually struggling. I think the Wisconsin Legislature and the Gover-
nor agreeing by signing pieces of legislation have gone a long way
with the dollars that they have appropriated for those programs.

But as you know with a county administered system, we simply
are the pass through for those dollars, helping with the implemen-
tation of those programs; but we are a long way from having serv-
ices to assist everybody, whether they are AFDC or non-AFDC in
Wisconsin’s population.

Senator KoHL. These are the services that you hope to make
much more available in the extension?

Ms. GoobricH. Yes, we do. And you will remember that Assistant
Secretary Barnhart referenced the Federal matching dollars. The
dollars will be able to be matched, not only with the State dollars,
which we were doing with the desegregation money, but they will
be able to be matched to county dollars that are already not being
matched to Federal money. So we see counties being able to, with-
out any direction from us, provide those services.

Senator MoYNIHAN. Senator, could I just interject on that point
to note that Wisconsin had its JOBS program in place July 1 a
year ago—right on the moment that the Federal money was avail-

“able. This is entitlement money. You do not have to ask for it; it is
yours. Well, you have to ask for it, but you do not have to get it
appropriated and hope it will come along and so forth. I wish I
could say as much for my own State which has not done a thing.

Senator KonL. Thank you.

One of the things that disturbed me about the UWM study with
the number of sanctioned kids who were already into the child

"abuse and neglect reporting system. To what extent is their overlap
between the population of AFDC tamilies subject to Learnfare and
the county abuse and nenlect case loads. Do we have data on the
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numbers at risk and assessment of the need for services in that
area and what are the current plans to address that problem?

Ms. GoopricH. I will answer more generally, and if I may, 1 will
ask Mrs. Jackson if she has any specific figures on that area. We
were—I do not want to use the word “pleased” but we were—we
had our feelings confirmed by the ETI study that indeed showed
that the youngsters that were becoming subject to the Learnfare
sanction were already youngsters who are in other parts of our or-
ganization, the services that we are having to provide. I think it
simply verified the gut reaction that we had that some of these
youngsters might be in our juvenile system, some might be in our
child abuse and neglect system.

I think—and Sylvia may have the numbers and the dollar fig-
ures—you will see in the State of Wisconsin that we have increas-
ingly tried to put the funds out for child abuse and neglect and
have in fact just made a decision this last Thursday how new
money that was appropriated by the legislature in its spring ses-
sion, the mnajority of which—not all of it, but I can say the majori-
ty—will be going to Milwaukee.

Ms. JACKSON. Senators, it is a pleasure to be here. Just to add on
to what Secretary Goodrich has said, the ETI report shows that of
the sanctioned population that roughly 40 percent are already
known to the human service system in Milwaukee County. That
does not surprise us because the AFDC population is at risk of
having other problems as well.

We have in the last year seen a significant increase in human
service funding statewide through our community aids allocation.
We anticipate that there is approximately $17 million more going
out in human services funding statewide. That will actually help
meet some of the needs of this population which will also be able to
match with Federal financial participation.

So there are more dollars and the need is clearly there.

Senator KoHL. Well, thank you both very much. One of the rea-
sons you cited for why you believe in the Learnfare Program is,
“Supportive services and sanctions are balanced so as to provide
the incentive and the means for teens to attend school regularly.” I
think that is a very important statement, a very important concept
and I would like to hope that that is the direction in which we are
going. I believe it is.

And to that extent, to the extent that it is, you certainly can call
on me for all the support that you need to see to it that the pro-
gram becomes useful and constructive and achieves what it is in-
tended to achieve. I very much appreciate your coming here today
to talk to us.

Ms. GoopricH. Thank you, Senator.

Ms. JacksoN. Thank you.

Ms. GoobricH. We appreciate the opportunity, Senator Kohl,
Senator Moynihan.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Might I just join Senator Kohl in his obser-
vation. Nothing is more clear from this testimony and, Secretary,
your reputation precedes you in this committee, that there is noth-
ing punitive intended here and nothing retaliatory. We want to get
these kids to graduate from high school. And you never did a kid
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any harm by letting him know you are interested in what is hap-
pening to him/her.

Ms. GoobricH. Thank you, Senator.

Senator MOYNIHAN. I guess maybe still the only real bit of social
science we have about these things is if you go back to Western
Electric, isn’t that right, in the 1920’s, that great experiment in
which they try to see what happened to the productivity of women
workers in a plant and they kept giving them more, improving
their conditions and their productivity went up; and they improved
it some more and it went up. Then they took all the improvements
away and it went up again. And the only thing they could judge is
that the women workers thought people were interested in how
lt)hey were doing, how they were performing, so they performed

etter.

You cannot ever do any harm to a teenwger by saying we would
like to know whether you are showing up in class. And there are
parents—of course there are parents who do not know. There are a
lot of things we parents do not know and probably do not hurt us,
but it might hurt the child.

We want to hear what our other panelists say. But the main
thing is, I just have to say in closing, what a wonderful thing to be
able to hear the Secretary of Health and Social Services be able to
talk about a case. I mean you are still in the range where, you
know, these are still people to you.

Ms. GoobricH. Yes, they are.

Senator MoyNIHAN. With us they are just 1 million persons. It
could overwhelm a city, but you are not overwhelmed. Steady on.
On Wisconsin.

Ms. GoobricH. Thank you.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Now we are going to hear from a panel from
that most distinguished of universities. I wonder if Dr. Corbett
could come forward, Dr. Quinn and Mr. Pawasarat. Here we are.
You are very welcome too.

Dr. Corbett is, as I mentioned earlier, the associate scientist at
the Institute for Research on Poverty. We are very pleased to have
you, sir.

Mr. CorBETT. I am pleased to be here, sir.

Senator MoyNIHAN. We have learned so much over the years
from that.

Dr. Quinn is just a plain scientist at the Employment and Train-
ing Institute of the University of Wisconsin in Milwaukee. And Mr.
Pawasarat—do I have that right, sir?

Dr. PAWASARAT. Pawasarat.

Senator MoYNIHAN. Pawasarat, sorry. Who is also at the Employ-
ment and Training Institute of the University of Wisconsin in Mil-
waukee. So you will all know a good deal about this.

Mr. Corbett, you are first on our list and would you proceed, sir?

STATEMENT OF THOMAS J. CORBETT, PH.D., ASSOCIATE SCIEN-
TIST, INSTITUTE FOR RESEARCH ON POVERTY, UNIVERSITY OF
WISCONSIN-MADISON, MADISON, W1

Dr. CorBerT. Well it is a pleasure to be here, Senator. First of all
I want to concur with your prior statement that the creation of the
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institute during the war on poverty was one of the few successes of
that war.

Senator MoyNiHAN. I will leave it right there.

Dr. CorBetT. Okay.

I think that Learnfare is controversial, not necessarily because it
is a new idea, but rather because it is an old idea. I think it is em-
blematic of a shift back to the traditional way of providing public
assistance. Before, we had an income definition of poverty and an
entitlement concept which emerged with considerable force in the
early 1970’s. Aid, in part, now is to be conditioned on behavior.
And some fear that those conditions will multiple. There is a pro-
posal in Indiana to sanction drug felons, for example.

We are incapacitated by a desire to address behavioral dependen-
cy—a real problem—and by an appalling lack of consensus on how
to do that. We talk about new social contracts but the character of
such arrangements remains to be worked out. The bottom line is
that we are getting back into the people changing business and
that is a damn hard undertaking.

In reflecting on the current Learnfare debate I was struck by
three mysteries, and maybe these mysteries provide some lessons
for us. How did the debate get so acrimonious? Why are we learn-
ing so little from this social experiment? And what will it take to
achieve the larger objectives of reaching disadvantaged and at-risk
kids. Here, Learnfare is just one intervention among many around
the country.

The Wisconsin Learnfare model may be in an end-game stage,
foundering in the midst of ideological disputes or it could be a
point of departure toward a more adequate response to the under-
lying challenge. The mysteries. The debate is acrimonious in part
because of past errors made during the policy development process.
In my written remarks I use the acronym “gADLIE”—sensing and
analyzing a problem, designing and legitimizing a response, and
implement and evaluating a program.

Senator MoYNIHAN. Your statement will be put in the record as
if read, as will all statements.

Dr. Corsert. Okay.

Senator MoYNIHAN. Go right ahead. Yes, I see SADLIE here.

Dr. CorBETT. Maybe it is an appropriate acronym. I am not sure.

Senator MoYNIHAN. I see SADLIE.

Dr. CorseTT. In any case, let me briefly say that problems were
made at each stage. The program was develcped in a crisis atmos-
phere. There was too little analysis. Too many assumptions, some
very glib. It became too large and unwieldy an undertaking. It was
too hastily developed, and was a bit unbalanced. It stressed sanc-
tions too much, was too quickly implemented, and the presumed ef-
fects were touted prematurely and without substantiation.

That raises the big point. Why haven’t we learned more about
this program? I am sure the evaluators will glean as much as they
can from the available numbers, but they will still be very limited
numbers. We need to know more about impacts—and impacts go
well beyond attendance—about process, about how to do this kind
of program and about what is needed, about getting into the supply
and demand issues related to services, alternative education slots
and a bunch of other things. A lot of these remain mysteries.
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What we have now are outcome numbers with “success rates’
ranging anywhere from 30 to 70 percent. But a 70-percent figure
does not prove the program is working, nor does-a 30-percent rate
prove it 1s not working. Outcomes or post-participation measure-
ments are not the same as impacts which are a comparison of out-
comes between experimentals and controls.

Still, I think even now we can go beyond the experimental design
that will be imposed upon the expanded Learnfare population. I
think we could go back to the original population, was new cohorts,
and develop an experiment with several groups; controls, a case
management service intervention concurrent with the sanction, a
case management service intervention prior to any sanction, and
perhaps a case management service intervention only. I think that
would tell us an awful lot about the marginal differences generated
by these different approaches.

Remember, the results that we find from the experiment for the
6 to 12-year-olds may not apply to the teen population. It would be,
perhaps, inappropriate to m+ake that kind of judgment. After the
current debate, we need « policy discussion on this whole issue. I
think the fear and/or concern evoked by powerful images of an un-
derclass is pushing social policy back into the people changing busi-
ness. This 1s far more expensive and complex than simply giving
people money. Predictably Learnfare is drifting away from a hard
approach, a reliance on sanctions, towards a softer version that em-
phasizes supports as well as threats for the client. And if that
{‘xl'end continues, a contribution to the national discussion is possi-

e.

But this trend will mean a marriage of sorts between several sys-
tems—the welfare system, the primary and secondary education
system, the social service network, the labor market, and the post-
secondary education system. We all know this is difficult. We know
it is difficult from how hard it is to develop a good work-welfare
program, and we know it is difficult from the early Wisconsin
Learnfare experience.

So we must proceed carefully, slowly, collaboratively, dispassion-
ately, and in a nonpartisan manner. Wisconsin did a bit of a better
job in developing its Work/Welfare Program in that respect.

This subcommittee is well aware that, historically U.S. child pov-
erty rates are embarrassingly high among Western industrial coun-
tries—two to three times as high a decade ago. During the 1980’s
the impoverishment of children has grown worse, yet welfare
reform is discussed as a poverty that did not matter. We have
always known——

Senator MoyNIHAN. Dr. Corbett, that was not clear what you just
said. Welfare reform is?

Dr. CorerT. Is discussed as if poverty does not matter.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Okay.

Dr. CorBETT. We have always known how to reduce welfare costs
and caseloads—lower guarantees, restrict access, impose conditions.
The real challenge is, and always has been, to reduce dependency
and poverty at the same time. For that task, there are no silver
bullets.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Corbett appears in the appendix.]
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Senator MOYNIHAN. Dr. Quinn?

STATEMENT OF LOIS M. QUINN, PH.D., SCIENTIST, EMPLOYMENT
AND TRAINING INSTITUTE, UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN-MIL.-
WAUKEE, MILWAUKEE, WI

Dr. QuINN. Thank you, Senator Moynihan, Senator Kohl, mem-
bers of the staff. It is a pleasure to be here in response to your re-
quest to provide information on our evaluation of the Wisconsin
Learnfare policy, report on our progress to date, and answer your
questions and concerns.

In July 1989 the Employment and Training Institute of Wiscon-
sin-Milwaukee entered into contract to evaluate the Learnfare por-
tion of the Welfare Waivers, which had been approved in October
of 1987 for the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services
and the State Department of Health and Social Services. Our re-
search design for the evaluation was approved in Decen.ber 1989
with the final evaluation report due June 30, 1993.

Our institute also received the contract to evaluate Wisconsin’s
Work Experience and Job Training Program and the Community
Work Experience Program for the State of Wisconsin. Because of
having both these evaluations, we will be able to use the work on
the Workfare evaluation to complement Learnfare, and allow for
analysis of teens who are exempted from the Learnfare schooling
requirement or who graduate or age into Workfare Programs.

Like the Family Support Act of 1988 Wisconsin’s Learnfare
policy has as its goal assuring that AFDC family members obtain
the skills needed to help them avoid long-term welfare dependence.
The intent of the Learnfare policy was articulated in the Wisconsin
waiver request to the Federal Government. It stated:

“For teens school attendance is the appropriate equivalence of
adult work and should be treated as seriously as work. The school
requirement for all teen members of AFDC households will permit
the State to give the teens a clearly understandable and monetarily
tangible reason to pursue their education. Obviously, in and of
itself, it may not be sufficient to motivate a teen to continue school-
ing. However, used in conjunction with a wide range of school and
social service programs it should increase the overall effectiveness
of the State’s efforts to educate these children. This should reduce
the likelihood of their future welfare dependence.”

Learnfare targets not only teen parents receiving AFDC but also
teen dependents who reside with a natural or adoptive parent. The
critical outcome for older teens affected by the Learnfare experi-
ment is economic self-sufficiency, which will be measured by data
on each individual's subsequent welfare history and labor market
experience.

The Wisconsin employee wage reporting system will be used for
both the Learnfare and the Workfare evaluations. This database
which is already matched against AFDC client populations for wel-
fare fraud purposes provides quarterly earnings on all AFDC par-
ticipants. The data will be available for all persons living in the
State whether they remain on welfare or not. Other expected out-
comes include high school completion, improved school perform-
ance, as measured by credit attainment and grades earned, im-
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proved atiendance and reduced incidents of female teen AFDC re-
cipients child bearing.

The school data will be obtained through examination of student
records in the Milwaukee public schools and five representative
school districts in other parts of the State. This data will be supple-
mented by State records on GED certificates and high school
equivalency diplomas issued. Birth records are available statewide
through the Department of Health and Social Services to measure
subsequent births to participants.

The most reliable measures of Learnfare success—transition to
employment, post-program AFDC status of teen parents, high
school completion, and school credit attainment—will only be
meaningful when compared with a similar population for the 2-
year period before the Learnfare experiment.

What we can present to the committee today. is only preliminary
information on certain social characteristics of teens and families
sanctioned under the wLearnfare policy in Milwaukee County, the
State’s largest urban area. The Learnfare evaluation contract re-
quired an examination of the characteristics of families who were
sanctioned under Learnfare.

Furthermore, the State-appointed Learnfare Advisory Committee
in its first meeting asked us to examine social problems and identi-
fied social service needs of chronically sanctioned families in Mil-
waukee County. With the cooperation of the County Department of
Health ard Social Services and the Board of Supervisors, our insti-
tute examined over 4 million computerized records from data bases
in Milwaukee County.

Seniator MoyNIHAN. Four million?

Dr. QUINN. Four million.

And unfortunately, we have used up a lot of work-study students
who did about 10,000 visual matches, where we had birthdates that
did not match, but the names matched and there was a slight vari-
ation.

The county has a particular interest in pulling together their
systems and we were doing an evaluation for that. We were fortu-
nate that they also allowed us to use those records for the Learn-
fare evaluation and match the experience that they had on county
residents with the experience we were gaining on the Learnfare
sanctioning.

We also looked at all of the Children’s Court system records in
the county since 1979, social service records, and records on indi-
viduals in the income maintenance system.

Since Learnfare sanctions impact on the entire family unit in the
critical area of child abuse or neglect, we examined these problems
for the family unit rather than just the sPeciﬁc teenager whose
failure to attend school triggered the family’s AFDC benefit reduc-
tion. So if there was abuse and neglect reported for a sibling, we
also considered that as a family problem impacting on that family.

Our first report, “The-Impact of Learnfare on Milwaukee County
Social Service Clients,” which has been attached for the committee
members——

Senator MOYNIHAN. And it will be part of the record.

Dr. QUINN [continuing]. Thank you—summarizes the results of
the research utilizing Milwaukee County’s social service data.
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[The information appears in the appendix.]

Dr. QUINN. Briefly stated, the findings include: In the 16-month
period from September 1988 through December 1989 the families of
6,612 Milwaukee County teens were sanctioned for failure to meet
Learnfare school attendance requirements.

As State officials anticipated, many teens sanctioned under
Learnfare were in families with problems of child abuse or neglect;
1,327 Milwaukee County teens sanctioned under Learnfare were in
families identified by Milwaukee County social service workers or
the Children’s Court system as having suspected or documented
problems with child abuse or neglect. These youth comprised 20
percent of all sanctioned teens in the county.

We also looked at Children’s Court records, and these would in-
clude children who had an event in court either because they were
victims in need of protective services or who had committed delin-
quent acts. And when these teens who had been in the Children’s
Court system were added to teens living in families coded for possi-
ble abuse or neglect, they comprised 2,722 of the 6,612 Milwaukee
County teens sanctioned, or 41 percent of the total.

Teens in families coded for possible abuse or neglect or in the
Children’s Court system received a total of 10,195 monthly sanc-
tions and accounted for $1.5 million of the AFDC savings attrib-
uted to Learnfare for the 16 month period.

Another consequence of Learnfare is the sanctioning of AFDC
parents who take in foster children and AFDC families contracting
with Milwaukee County to provide family day care. In those cases
while the foster children or the day care children are not under the
Learnfare requirement, we have statistics on the number of fami-
lies who were sanctioned for their own children’s failure to meet
Learnfare.

The new Federal waiver requires an examination of the avail-
ability of services and the timeliness of providing services to 13 to
19-year-old sanctioned teens. The new Federal waiver should allow
for improved recordkeeping to determine the specific services pro-
vided to each of these clients as well as services provided to an ad-
ditional 3,300 in-school teens in Milwaukee County who have been
sanctioned for poor attendance and 2,300 teens sanctioned in other
parts of the State.

Presently, we know that day care for children of teen mothers
and transportation monies to and from day care have been provid-

-ed in the State and contracts written for alternative education.
~Analysis of services is critical since the Learnfare policy as pres-
ently constituted is dependent for its cost savings upon exemptions
from the JOBS legislation which requires identification of support-
ive services and needs of family circumstances prior to sanctioning
and a conciliation procedure to resolve disputes related to clients’
participation in JOBS programs.

It is the position of the Department of Health and Social Service
Administrators that social service needs of Learnfare families can
be adequately addressed by existing school and county social serv-
ice staff. The Job Service staff responsible for serving teens sanc-
tioned as dropouts do not presently receive school records or county
information on identified social service needs of sanctioned teens,
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and th. alternative education programs have access to these
records only upon request by the client.

While the names of over 3,300 teens sanctioned in Milwaukee
County as school dropouts or for failure to report their school
status have been given to three case managers emploved by Wis-
consin Job Service, only alternative school placements are current-
Iv provided and financed. Famihes of in-school vouth requesting
social services assistance. other than for day care or transportation,
are encouraged by the Milwaukee County Hotline and income
maintenance unit workers to contact pubhic school social workers.

Tracking services to Learnfare sanctioned families is now prob-
lematic. School social workers are now expected by State social
service administrators to provide social services to famihies of in-
school vouth sanctioned under Learntfare, but do not have access to
county or State xsocial service records identifving these families’
documented problems.

Senator Moyxnian Could T ust ask vou. that 1~ just a procedur-
al question, 1=n't 1t not having access” Can that be worked out” 1
would think.

Dr. Quiny. T think there are o number of 1ssues there and some
relate to the privacy of the records. on both the <ocial service side
and the school side.

Senator MoyNinax, All right

Dr. Quinn. Then in conclusion T would say that we work with
Department of Labor programs which routinely require documenta-
tion of services provided. inciuding names of clients served, the spe-
cific dates of services, and hours of training or service provided.
These input data are then measured cgainst specific client popula-
tions, including minorities. high school dropouts. or single parents.

We have found the social service svstem to date far less likely to
even record services provided. let alone the duration or intended
outcomes. Without such recordkeeping of State and Federally
funded services and referrals we will be unable. for example, to
track services or referrals proviaed for the subpopulation of the
1,300 teens already identified as members of Milwaukee County
famities with suspected or documented problems of abuse and ne-
glect.

Our attached report identifiex additional evaluation issues raised
by this data from Milwaukee County and John Pawasarat will de-
scribe data currentiv available on the Learnfare status of AFDC
teens.

Thank you.

Senator MoyNiHaN. We thank you. Dr. Quinn. for a very careful-
ly put together testimony, for your references, and for yvour han-
dover to Mr. Pawasarat.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Quinn appears in the appendix.]

STATEMENT OF JOHN M. PAWASARAT, DIRECTOR, EMPLOYMENT
AND TRAINING INSTITUTE, UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN-MIL.
WAUKEE. MILWAUKEE, WI
Mr. PawasaraT. Good morning, Senator Moynihan, Senator

Kohl. Thank you for requesting us to come and testify. My com-
ments, so that they do not seem the same as Lois's are examples of
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how the working of the svstem affect the conduct of the evaluation
staff and looking at the experiment. It may be instructive in look-
ing at some of the evaluation questions for the 6 to 12-year-old pop-
ulation as well.

While the Learnfare policy is very easy to understand it is quite
complex to administer and requires the cooperation of 429 locally
autonomous school districts, 72 county income maintenance depart-
ments and the State Department of Health and Social Services.
While the State of Wisconsin has one of the most sophisticated
computer syvstems in the Nation for tracking welfare pavments and
the welfare population. implementation of the policy is dependent
not only on computer matches, but decisions of thousands of
income maintenance workers and teachers across the State and ac-
curate reporting of this data to the various computerized systems
involved in implementation.

The Wisconsin Department of Health and Social Services main-
tains a computerized file of all AFDC recipients in the State which
1s available to summarize admimstrative data and teens under
Learnfare policy. This data is very limited in nature and is flawed
by inaccuracies that preclude its use as outcome data. Reliable data
on school achievement, school completion, will only be possible
after review of actual school records which are scheduled to begin
in Milwaukee and the five other school districts during 1991.

Our first report summarized the State's computerized welfare
records on the Learnfare status of AFDC teens in Milwaukee
County as of December 1989. However. this data does not provide
information necessary to measure the outcomes of Learnfare. It
can only be used to define the population to be studied and to track
the status of participants for AFDC check-writing purposes.

We have summarized in the report that you have in front of you
the numbers on the teen-parent population and the dependent pop-
ulation. As noted there—and I want to use the teen pregnancy pop-
ulation as an example—nearly half of the teen parents who have
not graduated from high school—and in Milwaukee County that is
307 individuals—are exempted from school under Learnfare re-
quirements, although the reasons for most exemptions are not
available in the State data syvstem.

According to caseworkers—these are income maintenanrce case
workers—a large number of teen parents are exempted from school
by obtaining a waiver from their high school stating they cannot
graduate by age 20. In December 415 teen parents who had not
completed high school were exempted from high school attendance
and then subsequently exempted from Workfare because their chil-
dren were under age 2; 144 teen parents were exempted from high
school attendance and then subsequently exempted from Workfare
because they were pregnant; and then subsequently, 116 non-gradu-
ates exempted from high school attendance had been placed in
mandatory work programs, including 17 teens sanctioned that
month under Workfare. Another 106 teen parents were temporari-
ly out of school with infants under 3 months of age.

By contrast, relatively few dependent teens are exempt from
school, in part because 18-year-old dependents are eligible for
AFDC in Wisconsin only if they are in-school and are expected
graduate or earn a GED credential by age 19.

35-775 0 - 91 -- 2
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The State's administrative records of school status of Milwaukee
County teens sanctioned under Learnfare between September 1988
and December 1989, the period Learnfare was fully implemented,
that we studied, were reported for 2 months after the teen’s last
sanction. The State data showed that 28 percent of the teens had
returned to school and were reported regularly attending 2 months
after their last sanction. This group included 319 teen parents,
which is 20 percent of all the teen parents sanctioned; 1,520 de-
pendent teens, 30 percent of all sanctioned teens in the county.

These numbers have generated a great deal of controversy in
Wisconsin, in large part because they conflict with earlier State re-
ports that "‘the vast majority of teens are sanctioned for only a few
months before returning to school and attending regularly.” It has
become an unfortunate new Wisconsin pastime to search for a
single number that captures the experience of AFDC teens under
the Learnfare policy. Some Learnfare critics have cited the 28——

Senator MoyNIHAN. Could we ask just a moment here—the earli-
er discussion sort of gave you the sense of a welfare parent who
had children who were in their teens and going or not going to
school. You have moved the discussion, very sensibly, to welfare
parents who are themselves in their teens and may or may not be
going to school. Now is there a discontinuity here or do I miss it?

