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FUNDING FOR THE JOBS PROGRAM

MONDAY, MARCH 30, 1992

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON SOCIAL SECURITY
AND FAMILY PoLICY,
COMMITTEE ON FINANCE,
Washington, DC.

The hearing was convened, pursuant to notice, at 10:056 a.m., in
room SD-215, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Daniel Patrick
Moynihan (chairman of the subcommittee) presiding.

[The press release announcing the hearing follows:]

[Press Release No. H-13, March 25, 1992]

FiNancE SuBcoMMITTEE HEARING PLANNED oN “JOBS” ProaraM FUNDING,
MoyYNIHAN SAYS STATES Lack FUNDS To TRAIN RECIPIENTS

WasHINGTON, DC—Senator Daniel Patrick Moynihan, Chairman of the Finance
Subcommittee on Social Security and Family Policy, Wednesday announced a hear-

ing on funding for the JOBS program.
e hearing will be at 10 a.m., Monday, March 30, 1992 in Room SD-216 of the

Dirksen Senate Office Building.
" “Able-bodied welfare recipients should either be working or obtaining the skills

the'i:}:)eed to hold a job,” Moynihan said.

“The problem mow is that most recipients cannot get the necessary trainir:f be-
cause the states are out of money. So in S. 2303 we propose to fully fund the JOBS
program 80 that all employable recipients can be accommodated,” Moynihan said.

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

COMMITTEE

Senator MOYNIHAN. A very good morning to our guests and our
distinguished witnesses. For those who are not familiar with the
ways of the second floor of the Dirksen Building, that corridor out-
side was christened by the distinguished Ranking Member of our
committee and of this subcommittee “Gucci Golf.”

But that only pertains when the issue is corporate taxation,
when it is crowded at 6:00 o’clock in the morning as people start
lining up to make sure partners get places at 10:00. But then on
days when we are dealing with child welfare you can shoot deer in
the hallways. It is the most wonderful transformation you could
ever see.

And that is what we are doing this morning. We are nominally
dealing with the subject of oversight of the Family Support Act of
1988, which our distinguished Secretary Barnhart will ge speaking
about for a bit, and to discuss a followup proposal which, as Chair-
man, I have introduced called the “Work for Welfare Act of 1992.”

1)
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And both of these events take place in what I think is a unique
setting which is that the Presidential campaign of 1992 is to be the
first Presidential campaign in our history in which welfare, gen-
erally described, and the condition of families, is central to the po-
litical debates of the year.

We see it as a subject in every pronouncement. We see it not just
in pronouncements by candidates and parties, but by analysts and
editorialists.

The political year began, you might say, with the President’s
State of the Union message in which he said, “Ask American par-
ents what they dislike about how things are in our country and
chances are pretty good that soon they will get to welfare.”

Now, I do not know if that is singhing out Ms. Barnhart for hav-
ing done an inadequate job, or generally a more important job than
i; generally appreciated. And we are going to hear your views on
that.

But that was a large statement, that if you ask American par-
ents what they dislike about how things are in the country,
chances are good that pretty soon they will get to welfare.

The Washington Times reported that there was a focus group
that was organized to hear the debate and that line received the
second largest response of any statement in order of magnitude,
much larger than saying that the Cold War did not end; we won.
That did not seem to impress anybody.

The only larger response was to tKe statement that the govern-
ment is too big and spends too much money. If the statement had
been, the government is too big and spends too much money on
welfare, we would have had a melt-down on the hand-held char-
ters. [Laughter.]

The President went on and addressed the League of American
Cities in New York, I think it would be 3 weeks ago. Three weeks
ago, says Senator Offner, former Director of Welfare and State Sen-
ator.

And the President said to the League of Cities