Mr. PawasaraTr. Well the JOBS legislation, as you are aware, is
targeted to teen parents.

Senator MoyNIHAN. That is right, yes.

Mr. PawasaraT. Who become parents as teenagers and have no
labor market experience and do not complete high school.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Right. That is exactly right.

Mr. PawasaraT. So that is one subpopulation in Wisconsin's
Learnfare initiative. The other population are dependents who are
teenage parents themselves.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Right. Do you want to give me an apportion-
ment, how many would be—half and half?

Mr. PAwaAsARAT. In the report I have the exact numbers.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Oh, good.

Mr. PaAwasARrAT. For the county of Milwaukee——

Senator MOYNIHAN. Sure.

Mr. PaAwaAsaRAT [continuing). The total number of teen parents
are 2,625; the number of dependents living with parents, 11,672,

Senator MoyNIHAN. Yes. Help me again; I am slow. Of the——

Mr. PAwASARAT. In the Learnfare Program in Milwaukee County
for the teen parent population in the Learnfare Program that we
?t]uéi’;%d included 2,625; the dependent non-teen parent population is

Senator MOYNIHAN. So it is about 20 percent or something like
that—18 to 20 percent?

But I guess I would assume that we are—the Learnfare is direct-
ed primarily to children of welfare recipients rather than the wel-
fare recipients themselves.

Mr. PAwasarAT. Well it is just that the children have children.

Senator MoyNiHAN. Well I Know that.

Mr. PawasaRraT. No, so it is two populations, again, within the
teen parent population—one are teen parents who have become
case heads, who used to be dependents, had their own child, had a
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parent on welfare that was the case head, and then moved into
their own case and became a case head and no longer the parent.
So that teen parent population includes both case heads who are 18
and 19-years-old and teenagers who are still living with their par-
ents as dependents.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Right.

Mr. PAwASARAT. I have a few more.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Please, go right ahead.

Mr. PAwAsARAT. Some Learnfare critics have used our 28-percent
figure as evidence of Learnfare’s failure. State officials recently cal-
culated a new percentage of sanctioned teens returnirz to school
based on these numbers—39.4 percent—by excluding those teens
that leave AFDC after sanctioning. An even more favorable per-
centage—46 percent—could be generated if all sanctioned teens
subsequently exempted from school attendance could somehow also
be removed trom the Learnfare experimental group.

We believe that reliance on 1 or 2 percentages to judge the com-
plex experience of Learnfare is ill advised. First, we have yet to
generate the base line data on the historical school experience—
that is, completion rates, credits earned, and actual attendance
records—of AFDC teens prior to the Learnfare experience.

Secondly, AFDC school status codes have serious limitations with
practices reportedly varying even within counties for collecting and
quoting school enroliment and attendance. Finally, just as the ex-
periences of adults on AFDC have ranged from long-term depend-
ence of 5 or more years on AFDC to short-term participation
during bouts of unemployment, the subpopulations used for hy-
potheses testing in Learnfare will require careful attention and
analysis.

To date, a larger number of sanctioned teens in Milwaukee
County have left AFDC than have remained on aid while returning
to school. Recent patterns of movement on and off welfare will be
compared to the pre-Learnfarz period controlling for changes in
the labor market to determiae if the Learnfare experiment has af-
fected the movement of families or individual youth off welfare. In
the case of teen parents, social service records will also be used,
where available, to determine the numbers, if any, of these teens’
infants who remained on aid or moved into foster care with an-
other case head or in another household.

The strength of our research design is its use of non-welfare data
sources for labor market participation, school completion, and birth
rates, insuring that the experiences of all teens in the experimen-
tal group, including those who leave aid, will be evaluated.

The Wisconsin Learnfare experiment addresses the national goal
of breaking the cycle of poverty and dependence through education
and along with the Work Experience and Job Training Program
and Community Work Experience Program through employment
training. These outcomes cannot be measured quickly, but are es-
sential for understanding the impact and value of the Learnfare
policy experiment.

As we proceed, we welcome the recommendations and insights of
this committee and the State and Federal departments in our eval-
uation work.

Thank you.
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4 [’I}he prepared statement of Mr. Pawasarat appears in the appen-
ix.

Senator MoyNIHAN. We thank you all for very careful, thought-
ful analyses. I mean, the idea that there is to be something serious-
ly learned about the experience of children and education that can
be learned inside of 20 years is something I think we gave up on
awhile ago. We learned what we could learn by cohort analysis in
the 1960’s; and after that the only real learning beyond what we
know is going to be done by longitudinal studies and the statistics
show that it takes someone 21 years for someone to turn 21. It
looks longer, 21 years 9 months—maybe you might want to put it
that way.

I would just simply say to Dr. Corbett that I would hope your col-
leagues back at the university in Madison which is a nice place to
live would not smile when you talk about people changing. Okay?
It is easy to be derisory of that. It is just as easy to say that, you
know, there is an exact correlation from the day we established the
Institute for Research on Poverty at the University of Wisconsin
poverty began to increase. And, therefore, it can be shown that the
more research we do on poverty, the more poverty we get. Statis-
tics prove that.

Dr. CorBETT. That is the conclusion I came to, Senator.

Senator MoYNIHAN. I gather that.

I think you are quite right to describe a change in attitudes in
the early 1970’s, late 1960’s, about entitlements to income strate-
gies and the dismissal of this Victorian scientific charity, the censo-
rious and judgmental people changing; and we had a very interest-
ing thing, we got rid of all that and we moved towards an income
strategy—in the course of which we cut the income provided chil-
dren by a third. Starve them so if they do not grow up then they do
not have any problems as adults.

The abject failure of that policy has driven its advocates out of
this hearing room, sir. We went through all the hearings—2 long
years—on the Family Support Act, and we never saw one of them.
They were not here. The so-called advocate groups, that advocated
merely income strategies, could not be found. )

Th; other thing to say, but please interrupt. No, no. I mean,
speak.

Dr. CorBeTT. I do not speak of the peopie changing business deri-
sively. In fact, my interpretation of history is that when the econo-
mists took over the poverty business in the late 1960’s, early
1970’s—that is when the income definition came in.

Senator MoYNIHAN. At the University of Wisconsin.

Dr. CorBETT. Some of us noneconomists have held out, however.
In fact, it did push the people changing business sort of to the side.
I think it probably is the way to go, but it is just a very difficult
business. That is the point I wanted to make. The war on poverty,
‘the first front on the war on poverty, was a “hand up,” it was
people changing. The second front was the income strategy and
that took over as the first front——

Senator MoYNIHAN. And when it took over it instantly lost sup-

port.
Dr. CorBETT. Yes.
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Senator MOYNIHAN. It is remarkable that in Wisconsin, which is
after all a very special place, you have only cut AFDC payments by
what is it 14 percent?

Dr. CorBerT. Fourteen percent. But it is clear that it is a pro-
gram that we are strangling slowly. You know, it is a program that
is cheap relative to the other strategies of really trying to reach
these disadvantaged kids and we have allowed the real value of
benefits to decline.

Senator MoyNIHAN. But note that the ‘““advocates” would rather
see the program slowly strangled than even consider the thought
that you might want to change behavior.

Let me make another point and see if you do not agree. If you do
not, say so. It is a free country, you know, and this is an open hear-

ing, and Dr. Quinn, Mr. Pawasarat. It is the particular emphasis of .

the legislation we adopted 2 years ago, which will be the only legis-
lation adopted in the rest of this century, incidentally. If anybody
thinks otherwise does not work in the U.S. Senate and is not a
member thereof, certainly.

We were addressing ourselves to the situation, primarily, of very
young parents, male and female, young in a manner that had
really not much societal experience, a decline in the age of men-
arche, which is now down to about 11.5 years—the lowest in biolog-
ical history of the species. I guess it is diet. It cannot be that Cana-
dian wind. So you have this phenomenon of children having chil-
dren. And when you begin to address yourself to their behavior,
you are not in the people changing business you are in the adult
formation business. Children need to be taught that before they are
adults they are children. It is one of the most well established prin-
ciple of the species that you have to raise your children.

When you have your children with children, and such, you are
reforming them, you are trying to the contrary to do what parents
do and it goes on forever as we all know. It is perfectly legitimate
to say we will start thinking about the condition of a 16-year-old
mother, a 17-year-old mother, an 18-year-old mother, is not into the
people changing business; it is into the child rearing business; and
a subject which in my view is deserving in respect. I think we all
know it is not easy and yet the species does go on.

Senator Kohl?

Senator KoHL. Thank you, Senator Moynihan.

Dr. Corbett, would you address for a moment what you think
some of the underlying assumptions were regarding welfare de-
pendency and the extent to which those assumptions are accurate?
I am talking in particular about perceptions in the State and per-
haps nationwide that the vast majority of welfare recipients are
career dependents that is alluded to in testimony. There is another
perception that scores of welfare dependents are flocking to Wis-
consin to talk advantage of higher benefits.

In your opinion, Dr. Corbett, are these perceptions accurate; and
if they are not, could you more accurately describe the population
of Wisconsin?

Dr. CorBeTrT. Those are big questions. I think there are probably
two ideological perspectives out there, a hard and soft. The hard
perspective on reform I think comes out of a perception that most
of the poor belong within the underclass, that the long-term poor

\
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are chronic dependents. We know from these longitudinal studies
that have been now coming forth and from the quarter a century
of poverty research that we have been doing that the poor are a
very diverse population.

To just get a handle on this, if you looked at the welfare popula-
tion at any point in time you would probably find 60 to 70 percent
were or would become long-term recipients. That seems like a lot.
But if you look at the cohorts, new cohorts, coming on to welfare
you would find that about half would leave the roles within 2
years. Some of them would come back on. That is because the flow
through is different from a static point-in-time look.

If you try to take——

Senator MoyNIHAN. Those are precisely the data, those are the
bedrock data, on which the Family Support Act is based.

Dr. CorBeTT. It is a very diverse population.

Senator MoyNIHAN. We say pay attention to the long term which
is proportionately large at any given moment; small over time but
obviously is the problem.

Dr. CorBerT. That is right.

Now if you assume that all people on welfare are long-term wel-
fare dependents then you might make the assumption in fact that
there is some kind of motivational deficiency, poor parenting, or
whatever, that leads to this long-term dependence and take one
step further back that it is a lack of ambition and motivation,
something generically wrong with the person and they need to be
sort of negatively motivated.

I think that that probably characterizes some of those chronic de-
pendents. Exactly what proportion, I do not know. But I think that
the initial program assumed the great proportion of the welfare
population was like that. The other side, the soft side, is equally a
truncated vision, believing that all the poor and all the dependents
are exactly like the middle class, except they do not have enough
money and they lack opportunity. I think that is also biased or a
misperception.

I think they are both out there. We need different reforms for
different segments of this diverse population. It was a very big
question you asked. -
hO};, and the migration issue. Did you still want me to respond to
that’

Senator KoHL. I said that there is another perception that all
kinds of welfare people come to Wisconsin because our benefits are
perceived to be high. Do you find anything to that?

Dr. CorBerr. Well there is a welfare magnet phenomenon. I
think, though, that the bulk of the literature says it is relatively
small, that it creeps over time. The sensational headlines, from a
study done last year, that it is going to cost the State of Wisconsin
$129 million a year because of people coming into the State to col-
lect higher welfare benefits are irresponsible. We looked at it.
There were incredible assumptions in there, that it cost $15 mil-
lion, for example, in additional case workers to deal with this
bigger caseload. Well during that period of time the caseload had
geclined by about 10 percent or more, so the case load was going

own.
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So if all these people were coming into the State of Wisconsin to
take advantage of the higher benefits, why was the caseload going
down? The only way to explain that is that the native population
on AFDC was leaving at a tremendous rate. So all you have to do
is look at the stock, the proportion of out-of-state migrants in the
stock of welfare, and that did not change over time.

That seems to suggest that if there are people coming in, and
about the same proportion of people over time are moving to Wis-
consin from another State, it is a natural phenomenon. People
move all the time. And if you look at, in fact, the proportion of
people of—look at any new applicant system-—peopie going for
driver’s licenses, people who are applying for loans—you find a cer-
tain proportion live in another State.

I think there is a welfare magnet phenomenon. I do not think it
is a crisis, though.

Senator KoHL. Okay. So you do not consider it to be something
which is highly significant, very costly?

Dr. CorseTT. It is not very costly. Well, no, I do not think it is—if
people are moving to Wisconsin, the welfare part of it from our
surveys, play a minor role.

Senator KoHL. Okay.

Dr. CorBeTT. They are moving for quality of life, better schools or
whatever. I think that is the predominant reason.

Senator KoHL. Dr. Quinn and Mr. Pawasarat, let me say first
that your preliminary report has had a significant impact on the
discussion of Learnfare and I believe on the course of the program
in general. I think you are both to be commended for that.

Prior to the new waiver authority, were you able to examine the
availability of social services, other than day care and transporta-
tion; and which services will you be tracking now?

Mr. PaAwasarAaT. One of the problems—and Lois started looking
at it—is that the State does not keep records on transportation and
day care provided to the participants, so it will be particularly diffi-
cult to retrieve that data if at all possible because each of the 72
counties keeps that data in whatever form they have. Almost all of
them do not have computers. So it will be a difficult and time-con-
sg;‘x(iing task, if at all possible, to even control for the services pro-
vided.

Dr. QuINN. The one area where we do hope to get data—we do
not have it now—but JOB service has compiled information on all
the clients that they have provided contracts to for alternative
schools and education. And so we expect to control for that in part
and also since we are tracking all teens in Milwaukee County we
will certainly be tracking those specific teeas to see what their suc-
cess is in staying in school, completing and then successfully enter-
ing the labor market.

enator KodL. Okay. Do you think that there is yet any reliable
data on which to accurately assess the adequacy ofy existing school
and county social service staff?

Mr. PawasarAT. I think the problem with the welfare system
and the social services provided along with it is that at least in
Milwaukee County, much of the system is statutorily driven. The
county is required to investigate reports of abuse and neglect
within, I think, 24 hours. So much of the so-called service is not
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really service at all, but it is simply an investigation, someone
walking into the family setting to see if abuse and neglect is occur-
ring. It does not mean that family ever receives what you would
imagine to be a service—counseling, some sort of intervention. So
one thing that is very difficult is to—and there is no recordkeeping
system—track who gets what service for how long.

Senator KoHL. Okey. And finally, with regard to the exempt pop-
ulations and not factoring in those teens who leave AFDC after
sanctioning, would you explain to the committee why, in your opin-
ion, the consideration of those groups is important.

Dr. QUINN. Well 1 think, you know, we have talked before about
who are welfare recipients. We know that a number of welfare re-
cipients do not stay on aid long term and that there is a lot of
movement in and out. What we do not know now, but we will know
when we are given the historical data on AFDC patterns in the
State prior to Learnfare is what has been the typical movement of
teen parents, for example, on and off aid. We are seeing quite a bit
of movement off aid of sanctioned parents, but we do not know, is
this part of a typical pattern that preceded Learnfare where teen-
agers would be on aid for awhile and then find other means of sup-
port and possibly come back later.

And until we establish those patterns we do not have the bench
line data, but it also raises serious questions of are there other con-
sequences of Learnfare and is—you know, are teen parents leaving
aid because of the sanctiouing, then what are the long-term conse-
quences of that for the——

Senator NMoyNIHAN. By aid you mean AFDC?

Dr. QUINN. AFDC entirely.

Then what are the long-term consequences. So that population is
part of the experimental group. They have obviously been touched
by the experiment, but we are seeking guidance from, you know,
obviously from this committee as well as from the State and Feder-
al Government to ensure that we identify ap;ropriate subpopula-
tions to look at in more detail, but we cannot exclude them.

And finally, I think a strength of our design because we are
going into the schools to look at school data not only for the AFDC
teens, but to get to your question raised earlier, Senator Moynihan,
looking at non-AFDC teens as well to see what the patterns of at-
tendance and credit attainment and completion are. There is no
reason to exclude those teens who left aid. Right now many people
in the State are not talking about them because no one can say de-
finitively whether they are in school or out of school. Well for
those who stay in the State and particularly for those who stay in
the city we will be able to tell—are they in school, whether they
are on aid or not, and that is an important part of the population.

Senator KoHL. Well thank you very much, all three of you. Your
testimony and all the work you have done has been very, very im-
portant and has helped us quite a bit.

Dr. CorBerT. May I just amend an answer I gave before. I do
think—I was speaking in a statewide way about the immigration
phenomenon. I do think there may be some difficulty with the city
of Milvraukee. Because our survey results show that the people
moving in there might e more likely to be welfare motivated; and
also the caseload drop in the city or the county of Milwaukee has
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been much slower since 1986 than the rest of the State. I just
wanted to make that clear.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Sure.

Thank you all for a very factual, very informative testimony.
Good luck on your work. Thank you for coming.

The chairman declares a 20 second recess while he stands up and
stretches his knees. Now I call our final panel. Carol Croce—I hope
I have that pronounced correctly—and Mr. Mark Rogacki. We wel-
come you both. Ms. Croce, you are first in the line up and we will
hear from you first.

Ms. Croce. Great. Thanks very much.

Senator MoYNIHAN. Your testimony wili be put in the record as
if read. You proceed exactly as you wish.

STATEMENT OF CAROL L. CROCE, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
WISCONSIN NUTRITION PROJECT, MADISON, WI

Ms. Crock. Thank you. First, I would like to thank both Senator
Moynihan and Senator Kohl for the opportunity to be here. After
what you heard this morning from the State you may be wonder-
ing why anybody could possibly be opposed to the Learnfare Pro-
gram.

Senator, while the intent of the State may not have been to
harm families, the reality is that Learnfare has; and under the
new terms of the expansion it may well continue to harm very vul-
nerable families. I think that Learnfare is a misnomer. It is not
about learning and it isn’t fair. It singles out one group of truant
children—teenagers in AFDC households—who are held to a more
stringent attendance requirement than is required by State truan-
cy laws. It exacerbates family situations already strained by pover-
ty and the pressures of single parenting. It punishes entire families
for the truant actions of a single child and imposes severe financial
hardship on entire families.

It has had a perverse and destructive effect on family structure
by giving teens unwarranted control over the family’s income. And
still, we do not know why these teens are absent from school.

The touted success of Learnfare is yet to be substantiated by its
own data. There is no evidence that the truancy levels among
AFDC teens has gone down due to Learnfare, nor does it appear
that the sanctions have had the desired deterrent effect. But what
we do know is that Learnfare sanctions have hurt families. It has
been especially troubling to us when we know that 41 percent of
the children who have been sanctioned have been identified as
living in severely dysfunctional families and that the State has de-
liberately put them at further risk for abuse and neglect for the
sake of social policy experimentation.

It is this detrimental effect of Learnfare on families that I want
to speak to today. First, there is the financial impact of the lost
benefits. The loss of between 15 and 44 percent of a family’s month-
ly cash income forces families to make hard choices about basic
needs—how their rent will be paid, how the heat will stay on, and
how food will remain on the table.

Benefit reductions have resulted in extreme hardship for some
Learnfare families. In one case, a client with two sanctioned teen-
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agers in Milwaukee lost benefits for both of them for 3 months.
During the third month she was evicted for nonpayment of rent
and they moved to a homeless shelter. Later at a fair hearing the
county admitted that the sanction had been made in error.

Second, it undermines family discipline. Teens use their school
attendance as leverage to get privileges such as staying out late,
purchasing expensive items, and it gives the teen an unhealthy
. control over the family’s purse strings. It weakens a parent’s au-
thority within that iamily structure.

Third, sanctioning a truant teen is de facto sanctioning of the
other childven .. that AFDC household. When the lost benefits
result in an eviction or a utility shutoff or less food at mealtimes, it
punishes tie siblings fcr the actions of the teen family member
over whom thicy have no control.

It is not that I am against holding kids accountable for their ac-
tions, but cutting benefits from parents and children punishes the
wrong people. Which gets to my next point, that the sanction is di-
rected at the parent, not at the truant child. If social policy is com-
mitted to punishing a teen for noncompliant behavior, then the
sanction should be removing some type of tangible commodity that
that child possesses, that they have control over.

For example, there have been some States that have been experi-
menting with truancy prevention programs by revoking the driv-
er’s licenses of teens that have dropped out of school.

Senator MoyNIHAN. West Virginia, I think.

Ms. Crock. Yes, I believe you are right.

But that sanctioning approach directly affects that teen popula-
tion.

Last, the sanctions are based on unrealistic expectations about
teenage maturity and behavior. The assumption underlining Learn-
fare is that kids as young as 13 have the maturity to understand
the long-term consequences of their actions when they skip class
and the relative importance of tleir being in class compared to
other factors that may be going on in their lives. \

As was cited earlier, the fact that 41 percent of the sanctioned
kids in Milwaukee come from families that we know have been
through the Children’s Court system or have been charged with
child abuse or neglect reflects that sad truth. In general, 18 years
of age serves as a benchmark for individual responsibility. It is the
age for voting, when you can serve in the Armed Services, to be
able to drink. But only in Wisconsin do we demand that AFDC
children, as young as 13 years—we are talking about Tth and 8th
graders—have the maturity to make appropriate decisions about
their future educational needs. And without access and referral to
the necessary services, the State expects them to make those judg-
ments on their own.

So what we have is sanctions with little or no services. Secretary
Goodrich earlier today acknowledged that kids are not getting the
services based on information from a new legislative audit survey.
That is the kind of information that has been coming out of com-
munity groups for the last year. And while Secretary Goodrich ac-
knowledges, as well, that services like mental health and drug
abuse counseling are in short supply for everyone, it is only Learn-
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fare families who have their incomes cut when they cannot get the
services that they need. :

What we believe is that sanctions-are unnecessary in order to
provide the services that teens need to get back onto the right
track in succeeding at and completing their education. When a kid
is truant, you need to assess why that child is skipping classes or
has dropped out and determine what it is they need to correct the
behavior. In the example that was given earlier this morning about
the child in Jamesville, it was found he had drug abuse problems
which were causing him to have the attendance problem. That
same child could and should have been identified through missing
school and shouvld have his drug problem addressed with services.
But the sanctions did not need to be in place in order to deliver
that service.

You have different groups of kids that have different needs. You
might have some kids who need a minimal amount of services.
Maybe it is a teen mother. All she needs is the day care to get back
to school. Or it could be a kid who needs some additional tutoring
to get his reading level back up to grade level so that he does not
feel behind with his classmates. Other kids are going to need more
services and help—ranging from drug and alcohol abuse therapy,
maybe to alternative education programs outside of the school
system. But at both levels it is the services and it is the interven-
tions that get that child back into the system. Cutting the family’s
welfare benefit is not the catalyst.

For some kids. all the services and the best efforts of the parent,
the school, and the welfare system are not going to be enough to
get him back into school. At that point, what is to be gained from
sanctioning this family? It only serves to pose a financial hardship
on other siblings over actions that they cannot control.

In cases like this it is appropriate to bring other systems to bear
that are already in the community, that deal with incorrigible chil-
dren. For example, you can look to the juvenile court system.
There is something called “Child in Need of Protective Service Pe-
titions” that can be filed. Turn the job over to the professionals
that are already there and trained to deal with difficult kids to do
that job. You do not need to put into place anotker bureaucracy.

In conclusion, we continue to believe that a program that uses
sanctions without any assurances that services will be provided
wi&l riot have the desired effect of getting truant teens back into
school.

I appreciate this opportunity and would be happy to answer any
questions.

Senator MoyNIHAN. We thank you, Ms. Croce.

(The prepared statement of Ms. Croce appears in the appendix.]

Srrator MoOYNIHAN. And as is our patterr we will hear now
from you Mr. Rogacki; and then we will take questions.

STATEMENT OF MARK M. ROGACKI, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
WISCONSIN COUNTIES ASSOCIATION, MADISON, WI

KI\}'{{ Rocgacki. Good afternoon, Senator Moynihan and Senator
ohl.
Senator MoyYNIHAN. Yes, it is afternoon. I have to note that.
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Mr. Rocackl. I had “morning” originally [in my notes]. But, I
have enjoyed listening to the hearing and I have learned a lot from
the other speakers.

I want to thank you very much for this opportunity to be here
today. I am the executive director of the Wisconsin Counties Asso-
ciation. This association was created by Wisconsin statute in 1935
to protect county interests and further better county government.
The WCA is a voluntary organization of county governments repre-
senting over 1900 county board supervisors and executives. Cur-
rently, 69 of Wisconsin’s 72 counties are members. The association
is governed by a 15-member board of directors, which represents
some of Wisconsin’s largest counties—Milwaukee, Waukesha,
Racine, and Kenosha—and some of its smallest counties—Ashland,
Forest, Jackson, and Price.

The role of the Wisconsin Counties Association is to provide a
voice on both State and Federal issues of concern to county govern-
ment. In Wisconsin, we have a staff of six licensed lobbyists. In
Washington, we are represented by Waterman and Asscciates.

I am here today to speak on behalf of county-elected officials, or
the policymakers, in county government. In Wisconsin, county gov-
ernment is responsible for administering Federal income mainte-
nance programs, including aid to families with dependent children.
Wisconsin county officials have witnessed the transformation of
“temporary’”’ welfare programs, created during the New Deal, into
“permanent” welfare programs. AFDC is one such program.

During our 53-year history we have watched families turn to
AFDC for short-term support and have seen that support turn to
dependence. We are now faced with the economic and societal prob-
lems caused by welfare dependency.

We know that single-parent households, primarily headed by
women, rely on public assistance for support; and that the public
assistance programs often provide economic disincentives to self-
sufficiency.

We have experienced more and more third, fourth, and even
fifth, generation AFDC families.

We have a tremendous problem with teen pregnancy, which
often results in high school dropouts and more AFDC dependency.

It appears that we have created a welfare system which teaches
our children, by example, that relying on public assistance is an ac-
ceptable career. We have shown our children that an education is
not necessary. We have established a public support system that
encourages dependency and discourages self-sufficiency. It appears
that sometimes we are better at teaching them to be welfare de-
pendent than we are at teaching them to improve their skills and
marketability.

Since counties administer welfare programs, Wisconsin County
officials have long realized that there are problems. We know that
Wisconsin’s welfare programs fail to assist individuals in becoming
self-sufficient. When we have seen generation after generation of
fh(; s_z]m('ie family living on AFDC, we know that we have collective-
y failed.

In the early 1980’s, our problems were compounded by the high
level of benefits in our State—at one time we provided the third
highest AFDC benefits in the Nation. With our benefits higher
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than those of our neighboring states, we experienced an influx of
welfare dependents from those States, especially from Illinois. So,
not only were we dealing with welfare problems among Wisconsin-
ites, we were inheriting welfare problems from other States.

During the mid-1980’s, Wisconsin debated welfare issues includ-
ing benefit levels, disincentives to work, extended medical coverage
for welfare recipients who get jobs, mandatory work programs and
mandatory school programs. With the election of Governor Thomp-
son in 1986, Wisconsin began to address these issues.

We received waivers from the Federal Government that allowed
Wisconsin to implement education and training programs for
adults and the Learnfar: Program for teenagers. It is our belief
that these programs are integral in any effort to break the welfare
dependency cycle. We are working toward a welfare program that
meets the original goals of the Social Security Act of 1935, that is:
a program that provides temporary assistance to the needy, but
helps them to help themselves.

Wisconsin's welfare program, under the leadership of Governor
Thompson, operates on the assumption that each individual is re-
sponsible for achieving self-sufficiency. To stem the influx of wel-
fare recipients from other States, the AFDC benefit level was re-
duced; the savings were used to finance new education and training
initiatives in Wisconsin’s welfare programs. We now have a pro-
gram that not only provides the welfare recipient’s daily needs, but
also provides them with an opportunity to gain the skills necessary
for self-sufficiency. It is a program that invests in our children and
in our future.

One of the major components of Wisconsin's welfare program is
Learnfare. County officials have long discussed the problem of high
school dropouts and the increasing number of school-aged welfare
recipients. We knew that these children did not receive the skills
necessary, either in their education or daily living, to become con-
tributing members of society. We knew that we would have to find
a way to keep all of our children in school if we were ever to break
this cycle of welfare dependency.

The primary objective of the Learnfare Program is to help teen-
agers receive their high school diplomas by requiring school attend-
ance as a condition of receiving AFDC benefits. With a high school
diploma, these teenagers will have access to better jobs which will
reduce the demand for expanded welfare programs. Learnfare is
also designed to increase parental involvement in their children’s
education and contact between parents and schools.

Counties have also used this program to identify children and
families in need of services. In Milwaukee, Rock, and Racine Coun-

‘ties, a county employees work with the Learnfare teens to identify
any social problems that may contribute to their failure to attend
school. These same county employees determine whether the
Learnfare teen needs alternative education, day care or transporta-
tion services and helps locate these services. In addition, these
county employees visit the homes and use these visits to assist
other family members in need of services. Counties have used this
technique to develop special programs designed to meet the needs
of those people who are having problems.
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Racine County, for example, has implemented an intensive juve-
nile counseling program as a result of the Learnfare Program. This
program, designed for adjudicated use, includes intensive counsel-
ing and monitoring, coordinated between the courts and probation
department. Through Learnfare the State also provides funds for
transportation and childcare, to provide teenaged mothers and
otrer Learnfare participants with a greater opportunity to attend
school and receive their diplomas. We believe Learnfare and the
education of all our children is an important component in reduc-
ing poverty.

Governor Thompson, as you know, has recently proposed to
expand the Learnfare Program. While the current Learnfare Pro-
gram requires school-aged children to attend school, the expanded
program would include children between the ages of 6 and 12. We
have found, and we believe, that children's habits are developed
well before the teenage years. It is our hope that pre-teen Learn-
fare will result in better habits, including study skills and school
attendance habits.

Recently the Federal Government has announced its approval of
the waivers necessary to expand Learnfare. The expanded Learn-
fare Program will be considered by the Wisconsin Legislature in
early 1992. In an article published by the New York Association of
Counties in 1987, Senator, you said, and correctly pointed out, that
our welfare system has failed our children. You wrote, ““They are
given short weight, and it will show—as a group, though some will
be lucky—throughout their lives, in school, after school, at work, at
raising families of their own. To know this and not do something
about it is to say we don't care.”

Senator, you were right. You were right then and you are right
today. We must do something about our children on welfare. In
Wisconsin we believe that Learnfare is part of that answer.
Through the leadership of Governor Thompson and the interest of
Senators such as yourself, Senator Moynihan, and other Members
of Congress, we believe we will find the way to break the cycle of
welfare dependency. County officials in Wisconsin are ready to join
with the Federal and State governments in this endeavor and in
the interest of our children.

Thank you.
d_['Iihe prepared statement of Mr. Rogacki appears in the appen-

ix.

Senator MoyNIHAN. We thank both of you. There is one thing to
say about Wisconsin, you know who each other is and you know
those families out there.

Ms. Croce, you gave us six very poignant cases that I am sure Dr.
Goodrich will care about.

You, sir, are exactly a tonic for this tired committee. A group of
county officials, that is where the rubber meets the road in these
things, who will do these things. Energy in a county executive, you
cannot have a better formula for good government.

Mr. RoGcackl. Thank you.

Senator MoyNi1HAN. I want to be clear that this hearing was held
because Senator Kohl asked for it. Senator Kohl has been con-
cerned about what is being done, what is being learned; and he has
listened. You have heard him this morning. I want to thank him
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and suggest perhaps for him to conclude our hearing with your
fellow Wisconsin witnesses.

Senator KoHL. Thank you. Thank you, Senator Moynihan.

While we appreciate your very much being here, Ms. Croce, Mr.
Rogacki, you add a lot to the hearing with your testimony. | would
like to ask just a couple questions.

First, Mark, you are and have been a clear supporter of Learn-
fare. Most everyone here today, including the administration and
Secretary Goodrich has lent their support to the need for increased
case management and also services. Am I correct that the county
Assg)ciation recently opposed such action in the last legislative ses-
sicn’

Mr. Rocackl. We opposed case management—unfunded case
management—as part of an entire rewrite of a program in the
State of Wisconsin, dealing with health and social services called
“Community Aids.”” We did not oppose financing case management.
We do not believe that it ought to be financed under property tax.
It ought to be financed by State and Federal sources. That was the
basis of our opposition.

I would like, in clarification to a question which was raised earli-
er about a Milwaukee County situation, to just indicate that when
I left Wisconsin last week it was my impression that the county
board haa not turned down the case management money and I con-
firmed that again this morning. They have not turned down the
$750,000. They have laid the matter aside in an effort to get more
information. The basis of their concern is that they do not believe
that 3750,000 is enough money to fully complete their obligations
with the State of Wisconsin. They are simply asking for an assur-
ance that, if they move toward the $750,000 and they find that it is
insufficient, the State will support an effort to increase the re-
sources to provide that service.

Senator KoHL. Sure. I think that is accurate.

Mark, if for some reason a particular county refuses to provide
the case management and services required under the new agree-
ment, in your opinion should that county continue to impose sanc-
tions if services are not available?

Mr. RoGgackl. Well I think that the counties ought to abide by
the terms of the contract, the State law, and the elements of the
program, Senator. | would think that if counties, for some reason,
object to providing a provision of the program that has to be
worked out between the State and the county government so that
every citizen in the State receives exactly the same kind of services
that are available. Then we have some continuity and a solid pro-
gram.

So I would not be in support of counties picking and choosing ele-
ments of the program. I would be in support of a comprehensive
program. And that where such disagreements occur between the
State and the counties, I believe they have to be resolved before the
program can be implemented in total.

Senator KoHL. Carol, you sat through this whole hearing this
morning and we know where you stand and have high respect and
regard for where you stand with respect to Learnfare. You know
that Learnfare has received an extension and it is going to move
forward whether or not you would wish it, or I would wish it, or
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anybody would wish it, that is not the question. We are dealing
with a fate decompli.

You have heard about everybody’s concerns. You have heard
about the plans, the hopes to evolve Learnfare into something dif-
ferent from what it perhaps was at its inception. In spite of your
own feelings about Learnfare, which as I say I do respect, dealing
with the realities with which we are now faced, do you have some
enhanced feelings about its possibilities to do some good or at the
very least not to be so oppressive?

Ms. Crock. Let me say that I think we are pleased that the over-
sight that the Federal Government has had on that program has
ensured that before the younger children get sanctioned and those
families face the kinds of hardships I talked about, that they are
going to be provided with the case management and the service
plan that I talked about. What I still continue to be concerned
about is, that there is no assurances in there for the 13 to 19-year-
olds, the group of kids that we are seeing right now. There is no
protection to them, they will not get the case management before
the sanctions and there is no guarantee, from my reading of it,
that they will get those services once the sanction takes place.

So on the one hand, while I think we are making some good
movement in providing those needed services that I think we have
all identified as being necessary, I still have a concern for the older
children.

Senator KoHL. Okay. I think I do too. It is encouraging to hear
Pat Goodrich, as well as Ms. Barnhart, say here this morning that
although it is not mandated that services be provided for 13 to 19-
year-olds, I think we have heard both of them say, particularly Pat,
that she very much wants to see those services provided; and that
if she could press a button, she would press a button to have those
services provided.

I think that does offer us some considerable encouragement with
respect to the direction in which they wish to go and the monitor-
ir;lg tgat we can bring to bear as the program unfolds in the years
ahead.

Would y>u hope that that might be true?

Ms. Cro:E. Yes, I would. Again, we still come back to the sanc-
tion issue and that is the part that has always been, I think, the
sticking point. The folks that have been critical of this program
have never disagreed that children need an education. Poor chil-
dren need it more than anybody else. But the question has been,
what do you have to do to get him or her back into school. It has
always been a question about services.

I believe it was Professor Corbett who said earlier, there are no
silver bullets. We get back to the issue of, you can pay for it in the
short term. You need to provide those services to get those kids
back on track. Because a lot of this program, I feel, is more of a
body count. It is getting a person into a seat that really does not
deal with why those kids are missing school in the first place and
what is it going to take to get them back. And without that ‘'mpor-
tant component, I just do not see how the program can succeed.

Senator KoHL. Okay. Thank you both very much.

Senator Moynihan?
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Senator MoyNIHAN. Thank you, Senator Kohl. We very much ap-
preciate your interest. As I note once again, this is a first in my 14
years of the committee. This has never happened before and we
now realize what we have missed—what we missed out in not
having a whole morning of Wisconsinites. I just think we see a
State that is trying to work, trying to define a social issue that baf-
fles other places, trying to measure results, cares about them, and
knows the people. That is something very special. That is why you
have the reputation you do. )

We thank you all and we particularly thank Secretary Goodrich
for coming and Ms. Jackson for associating herself.

With that, having taken the issue under advisement and mean-
ing to return to it in 2 or 3 years when we have some returns, I
will close the hearing; and thanking our recorder most especially.

[Whereupon, the hearing was adjourned at 12:28 p.m.]






APPENDIX

ADDITIONAL MATERIAL SUBMITTED

PREPARED STATEMENT OF JO ANNE B. BARNHART

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee, I welcome the opportunity to
speak with you today about the Learnfare program in Wisconsin. Wisconsin's
Learnfare demonstration was implemented under our demonstration authority
which allows States to test and evaluate important issues through waivers granted
by the Department. As a result of findings from such demonstrations we are able to
gain valuable information to assist us and you to improve the welfare system,

To understand where we are today with Learnfare, it is important to go back and
review the history of this project. In 1987, the Department of Health and Human
Services approved a major welfare reform initiative enacted by Governor Thompson
and the Wisconsin State Legislature. Learnfare was one component of this initia-
tive. Other features of the demonstration were designed to increase the number of
recipients expected to participate in training and employment related activities,
modify the earned income disregard, and provide 12-month transitional Medicaid
and child care benefits.

The Learnfare demonstration was established as part of this larger initiative be-
cause of the link between students dropping out of school and longer receipt of
AFDC. Wisconsin officials believe that requiring AFDC teens to remain in school
will help break the cyc!2 of poverty and prepare them for better jobs in the future.
This is a central hypothesis being tested in the demonstration.

Under the originally approved Learnfare demonstration, all AFDC recipients aged
13 through 19 (including teen parents) have been required to attend school regularly
unless they are otherwise exempt or have good cause for nonattendance. If a teen
does not attend regularly, the family’s monthly AFDC grant is reduced by the
amoulnt normally included for the teenager’s needs for each month that they fail to
comply.

Having taken under consideration the concerns expressed about the Learnfare
demonstration and its potential expansion by the State to include younger children,
we have recently issued new terms and conditions for approval of enhancements to
the Learnfare demonstration which represent an appropriate balance between at-
tendance requirements and services. The enhancements relate both to the teen pop-
ulation subject to Learnfare and to the design of the project for vounge: children.

The modified program for teens will continue to emphasize the important goal of
education and the central responsibility of students and their families for school at-
tendance. At the same time, the program will have an increased emphasis on case
management and related services for teens with attendance problems which will, I
believe, increase the program's potential to accomplish its goal.

Additional modifications to the Learnfare component stress prevention. By includ-
ing families with children aged six through twelve, Wisconsin intends to focus on
school attendance problems at their onset in the early grades. To alleviate the prob-
lem of poor school attendance, the State will provide intensive services that deal
with the causes of excessive school absence in an attempt to improve the likelihood
of better education and, ultimately, self-sufficiency for these youngsters.

There are two primary differences between the two Learnfare project components.
The first is related to the timing of the case management intervention. For the teen
pgulation, following verification of absence information, case management will be
offered concurrently with the imposition of a sanction for noncompliance with the
attendance requirements. For families with younger children, case management will
be offered at the point of verification of excessive absences. A sanction will only be
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imposed if the family fails or refuses to comply with a mutually agreed upon plan of
action to address problems related to the child’s poor school attendance.

The second difference between the two components of Learnfare is the evaluation
design. The evaluation of Learnfare on the teen population, which is currently un-
derway, is based on a pre/post design. In additior, we will compare school attend-
ance patterns™of non-AFDC teens with AFDC teens before and after Learnfare. In
contrast, the evaluation of Learnfare requirements on the younger children and
their families will be based on a random assignment evaluation design. Such a
design will allow for an even more rigorous evaluation of the net impacts of the
policy on school attendance.

The State is committed to increasing case management services and minimizing
waiting periods for services identified in family service plans. The Governor has des-
ignated a half million dollars each for case management and additional alternative
educational services for Learnfare students in Milwaukee, for a total of $1 million
in new State spending. Both will be matched fifty/fifty with Federal dollars. Fur-
ther, the terms and conditions agreed to bi the State include a provision for moni-
toring and reporting on the length of time between referrals for services and receipt
of services.

We believe these steps will enhance the project’s potential for increasing school
attendance. To further help ensure that sufficient services are available to meet the
needs of Learnfare children and their families, we are authorizing up to $10 million
in Federal funds (including the $1 million mentioned previously). These funds will
be available to match State or county funding for services to Learnfare children and
their families during the demonstration. These services may include family counsel-
ing, alternative educational services, drug and alcohol abuse treatment, mental
health counseling, transportation, child abuse/neglect services, and others that may
be needed.

As I mentioned previously, our agreement with the State includes some very posi-
tive provisions for evaluating the effectiveness of the expanded Learnfare project
through a rigorous, random assignment research design. Further, Wisconsin has
agreed to accelerate obtaining evaiuation results of the current Learnfare system’s
effectiveness in promoting school attendance among teens. This will allow us to
assess the effects of this policy sooner than originally planned.

Over the years, the Department and the Congress have learned much from state-
initiated demonstrations which have tested and evaluated alternative policy options.
Both president Bush and former president Reagan strongly endorsed local initia-
tives and state-Federal partnerships to develop and test innovative models to ad-
dress the problems of welfare dependency. As you, Mr. Chairman, have so often as-
serted: the research results from state demonstrations, supported by both waivers
and funding from the Federal government, played a central role in the enactment of
the Family support Act of 1988. The Wisconsin Welfare Reform Deinonstration with
the Learnfare component is just one of many such state initiatives the Department _
has approved in the interest of providing states the flexibility needed to develop and
demonstrate new solutions to serious problems.

The modifications which the State is making to the project will, as 1 have stated,
provide an appropriate balance between responsibility on the part of the recipient
and support from the state to assist recipients in fulfilling program requirements. 1
want to emphasize that the modifications were a result of consideration of informa-
tion from the State's experience and the comments we received from members of
Congress, interested organizations, and the public.

In conclusion, on behalf of the sccretary, I thank the committee for its interest in
welfare reform demonstrations. We look forward to obtaining useful findings from
such initiatives. These findings will assist the Department, state agencies and you in
developing programs which effectively address the needs of AFDC recipients and
provide new methods to reduce dependency.

That concludes my remarks. I welcome your questions.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THOMAS J. CORBETT
LEARNFARE: A MYSTERY IN TREE ACTS

If the Wisconsin Learnfare experience were to be translated for the stage, it
might move some audience members to great wonder, owing to the several myster-
ies surrnunding its plot. The first mystery is how a concept that initially enjoyed
public and political support could evolve into a program subject to acrimonious
debate. The second mystery is how a dramatic policy initiative could proceed in a
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fashion ensuring that very little could be learned. The final mystery concerns the
denouement to come—how can we address the real needs of the disadvantaged chil-
dren whose impoverished prospects afforded Learnfare its initial rationale?

Prologue. Learnfare draws upon the traditional manner of structuring public as-
sistance for the poor. Until two decades ago, the provision of welfare typically was
conditioned on the behavior of the recipient. A host of criteria were applied to deter-
mine whether beneficiaries of public largesse were “fit” to receive help. Ties to the
local community were examined. Sexual practices were monitored. In some jurisdic-
tions, schoo! records were reviewed. Particularly in the 1960s, cash assistance was
accompanied by intensive services (typically provided in a voluntary manner) de-
signed to help dependent caretakers achieve self-sufficiency. This tradition, involv-
ing a client's obligation to behave appropriately and the provider's obligation to give
nonfinancial help, predates the emergence of the modern welfare state, going back
at least to the “‘Scientific Charity’’ movement of the late 19th century, perhaps even
to the original Elizabethan Poor Laws. It should not be forgotten that the strategy
of the War on Poverty was a “hand up,” not a “handout.”

The 1970s marked a period of aberration. An “income definition” of poverty
emerged and the “entitlement” notion of administering welfare prevailed. Poor
people differed from the rest of society only in their lack of enough money, and the
solution was to correct the shortfall in a simple, standardized manner. Services were
separated from cash assistance. Flat grants as opposed to individualized budgets
were introduced. Client protections were strengthened. This transformation had sev-
eral motives, some well-intentioned and others born of frustration. It was generally
agreed that behavior-conditioned assistance was labor intensive and costly. It was
also argued that services were ineffective and social workers intrusive and abusive.
In any case, rising caseloads—a trend abetted by a series of court decisions and ad-
ministrative rulings that facilitated the access to assistance for poor children—ren-
dered moot any discussion of individualized treatment of the recipient family.

Learnfare—along with gradual strengthening of work-welfare programs as exem-
plified by the JOBS legislation—puts welfare back into the business of modifying
behavior—‘“changing people.” The program also requires a forced, perhaps overdue,
marriage of the education and the welfare systems. These aspects are a logical and
predictable extension of a renewed emphasis on ill-defined but powerful images of
an ‘“underclass” and those suffering from what has been labeled ‘‘behavioral de-
pendency.”

A major problem is that the debate over Learnfare has been truncated, focusing

~on only one version—the rather limited Wisconsin model (at least as originally in-
troduced)—of what is a more fundamental shift in the way that welfare is conceptu-
alized, designed, and administered. The real question is not whether Learnfare in
Wisconsin “works.” As noted below, we lack credible numbers to make that judg-
ment, nor is there a consistently applied definition of success. It is, however, feasible
and appropriate to comment on the process through which Wisconsin and the
nation are getting back into the complicated and costly business of changing people.

Act 1. As | have described elsewhere,! the process through which Learnfare in
Wisconsin was introduced caused serious difficulties and strengthened negative per-
ceptions of the initiative. The basic problem lay in failure to deal adequately with
the successive tasks involved in enacting a program and with all the other dimen-
sions intrinsic to sound public policy. For convenience, I summary those dimensions
under the (perhaps appropriate) acronym SADLIE: Sensing and Analyzing a social
problem; Designing and Legitimizing a response; and Implementing and Evaluating
an operational program.

Sensing/Analyzing the Problem. Learnfare was formulated in a crisis atmosphere.
Amid vague perceptions of a growing problem, its development was put on a “fast
track’ schedule which, under the best of circumstances, would have resulted in diffi-
culties. No serious analysis of the issue was performed. No baseline data were col-
lected. No theoretical foundation was established prior to initiation of the progiam.
Unsubstantiated impressions of an urgent problem took the place of planning. As-
sumptions were made concerning the availability of school and community-based
services for at-risk students.

Designing/Legitimizing the Response. The steps involved in designing and legiti-
mizing (enacting authorizing legislation) the Wisconsin model were interrelated.
First, a legislative deal was struck to permit enactment of a mcdest initiative under
which sanctions could be levied on teen parents receiving AFDC after services were
provided to them. The governor then utilized his line-item veto powers to expand
this program to dependent teens on AFDC and to remove the condition that services
be available before a penalty was imposed. Perhaps to justify this unilateral action,
the rhetoric surrounding Learnfare grew stronger—the imposition (or threat) of
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sanctions would “restore the missing band of the father” and “break the cycle of
poverty.” The result was to increase the scope of the program, thus compounding
implementation challenges, and to generate political distrust. The fundamental mis-
takes made were to assume that a concept is reed with its enactment into law and
with failing to appreciate that programs really are created through a series of
“adoptions’’ during the implementation process.

Implementing/Evaluating a Program. The “fast track” implementation schedule
impaired the program’s credibility and support. Since over school districts and 72
welfare agencies were involved, administrative disarray was inevitable. Elements es-
sential to any new program—articulation of shared goals, development of consistent
definitions, implementation of management supports (e.g., timely information trans-
fers)—could not be introduced within the time allowed. Consequent variation in ad-
ministrative practices resulted in apparent inequities in the treatment of families. It
is not surprising that the Milwaukee Legal Services agency successfully contested
about two-thirds of the cases it handled. Curiously, only perfunctory attention was
paid by state and Federal officials to the evaluation requirement that is presumably
a quid pro quo for granting a state’s waiver request. In the absence of a rigorous
g:aluation, we are left with contradictory anecdotes and questionable outcome num-

rs. .

This combination of planning onussions, design flaws, and implementation defi-
ciencies has undermined what should have been an important social experiment.
One is reminded of the earlier days of the War on Poverty, when hastily conceived
and implemented initiatives foundered in light of the exaggerated claims made on
their behalf and a widespread, though largely unmeasured, perception that these ef-
forts had failed to achieve those claims.

Act 2. These hearings are an indication of the failure to gain substantive knowl-
edge regarding the program’s impacts. This failure is attributable in part to the
malleable character of what the program is supposed to accomplish. Early on, the
stated objective was to “break the cycle of poverty”’—an ambitious goal, given the
modest nature of the intervention. More recently, a frequently mentioned criterion
is improved attendance—a necessary but hardly sufficient intervention to prepare
disadvantaged youth for the demands of postindustrial society. Complicating evalua-
tion is the multidimensionality of possibﬁeooutcomes. Moving beyond simple norma-
tive positions (e.g., all sanctions are bad, or all recipients need to be motivated), one
must be able to measure and comparatively assess a number of both positive and
negative outcomes. For example, is improved attendance an entirely positive out-
come, or are there some costs (e.g., teaching time lost) associated with compelling
less motivated students to be in the classroom? Do sanctions uniformly motivate
members of the target group to alter counterproductive behaviors, or do they make
it more difficult to deal with personal and family problems? etc. Answering complex
questions requires dispassionate thinking concerning what the program is about, an
honest appraisal of its theoretical underpinnings, and a sober assessment of what
might be expected on both positive and negative sides. Evaluating new social pro-
grams is not an either/or game—the program either “worked” or “failed.” The eval-
uations of work-welfare programs done by the Manpower Demonstration Research
Corporation (MDRC) su%gested modest program impacts. Still, they were instrumen-
tal to the acceptance of the JOBS portion of the E‘amily Support Act. Evaluations
used in a summative sense seldom provide an incontrovertible verdict, nor should
that be expected. But used in a formative sence they can instruct us about where
problems lie and where adjustments should be made. No matter how plausible an
idea may appear, we seldom get it right the first time around.

A tragedy of the early Wisconsin experience with Learnfare is the failure to
ensure that causal attributions can be made about program effects. We are left with
an acrimonious debate based on generalized impressions, illustrative anecdotes, and
descriptive numbers. Impressions, anecdotes, and descriptive (i.e., outcome) numbers
are instructive in many ways, but they do not enable us to relate changes in select-
ed criterion variables to the specific intervention of interest.

Recent debate on the effectiveness of Learnfare borders on the humorous. The
“success”’ rate, loosely defined as those sanctioned for three months or less, has
been estimated at anywhere from 70 to percent, depending on which portion of the
target population is examined and how the calculations are performed. The fact is
that the 70 percent ﬁgure does not “‘prove’ the program is working, nor does the 30
percent figure “prove’ that it is not working. These outcome numbers are not the
same as impact numbers, which are obtained by examining the difference between a
group exposed to the intervention with a group not exposed to the intervention.
Consider the following: the “success” rate for program X is 70 percent and the
measured rate for a randomly assigned control group is percent, while the ccmpara-
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ble “success” rates for program Y are 30 and percent, respectively. Ceteris paribus,
the more effective program is Y, despite its lower outcome numbers. Failure to
make this simple distinction has confounded social policy analysis for years—par-
ticularly in the assessment of work-welfare reform initiatives. And the above discus-
sion does not touch upon the vastly more complicated topic of defining what would
constitute “‘success” within the Learnfare context.

Establishing cause-and-effect relationships ultimately comes down to a process of
discounting competing explanations. We can expect that a plethora of over-time
numbers will be produced. (We already hear reports that truancy rates in Milwau-
kee are getting worse.) The problem is that these numbers will be difficult to inter-
pret. The introduction of Learnfare undoubtedly altered the manner in which at-
tendance is measured. Changes in administration of the Milwaukee school system
purportedly have led to tightened truancy calculations. To further confound the
problem, statewide changes in school attendance requirements and regulations for
responding to truancy were introduced at about the same time as Learnfare. Statis-
tical techniques can only deal with so much “noise.” When the stakes are high and
controversy abounds, a rigorous evaluation is required.

The terms and conditions included in the recently granted waiver request (ex-
panding Learnfare provisions to children aged 6-12 and extending the current pro-
gram) require an experimental design for testing impacts for the expanded Learn-
fare population. Federal officials should be commended for rectifying this omission
in the original Learnfare waiver request. We might still ask, however, whether the
Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS) went far enough. Even at this
late date, an experimental requirement could be introduced to test impacts on the
original teen Learnfare population. And if one really were interested in learning
what works, the design could be structured to test various types of interventions—
the current program, the current program plus intensive case management/services
(or various service strategies), and intensive case management/services only. Grant-
ing waivers was never intended as a strategy to give states free rein. The waivers
are intended to encourage experimentation and learning. -

Act 3. The mystery that now surrounds Learnfare concerns where the concept is
headed. Given the ambitious goals set for the program in Wisconsin, its initial
‘“hard” character, involving automatic sanctions, would probably be viewed as inad-
equate. Some evolution toward a “softer’” approach could be expected. A softer ap-
proach would seek a more balanced ‘‘social contract—the client's obligation to
behave in a fashion consistent with efforts to achieve self-sufficiency would be
matched with a public obligation to provide appropriate supports—case manage-
ment, social services, alternative educational opportunities, and meaningful experi-
ences within conventional school systems. Debate remains about what will consti-
tute a balanced social contract and, fortunately, a great deal will be learned from
current experimentation with methods to reach “at-risk’” youth. As a speaker at a
recent conference on “Welfare and Education” noted, simply forcing kids back into
a systﬁm where they have already failed (or the school failed them) may not be
enough.

Heated debate over the Wisconsin ‘.earnfare model tends to obscure an underly-
ing social dilemma that requires continuing attention. A portion of our youth
simply will not be prepared for a postindustrial societv that demands a minimal
level of human capital.2 Although high school graduation rates are at historically
high levels—9 out of 10 students failed to complete high school at the turn of the
century—the much smaller proportion of those who now fail (about 13 percent) le-
gitimately elicits far greater concern. The almost 6 million young adults (ages 16 to
24 in 1980) who were not in school or failed to graduate from high school faced a
world different from that of their predecessors. In 1986, the median earnings of col-
lege graduates were four times greater than those of young family heads who were
high school dropouts, whereas the difference in 1973 was less than two to one. Be-
tween 1973 and 1986, median annual family income for single-mother families de-
clined by 26 percent; for family heads with l):ess than a high school education, by 34
percent.

Structural changes in the economy cannot be igrored. Whereas relatively well-
paying jobs in mining and manufacturing declined from 1979 to 1987 by 36 and 24
Eercent respectively, lower-paying jobs in the retail and services sectors increased

y 7 and 24 percent in those years. Over the final 15 years of this century, the pro-
Eortion of new jobs requiring less than a high school diploma is expected to decline

y 22‘8ercent. while jobs requiring some college education will increase by 24 per-
cent. Wa confront the possibility of importing skilled labor to fill an unmet demand
while a significant portion of our native adult population remai.ns unemployable.
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Economic transformations aside, there remains the compelling tragedy of yrung
people failing behind. Some 1.8 million young girls will reach age 20 in the year
2000. Given current trends, 40 percent will become pregnant, and half of those will
give birth at least once. Only 3 in 5 teen mothers will obtain a high school degree—
less than 1 in 2 if they give birth before age 17; over 1 in 3 will have seriously im-
poverished basic skills, and over 80 percent will not be married. Teen mothers who
remain unmarried face a particularly harsh economic future. Their probability of
experiencing chronic poverty (i.e., spending at least seven of the next ten years in
poverty after giving birth) is 30 times greater than that of a married mother who
remains in an intact household.

What do we do with the estimated 13 million *‘at-risk” school-aged children across
the nation? The personal and social dysfunctioning associated with the one million
young people who leave high school each year without graduating is sobering: they
are 3.5 times more likely to be arrested, 6 times more likely to be a nonmarried

arent, 73 times more likely to receive welfare at some point, and 2 times more
rikely to be unemployed and poor. While it can be argued that getting disadvan-
taged children into a classroom on a regular basis is a start, should it also be the
end point of any policy? I remain skeptical. And will getting them through school to
a high schoo! diploma miraculously solve the problems listed above? Not likely.
After 1973 the median income of high school graduates dropped by some 30 percent.
Besides, we face the dreaded phenomenon of ‘“unobserved heterogeneity’—that
those who fall by the wayside differ in some difficult to measure way and a conse-
quence require special help. Consider this: in the mid-1980s some 25,500 students
were enrolled in Chicago's inner-city, non-selective schools. Only 9,500 eventually
gradnated (less than 49 percent). Of these, only 2,000 could read at or above the na-
tional average—an average already below that of other industrialized countries.

I have avoided citing numbers on the effects of Learnfare, partly on the assump-
tion that many will nonetheless be put forth. But I was struck by data recently re-
ported by the Employment and Training Institute at the University of Wisconsin-
Milwaukee.? I calculated that for every 100 Milwaukee teen mothers on AFDC in
December of 1989 who did not already have a high school diploma or its equivalent,
approximately 63 were either exempt from Learnfare or their status was uncertain
because of problems in locating the student or verifying key information. Of the re-
maining 37, 10 were in school and attending regularly, 8 were subject to monthly
attendance monitoring under Learnfare rules, and 19 were being sanctioned. We do
not know if these numbers would look better or worse in the absence of Learnfare.
But it appears that the “'leakage’ problem (i.e., those exempt and those simply lost
to the program) associated with ‘'people changing” initiatives plagues the large, un-
wieldy Wisconsin Learnfare effort.

The institutional response to the “‘costs” of hastily implementing a large-scale
program in the absence of a systematic process analysis has been slow and halting.
While compensation for child care and transportation costs associated with Learn-
fare requirements have been available from the beginning, only a very modest level
of support for case management services, supportive social services, and alternative
educational opportunities has been forthcoming. It has been estimated that, if their
time were spread over the entire “at-risk”’ population, Learnfare case managers in
Milwaukee would only be able to average four minutes per child per month. Alter-
native school slots in Milwaukee are filled by November of each school year, and bf'
spring waiting lists exceed their total capacity. Service providers who deal with Mil-
waukee children affected by Learnfare report that the system by which the children
reach them is haphazard and that their response capacity has been overwhelmed.
The “people-changing” business is a tough and, as was discovered in the 1960s, ex:
pensive undertaking. .

_The terms and conditions of the Federal approval to extend and expand Learnfare
directs Wisconsin toward a more balanced social contract. If these terms are accept-
able to the state, an opportunity will be available to examine the contents of this
contract. That will require a sugstitution of objective analysis for political or ideo-
logical posturing—on both sides. Whether or not that occurs will determine whether
the Wisconsin model of Learnfare becomes an endgame in which—attention to the
inescapable needs of disadvantaged children is lost amidst the debate about this par-
ticular program.

At this point, a set of recommendations normally is appropriate. That would be
presumptuous, however, and ignore the underlying compfexity of the topic. Rather
than rely upon oversold “silver bullets,” we need a coherent policy process that
moves us beyond truncated perceptions of the poor. One thing we have learned from
our poverty research is that not all the poor are alike, nor will they all respond to
policy initiatives in the same way. We need a comprehensive and integrated set of
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initiatives;: some that improve the economic rationality of work for low-income
family heads, others that legitimately enhance the human capital of disadvantaged
youth and adult job-seekers, still others that aggressively confront counterproduc-
tive behaviors.

We have also learned that we treat our children terribly. A decade ago, it was
determined that the U.S. child poverty rate was two to three times greater than
several other western industrialized countries. Since then, the number of poor chil-
dren in this country has increased by about one-quarter and their poverty rates are
as high now as they were a quarter-century ago. The rush to reduce welfare costs
and caseloads should nct obscure the real economic suffering of children. We have
always known how to do the former—lower welfare guarantees, restrict access to
benefits, and impose additional conditions on the receipt of benefits. The real public
policy challenge is, and always has been, to reduce dependency and poverty at the
same time.

ENDNOTES

1. See "Learnfare: The Wisconsin Experience’” by Thomas Corbett, Jeanette
Deloya, Wendy Manning, and Liz Uhr in Focus, Vol. 12, no. 2, Fall and Winter 1989,
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF CAROL CROCE

Every child needs a quality education to succeed in today’s world. It is especially
true for poor children whose chances of escaping poverty are greatly diminished
when they don't finish school. But trying to modify a child’s truant behavior by
punishing an entire family through economic sanctions is both cruel and ineffective.

Learnfare is a misnomer—it’s not about learning and it isn't fair. It does not rein-
force positive educational achievements, but instead singlcs out one group of truant
children—teenagers in AFDC households—who are held to a more stringent attend-
ance requirement than is required by state truancy law. It exacerbates family situa-
tions already strained by poverty and the pressures of single parenting. It punishes
entire families for the truant actions of a single child by cutting their monthly cash
incomes. Grants reduced by Learnfare sanctions have resulted in evictions and utili-
ty shut-offs and has forced some families into emergency shelters. It has had a per-
verse and destructive effect on family structure by giving teens unwarranted control
ov}s‘:r tlhe family's income. And we still don't know why these teens are absent from
school.

The touted success of the Learnfare program has yet to be substantiated by its
own data. The flaws with the design of the program and its dubious value as a social
policy experiment have been reported at this hearing by other speakers. This writ-
ten testimony will focus on Learnfare's purported effect on truancy rates, the
amount of actual services provided to sanctioned teens and the adverse impact that
sanctions have on Learnfare families.

There i8 no evidence that truancy levels among AFDC teens have been affected
by Learnfare sanctions. When the Program was hastily implemented in Wisconsin,
the Wisconsin Department of Health and Social Services (DHSS) did not compile
baseline data to determine how many of the teens on AFDC were attending school
regularly before the implementation of Learnfare. DHSS often cites the 92% attend-
ance rate for all teenagers on AFDC as a successful outcome of Learnfare sanctions.
Without baseline data to substantiate the claim, we simply don’t know if those teens
would have complied with school attendance requirements in the absence of sanc-
tions. In a November 1989 DHSS report on Learnfare, DHSS itself recognized,
“These reports do not prove that Learnfare improves school attendance, decreases
the drop-out rate or increases high school graduation races." (‘*‘Additional Data on
the First Full Year of Learnfare,” Silvia Jackson, Division of Economic Support/
DHSS, November 1989).
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Learnfare sanctions do not appear to be the effective deterrent that was originally
envisioned. The number of sanctions has not decreased over time as expected. In
fact, the number of sanctioned teens has increased, especially in Milwaukee where
75% of all Learnfare sanctions occur. At the beginning of the 1989 school year, 5%
of the teens statewide who were subject to Learnfare were sanctioned; by the end of
the school year, the sanction rate had risen to 10.6%. In Milwaukee, 7.7% of Learn-
fare teens were being sanctioned at the beginning of the school year; the sanction
rate rose to 17.6% by the end of the academic year.

It also appears that most teens do not comply with Learnfare attendance require-
ments even after they have been sanctioned. The Employment and Training Insti-
tute's study “The Impact of Learnfare on Milwaukee Teens” found that only 28% of
sanctioned teen dependents were in school and complying with attendance require-
ments two months after the sanction. Among teen parents, only 209 were in school
two months after the last sanction. If sanctions are a means to compel truant teens
to return to the classroom, it appears that this approach, at least in Milwaukee, has
been ineffectual for 729% of the affected teens.

Learnfare does not deal with what causes truant behavior; it deals only with the
symptoms. Teens are truant for different reasons, sometimes related to school, other
times not: drug and alcohol abuse prcblems, domestic violence situations in the
family, child abuse, etc. Learnfare's sole focus, however, is on monitoring physical
presence in a classroom without any required investigation as to why these teens
miss school or drop out.

A substantial number of sanctioned Milwaukee teens do experience serious prob-
lems in their home life. The Employment and Training Institute’s study found that
419% of sanctioned Milwaukee teens came from families’s involved in the Children's
C]ourt system or from families where charges had been made of child abuse and ne-
glect.

What is especially troubling is that DHSS knew when they first implemented
Learnfare that these teens were at risk of further abuse or being thrown out of the
home if sanctions were imposed. In the DHSS memo where this issue was raised, it
was further noted that local welfare offices could identify these troubled teens and
exempt them from Learnfare sanctions so as not to exacerbate their alreadf' dis-
tressed family situation. The memo also noted that exempting these teens would cut
into the savings Wisconsin was likely to accrue through sanctions. The Department
of Health and Social Services chose not to exempt this vulnerable population of
teens. Increased “'savings’ accrued to the state as a result.

This situation—where teens in severely dysfunctional families are sanctioned—is
a just one disturbing example of the detrimental effect that Learnfare sanctions
have on AFDC families.

First, the loss of AFDC benefits because of Learnfare throws families into crisis.
The reduction in the family’s monthly cash income forces families to make hard
choices about basic needs—how the rent will be paid, how the heat will stay on and
how to keep food on the table. When a teen is removed from the grant, his/her
needs do not evaporate. The parent must provide for that child with signiﬁcant!iy
reduced resources; Learnfare sanctions reduce AFDC benefits 15% to 44% per child,
depending on family size. In defense of these sizable reductions, the Department of
Health and Social gervices has noted that Wisconsin’s high AFDC payments, cou-
pled with a slight increase in Food Stamps when the grant is reduced, is sufficient
for families to absorb the lost income. While Wisconsin's benefits are higher than
some states, levels fall more than 30% below the poverty line. Food Stamp increase
of 30 cents for every lost AFDC dollar do not come close to balancing out the hard-
ship of trying to make a rent payment or pay the electricity bill.

There are numerous documented cases of families being evicted for nonpayment
of rent, utility cut-offs and situations where peopie ended up in emergency homeless
shelters. Attached to this testimony are case summaries compiled by Community
Advocates, a Milwaukee advocacy group. They include:

* A client who was sanctioned under Learnfare for four months, was evicted and
her child was sent to live with a relative. The County Social Services agency later
admitted that the sanction was in error;

¢ Another client who was sanctioned for four months based on inaccurate infor-
mation about her child’s monthly attendance. Though the inaccuracy was discov-
ered at the fair hearing, the lost benefits resulted in her electricity being discon-
nected; and

¢ A client with two sanctioned teenagers who lost benefits for both children for
three months. During the third month she was evicted for non-payment of rent and
the family moved to a homeless shelter. At the fair hearing, the County Social Serv-
ices admitted that the sanction had been made in error.
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Second, Learnfare sanctions undermine family discipline. Many teens view
Learnfare as a means to use their school attendance as leverage to get privileges,
such as staying out late or the purchase of expensive clothes, etc. The teen knows
that attendance determines the amount of the family's grant. Learnfare gives the
teen an unhealthy control over the family's “purse strings'” weakens parental au-
thority within the family structure.

Third, Learnfare sanctions of truant teens is a de facto sanctioning of other sib-
lings. When lost benefits result in an eviction or a utility cut-off or less food at meal
time, it punishes the siblings for the actions of a teen family member over whom
they have no control. I am not opposed to holding teens accountable for their ac-
tions. But cutting income benefits {from parents and depriving siblings of basic ne-
cessities punishes the wrong people.

That points up another flaw: the Lezrnfare sanction is directed at the parent, not
at the truant child. If social policy is committed to punishing teens for their non-
compliant behavior, then the sanction should remove some tangible commodity or
privilege that the teens either possess or has control over. For example, some states
have implemented truancy prevention proyrams that revoke drivers’ licenses from
teens who drop out of school. That sanctioring approach directly affects its target
population and is far more appropriate than taking away benefits from an entire
family for the actions of a single member.

Last, Learnfare sanctions are based on unrealistic expectations about teen-age
maturity and behavior. The assumption underlying Learnfare is that teens as
young as 13 years of age have the maturity to understand the value of a high school
degree, the long-term consequences of their actions when they skip class, and the
relative importance of their being in class compared to other factors that may be
affecting their lives, like drug abuse problems or severely dysfunctional family situ-
ations. The fact that 419 of Learnfare children in Milwaukee come from families
involved in the juvenile court system or who have been charged with child abuse
and neglect reflects this sad truth. In general, 18 years of age serves as the bench-
mark for individual responslbty—voting, serving in the army, and drinking. Only in
Wisconsin is there a policy that demands that AFDC children as young as 13 years
old—7th and 8th graders—have the maturity to overcome often chaotic family situa-
tions and make appropriate decisions about their future. And without access and
referral to needed services, such as counseling, drug abuse treatment, tutoring etc.
the state expects them to make these judgments on their own.

Critics of the current Learnfare program maintain that truant teens provided ap-
propriate services, not sanctions, will return to school. Services in the existing
Learnfare program are not being delivered at the level that has been reported.
Learnfare for most teens provides sanctions without services.

In Milwaukee, where nearly all of the case management dollars are allocated,
only those teens that are drop outs are eligible for case management services. Those
teens with poor attendance, who represent more than half of the sanctioned teens,
are not served.

For those few teens who do get case management, the services are limited. Learn-
fare alternative education funds only cove~ 18 and 19 year olds and only if they
have dropped out. Sanctioned drop-outs age 13 through 17 years are not eligible for
Learnfare alternative education programs. Instead, these youth wait for the few
available alternative education spaces within the Milwaukee Public School (MPS)
system. As of November 1989, every MPS alternative education program had a wait-
ing list, some are even equal to their size of enrollment. For 13 through 17 year olds
in Milwaukee who are sanctioned for poor attendance and are not drop-outs, the
services they receive are cosmetic: neither case management nor Learnfare alterna-
tive education programs are available.

While daycare and transportation for Learnfare teen parents are mandated sup-
port services, this leaves only 24 cents of every Learnfare dollar for all other serv-
ices. These daycare and transportation services account for 53% of all funds expend-
ed on Learnfare. While these are essential services for teen parents, such teens
make up only 119 of the Learnfare population statewide (19% in Milwaukee). Fully
23% of Learnfare expenditures go to administration of sanctions, attendance report-
ing and tracking and other bureaucratic functions.

The full cost of Learnfare has been borne by AFDC families. In its first full year
of operation, Learnfare spent $3.1 million; during the same period, $3.4 million was
garnered through sanctions on Learnfare families. Learnfare, therefore, is paid for
not from a new pot of money but from draining familiesl resources through sanc-
tions. The state, for its own reasons, asserts that itls spent more money—$7.8 mil-
lion—on Learnfare families. The truth is, this figure represents only a level of con-
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~ tracting, not the actual level of spending of service (see attached DHSS May 10,
1990 documentation).

Even if services were adequate, there is still no demonstrated need to sanction
families. As noted earlier, teens are truant for a variety of reasons that need to be
identified and assessed before that child can be successful in school. There will be
some children that need a minimal amount of services—daycare for a teen mother,
after school tutoring to bring up a teen's reading skills up to grade level—to get
them back on track in school. Other children will require more attention and addi-
tional services, ranging from counselling to drug abuse therapy to alternative educa-
tion programs outside the regular school system. At both of these levels, it is the
services and interventions. NOT the sanctions that get the child back into the educa-
tion system and on the road to completing their education. Cutting the family's
AFDC grant is not the catalyst.

For some teens, all the services and best efforts of the parent, the school and the
welfare svstem will not be enough to get that child buck into school. What is to be
gained from sanctioning this family? It only serves to impose a financial hardship
on other siblings over actions they cannot control and it does not get the truant
teen back into school. In these cases. it is more appropriate to bring in other sys-
tems and truancy laws for incorrigible children. For exainple, parents should look to
the court system to pursue a CHIPS «Child in Need of Protective Services! petition
and let the professionals who are trained to work with difficuit children do their
job.

There are alternatives to Learnfare that would better meet the stated goal of en-
suring that teens get the education they need to be self-sufficient. Instead of relyving
on Learnfare sanctions, additional funding should be provided to the state’s Chil-
dren At Risk program. This is a model program that identifies all children at risk of
failing in schoo! and offers needed services. Milwaukee currently has a waiting list
of children who have been identified as needing Children At Risk services but the
funds are not available.

We should not experiment with our children through Learnfare. There is no evi-
dence that sanctions work best at Xeeping or returning troubled youth t» school;
perhaps even more significantly there is no evidence that even those wiio might
attend will learn because of the threat of sanction. Learning is a positive hurran
experience that drives us all; it is incentives and good programs that teens nced.

Attachments.
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Attachment 1

The following case studies were compiled from actual client files from
Community Advocates, an advocacy group in Milwaukee, Wisconsin. These clients
were referred to Legal Action of Wisconsin for representation.

CASE 1

Client terminated from AFDC for 3 months as a result of a learnfare sanction.
According to learnfare rules the grant should have been reduced to $248 instead
of terminated, but the County Administration cut benefits completely. When

the case went to a fair hearing the County admitted that the first month's
sanction had been in error. Legal Action was able to establish that there

was good cause for the absences in the other two months (the teen was recovering
from a car accident). Therefore, the County was ordered to restore all benefits.
As 3 result of the lost benefits, the client had been threatened with eviction.

CASE 2

Client had been sanctioned under learnfare for 4 months. The sanction was
admitted by the County to have been an error. Because of the lost benefits,
the client was evicted and her chiid had to live with the client's sister.

CASE 3

Client had been evicted before a learnfare sanction went into effect. The
client's children were temporarily out of state because of a family crists.
The County erroneously sanctioned the client for these months. Because of
the money lost through the sanction, the client was unable to aftord hcusing
for her children when they returned to the state. i

CASE 4

Client had 2 teens taken off her grant for 3 months as a result of a learnfare
sanction. During the third month she was evicted for ncapayrert of rent and

had to mve into a shelter. The County admitted that the sanction had been

2n error. The sanction had been imposed because the client allegedly had rot
provided < :hocl enrollment information. At a fair hearing it was establisred
that the c.ient had indeed dore all the required reporting on time and it si7ply
had not been processed.

CASE 5

Client was sanctioned for 4 months because the (ounty claimed the teen had
more than 2 absences per month. At the hearing it was established that *he
county had insufficient evidence to impose the sanction. Because of the loss
of benefits, the electricity was shut off.

CASE 6

Client's child had been hospitalized for an extenced period of time. Upon
returning to school the child provided a doctor's excuse for *he absences.

The particular school where the child attended considered the days as unexcused
absences because the excuse did not come from a parent. The client was sarctioned.

CASE 7

A family of five children was sanctioned under lea~nfare for 3 of the teens. The
teens had not been enrolled in school because they were temporarily living in a
shelter. The sanction delayed attempts at acquiring permanent housing for months.
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SLanERt GF LEARNTARE CXPENGITURES 7GR CGUNTTES 4NG TRISES FOR 1387 1932 ¢ 1999

W/P NLME:  LEAPRFGLRE

(133 PRTNENTS CONTARZTS

JNE L LERRNFARE 1937 1387
261 AURINISTRATION $83.546.00 $33,546.00
281 ADRINISTRATION MILWAVEEE $51,342.00  $61,342.00
137 LEARNFARE DAYCARE $51,05¢.00  $582,213.00
137 LEARNFARE DAYCARE-MILMAUMEE "$63,492.00 3527,559A90
123 LEARNFARE TRANSPGRTATION $1,750.00  $106,432.00
113 LEARNFARE TRANSPORTATION-MILW $0.00  $96,441.00

193 MILWAUXEE LEARNFARE A10S
131 KILWAYLEE LEARNFARE STAFF
11 MILMAUREE LEARKFARE HEARINGS
S1.193 MILWAUREE OAY CARE ELIGIEILITY $25,590.00  §35,000.00
193 LEARNFARE STaRTuP $0.00  321,500.00

PAYMENTS
PAYAENTS CONTRACTE THRU DEC 1939 CONIRACTS COMIRACTS
138§ 198s RECOMCILE I 1339 1996

.........................................................................

$470,542.00  $470,547.00  $470,547.00 $470,547.00  $4¢9,576.00
$366,053.00  1368,053.00 $368,083.0¢ 568,053.00  $402,5¢.00
$296,295.00 $2,780.544.00  3372,615.00  $2,5¢4,985.00 $2,958,643.00
$925,899.00 $2,824,085.00 81,444,552.00 $2,829,118.00 12,125,315.00
$26,942.00  $50),984.00  $71,445.00 $529,694.00  $943,106.00
$48,126.00  $527,589.00  $174,840.00 1522.106.00  3%06,694.00

$112,111.00 $117,213.60  $117,243.00 2
$81,092.00 $9€,250.00  $246,286.00 . 72y
$37,657.% $17,657.00 $0.00

§£7,058.00  $74,410.00 $0.60 $0.00 $0.09

SOURCE OF INFORMATION WAS CARS FOR DEC 89 RECONCILE ! AND TRIBLS STATEWIDC T01ALS
FOR SEPTEMSER 89. INFORMATION FGR 1987 AND 1988 CAME FROM FINAL CARS

REPORTS 4ND TRIBES STATEWIOC SUMMARY REPORIS FOR CY 1937 AKD

1986,

BEST AVAILABLE COPY
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF PATRICIA GQODRICH
]

GOOD MNORNING. MY NAXE I8 PATRICIA GOODRICE AND I AM TEE SECRETARY OF
THRE WISCONSINK DEPARTMENT OF HEALTE AND SOCIAL SERVICRS. THANK YOU VERY
NUCH POR INVITING GOVERNOR THONPSON TO ADDRESS YOU AND FOR ALLOWING MB
T0 APPEAR FOR RIN TODAY. IT I8 TRULY A PLEASURRE WD AN HONOR TO BB
TEBTIFYING BEYORE YOU ON WISCONSIN'S LEARNFARR PROGRANM.

LEARNFARER IS ABOUT BDUCATION AND THR INDBPENDENCE PROMN PUBLIC WELPARR
TEAT EDUCATION CAN BRING TO THE LIVES OF THOUSBANDS OF WIBCONSTN TEENS,

LEARNPARRE I8 ABOUT ENCOURAGING WELPARE TEENS TO TAKE ADVANTAGE OF
AVAILABLE EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES, AND SNCOURAGING TEEIR PARENTS TO
PLAY AN ACTIVE ROLE IN THAT PROCESS.

AND, LEARNPARE IS ABOUT IDENTIPYING THE NEEDS8 OF TEENS WHO ARE NOT IN
SCEOOL AND PINDING WAYS TO ADDRESS THOSE NEEDS.

OF ALL 17IHE PROGRANS THAT COMNPRISBE WISBCONSIN'S WELFARE REFORX
INITIATIVE, AND THEERE ARE MANY, NONE IS8 MNORE INNOVATIVE OR MORE
INPORTANT TRAN LEARNPARR == TEROUGH LEARNFARE WB ARR PROVIDED THER UNIQUE
OPPORTUNITY TO HAVE A DIREBCT AND POBITIVE INFLUENCB ON THE FUTURES OF
OUR CHILDRBN, AND “THROUGH THEM, TEE FUTURE OF OUR BTATE AND NATION.

WIBCONBIN'S LBARNTARE PROGRAM, THEN, IS RNTIRBLY CONGISTENT WITR THE
S8PIRIT ENBODIED IN THEB PFANILY SUPPORT ACT OF 1988, LEGISLATION WITH
WHICH THE DISTINGUISXED SENATOR FROK NEW YORK IS INTIMATELY PANILIAR.

TO FOLLY UNDERSTAND LEARNTARS, I BELIEVE IT I8 BSSENTIAL TO VIEW THE
PROGRAN IN THE CONTEXT OF WISCONSIN'S OVERALL WELFARE REFORX INITIATIVE.

DURING GOVERNOR THONPSON'S 1986 QUBERNATORIAL CAXPAIGN, WISBCONBIN
CITIZENS MADR XNOWN THBIR FRUSTRATION OVER THEE PUBLIC WERLFARE SYSTENM.
THERE WAS A CLEAR CONCERN THAT PUBLIC ASSIGTANCE RAD BECOME A WAY OF
LIFE FOR SONE PEOPLER ~= A WAY OF LIPE THAT, UNFORTUNATELY, WAS BEING
PASSED ON TO THEIR CHILDREN,

THE PACT IS8 THAT WELFARB WAS NO LONGER FULPILLING IT8 ORIGINAL INTENT

OF PROVIDING TEMPORARY ASSISTANCE TO INDIVIDUALS DURING DIFPICULT TIMES
IN THEIR LIVES.

DISINCENTIVES TO WORK EAD DEVELOPED WITHIN PROGRAMS WHICH WERE
ORIGINALLY INTENDED ONLY 7O TIDE PEOPLE OVER UNTIL THBY WERE ABLE TO
FIND BNPLOYMENT., GOXNE PEOPLEB SINPLY COULD NOT LEAVE WBLPARE.

TO ADDRESS TEIS CONCERM, GOVERNOR THONPSON DEVELOFPED A PLAN TO REFOCUS
WISCONSIN'G WELFARE PROGRANS ON A SINGLE OBJECTIVE: TO SIGNIPICANTLY
REDUCE WELFARE DBPENDENCY.
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THE GOVERNOR PROPOSED A THREE-FOLD BSTRATEAY TO ACCOXNPLISE THIS
OBJECTIVE, INCLUDING THB PROVIBION OF INCENTIVES TO WORK, REQUIRING TXE
FINANCIAL COOPERATION OF ABBENT PARENTS IN RAIGING THEIR CHEILDREN, AND
ENCOURAGING TEENS ON WELFARE TO GRADUATE FROM HIGH S8CROOL,

AND WB HAVI' REDUCED WELFPARE DEPENDENCY. BRTWEEN JANUARY OF 1987 AND
DECENBER, 1989. OUR AFDC CASELOAD HAS DECLINED BY OVER 1%%. WHILE THIS
DECLINE I8 NOT TOTALLY ATTRIBUTABLE TO OUR WELFARE REFORN BPFORTS, OCR
PROGRANS HAVE HAD AN EPPECT IN RELPING PEOPLE BRCOME INDEPENDENT.

BOTH BTATE AND FBDERAL GOVERNMENTS, CLIENT ADVOCATE GROUPS, COUNTY AND
SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS AND PRONT-LINE STAFPF WBRE INCLUDED IN THE
DEVELOPMENT AND INPLEKENTATION OF LEARNFARE. ADDITIONALLY, THREE PUBLIC
HEARINGB ON LEARNPARE ADMINISTRATIVE RULES WERE NELD IN NADISON,
NILWAUKEE, AND WAUSAU IN APRIL, 1988. FURTHERKORE, CLIENT ADVOCATE
GROUPS ARE REPRESENTED ON THR LEARNFARE COORDINATING CONMITTRE WHICR
CONTINUES TO MEET MONTHLY IN XILWAUREE,  WEERE NBARLY HALY OF THE
LEARNFARE POPULATION REGIDES, TO DIBCUS8 AND REBOLVE PROGRAN IBBURS.

IN SHORT, LEARNFARE WAS NOT DEVELOPED IN A VACUUX NOR DOEB IT OPERATE
IN ONE. WE CONTINUE TO LBARN AND EVOLVE, UTILIZING A WIDE VARIETY OF
INPUT,

A8 ORIGINALLY PASSED BY THE WISBCONSIN S8TATE LEGISLATURE IN 1987,
LEARNTARE WAS8 REBTRICTED TO TEEN PARBNTS 3BLIGIBLRE FOR THR AID TO
FANILIES WITH DEPENDENT CHILDREN (AFDC) PROGRAM. GOVERNOR THOMPEOM,
REASONING TEAT ALL TEENS ON WELPARE NEED AN EDUCATIOX, UBED HIS VETO
AUTHORITY TO EXPAND LEARNTARE TO INCLUDE ESSBENTIALLY ALL AFDC TEENS, 13
TRROUGE 19, BY BUSTAINING RIS VETO, THE LEGISLATURE BUPPORTED THE
GOVERNOR'S ACTION.

THE PHILOBOPEY UNDERLYING WIBCONSINK'S WELFPARE REBPORK INITIATIVE,
INCLUDING LEARNTARR, I8 THAT THEE BTATE NAY EAVE CERTAIN REASOMNABLRE
EXPECTATIONS OPF WELFARR RECIPIENTS IXN RETURN FOR PROVIDING PUBLIC
ASSISTANCE. THE STATE'S REASONABLR RXPECTATION OF WELPARE TBENS I8 THAT
THEY ATTEND 8CHOOL REGULARLY IN ORDER TO 4RT TEBR BDUCATION TREY WILL
NEED TO COXNPETE IN THE WORKFORCE -- JUST A8 THR REASONABLE EIPECTATION
OF THE J.0.B.8. CONPONENT OF THE PAMILY S8UPPORT ACT IS THAT ADULTS WORK
OR PARTICIPATE IN BDUCATION OR TRAINING PROGRANS.

I8 THERB A LINK BETWEEN THE LACK OF A EIGE SCHOOL EDUCATION AND
CHRONIC DEPENDENCE ON WELFARB? ABBOLUTELY. ACCORDING TO THEB UNIVERSITY
OF WISCONSIN'S INSTITUTE FOR RESEARCH ON POVERTY (I.R.P.), THERE I8 A
GROWING BODY OF BENPIRICAL DATA WHICH CONFIRMB WHAT HAS LONG BEEN
8USPECTED. THOSBE WITHR A HIGR BCHOOL DIPLOMA CAM RXPECT TO BARN 60% XORR
THAN THOSB WITH LESS8 BCHOOLING -~ ON THS DOWMNGIDE, PROPLE WHO NAVE A LOW
EARNING CAPACITY, THAT I8, PBOPLE WITH A POOR WORK NISTORY AND/OR
LACKING A HIGHE BCHOOL DIPLOKA, ARE MORE LIKELY TO BECONE LONG-TERM
WELFARB RECIPIENTS. TEI8 FACT I8 PARTICULARLY DISTURBING 70 US, GIVEN
THAT EACH YEAR, ABROUT TEN AND ONE-~HALF PERCENT OF HIGH SCHOOL STUDENTS
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IN TNS XILWAUKES PUBLIC SCROOL DISTRICT DROP OUT OF 6CEOOL == A
STAGGERING STATISTIC CONSIDERING THE BLEAK OUTLOOK FOR TNRSE INDIVIDUALS
AND THE ASSOCIATED COBT TO SOCIETY, BOTN IN ECONOMIC TERNS AS WELL A8
UNTAPPED NUMAN POTENTIAL.

PURTHBRMORE, A8 THE POPULATION OF RIGR SBCEOOL QRADUATES CONTINUES TO
GQROW AMONG THE GENERAL POPULATION, THOSE WITHQUT A HIGH 8CHOOL BULJUCATION
FACE ALKOST INSURMOUNTABLE ODDS WHEM IT COMES TO SEICURING ADEQUATE
EXPLOYNENT. WHEREAS 35 OR 40 YEARS AGO THERE WERE AMPLE OPPORTUNITIES
FOR HIGH @CHOOL DROPOUTS, TRI8 IS8 XO LONGER TEE cui. I.R.P. STATES
TEAT ONLY 14% OF ALL WEW JOBS CREATED THROUGE THR START OF THE NBEXT
CENTURY WILL NOT RRQUIRE A HIGH SCROOL RDUCATION. .

TRUS, THBREB EXISTS A DEPINITE NEBED FOR FROGRANS WHICK RNCOURAGE S8BLY-
SUPFICIENCY THROUGE EDUCATION. TEIS IS EEX TXR GOVERNOR PROPOSED
LEARNTARSE.

LEARNPARE CURRENTLY COVEBRS OVER 27,000 APDC TRENG MONTFLY AND UTILIZRS
FINANCIAL SANCTIONS IN CONJUNCTION WITR SUPPORTIVE SEBRVICES TO ACHIEVE
I78 GOAL.

AFDC TEENS WHO FAIL TO ATTEND 8CHEOOL RREGULARLY, WITHCUT GOOD CAUSBE,
ARE BUBJECT TO SANCTIONS AVERAGING ABOUT $113 PER NONTE PER TEEN. I
THINK IT I8 INPORTANT TO NOTE, ALSO, TEAT TNR AFDC GRANT AMOUNT FOR A
PAMILY OF THREE IN WIBCONBIN I8 $317, WHICH I8 TEB BIGHTH HIGNEST IN THE
NATION. THEE AVERAGE NUKBER OF LBARNTARE SANCTIONS STATEWIDE PER WONTR
THUS PAR DURING THE 1989-9%0 SCHOOL YEAR IS ABOUT 2200 OR ABOUT 8% OF THR
TOTAL LBARNTARE POPULATION.

TO MB, IT I8 VERY SIGNIPICANT THAT NINRIY-TWO PERCENT OF THEE APDC
TEENS SUBJECT TO LEARNFYARR REQUIRENENTS, COXPLY WITH TROSE REQUIREXENLS
MONTHLY. THIS MNEANS THAT, EACH hom, OVER 25,000 AFDC TBEZNB IN
WISCONBIN ARE BITHER IN 8CHROOL, OR EAVE A LRGITINKATE EXICUBE FOR NOT
BRING THERX.

EOW MANY OF THESE TBENS ARB ATTEBNDING BECAUAR OF LEARNTARE? WE BIMPLY
DO NOT KNOW YET. AS I.R.P.'s THOMAS CORBRT?T, WHO IS8 TESTIFPYING LATER
TODAY, OBSERVED IN A PAPER EE WROTE ON LEARNPARR, LEARNTARE'S KOSBT
GIGNIPICANT, THOUAGK UNNBASURABLE, S8UCCESS XAY BR THAT IT 6ERVES TO DETER
TEENS TROM CUTTING CLASSES IN THEE FIRST PLACR. LEARNPARE, BY 178 VBRY
EXISTENCE, I8 OBRVING T0 PREVENT APDC TEENS PROX ENGAGING IN POOR
ATTENDANCE OR DROPPING OUT OF SCROOL ALTOJGRTHER -=- BUT THE EXTENT TO
WHICH THI8 OCCURS 18 NOT KNOWN,

WE AREBALISE THAT SONB TEENS MAY NEED NBLP 6TAYING 1IN SCROOL.
CONSBQUENTLY, FROX THER VERY BRGINNING OF TER PROGRAN, WE EAVE PROVIDRD
SUPPORTIVE SERVICES INCLUDING DAY CARE AND TRANSPORTATION FOR TREM
PARENTS. AS LEARNTARE EVOLVED, WEB ADDED ALTERMATIVE EDUCATION AND CASE

NANAGBMENT FUNDING.

35-775 0 - 91 -- 3
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STATEWIDE, LEARNFARRE CONTRACTS FOR CALRNDAR YRAR 1990 TOTAL INM BXCRSS
OF $9.6 NILLION, AND OVER 90% OF THESE FUNDE AKR ERARMARKED SPRCIPICALLY
POR LEARNPARR SUPPORTIVE SERVICZS AND SBUPPORTIVE AERVICE ADNINISTRATION.

OVER TEB NEXT 12 MNONTHES, MORE TEAN $1 MILLION POR LEARNPARRE CASE
MANAGEMENT WILL BE AVAILABLE BTATEWIDE. ADDITIOMALLY, DURING THE BANE
PERIOD, OVER $1.7 MILLION IN ALTERNATIVE EDUCATION PUNDING FOR NILWAURER
LEARNFARE TEENS WILL BE AVAILABLE. WE ARER MNOW IX TER PROCESS OF
ALLOCATING THE NEW PUNDING TO COUNTIES 80 THAT IT IS AVAILABLE FOR THR
1990-91 S8CEOOL YEAR. 1IN PACT, THE B8TATE HAS ALREADY SIGNED A CONTRACT
FOR NILWAUKEE COUNTY'S LEARNPARE CABR MANAGEMENT ALLOCATION AND
NEGOTIATIONS ARE CURRENTLY UNDERWAY TO PROVIDE MNILWAUKER PUBLIC S8CHOOLS
WITE LEARNFARE ALTLRNATIVE BDUCATION FUNDING.

BAGED ON PIRST QUARTER CALENDAR YEAR 1990 DATA, IN COXPARISON WITE THS
SANE QTAKTER LAST YEAR, OUR PROJECTED 1990 “BAVINGS" DUE TO LBARNTARE
SANCTIONS WILL BE SLIGATLY OVER §2.8 MNILLION. IT I8 OBVIOUS THAT FAR
#ORE, IN FACT ALMOST 3 TIMES MORE MONBY, 78 BEING SPENT ON LEARNFARE
SUPPORTIVE SERVICES THAN I8 BEING “SAVED" THROUGE LEARMFPARE BANCTIONS.

LEARNTARE WAS NEVER INTENDED TO SAVE XONEY IN THE SHOR? TBRM -- IT I8,
RATHER, A LONG TERM INVESBTHENT IN OUR YOUTH AND, CONSBRQUENTLY, TRHE
HEALTH OF OUR STATE AND NATION,

WHAT HKAVE WE ACCOXPLIGHRD WITH LEARNFARE SUPFORTIVE BERVICES THUS PAR?

AB AN PXAMPLE, IN NILWAUKEE OUR LEARNPARE CASE MANAGER8 TRY TO
PERSONALLY CONT2CT EACH BANCTIONED TEEN DROPOUT TO ENCOURAGE THEN TO
RETURN TO B8CHOOL. BUPPORTIVE BERVICE NEEDB S8UCH A8 DAY CARB AND
TRANSPORTATION ARE ABBESSED AND ADDRESSED.

LEARNTARB ALSO ACKNOWLEDGES THE PACT THAT NOT ALL CEILDREN CAN ACEIBVE
S8UCCESS IM THE REGULAR S8CEOOL BNVIRONMENT. TO DATE, OUR NILWAUKEE CASE
MANAGERS EAVE WRITTEN €622 CONTRACTE® TO PROVIDE LRARNFARE PUNDING FOR
TEEN DROPOUTS TO ATTEND ALTERNATIVE BDUCATION PROGRAMS. THRY RAVE ALSO
REPRRRED 647 TEENS BACK TO THR MILWAUKER PUBLIC BCHOOL SYSTEBN.

LEARNFARE CASE NKANAGERS WORK WITH DROPOUTS ON A DAILY BASIS AND PULLY
UNDERSTAND THS RELATIONSHIP BSTWEEN THE LEARNFARE SANCTION AND
SUPPORTIVE BRRVICES. THRY CONPIRX TRAT THE BANCTION SERVES A8 A
CATALYST FOR TEENS TO TAKE ACTION TO COMPLY WITE PROGRAN REQUIRENENTSE.
WHERBAS BANCTIONS PROVIDE THE INCENTIVE TO ATTEND SCHOOL, BUPPORTIVE
SERVICES ENABLE REGOLAR ATTENDANCE AND REMOVE BXCUSZS FOR NONATTENDANCE.
I BELIEVE THAT, TOGETHER, SANCTIONS AND SUPPORTIVE SERVICES PROVIDE THE
BALANCE IN THIS PROGRAM THAT I8 RESPONSIBLE FOR LEARNTARR'S SUCCESS TO
DATE.

POOR B8CEOOL ATTENDANCE I8 A KEY FACTOR IN POOR 8CEHOOL PBRFORMANCE -
= CONVERSBLY, LACK OF JS0CCESS CONTRIBUTES TO POOR BCEOOL ATTENDANCE.
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IN WISCONSIN, ALTERNATIVE PROGRANS FOR CEILDRENM THROUGE AGE 17 MAY B
PAID FOR BY THR LOCAL S8CROOL DISTRICT., UNTIL LEARNFARE, XOWEVER, IT I8
FAIR TO BAY THAT APDC TERNS 18 AND OVER, INCLUDING SONE TREN PARENTS,
WERE ON TERIR OWN IPF THEY NEEDRC ALTERNATIVE PROGRAMXING TO FINISN HIGH
SCHOOL.  LEARNPARE KAS STEPPED iN TO NEET THR ALTERNATIVE BDUCATION
NEEDS OF APDC TRENS® 10 AND 19 YEARS OF AGR, ALLOWING LITERALLY HUNDRIDS
TO PETURN TO SCHOOL BY BTREESING THE INPORTANCE OF BDUCATION AND PAYING
THEEIR ALTEANATIVE PROGRAN TUITION COBTS.

FURTHER, NEW ALTERNATIVE EDUCATION FUNDING RECENTLY APPRGVED BY
GOVERNOR THONPSON WILL GO A LONG WAY TOWARD MEETING THE NEEDS OF APDC
TEEN DROPOUTS IN MILWAUKEE BETWEEN THE AGES OF 1) AND 17,

LEARNFARE HA8, WITHOUT QUESTION, BTIRRED CONSBIDERABLE INTEREST AND
CONTROVERSY IN WISCONSIN AND AROUND THR NATION. FPIRST, BECAUSE IT LINKS
WELFARE BENBPITS WITH S8CHOOL ATTENDANCR AND S8ECOND, BECAUBE IT PLACES
RESPONBIBILITY FOR TER ACTIONS OF CRILDREN S8QUAREBLY ON TEE 8B ULDERS OF
THEIR PAREBNTS.

PROPONEBNT8 ALL OVER THER COUNTRY HAVE CONTACTEBD US FOR DRTAILRED
INYORMKATION TO UBE IN DEVELOPING BINILAR LEGISLATION. WISCONSIM STAPFY
WERE RECENTLY IN NICHIGAN TESTIFYING ON LRARNZARE, WHERE LEGISLATION
NEARLY IDBNTICAL TO WISCONSIN'S I8 BEING CONSIDERRED. ORIO I8 CURRENTLY
OPERATING A PROGRAM THAT I8 MODELED AFPTER WISCONSIN'S. OTHER GTATES ARE
LOOKING AT WISBCTONSBIN'S LEARNFARE MNODEL A8 THEBY IMNPLEMENT THEIR JOB
OPPORTUNITIES AND BABIC BKRILLS TRAINRING (J.0.B.8.) PROGRANS.

PROGRAN CRITICS8 ACCUSE LEARNFARE OF ALLOWING TEENS8 TO HOLD THEIR
PARENTS "NOSTAQER" == CONJURIKG INAGES OF LARGE XUMBERG OF WELPARE TEENG
LASHING OUT AGAINBT THRIR PARENTS, TEREATENING TO BKIP B8CEOOL AND CAUSE
3 LEBARNPARR SANCTION CUNLESBS THEIR DEXANDS ARB MRT. THI8 I8 NOT
BUPPORTED BY THE PACTS.

THE PACT IS THAT NOST WELFARE PARENTS, LIKE NOST NON-WELFARE PARENTS,
BXERCISE CONTROL AND RESPONBIBILITY WITHK REGARD TO THBIR CHILDREN, A8
18 RVIDENCED BY OUR 93% COMPLIANCE RATE. FOR THOSE PARENTS WHO ARE NOT
ADLE TO CONTROL THEIR CRILDREN, LEARNPARE SERVES A8 A CATALYST TO GBT
THE RELP THBY NEED. LEARNPARE CASE MANAGENENT EXISTS8 TO OFFER SUPPORT

TO BUCHE FAMNILIES.

TRE LRARNPARE BANCTION IS MEANT 70 ENCOURAQGR PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT -
= BUT IT I8 NQT A SUBSTITUTE FOR IT.

THERE I8 A FANILY IN JANRGVILLE, WISCONBIN THAT HAS TIRST-EAND
KNOWLEDGE OF LEARNFARR'S IKPACT AND CAN ATTEST TO THE FACT THAT
BANCTIONS DO LEAD TO CORRECTIVE ACTION. A YEAR AGO, TNE NOTHER IN THIS
PAMILY LEARNED THAT HER 17 YEBAR OLD 80N EAD A SEVERR ATTENDANCE PROBLEX
AND HER WELFARR GRANT WAS CUT UNDER LBARNFPARB. BSEB WAS FORCED TO
CONPRONT HER SON WITH EVIDENCE OF HI8 NONATTENDANCE AND, IN 80 DOING,
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LEARNED TEAT HE ALSO NAD A SERIOUS DRUG AND ALOOROL PROBLEX. SKB
INSISTED TEAT HE SREK TREATMENT FOR CHBMNICAL DEPENDEMCY AND RBTURM TO
8CROOL WHICH, APTER A VERY DIPPICULT AND TRYIMG PERIOD FOR TXE WEOLE
FAMILY, HR DID. THI8 YOUNG MAN I8 NOW DRUG FREE AND WILL SOON BE
GRADUATING FPRON EIGR S8CHOOL.

SOXEB PROPLE QUESTION THE FAIRNESS OF TEE PROGRAN. CBS's (8 EOURS WEWS
PROGRAN CAME TO MILWAUKER AND ASKED A YOUNG AYDC TEREN MOTKER IP SKB FIRLT
WPICKED UPON OR UNPAIRLY TREATED" A8 A RESULT OF LEARNFARE SAMCTIONS.
8HB ANSWERED, AND I QUOTE, "IN THE BEGINNING X DID, BUT MNOW TEAT I 1OOK
BACK AND NOW TEAT I'M IN S8CHOOL AND EVERYTHING, I DON'T PEBL TEAT I WAS
PICKED ON. I DON'T FERL THAT IT'S UNFAIR. DBECAUSE IF I? WASN'T FOR
THEN CUTTING IT (MEANING XER AFYDC BENEPITS), I WOULD NEVER GO BACK TO
8CHOOL. AND THRY I WOULD NEVER HAVE ANYTHING TO TAKE CARE OF XY BABIES
WITH."

EDUCATORS THROUGHOUT WIBCONBIX HAVE TOLD US TEAT THR ATTITUDES AND
BEHAVIOR PATTERNS WHICE ULTIVATEBLY RESULT IN POOR SCEOOL ATTENDANCE ARRE
OFTEN BVIDENT AT A VERY BARLY AGE. BY THE TINE A CHILD REACXES AGB 1),
WHEN THE CURRENT LBARNPARR PROGRAM KICKS IM, IT CAN BB EXITREXELY
DIYPICULT TO CORRECT PROBLEMB THAT ALREADY BXIST. REACEING YOUNG
CHILDREN AND TXBIR PANILIES, TEIN, IS XBY TO SUCCESSYULLY ADDRESSING
POOR S8CHOOL ATTENDANCE ANONG TEENS AND, ULTIMATRLY, WELFARR DEPENDBNCE.

WISCONBIN'S PILAN TO BXPAND LBARNTARE TO CHEILDREX 8IX TRROUGE TWELVE
YEARS OLD WAS RECENTLY APPROVED BY HEALTKE AND EUNAN SERVICES SECRETARY,
DR. LOUIS BULLIVAN. OUR WAIVER APPLICATION, FILED IN THER FALL OF 1989,
TOCUBRD ON THE PREVENTION OF ATTENDANCE PROBLEMS. TERREFORE, TER TERKS
AND CONDITIONS I RECENTLY BIGNED ALBO FOCUS ON PREVENTION AND WILL ALLOW
SCHROOL ATTENDANCE PROBLEXS TO BE ADDRESSED AT TERIR ONSET IN TEE EARLY
GRADESB. AT THE BAME TINE, THIB AGREBNENT WILL ENNANCR OUR ABILITY TO
RESPOND EFPPECTIVELY TO THE ROOT CAUSBES OF POOR ATTENDANCE ANONG YOUNQ
CHILDREN THROUGE CASE MAMAGENENT, PRIQOR TO SANCTIONING.

UNDER THE NEW_PLAN, AS LONG AS TEE FAMILY OF A CHILD 8IX TRROUGER 12
COOPERATES WITH THE LEARNFARE CASE MANAGER, A SANCTION WILL NOT BR
INPOBED.

FPEDERAL APPROVAL OF THIS PLAN INCLUDES AUTEORIZATION FOR WISCONBIN TO
CONTINUE IT8 CURRENT LZARNPARE PROGRAM POR TBENS, A8 NODIFIERD WITH A
STRENGTHENED CASE NANAGEMENT CONPONENT, A8 WBLL AS OPERATE THE ZXPANDED
PROGRAN FOR YOUNG CHILDREN, TEROUGH SEPTEXBER, 1994. AUTEORIZING STATE

LEGISLATION XUST 3B BNACTED PRIOR TO INPLEMENTATION OF LEAXNPARE FOR
YOUNG CEILDREN.

IN CLOSING, LET MB SAY THAT I FPIRNLY BELIEVE TEAT LRARNFPARE NORKSE.

YOU UNDOUSTEDLY WOULD LIKE MEB TO PROVIDE YOU WIY& SCIENTIFIC PROOP
SHOWING XOW YRLL IT WORKS BUT, UNFORTUMATELY, I CAMMOT. I AX UMABLE AT
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TEIS POINT TO TELL YOU THER BITENT TO WEICH LEARXKTARE 3BRVES AS TESB
PRIMARY MOTIVATION FOR TIENS TO ATTEND SCEOOL REGULARLY. WE EAVE MWOT
YRT ESTADLISKRD A CAUSAL RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN LEARNTARE AND IMPROVED
SCEOOL ATTENDANCE, NOR CAN WP SAY WITH SCIBNTIPIC CERTAINTY TEAT TEENS
WITE PRIOR ATTENDANCR PROBLEXS EAVE ACTUALLY IKPROVED SOLRLY BECAUSE OF

LEARNPARR.

AX INDBPENDENT, PORMAL EVALUATION OF LEARNFARE WILL ATTENPT TO ANSWER
THEGE AMD OTHER QUERSTIONS IN THE JMNIAR TPFUTURER, WRILE THABR PINAL
COKPREBEENSIVE EVALUATION PRODUCT IS DUB IN 1993, TEB EVALUATOR'S VERY
BARLY RESEBARCE DID, EROWEVER, BBAR OUT OUR SUSPICIONS THAT MNANY
SANCTIONED TRENS WERE ALSO INVOLVED IN OTHER PROGRAMS ADMINISTBRED BY
OUR DEPARTMENT -- SUCE AS JUVENILE DELINQUENCY.

WEY, TEEN, DO I BBLIXVE IN THIS PROGRAN? TOR SEVIRAL FUNDANENTAL
REABONS.

FIRST, THR GOAL IS A WORTEY ONB ==~ TO REDUCE FUTURR WRLFARE DEPENDENCY
AMONG TODAY'S POPULATION OF AFDC TERNS.

SXCOND, THEE PEILOSOPRY I8 SOUND. AFPDC TRENS EAVE AN OBLIGATION TO
6OCIBTY IN RRTURN FOR THEE ASSISTANCE TEBY RECEBIVE -- AND TEAT OBIL.IGATION
I8 TO ATTEND 6CROOL REGULARLY. REQULAR S8CROOL ATTENDANCE WILL INCREASE
TEEBIR CKANCES OF FINDING ADEQUATE EMPLOYMENT.

THIRD, THE PROGRAN KECHANICS AP® STRUCTJIRED 80 TEAT PROGRAM GOALS CAN
BE ACHIRVED. GBSUPPORTIVE BERVICES AND SANCTIONS ARE BALANCED 80 A8 TO

PROVIDE THR INCENTIVE AND THE NEANS FOR TEENS TO ATTEND &CROOL
REGULARLY,

PIMALLY, XY DELIEY IS BASED OF WHAT I XMOW TO BB XAPPENING 1IN
W1BCORPINM,. TERQUAR XY STAYY, I AX IN REOGULAR OONTAOT WITR OUR CASY
MAMAGERS, AND OUR COUNTY AND SCHOOL ADNINISTRATIVE STAYY -~ AND
TERREFORE EKNON THE POSITIVE INPACT LRARNTARE IS KEAVING ON LEARNTARE
PANILING STATEWIDR. OUR REGPONSE TO THE INPUT OF THRSR KNY PLAYERS EAS
BREN TO INCRREASE PUNDING FOR CASE MNANAGRNEWT AND ALTERMATIVE BDUCATION;
TO BXPAND AND BNHANCE TRBER SUCCESSFUL FORKS OF IScBRVANTION FOR TRRENS
WITE ATTEXNDANCE PRODLENS.

I WISE TO THANK YOU AGAIN FOR TER OPFORTUNITY 70 SNARN WISCOMSIN'S
LEARNPARE BXPERIBNCE WITE YOU AND URGE YOU TO[SUPPORT OUR CONTINUING
IFTORTS TO ADDRESS THIS NOST IMPORTANT ISSUB. 5, AT TEIS TIME I AN
PARPARED TO ANSWER ANY QUESTIONS YOU MAY KAVE ON LEARNTARS.
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF JOHN PAY. SARAT

Mr. Chairman and members of the Senate Finance Subcommittee on Social Secu-
rity and Family Policy, I am John Pawasarat, Director and a Scientist with the Em-
ployment and Training Institute of the University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee. I appre-
ciate your request to testify on the University of Wisconsin evaluation of the state’s
Learnfare policy. Learnfare, while very easy to understand, is quite complex to ad-
minister and requires the cooperation of 429 locally autonomous school districts, 72
county income maintenance departments, and the state Department of Health and
Social Services. While the State of Wisconsin has one of the most sophisticated com-
puterized systems for administration of AFDC, food stamps and medical assistance
programs in the nation, implementation of the policy is dependent not only on com-
puter matches but decisions of thousands of income maintenance workers and teach-
ers across the state and accurate reporting of this data to tiie various computerized
systems involved in the implementation.

The Wisconsin Department of Health and Social Services maintaias a computer-
ized file of all AFDC recipients in the state, which is available to summarize admin-
istrative data on teens under the Learnfare policy. This data is very limited in
nature and is flawed by inaccuracies that preclude its use as outcome data.! Reli-
able data on school acf‘;ievement and completion rates will only be possible after
review of actual school records, which is scheduled to begin in Milwaukee and five
other school districts in the state during 1991.2

Our first report summarized the state's computerized welfare—records on the
Learnfare status of AFDC teens in Milwaukee County as of December, 1989. Howev-
er, this data does not provide information necessary to measure the outcomes of
Learnfare. It can only ge used to define the population to be studied and to track
the status of participants for AFDC check-writing purposes.

REPORTED SCHOOL STATUS OF MILWAUKEE COUNTY TEEN PARENTS AND DEPENDENTS

[December, 1989}

Status i Teen parents | Defendents g

_— s I
In-school regular student status ... ... ... e e i 193 o 6847
In-school on monthly monitoring ... .. S o 145 * 933
Unverified, attendance not yet reviewed, not found *. . . o ; 81 C21%e
Non-graduate exempt frem schoot under Learnfare S S 807 : 0.
High school graduate/GED. .. .. . , o 135 i 3
Sactoned. ... ... . .. ... B 148
ol . o 2605 | 1161

As noted above, nearly half of teen parents who have not graduated from high
school, 907 in Milwaukee County, are exempted from school under the Learnfare
requirement although the reasons for most exemptions are not available in the
state's data system. According to caseworkers a large number of teen parents are
exempted from school by obtaining a waiver from their high school stating that they
cannot graduate by age twenty. In December, 415 teen parents who had not com-
pleted high school were exempted from high school attendance and then subse-
quently exempted from workfare because they had children under age two, 144 teen
parents were exempted from high school attendance and then subsequently exempt-
ed from workfare because they were pregnant, and 116 non-graduates exempted
from high school attendance had been placed in mandatory work programs, includ-
ing 17 teens sanctioned that month under workfare. Another 106 teen parents were
temporarily out of school with infants under three months of age. By contrast, rela-
tively few dependent teens are exempt from school, in part because eighteen-year-
old dependents ar. eligible for AFD(? in Wisconsin only if they are in-school and
expected to graduate or earn a CED credential by age nineteen.

he state’s administrative records of th2 school status of Milwaukee County teens
sanctioned under Learnfare between September, 1988 and December, 1989 were re-
ported for two months after each teen's last sanction. State data showed that
twenty-eight percent of the teens had returned to school and were reported regular-
ly attending two months after their last sanction. This group included 317 teen par-
ents (twenty percent of all sanctioned teen parents) and 1,530 dependent teens
(thirty percent of all sanctioned teen dependents in the county).
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REPORTED SCHOOL STATUS OF TEEN PARENTS TWO MONTHS AFTER THEIR LAST SANCTION

(As of December, 1389)
Normber Porcent of totl
IUSER00T ... e ee s et s ea et 2o nene s ereen k) 20.3
SHI SAICINEA 4 ... s e a st s st eesenaen 366 234
Unverified of not found....... e e st 9?2 59
Exempt from schoot 8.... . 549 35.2
No longer on AFDC... . 238 15.2
(01 OO SO RN RON 1,562 100.0

REPORTED SCHOOL STATUS OF TEEN DEPENDENTS TWO MONTHS AFTER THEIR LAST SANCTION

tAs of December, 1989)
Number Percent of total
INSSER00T . .ov\ . oot s e+ oot e e e e e e et e 1,530 303
SUI SANCHONEA 8. .. . cciiieies s e e e e 1,428 283
Unvenfied of DOL FOUNCE. ......... ... oo et s eeeeseeses e 256 5.1
Exempt from Schood 7., et s 116 2.2
Moved to AFOC case headed by 2 nOR-PArent............... oo 28 0.6
NO 0GR 00 AFDC.......cocooce oo e eesisa s ettt e sosensssians 1,691 335
FOMAL .o ettt s eeb sttt 5,050 1000

These numbers have generated a great deal of controversy in Wisconsin, in large
part because they conflict with earlier state reports that, “The vast majority of
teen? axl'e ﬁasnctioned for only a few months before returning to school and attending
regularly.

It has become an unfortunate new Wisconsin pastime to search for a single
number that ceptures the experience of AFDC teens under the Learnfare policy.
Some Learnfare critics have cited the twenty-eight percent figure as evidence of
Learnfare’s failure. State officials recently calculated a new percentage of sanc-
tioned teens returning to school based on these numbers, 39.4 percent, which ex-
cludes thore teens who leave AFDC after sanctioning. An even more favorable per-
centage, torty-six percent, could be generated if all sanctioned teens subsequently
exeripted from any school attendance could somehow also be removed from the
Learnfare experimental group.

We believe that reliance upon one or two percentages to judge the complex experi-
ences under Léarnfare is ill-advised. First, we have yet to generate the baseline data
on the historical school experience (completion rates, credits earned, attendance pat-
terns) of AFDC teens prior to the Learnfare experiment. Secondly, AFDC school
status codes have serious limitations with practices reportedly varying even within
counties for collecting and coding school enrollment and attendance. Finally, just as
the experiences of adults on AFDC have ranged from long-term dependence of five
or more years to short-term participation during bouts of unemployment, the subpo-
pulations used for hypothesis testing in the Learnfare evaluation will require care-
ful attention and analysis.

To date a larger number of sanctioned teens in Milwaukee County have left
AFDC than have remained on aid while returning to school. Recent patterns of
movement on and off welfare will be compared to the pre-Learnfare period, control-
ling for changes in the labor market, to determine if tﬁe Learnfare experiment has
effected the movement of families or individual youth off welfare. In the case of
teen parents, social service records will also be used where available to determine
the numbers, if any, of these teens’ infants who remained on aid or moved into
foster care with another casehead or in another household. The strength of our re-
search design is its use of non-welfare data sources for labor market participation,
school completion, and birth rates insuring that the experience of all teens in the
experimental group including those who leave aid will be evaluated.

e Wisconsin Learnfare experiment addresses the national goal of breaking the
cycle of poverty and deperdency through education and along with the Wisconsin
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Work Experience and Job Training Program and Community Work Experience Pro-
gram through employment training. These outcomes cannot be measured quickly,
ut are essential for understanding the impact and value of the Learnfare policy
experiment. As we proceed, we wefcome the recommendations and insights of this
Committee and the state and Federal departments in our evaluation work.

ENDNOTES

1. Thirteen percent of the 29,269 teen parents and dependents under the Learn-
fare requirement in the state computer system in July, 1989 had missing or incon-
sistent entries for Learnfare status or highest grade completed.

2. The Family Support Administratioh’s June 4, 1990 Waiver Authority and Spe-
cial Conditions provides for renegotiation of the evaluation contract to collect school
attendance data on AFDC teens by September 1, 1991. We have agreed to establish
an accelerated time-line for collection of attendance data and information on credit
attainment. A survey of the 429 Wisconsin school districts and follow-up interviews
will be used to determine the extent to which methods of collecting and reporting
school attendance data were altered both in response to Learnfare and to the Wis-
consin Compulsory Attendance and Truancy Prevention Act of 1987.

3. This group includes 274 teens with Learnfare school codes of ‘‘not found,” 824
teens whose attendance was not verified for that month, 1,106 thirteen year olds
whose attendance has not yet been reviewed, and 236 fourteen to nineteen year olds
miscoded as “children under age 13.”

4. This total includes 54 teen parents sanctioned only in December, 145 parents
sanctioned for two to four months, 116 parents sanctioned for five to nine months,
and 51 teen parents sanctioned for ten to fifteen months. Eighteen year old teens
who are sanctioned as dropouts are not included since they are only eligible as
AFDC dependents if they are in school.

5. Sixty-seven of the sanctioned teen parents were exempted from school attend-
ance to care for their infants under three months of age. Those teens who secure a
waiver from their high school stating that they cannot graduate by age twenty are
given workfare codes. 132 of the Learnfare sanctioned teen parents who had not
completed high school were subsequently placed in mandatory workfare programs,
261 teen parents who were exempted from school attendance under Learnfare were
subsequently exempted from workfare because they had a child under two years of
age, and 42 teen parents exempted from school were subsequently exempted from
workfare because they were pregnant.

6. This total includes 171 teens only sanctioned in December, 639 teens sanctioned
for two to four month, 422 teens sanctioned for five to nine months, and 196 teens
who have been sanctioned for ten to fifteen months.

7. This group includes only thirteen to seventeen year old dependents since eight-
een year old dependents are eligible for AFDC only if they are attending school.

8. “‘Analysis of Learnfare Statistics, September 1988—June 1989,” Silvia Jackson,
Administrator, Division of Economic Support, Wisconsin Department of Health and
Social Services, August 10, 1989, p. 1.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF Lois M. QUINN

Mr. Chairman and members and staff of the Finance Subcommittee on Social Se-
curity and Family Policy, I am Lois Quinn, a Scientist with the Employment and
Training Institute of the University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee. I am testifying in re-
sponse to your request to provide information on our evaluation of the Wisconsin
Learnfare policy, report on our progress to date, and answer your questions and con-
cerns.

In July of 1989 the Employment and Training Institute of the University of Wis-
consin-Milwaukee entered into contract to evaluate the Learnfare portion of the
“Wisconsin Welfare Reform Package Section 1115(a) Waiver Application,” approved
October, 1987, for the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services and the Wis-
consin Department of Health and Social Services. A research design for the evalua-
tion was ap{:roved in December, 1989, with the final evaluation report due June 30,
1993.! The Institute also is evaluating Wisconsin's Work Experience and Job Train-
ing (WEJT) Program and the Community Work Experience Program (CWEP) for the
State of Wisconsin. The work on this evaluation wiil complement that of Learnfare
and allow for analysis of teens who are exempted from the Learrfare schooling re-
quirement or who graduate or age into the workfare programs.

Like the Family Support Act of 1988, Wisconsin’s Eearnfare policy has as its goal
assuring that AFDC family members obtain the skills needed to help them avoid
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long-term welfare dependence. The intent of the Learnfare policy was articulated in
the Wisconsin waiver request to the Federal Government.

For adults, cooperation with employment and training programs is ex-
pected. For teens, school attendance is the appropriate equivalent of adult
work and should be treated as seriously as work. The school requirement
for all teen members of AFDC households between 13 and 18 years old will
permit the state to give the teens a clearly understandable and monetarily
tangible reason to pursue their education. Obviously, in and of itself, it may
not be sufficient to motivate a teen to continue schooling. However, used in
conjunction with a wide range of school and sociai service programs, it
should increase the overall effectiveness of the state's efforts to educate
these children. This should reduce the likelihood of their future welfare de-
pendence.?

Learnfare targets not only teen parents receiving Aid to Families with Dependent
Children (AFDC), but also teenage dependents who reside with a natural or adoptive
parent.

The critical outcome for older teens affected by the Learnfare experiment is eco-
nomic self-sufficiency, which will be measured by data on each individual’s subse-
quent welfare history and labor force experience. The Wisconsin Employee Wage
Reporting System will be used for both evaluations. This data base which is already
matched against AFDC client populations for welfare fraud purposes provides quar-
terly earnings of all AFDC participants. The data will be available for all persons
living in the state whether tgey remain on welfare or not. Other expected outcomes
include high school completion, improved school performance as measured by credit
attainment and grades earned, improved attendance, and reduced incidents of
female teen AFDC recipients’ childbearing. The school data will be obtained
through examination of student records in the Milwaukee Public Schools and five
representative school districts in other parts of the state. This data will be supple-
mented by state records on CED certificates and high school equivalency diplomas
issued. Birth records are available statewide through the Department of Health and
Social Services (DHSS) to measure subsequent births to participants. The most reli-
able measures of Learnfare success—transition to employment, post-program AFDC
status of teen parents, high school completion, and school credit attainment—will
only be meaningful when compared to a similar population for the two-year period
before the Learnfare experiment.

What we can present to the Commit ee today is only preliminary information on
certain social service characteristics of teens and families sanctioned under the
Learnfare policy in Milwaukee County, the state’s largest urban area. The Learn-
fare evaluation contract required an examination of the characteristics of families
sanctioned under Learnfare. Furthermore, the state-appointed Learnfare Advisory
Committee in its first meeting asked us to examine the social problems and identi-
fied social service needs of chronically sanctioned families in Milwaukee County.
With the cooperation of the Milwaukee County Department of Health and Social
Services and the Milwaukee County Board of Supervisors, the Employment and
Training Institute examined over four million computerized records from data bases
in Milwaukee County including the Children’s Court system records since 1979,
social service records since at least 1987, all checks written for Milwaukee County
social services since 1985, and all records on individuals in the income maintenance
astelrgsgncluding all Learnfare participants from September, 1988 through Decem-

r, .

Since Learnfare sanctions impact on the entire family unit, in the critical area of
child abuse or neglect we examined these problems for the family unit rather than
L\;st the specific teenager whose failure to attend schooi triggered the family’s AFDC

nefit reduction. Our first report on The Impact of Learnfare on Milwaukee County
Social Service Clients summarizes the results of the research utilizing Milwaukee
County social service data.? Briefly stated, the findings include:

—From September, 1988 through December, 1989 the families of 6,612 Milwaukee
County teens were sanctioned for failure to meet Learnfare school attendance
requirements.

—As state officials anticipated, many teens sanctioned under Learnfare were in
families with problems of abuse or neglect. 1,327 Milwaukee County teens sanc-
tioned under Learnfare were in families identified by Milwaukee County social
service workers or the Children’s Court system as having suspected or docu-
mented problems with abuse or neglect. These youth comprised twenty percent
of all sanctioned teens in the county.

35-775 0 - 91 -- 4
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—When teens who had been in the Children's Court system (either as Children in
Need of Protective Services or for delinquent acts) were added to teens living in
families coded for possible abuse or neglect, they comprised 2.722 (or forty-one
percent) of the 6,612 Milwaukee County teens sanctioned.

—Teens in families coded for possible abuse or neglect or in the Children’s Court
systein received a total of 10,195 monthly sanctions and accounted for $1,529,250
of the AFDC savings attributed to Learnfare for the September, 1988 through
December, 1989 period.

—Another consequence of Learnfare is the sanctioning of AFDC parents who take
in foster children and AFDC families contracting with Milwaukee County to
provide family dag care. While foster children are exempt from Learufare, the
AFDC families who take in foster children are subject to Learnfare require-
ments for their own teenagers. An analysis of a portion of Milwaukee County
families providing foster care found 144 foster children living with AFDC case-
heads whose own teens were under the Learnfare policy. Fifty-three of these
foster children (36.8 percent of the total) were in families sanctioned under
Learnfare. Likewise, AFDC families with teens under the Learnfare require-
ment were identified who also provide family day care for Milwaukee County.
Of the seventy-five children in family day care and placed with AFDC families
under the Learnfare requirement, forty-three (57.3 percent) were cared for by
families who were sanctioned under Learnfare.

The June 4, 1990 Waiver Authority and Special Conditions requires an examina-
tion of the availability of services and the timeliness of providing services to thir-
teen to nineteen year old sanctioned teens. The new Federal waiver should allow for
improved recordkeeping to determine the specific services provided to each of these
clients, as well as services provided to an additional 3,300 in-school teens in Milwau-
kee County sanctioned for poor attendance and 2,356 teens sanctioned in other parts
of the state.* Presently, we know that day care for children of teen mothers and
transportation monies to and from day care have been provided throughout the
iv,(tate and contracts had been written for alternative education programs in Milwau-

ee County.

This analysis is critical since the Learnfare policy as presently constituted is de-
pendent for its cost savings upon exemptions from the JOBS legislation which re-
quires identification of supportive service needs and family circumstances prior to
sanctioning and a conciliation procedure to resolve disputes related to clients' par-
ticipation in JOBS programs. It is the position of Wisconsin Department of Health
and Social Services administrators that social service needs of Learnfare families
can be adequately addressed by existing school and county social service staff. The
Job Service staff responsible for serving teens sanctioned as dropouts do not present-
ly receive school records or county information on the identified social service needs
of sanctioned teens, and the alternative education programs have access to social
service records only upon request by the client. While the names of over 3,300 teens
sanctioned in Milwaukee County as school dropouts or for failure to report their
school status have been given to three case managers employed by Wisconsin Job
Service, only alter:ative school placements are provided and financed. Families of
in-school youth requesting social services assistance, other than for day care or
transportation to day care, are encouraged by the Milwaukee County Learnfare
Hotline and income maintenance unit workers to contact public school social work-
ers.® Tracking services to Learnfare sanctioned families is problematic. School social
workers are now expected by state Social Services administrators to provide social
services to families of in-school youth sanctioned under Learnfare but do not have
access to county and state social service records identifving these families’ docu-
mented problems. The required recordkeeping of state and federally funded services
and referrals will also enable us to track services provided for the subpopulation of
1,327 teens already identified as members of Milwaukee County families with sus-

ted or documented problems of abuse or neglect.

The attached report on The Impact of Learnfare on Milwaukee County Social
Service Clients identifies additional evaluation issues raised by the social service
data from Milwaukee County, and John Pawasarat, Director of the Employment
and Training Institute, will describe data currently available on the Learnfare
status of AFDC teens.

ENDNOTES

1. University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee Employment and Training Institute, “Eval-
uation Research Design for Wisconsin’s Learnfare Program,” submitted to the Wis-
consin Department of Health and Social Services, October 15, 1989.
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2. Wisconsin Department of Health and Social Services, “Wisconsin Welfare
Reform Package Section 1115(a) Waiver Application,” submitted to the U.S. Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services, May 1, 1987, p. 10.

3. John Pawasarat and Lois Quinn, The Impact of Learnfare on Milwaukee
County Social Service Clients (Milwaukee: Employment and Training Institute, Uni-
versity of Wisconsin-Milwaukee, March, 1990).

9;9 These numbers are for the period from September, 1988 through December,
1989.

5. Interview with Jill Meade, Milwaukee County Learnfare Coordinator, Septem-
ber 28, 1989 See also, DHSS “Important Notice: This Notice May Affect Your AFDC
Grant,” December 26, 1987; Wisconsin Department of Health and Social Services,
“Important Notice to Teens Currently Being Sanctioned for Learnfare: This Notice
May Affect Your Grant,” May, 1989.

Attachment.
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Introduction

In October, 1987 the Family Support Administration of the U.S. Department
of Health and Human Services approved the Learntare portion of the "Wisconsin
Wolfare Reform Package Section 1115(a) Waiver Application." Tne Code of
federal Regulations raquires evaiuations of demonstration projects, and in
July, 1989 the Wisconsin Department of Heaith and Social Sarvices (DHSS)
contracted with the University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee Division of Qutraach and
Continuing Education Empioyment and Training Institute (UW-ETI) to conduct the
evaiuation of the Learnfare portion of the demonstration project. A research
design was approved by the Wisconsin Department of Health and Social Services
and the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services in Decembar, 1989, The
research design identified six areas for study: the impact of Learnfare on the
school attendance of teenage AFOC recipients, the impact of Learnfare on schoot
completion rates, whether Learntare effects the school performance of teenage
AFOC recipients, the impact of Learnfare on the incidents of female taen AFDC
recipients' chiildbearing, & process evaluaticn of Learnfare implementation, and
a study of tne impact of Learnfare on families.! A tinai evaluation raport is
due June 30, 1993,

State and federal officials indicated their particular intarest in the
impact of sanctions on participants. The 1.5, Department of Heaith and Human
Services staff aiso requasted that the Employment and Training Institute
provide resuits when thay became available to assist othar states in
implementing the Family Support Act of 1988.2 Tnis paper is the tirst of s
sarias of reports., The paper iimits its discussion to the characteristics of
teens sanctioned under the Learnfare policy and Learnfare participation rates
because retiable data on school achievement and complation rates wiil only be
possible after raview of school racords which is scheduled during 1991, The
data used in the study was availabie oniy for Miiwaukea County, which accounts
tor 73.7 percent of all Learnfare sanctions in the state, The rasaarchers
cannot detarmine the uitimate success or failure of the Learnfare poiicy at
this time, but can only offer guideposts for assessing its impact on sanctioned
popu ations.

Executive Surmary

This report is part of a larger evaluation which details the expaerience of
alt participants in the Miiwaukee County Departmant of Social Services
including ail Children's Court system records sinca 1979, Social Service
racords since at least 1987, all checks written for Miiwaukes County Social
Services since 1986, and atl records on individuals in the income maintanance
system including ali Learnfare participants from September, 1988 through
December, 1989. 1t is not a sampia. Ovar 4 million records from the data
bases cited above were used to describe the exparience of families in Milwaukee
County's various social service systems,
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Findings

From September, 1988 through December, 1389 the famiiies ot 6,612
Miivaukaee County teans ware sanctioned for faliure to meet Learnfare

school attendance raquirements.

Of the 6,612 teens sanctioned, 28 percent had returned to schooi and were
reported reguiariy attending two months after their iast sanction. For
sanctioned teen parents the percentage of teens raported regularly
attending school two months after their {ast sanction was 20 percent,
Thirty-five percent of sanctioned teen parents had been exempted from
school attendance two months after their last sanction. (See pp. 10-11,)

As state officiais anticipated, many teens sanctioned under Learnfare were
In tamiiles with probiems of abuse or neglect. (See p. 4.) 1,327
Miiwaukee County teens sanctioned under Learnfare ware in famiiles
identified by Miiwaukee County Social Service workers or the Children's
Court system as having possible or documented probiems with abuse or
negiect, These youth comprised 20 percent of all sanctioned teens in the
county., (See p. 11.)

When teens who have baen in the Chiidren's Court system (elther as
Chiidren in Need of Protective Services, CHIPS, or for delinquency) are
added to teens living in families coded for possibla abuse or neglect,
they comprised 2,722 (or 41 percent) of the 6,612 Miiwaukee County teens
sanctioned. (See pp. 13-15,)

Teens in families coded for possible abuse or neglect or in the
Chitdren's Court system received a total of 10,195 monthiy sanctions and
accountad for $1,529,250 ot tnhe AFDC savings attributed to Learnfare for
the September, 1988 through December, 1989 period.

The total sanctions for Miilwaukea County for the sixteen-month period were
22,379. These sanctions reprasented an estimated reduction in AFDC
payments of $3,356,850, including & tederal savings of $1,990,950.

Another consequence of Learnfare is the sanctioning of AFDC parents who
take in foster children and AFDC famillies contracting with Milwaukee
County to provide family day care. While foster chiidren are exempt from
Learnfare, the AFOC famiiles who take in toster children ara subject to
Learntare requirsments for their own teenagers. An analysis of a portion
of Milwaukee County families providing foster care found 144 foster
children in living with AFOC caseheads whose own teens were under the
Learnfare policy. 53 ot these foster children (36.8 percent of the totsi)
were in families sanctioned under Learnfare. Likewise, AFDC families witn
teans under the Learnfare requirement ware identified who also provide
tamily day care for Milwaukee County. Of the 75 children in tamily day
placed with AFOC families under the Learnfare requirement, 43 (57.3
percent) were cared for by families who were sanctioned under Learnfare.
(See p. 13,)
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I. Bsckground on the Wisconsin tearntfare Policy

In Juiy, 1987 the State of Wisconsin enacted legistation impiementing a
Learntare policy for famliies receiving AFOC (Aid to Famiiles with Dependent
Children), As a condition for receiving aid, all teenagers who have not
completed nigh schoo! must attend school regularly. At the time of a family's
six month AFDC review or upon apptication for AFOC, each teenager's prior
school attendance is reviewed by a county Income Maintenance worker or through
a computerized match with the Milwaukee Public Schools. Those teens with ten
or more unexcused absences for the prior semester or lacking information on
their prior semester's attendance are placed on monthly monitoring. Any teens
not enrolled in school or having more than two days of unexcused absences under
monthly monitoring are removed trom their parents' grant ("sanctioned") until
they return to schnol or attend regulariy. OHSS reports that a sanction
results in an a.grage 2150 a month reduction in the AFDC tamiiy grant.? Tne
Learnfare pollicy identifies '"good cause" reasons why a teenager may be exempt
from school attendance, inctuding caring for an infant under three months of
age, inabliity to graduate by age 20, lack of day care, lack of transportation
to day care, no schooi available atter expulsion, religious grounds. Ffunding
is provided for day care for the chiidren of Learntare teen parents and for
transportation costs to and from day care.

All teen parents who have not graduated from high school and do not have
exemptions are required to meet the Learnfare school attendance policies. Teen
dependents are subject to Learnfare raquirements only it they reside with at
least one naturai or adoptive parent, Other teens, living with non-iegaily
responsible relatives such as an aunt, uncis, or grandparent, or an unreiated
aduit, are exempt trom the Learntare poiicy and its sanctions.4 Tne Learntare
policy was first applied to teenage parents and dependent teens ages 13-14 in
the spring of 1988. Since September, 1988 the Learntfare requiremant has
effected ali teen dependents ages 13-18 residing with their parents and all
teen parents ages 13-19 receiving AFOC,

The DHSS Learnfare waivar request to the federal government stated the
Intent of the policy.

"For adults, cooperation with empioyment and training programs is
expected. For teens, school attendance is the appropriate equivaient
of aduitt work and should be treated as seriously as work. The schooi
requirement for all teen maembers of AFOC households batween 13 and 18
years old will permit the state to give the teens a cleariy
understandable and monetarily tangible reason to pursue their
education, Obviousiy, in and of itself, it may not be sufticient to
motivate a toen to continue schooling. However, used in conjunction
with 8 wide range of school and sociail service programs, it should
increase the overail etfectivenass of the state's efforts to educate
these children, This should reduce the liketihood of thelr tuture
welfare dependence."

The waiver requast also addrassed the issue of requiring school attendance of
18- and 19-year-old teen parents.
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"The rationaie for requiring all underage teens to remain in school
aiso applies to the young aduits who have not achieved high school
graduation or its equivaient. The need is, it anything, even greater
among young aduits who are pregnant or already parents and living on
AFOC. School attendance for this group wiil reduce future -~
depandency. 1t also reflects the reality that many young people,
espacially those who have lost school time because of pregnancy and
child birth, do not graduate until they are 19 or 20. Requiring tesen
parents to continue after the eighteenth birthday also puts an
emphasis on educational attainment rather than simply attending

school "6

It Is unclear whether the program's creators were williing to accept
certaln negative consequences of the Learnfare policy. A DHSS staft memo to
Secretary Timothy Cullen in November, 1987 discussed the possibility of
raferring teens to social services prior to any sanctioning. The memo
described the issue as:

"Some kids have problems that prevant them from attending school or
learning if they are in school, such as drug or aicohol abuse, or
emotional probiems due to abuse or neglect, These teens are most
likely to be sanctioned bacause parents willi be unable to deal with
them. They aiso may be subjected to further abuse or kicked out of
the home aitogetner." )

The staff option proposed raeferring all teens to social services as a ftirst
step prior to any sanctions, Those teens with problems preventing reguiar
attendance at school would be exempt trom Learnfare sanctions as iong as they
met the social service plan for dealing with their probiems. The advantage of
the sarvice was outlined as,

"Helps Identify ail teans that havo problems bayond poor schooi
attendance, and sees that they are offered the treatment they need.
It we are concerned about the future of these teens, we will see they
get heip with ali problems that may prevent them from being
productive adults."

The memo identified the major disadvantage of this approach as "cost," stating:

"Con Cost. Dollars must be provided to county social service
agencies to assess all teens subject to sanction and to dual with
those needing heip. The cost could be {imitad somewhat by only using
this process for teens tnat are dropouts. |t could be assumed that
kids that are enrolled in the school and having problems with drugs,
etc., will be identified and dealt with by the school.

Savings. Fewer teens will be sanctioned so the projected 'savings'
will be smaiier, Wili this atfect the waiver?"

Rather than creating a system to raview ftamily social service needs prior
to Learntare participation, the Learntare poiicy instead reiies upon existing
school social workers, school at-risk programs, and county social service
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workers to address probiems us they arcise. In October, 1988 the Depariment of
Health and Social Services arranged to provide funding for counseling and
aiternative education programs for high school dropouts sanctioned under
Learnfare. Through 8 contract with Wisconsin Job Service WEOP (Wisconsin
gmployment Opportunity Program) staff were made avaiiable to provide counseling
and |imited social services to teens sanctioned under Learntare as dropouts or
for faiiure to report their school status.

In Miiwaukee County thres WEOP workers are provided lists of names of
teens sanctioned as dropcuts and for failure to report. Since October, 1988,
approximately 3,300 teens have been raferred to the WEOP staff in Miiwaukes
County. The workers contact parents and teens through phone caiis and iettaers
and encourage younger teens to return to the public schoois. (638 younger
teens have been referred to Miiwaukee Public Schools.) The workers provide
counseiing and community servicu referrals for a number of older teens and
contract for classroom training for high school comptetion or high school
equivalency dipioma programs for older teens at the Miliwaukee Area Technical
College and community-based programs. |n addition to ciassroom training, a
number ot tne community-based programs provide social services, inciuding
individual and tamliy counseting, instruction in parenting skilis, and
refarrais to community services. From Novamber, 1988 through December, 1989,
625 contracts were provided tor classroom training for Learnfare teens under
the WEOP program., Howaver, since contracts are generaily for a jemester
pariod, several contracts may be writtan for the same teen. OHSS reports that
allocations in 1990 for Learnfare programs in Miiwaukee County inciude
$2,735,000 for day care, $506,700 tor transportation to and trom day cara,
$754,000 for purchase of alternative education, and $246,000 for statf for tnhe
Learnfara Hotline.

DHSS officials continued to be concerned about familias witn chronic
sanctions under Learnfare after the policy's implementation in spring ot 1988,
At one of the tirst meetings scheduied with the Empioyment and Training
Institute to discuss the Learnfars aval-:ation research design, DHSS Division of
Policy and Budget staff stressed the importance of looking at chronicaily
sanctioned teens. In May ot 1989 an investigation of younger Miliwaukee County
taans sanctioned unde- Learnfare was initisted by the Division of Policy and
Budget. Regional OMSS staff solicited the cooperation of the Miiwaukee County
Department of Social Services to examine the social service records and
circumstances of 13- and 14-year-old teens identified by DHSS as sanctioned for
8t least five months. A racent 8naiysis of the data submitted to DHSS
officiats in July of 1989 reveals that 22 of the 63 teens studied nad Miiwaukee
County social service codes indicating an investigation for abuse or neglect.
These figures are consistent with the tindings of this report and are based on
several of the same data sources.

[t is the position of DHSS administrators that social service needs of
Learnfare tamilies can be adequateiy addressed by existing school and couaty
social service sta‘f. The WEOP staftf do not presently receive school records
or county information on the identified social service neads of sanctioned
teens, and the alternative education programs have access to social service
records only upon request by the ciient., Families of in-school youth
requesting sociai services assistance, other than for day care or
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transportation to day care, are ancouraged by the Learnfare Hotline and the
Income Maintenance Unit workers to contact a public school social worker,!

The public schoots do not presently have access to soclial service records of
Learnfare cllents except for those incidents invoiving the youth at school.

Il. Prasent Status of Miiwaukee County Teens on AFOC

As of December, 1989 there wers 15,343 teenagers included in AFOC grants
In Milwaukee County. This included 2,625 teen parents, 11,672 teen dependents
iiving with a naturat or adoptive parent, and 1,046 teens living with an aduit
other than their parent. The 13,527 taen parents and dependents living with
parents who had not graduated from high school were required to meet tne

Learnfare policy.

HILWAUKEE COUNTY TEENS INCLUDED IN AFDC GRANTS!!
Qecember, 1989

Dependents

Living With
Age ot Teens Teen Parents Parents Otner Taens
13 years 6 2,684 196
14 " 15 2,586 231
15 " 25 2,324 205
16 " 66 2,117 200
17 " 200 1,700 190
18 " 976 260 24
19 " 1,337 -- --
TOTAL 2,625 11,672 1,046
High School Graduates'? (Estimate) 735 35 5
TOTAL Non-Graduates (Estimate) 1,890 11,637 1,041

Computerized data from the state's Computer Reporting Natwork (CRN) file
which is used to determine eligibiiity for AFOC, food stamps and medical
assistance and to record compliance with the Learnfare requirement was analyzed
to provide an overview of the DHSS-reported school status of Milwaukes County
teens. The schoot status as ot December, 1989 is shown below.
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REPORTED SCHOOL STATUS OF MILWAUKEE COUNTY TEEN PARENTS AND DEPENDENTS
(December, 1989)
Dependents
Living with Percent
Status Teen Parents Parents Total ot Total
in-school regular
student status 193 6,847 7,040 49,2
In-school on monthiy .
monitoring 145 933 1,078 7.6
Unverified, attendance not
yet reviewed, not found!3 281 2,159 2,440 17.1
Non-graduate exempt from
school under Learnfare 907 270 1,177 8.2
High school graduate/G.E.D. 735 35 770 5.4
Sanctioned 364 1,428 1,792 12.5
TOTAL 2,625 11,672 14,297 100.0

I1l. The Wisconsin Learntare Model

As other states examine the Learntare option for portions of the AFOC taen
population, the Wisconsin experience can be instryuctive. The waivers grantad
by the faderai government in October, 1987 permitted Wisconsin to require 13-
to 18-year old dependent chiidren and 13- to 19-year-old teen parents to
register and participate in school or be subject to sanction. Key to
Wisconsin's Learnfare policy was an axemption from assessment activities.

Undar the JOBS program, siates are required to conduct the foliowing
activitios:

Within a reasonable time pariod prior to participation the State tv-A
agency must make an initial assessment of employabiiity based on:

(i) The individual's educational, child care, and other supportive
sgrvices needs;

(ii) The individuai's proticiencies, skiiis deficiencies, and prior
work experience;

(ili) A review o the family circumstances, which may includa tne
needs of any chitd of tha individual; and

(iv) Other factors tnat the State IV-A agency determines relevant in
develioping the empioyabitity plan....!
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However, federal officials point out that the JOBS assessment process does not
require a review of existing social service records and may be conducted by
income maintenance workers. Such a minimal assessment even if required for
Learnfare may not have identified the severai thousand teenagers in Milwaukee
County AFDC families with documented or suspected probiems of abuse or neglect,
several hundred youth who had previously run away from home, been in court over
changes in guardlanship, or had parants petition for court-ordered services for
a child they could not control, and another thousand teens with Children's
Court events for delinguency or CHIPS,

While state DHSS ofticials recognized the possible consequencas of this
policy on victims of abuse or neglect prior to implementation, measures ware
not instituted to protect thess victims apparentiy due to the costs invoived.
I+ is the position of DHSS administrators that sociai service needs of
Learnfare famiiies can be adequately addressed by existing school and county
social service staff.

The Wisconsin Learnfare demonstration project ofticially ends December 31,
1991.15 1n September, 1989 state otficials sought waivers from the federal
government both to expand the Learnfare policy to dependents ages 6 to 12 and
to exempt the state from JOBS legisiation requiring assessment of family
circumstances and development of an employability plan for teens in the
Learnfare population.!6 In December, 1989, the faderai government granted the
state request to be exempt from JOBS for the current 13- to 19-year-oid teen
Learnfare popuiafion." The waiver request for the 6- to 12-year-oids is
stiil pending,

V. Metnodoiogy

The Miiwaukee County Department of Heaith and Human Services contracted in
April, 1989 witn the Empioyment and Training Institute of the University of
Wisconsin-Miiwaukes (UW~ET1) to provide evaluation services for the Milwaukee
County Youth initiative, This work was incorporated into the evaluation of
Wisconsin's Learnfare Policy for the Wisconsin iegisiature and the U.S.
Vepartment of Health and Human Services, which UW-ETI began in July, 1989. As
anticipated in the UN-ET| Learnfare evaluation proposai and research design,
the combined work provides a comprehensive examination of the identified social
service needs of AFOC teens and their families in Miiwaukee Counfy.'8 This
phass of the research evaiuvation examined the entire 1989 AFDC teen popuiation
and their familiies in Milwaukes County, utiiizing computer data bases tor
county social services, the Children's Court Center, and the DHSS's Computer
Reporting Network.
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The Empioyment and Training Institute's past research both with the
Wisconsin Department of Corrections and the Department of Public Instruction
has demonstrated thc iimitations of the use of sampling data, particulartly for
hard-to-serve popuiations making many entrances and exits into the welfare,
social service, court or education systems. |In addition, given the focus of
the Miiwaukee County Youth Initiative on needs of families which can be met by
nelghborhood-based strategies, the evaluations examined The variety of saervices
or problems encountered by various members of AFDC househoids affected by the

Learnfare poiicy.

Working with the Miiwaukee County Department of Social Services, the UW-
ET! with assistance from the University of Wisconsin-Miiwaukee Sociat Science
Research Facility created one dats base from four separate computer systems
within the ccunty: the JUSTIS flle providing data on ail persons in the
Children's Court system since 1979, SIMPLE and its predecessor SSIS which
provide a history of social services racorded in Miiwaukee County since at
least January of 1987, and tne county UPS tiile detailing checks written since
January, 1986. Each computer system retains historicai data since at least
1987, and in some cases as far back as 1979, For over 10,000 records, cases
ware visually Inspected to match ciient data wnich did not have common
identifiers, had name changes or varistions in spelling, or had miscoded data
tieids. UW-ETI also worked for several months developing a file format for the
state's Computer Reporting Network (CRN) active database system which has
recorded Information on ail AFOC, food stamp, and medical assistance clients
and applicants since 1980. |In late December, 1989 UW~ET| received state DHSS
computer files on Learnfare sanctions which were subsequentiy matched with the

county data.

The following cautions shouid be noted regarding the county social service
and court data. OData from Miiwaukee County's computer system regarding social
sarvices to families and individuals (the SIMPLE system and its predecessor
SS1S) accurately reports only those cases entaered into the computer. In some
instances ctients may not nave been entered, thereby undercounting the services
(e.g. Investigations or ongoing services for child abuse or neglect) provided.
Extensive examination of the Children's Court data reveals an extremely low
error rate. However, deiays as long as six months in entering information
resuit in missing data for 1989 dispositions. While numerous errors were
observed in the coded CRN data on Learnfare-eiigible teens, the sanction data
should be accurate.'9 The data on sanctioned families in this-report has not
been revised, however, to reflect cases where fuli AFOC payments were restored
a8s & result of appeals or tair hearing decisions.



82

V. Teens Sanctioned Under Learnfare in Miiwaukee County

From September, 1988 through December, 1989, the famiiies of 8,968
Wisconsin teens receiving AFDC were sanctioned for failure to meet the
Learnfare requirement. 6,612 of these sanctions (73.7 percent of the total)
occurrad in Miiwaukee County.

AFDC TEENS SANCTIONED ONE OR MORE MONTHS
September, 1988 through Daecember, 1989

Mi iwaukee Balance

Counfx of State Totai
Teen Parents 1,562 872 2,434
Dependents 5,050 1,484 6,534
TOTAL 6,612 2,356 8,968

A longitudinal tile was created from monthly OHSS computer tapes to folliow
the reported prograss of teens sanctioned under Learnfare, Of the 6,612
Miiwvaukee County teens sanctioned during the period from September, 1988
through December, 1989, 28 paercent had returned to school and were reported
regularily attending two months after their last sanction. This group included
317 teen parents (20 percent of all sanctioned teen parents) and 1,530
dependent teens (30 percant of ail sanctioned teen dependents).

REPORTED SCHOOL STATUS OF TEEN PARENTS TWO MONTHS
AFTER THEIR LAST SANCTION (as of December, 1989)

Percent

Number of Totai
in-schooi 307 20.3
Still sanctioned20 366 23.4
Unverified or not found 92 5.9
Exempt from school 549 35.2
No longer on AFOC 238 15.2
TOTAL 1,562 100.0

Thirty percent of Milwaukee County dependent teens sanctioned under Learnfare
nhad returned to school with reguliar attendance two months after their last
sanction. An additionat 2.7 percent of fhe teens may be in school, but their
attendance is unverified for that month, — .-



REPORTED SCHOOL STATUS OF TEEN DEPENDENTS TWO MONTHS
AFTER THEIR LAST SANCTION (as of December, 1989)

Percent

Numbe r of Total
In-school 1,530 30.3
Stitt sanctioned?! 1,428 28.3
Unveritied or not found 256 5.1
Exempt from school22 116 2.2

Moved to AFDC case headed by

a non-parent 29 0.6
No longer on AFDC 1,691 33.5
TOTAL 5,050 100.0

VI. AFDC Families Coded for Possible Problems with Child Abuse or Heglect

Using both the Social Service system computer files (SIMPLE and SSIS) and
the JUSTIS file, a "fiag" was creataed for those famiiies who had an indication
of possible abuse or neglect. This included families with any chiidren who had
an avent in Children's Court under the statutes for abuse or neglect, families
investigated or provided ongoing services through Protective Services, and
families for whom a sociai worker indicated a possible problem in tnis area,
It is important to note that these families have not necessarily had a court
action or a proven instance of abuse or neglect (although some have), but that
at a minimum a8 case worker has investigated one or more members of the family
for abuse or negiect or has indicated this as a possible problem in the
casghead's social service file. In some families, the parson who abused the
child may no longer be in the householid or the abused child may have been
removed to foster care or a group home.

2,284 teens ware identified whose tamilies had a code indicating possible
abuse or neglect and who were required to attend school under the Learnfare

policy.

- Nearly 60 percent of these taens (1,327 youth) have been sanctioned
for one or more months under Learnfara,

- Another 957 teens (42 percent of teens identified in families flagged
with abuse or negiect codes) who were in families with an abuse or
neglect code had their school attendance reviewed for at least one
month during the sixteen month period and had no sanctions.

- The 1,327 Milwaukee County teens sanctioned under Learnfare between
September, 1988 and December, 1989, and in families with an abuse or
neglect family code made up 20 percent of ali sanctioned teens for
the 16-month period.

- One-fourth (24 percent) of Milwaukae County teens sanctioned for ten
or more months were in families with an abuse or neglect code.



- MILWAUKEE COUNTY SANCTIONED TEENS
(September, 1988 through December, 1989)

TOTAL MONTHS TEEN WAS SANCTIONED

Teens with 1dentified Needs 1 2 3 4 5 6 _7_ i 9 l_O n 12 13-15 Total
In families with

abuse/neglect codes 356 259 191 140 B89 59 5S4 SO0 46 27 24 13 19 1,327
In Children's Court

system as individuals 493 418 262 210 139 11 80 ™ 67 48 40 200 » 1,990
TOTAL (excluding overlap) 702 568 367 287 190 140 106 101 87 58 51 25 40 2,722
ALL TEENS SANCTIONED 2034 1455 860 626 410 292 236 198 157 120 100 54 70 6,612

Teens with ldentified Needs .
as a percent of all sanctions 34% 39% 439 46% 463 48% 45% S51% S55% 48% S51% 46% 57% 41%
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Vili. Foster Parents and Child Care Providers on AFOC

Many Miiwaukee County AFOC recipients whose own children are under the
Learntare requirement also care for foster chiidren or are family day care
providers. As a result, these famities may be sanctioned under Learnfara. An
anaiysis of a portion of the foster care population found 144 foster chiidren
Ifving in families where a teenager was subject to Learnfare. 53 of thase
foster chiidren (36.8 percent of the total) were in families where a Learnfare
sanction occurred. Likewise, 75 chlidren were identified receiving famiiy day
care from a family whose teens were subject to Learnfare. 43 of these children
(57.3 percent of the total) were in families who were sanctioned.

The Miiwaukee County Department of Social Services maintains a check
writing file (UPS) which detalis aill expenses paid for by Milwaukee County for
social sarvices. Checks written during the period from September, 1988 to
June, 1989 for foster home and family day care were matched against the
Learnfare longitudinal file in September, 1988 through December, 1989 and the
July 1989 CRN file to estabiish whether or not the chiid was living out of tne
home and to identify foster parents. This is not a compiete count of the
toster care population on AFOC.

This analysis limits itself to the popuiation identified as foster parants
or day care providers and the extent to which sons or daughters of these
famiiies were sanctioned under Learnfara. Subsequent analysis will examine
whether there was an increase in the number of dependent children baing placed
in foster care or living with non-legaliy raiated ralatives. This preliminary
analysis suggests only that social service providers are also required to
participate under Learnfare and are at some time sanctioned under Learnfare,

VIil. AFDC Teens in the Children's Court System

Milwaukee County's JUSTIS file was used to provide information on chiidren
involved in Children's Court both under CHIPS (children in naed of protective
services) and for delinquency. The JUSTIS fiie provides data on all persons at
Children's Court since 1979,

The Children's Court charges of 1,990 youth sanctioned under Learnfare
ware reviewed. Note: the tarm “charges" is used for many events in which the
child is a victim, s.g. for abuse or negiect, or where guardianship may be
transferred to a non-parent as well as for cases of delinquency. The charges
of the first event in Children's Court for the 1,990 teens sanctioned included,

909 yuuth -~ Statutes 943.01 to 943.125 (See the Appendix for a 1list of
charges)

295 youth - Statutes 940.01 to 940.44

170 youth - Statutes 941.01 to 941.30
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146 youth - Statutes 48.13(10) negiact, 48.13(3) abuse, 48.13(2)
ebandonment
144 youth - Statutes 947.01 to 947.15
76 youth - Statute 48.13(4), parent unabie to provide care

(uncontroliabie)
55 youth - Statutes 341.04 through 347.06

49 youth - Statutes 161.41 to 167.10, including possession or delivery
of controiled substance

40 youth - Statute 48.12(7a), runaway

23 youth - Statutes 48.13(8) and 48.13(2), parent unavailable or
without parent

19 youth - Statute 880.07 and 880.15, guardianship or appointmaent of
temporary guardian

11 youth - Statutes 944.01 to 944.33, sexual offenses

10 youth - Statutes 48.13(6) and 48.13(7), truancy

10 youth - Statutes 946.41(1) t0.946.80

238 of thess tirst charges (12 percent of the totai) occurred in 1989, and
433 charges (20 percent of the total) in 1988,

A number of teens with Chiidren's Court system charge events (CHIPS or
daelinguent) were reported as attending school raguiarly under the Learnfare
policy. 1,727 AFOC teens with Children's Court charges were identified whose
school attendance was reviewed for the semester or monitored monthiy and who
had no sanctions during any montnhs on aid between September, 1988 tnrough
Decembar, 1989. The charges of the first avent in Children's Court for thess
1,727 teens inciude,

678 youth - Statutes 943.01 to 943.125 (See the Appendix for a list of

charges)
367 youth - Statutes 940.01 to 940.44
104 youth - Statutes 947.01 to 947,15
89 youth =~ Statutes 941.01 to 941.30
75 youth - Statute 48.13(4), parent unable to provide care

(uncontroilable)
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49 youth - Statute 880.07 and 880.15, guardianship or appointment of
temporary guardicn

45 youth - Statutes 341.04 through 347.06

29 youth - Statutes 161.41 to 167.10, including possessicn or delivery
of controlied substance

14 youth - Statutes 48.13(8) and 48.13(2), parent unavaiiabla or
without parent -

10 youth - Statute 48.13(7a), runaway

When the teens from the Children's Court system are combined with those
teens identified from families with possibie probiems of abuse or neglect,
there 1s considerable overlap. Taken together, the foliowing can be said of
their Learnfare experience.

- 2,722 of the 6,612 Milwaukes County teens sanctioned between
September, 1989 and Decembar, 1989, were in families with an abuse
or neglect code or had an event in the Children's Court system, or
both. These teens made up 41 percent of ali sanctioned teens.

~ 344 teens were sanctioned for at ieast ten of the last sixteen months
of Learnfare (September, 1988 through December, 1989). Half of this
group (174 teens) have been identified as living in families with an
abuse or neglect code, having an event in Children's Court for CHIPS
or delinquency, or both,

- 45 percent of the AFDC cost savings resulting from monthly sanctions
tn Miiwaukee County during the sixteen month period can be attributed
to sanctions for teens in famiiies with an abuse or negiect code or
with events in the Chiidren's Court system. These teens and their
families accounted for $1,529,250 of the reduced AFDC benefits due to
Learnfare sanctions in Milwaukee County.

IX. Fodersl Legislation Targeting AFDC Participants and Their Families

The federal government policlies toward social iervices mandated for
welfare clients involved in employment and training programs have shittaed
during the last decade. Under the Work incentive Program (WIN}, originally
ostablished as part of the 1967 Social Security Amendments, states were
required to provide assessment, counseling, supportive services and an

“amployabiiity development plan which considered the particular needs of the

client. The governmental cooperation mandated under WIN required the state
OHSS to operate an administrative unit separate from the income maintenance
unit whose empioyees were to specialize in the provision of services including
"heal th, vocational rehabillitation, counseling, child care, and other soclal
and supportive services as are necessary to enable such indlviduals to accept
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employment..."23 Sacondly, this unit in cooperation with the WIN sponsor (Job
Service) was rasponsibie for developing an empioyabitity deveiopment Blan
containing a "manpower services plan and a supportive services plar.," 4
Furthermore the unit was required to "certify in writing that the necessary
immediate and ongoing supportive services have been provided or arranged, or
that no such services are required for those Individuals who have been saiected
for participation in a WIN componenf."25

WIN-DEMO

Many states complained that the WIN structure was inetficient and rasuited
in paraliei bureaucracies in DHSS and Job Service. WIN-Demo, authorized under
the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act ot 1981, aliowed states to "streamline"
WIN by transferring all activities to one administrative unit, and additionally
allowed states to abandon all assassment, empioyability pians, and supportive
sarvices. Wisconsin adopted their WIN-Demo project in this fashion under the
Wisconsin Employment Opportunities Program (WEO™'. All applicants wers
registared in WEOP as a condition for eligibility for AFOC, and ail mandatory
and voluntary participants immediately entered into Job Search. Wisconsin's
WEOP Pian provided that, "Appraisal of recipientst job history, job skiils,
education and training needs and general employability will only be done 1f tnhe
recipient is still unemployed after the initial Job Search period."

Jo8s

The Family Support Act of 1988 through its Job Opportunities and Basic
Skills Training (JOBS) Program raturns to the original WIN model and In many
raespects expands upon the requirements set forth in the originai WIN program.
Emphasis is once again placed on the importance of assessing the clients' needs
and family circumstances in the development of individual employability
development pians, Targat groups are identified and special consideration is
given the needs of teen parents. The JOBS reguiations includ2 the following:

- Emphasis on ldentitying a long-range employment goal aven for
students required to compiete schooi.

- Identification of supportive services needs and family circumstances
which may Include the needs of any child ot the individuat.

- Development of an employabiiity plan which takes into account the
individual's supportive service needs and local employment
opportunities.

- Optional contracts with participants specifying client obiigations
and socisl services to be provided.

- A conciliation procedure to resolve disputes related to clients!
participation in JOBS programs.
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In the 1987 apptication tor weifare reform waivers, the Wisconsin
Department of Heaith and Sociai Services was vary clear about the need for
supportive services for teen parents.20 The Learnfare walivers did not,
however, anticipate buiiding in a social service component for assessment or
sarvices, but requested exemptions from responsibility from this portion of the
Social Security Act. The waiver appiication makes clear the importance of
these exemptions by restating its request to waive WIN requl'emen$s for
assessmant, counseling and supportive services.

The impilemaentation of the Wisconsin Learnfare model wouid iikely not have
been possible without an exemption from assessment, counseling, supportive
services and an employability pian, The sheer numbers of AFOC dependent teens
aiong with teen parents in thas state (30,000 plus) may have made the task
tiscaliy prohibitive. With WIN and JOBS requirements waived, the process
became an Inexpensive policy with Iimited administrative costs. Accordingly,
the Learntare process in Miiwaukee County was abbreviated to the fotiowing:

1 The Income Maintenance Unit (IMU) requires families to report school
attendance intormation as a condition of AFOC eligibility,

2) An MU worker decides any exemptions.
3) A computer matches school racords against IMJ data.
4) Sanctioning occurs automatically after the computer match,

5) Famiiles of in-school youth requesting social services are referred
by the Learnfare Hotiine to the public school social worker.

6) The names of teens who are sanctioned as dropouts or for failure to
raport information are provided to three WEOP workers who attempt to
make contact with these families and provide services inciuding
contracting tor aiternative education programs.

Future research will examine programs instituted by the schools to serve
Learntare teens who have baen sanctioned, are under monthly monitoring tor
their attendance, or who return as dropouts. In addition, the data in this
report wiil be expanded in tuture studies along with the issues it raises,
including:

- Exploration of tne consequences of sanctioning teens from famiiies
with muitiple probiems.

- An axamination of services, both educational and supportive, provided
by WEOP-funded alternative education programs for 18- and 19-year-oid
teens.

- An in-depth anaiysis of the teen parent population and the reasons
for the large number of exemptions to schoo! attendance for this
group.



An asnaiysis of the Income Maintensnce Unit (JMJ) workers' expanded
responsibiiitles under Learnfare and WEJT/CWEP, their preparation and
training, and the method of estabiishing program participation
status.

An anaiysis of the expanded roie for the schooi social worker and the
adequaclies ot funding and training to absorb Learnfare
responsibilities,

A survey of school offictals to assess impact of Learnfare on school
programs.
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CHILDREN’S CORY CEARGE LISY

Hindering
Without 4 Parent

&M Appendix 21
Parent Onable to Provide Care (Oncontrollable)
leql Placesent

School Truancy

Hode Truancy

Runzwzy

parent is Onavailable

Qjd Over 12 Needs Special Care

Yeglect

Daotional Dasage

¢hild Onder 12 Delinquent

Yot [mmunized Per Required Statute

Yotion to Cospel Support

Xotion for [aposition of Sanction
TPR-Voluntary

1PR-Abandoraent

1P8-Cont. Beed Prta. & Srv.

TP-Coat. Par. Disability

R-Cont. Dealal of Visitation

TPR-Repeated Abuse

- fail to Assa, Par Resp.

Mjudication of Paternity

Permanency Plan Reviev

Foster Bome License Appeal

P/C-Injury to Child or Others

P/C-%o Care for Qild

P/C-Runavay

violation of ¥oa-Secure Court Order
Involuntary Comitaent {attempted Suicide)
Comitaent for Alcobolisa

Developsentaily Disabled

Loitering by Kinor on Class 8 Prexises
Nisrepresentation of Age by Kinor to Obtain
Alcaholic Beverage

Possession by Minot of Alcoholic Beverage
Assault § Battery

Paint saiffinm

Toric Glue Sniffing

lortering-Curfev

lortering-Proviing

Loitering-Prostitution Related

Speciz] tducation Appeal

Underage Drinking

Deliver Controlled Substance

Possession of Controlled Substance with Intent to Celiver
Possession of Controlled Substance
Distribution of Comtrolled Substance to Prisoners
Possession of Tear Gas Keapon

Possession of Pireworks

Railroad frespiss

Operation Onreq. of Improperly Reg, Vedicle
Driving Witboat Operator's Licenss

Oriving Motor-Oiven Cycle ¥/0 Operator's License
Violations of [rstruction Permit

Ralsifying License or [D Card

-~

BEST AVAILABLE COPY
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Onlawful Use of License

Priving ¥hile License Revoked or Suspended
Failure to Obey Traffic Officers
Disregarding Official Sign

Fleaing

tluding -

¥rong Wy on One-Way Street

Speed not Reasonable or Prudent

Failure to Control Vehicle

Speed Exceeds loned Posted Linits
Reckless Driving

Operating Under Influence of Controlled Substance
Operating Under Influence of Intoxicant
Duty Opon Striking Occupied Vehicle - Persomal Injury
Outy Opon Striking Onoccupied Vehicle

Bit and Run of Property On/Mj. Bighvay
Onsafe Backing

Inattentive Oriving

lleqal Riding On Venicle

Poss. of Liq/Beer in Auto ¥ith Xinor
Oriving Without Headlanps

Guardinship

Appointrent of Tesporary Guardian

Party o a Crise (Must inciude another charge)
Conspiracy to Commit Crise

Attespted (Must include another charge)
Wule Arsed

Pirst Deqree Murder

Second Degree Murder

Third Degree Murder

Manslaughter

Bomicide by Reckless Conduct

Rosicide by Keqligent Use of Weapon
Honcide by Intoxicated User of Vehicle
Sattery

Aqravated Battery -

Battery to Police Officers or Firefighters
Battery to ¥itnesses or Jurcrs

Gytes

first Deqree Sexual Assault

Second Deqree Sexual Assault

Third Degree Sexual Assault

Fourth Deqree Sexual Assault

Inyury by Conduct Reqardiess of Life
Injury by Negligent Use of Weapon

False [aprisonment

Abduction

Intinidation of Witnesses

Isumdation of Victis

¥egiigent Operation of vebicle

Negligent Kandling of Burming Xaterials
False Alarms

Reckless Use of ieapon

Possession of Pistol by Minor

Carrylng Conceaied Weapon

Pessession of Svitchbiade Knife

Xachine (un & Other Weapons Use
Poceession of Sawed-0ff Shotgun
Endanqerinq Safety by Conduct Req. of Life
Criunal Jamage to Property

BEST AVAILABLE COPY

22
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%43.02 Arsca of Buildings

$43.02(A) Arsen

943.06 Possession of Kolotov Cocktails
943.07(3) triainal Damge to Railroads
941.10 Burglary

943.10{A) Burglary (Armed)

9311 Entry Into Locked Vehicle
943,12 Possession of Byrglarious Tools
343.13 Trespass to Land

W1 Crininal Trespass o Ovelling
943.14(A)  Crininal Trespass

4315 fotry Inta Locked Building
943.20 Teft

943.20(A)  Auto Theft

943,20(1)3  Theft from Auto

943.20(P) Theft from Person

4.2 Fraud on Rotel Keeper

L Operationg Motor Vehicle W/0 Owmer’s Conseat
91U Issue of Worthless Checks
943,30 Threats to Injure

943.30(2) Extartion

%1.22 Robbery (Ioclodes Strongars)
943.32(3) Rotbery (Arned)

943.32(8) fobbery (Armed & Masked}
343.32(0) Robbery (Masked)

LU Receiving Stolen Property
943.34(C)  Concealing Stolen Property
943.34(P)  Possession of Stolen Property
94).38 forgery

343.38(A)  Forgery-Ottering

943.41(5) Fraudulent Use of Credit Card
943,45 Obtaining Telecommunications Service by Fraud
941.50 Shoplifting

93,125 Entry Into Locked Coin Box

4,01 Rape

944.02 Sexual Intercourse Without Consent
94411 Indecent Behavior vith a Child
3¢4.15 fornication

944,17 Sexual Perversion

944,20 Lewd & Lascivious Behavier

944,30 Prostitution

L Pandering

345,02 Gambling
946.41(1)  Resisting/Obstructing Officer

946.41 Resysting Officer
E.41{A)  Obstructing Officer
946.42 Sscape

346.14 Assisting or Permitting Escape

946.62 Concealing {dentity

9461 Interfer:ng vith Custody of a child

946,715 Concealment

946.80 Nisconduct on Public Grounds

947,01 Disorderly Conduct

97.01(2)  Unlawful Use of Telephone

9UT01{S)  Bowb Scares

.15 Contributing to Delinquency of Child

948.02 Cruelty to Animals

948.03 Dognapping

999.80 Petition for Revision of Dispositional Order
999.80(p)  Petition for Change of Placesent

959,81 Petition for Extension of Dispositional Order
999.42(d)  Motion to Dismiss Petition

999.45 Suparvision Requestad - Qther Court

999.8 Disp/Supv Requested - Other Court

999.82(v)  Motion to Vacate Ocder

$43.70(2)  Computer Crime Aqainst Data or Progras
943.70(3)  Cosputer Crise Against Equipsent ar Supplies

BEST AVAILABLE COPY

23
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PREPARED STATEMENT oF MARK M. RoGgacki
BACKGROUND ON THE WISCONSIN COUNTIES ASSOCIATION

The Wisconsin Counties Association was created by Wisconsin Statute in 1935 to
protect county interests and further better county government. WCA is a voluntary
organization of county governments representing over 1900 county board supervi-
sors and executives. Currently, 69 of Wisconsin’s 72 counties are members of the As-
sociation. The Wisconsin Counties Association is governed by a 15 member board of
directors who represent some of Wisconsin’s largest (Milwaukee, Waukesha, Racine
and Kenosha) and smallest (Ashland, Forest, Jackson, and Price) counties.

The role of the Wisconsin Counties Association is to provide a county voice on
both state and Federal issues of concern to county government. In Wisconsin, we
have six licensed lobbyists. In Washington, we are represented by Waterman and
Associates.

WISCONSIN'S COUNTY BASED WELFARE SYSTEM

In Wisconsin, county government is responsible for administering the Federal
income maintenance programs, including Aid to Families with Dependent Children.
Wisconsin county officials have witnessed the trarsformation of the ‘‘temporary”
welfare programs that were created during the New Deal into “permanent” welfare
programs. AFDC is one such program.

During its 55 year history, we have watched families turn to AFDC for shoot-term
support, seen that support turn to dependence and are now faced with the economic
and societal problems caused by that welfare are dependency.

We know that single-parent households primarily headed by women, rely on
public assistance for support and that the public assistance programs often provide
economic disincentives to self-sufficiency.

We have experienced more and more third, fourth and even fifth generation
AFDC families.

We have a tremendous problem with teen pregnancy which often results in high
school dropouts and AFDC dependency.

It appears that we have established a welfare system which teaches our children,
by example, that relying on public assistance is an acceptable career. We have
shown our children that an education is not necessary. We have established a public
support system that encourages dependency and discourages self-sufficiency. And it
appears we are teaching our children to be welfare dependant better than we are
teaching our children the tools to improve their skills and marketability.

Since we administer the welfare programs, Wisconsin county officials have long
realized that there are problems. We know that Wisconsin’s welfare programs fail
to assist individuals in becoming self-sufficient. When we see generation after gen-
eration of the same family living on AFDC, we know we have failed.

Further, in the early 1980s, our problems were compounded by the high level of
benefits in our state. At one time, we provided the third highest AFDC benefits in
the nation. With sur benefits higher than our neighboring states, we experienced an
influx of welfare dependents from those states, especially from Illinois. So not only
were we dealing with welfare problems among Wisconsinites, we were inheriting
welfare problems from other states.

WELFARE REFORM

During the mid-1980s, Wisconsin debated welfare reform, benefit levels, disincen-
tives to work, extended medical coverage for welfare recipients who get jobs, manda-
tory work programs and mandatory school programs. With the election of Tommy
G. Thompson as Governor in 1986, Wisconsin began to address these issues.

We received waivers from the Federal Government that allowed Wisconsin to Im-
plement education and training programs for adults and Learnfare programs for
teenagers. It is our belief that these programs are integral in any effort to break the
welfare dependency. We are working toward a welfare program that meets the
original goals of the Social Security Act of 1935, a program that provides temporary
assistance to the needy and helps them help theinselves.

Wisconsin’s welfare program, under the leadership of Governor Thompson, cre-
ates the assumption that each individual is responsible for achieving self-sufficiency.
The AFDC benefit level was reduced to stem the influx of welfare recipients from
other states and the savings were used to finance the new education and training
initiatives in Wisconsin’s welfare program. We now have a program that not only
provides for the welfare recipient’s daily needs, but also provides them with the
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skills necessary to become self-sufficient. It is a program that invests in our children
and our future.

LEARNFARE

One major component of Wisconsin’s welfare reform program is Learnfare.
County officials long discussed the problem of high school dropouts and the increas-
ing number schoolage welfare recipients. We knew that these children did not re-
ceive the necessary skills to become contributing members of society. We knew that
we would have to find a way to keep all of our children in school if we had any hope
of breaking the cycle of welfare dependency.

The primary objective of the Learnfare program is to help teenagers receive their
high school diplomas by requiring school attendance as a condition of receiving
AFDC benefits. With a high school diploma, the teenagers will have access to better
jobs, and those jobs will reduce the demand for expanded welfare programs. Learn-
fare is also designed to increase parental involvement in their children’s education
and contact between the parents and the school.

Counties have also used this program to identify children and families in need of
services. In Milwaukee, Rock and Racine counties, a county employee works with
the Learnfare teens to identify any social problems that may contribute to the
teen’s failure to attend school. These county employees determine whether the
Learnfare teen needs alternative education, day care or transportation services and
helps locate these services. In addition, these county employees visit the homes and
use these visits to identify other family members in need of services. Counties have
fl}szd this information to develop special programs designed to meet the needs identi-
ied.

Racine County, for example, has implemented an intensive juvenile counseling
program. This program, designed for adjudicated youths, includes intensive counsel-
ing and monitoring coordinated between the courts and probation department.

Through Learnfare, the state also provides funds for transportation and child care
to provide teen mothers and other Learnfare participants a greater opportunity to
attend school and receive their diplomas. We believe that Learnfare and the educa-
tion of all of our children is an important component in reducing poverty.

NEW LEARNFARE INITIATIVES

Governor Thompson has recently proposed to expand the Learnfare program.
While the current Learnfare program requires schoolage teens to attend school, the
expanded program would include children between the ages of six and twelve. We
have found that our children’s habits are developed well before the teenage years. It
is our hope that pre-teen Learnfare will result in better habits, including study
skills and school attendance habits.

Recently the Federal Government has announced its approval of the waivers nec-
essary to expand Learnfare. The expanded Learnfare program will be considered by
the Wisconsin Legislature in early 1992.

CONCLUSION

In an article published in the NYSAC News (New York Association of Counties).
In 1987, Senator Daniel Patrick Moynihan correctly pointed out that the welfare
system had failed our children. “They are,” he wrote, ‘“given short weight, and it
will show—as a group, though some will be lucky—throughout their lives, in school,
after school, at work, at raising families of their own. To know this and not to do
something about it is to say we don’t care about it.”

O

35-775 (104)



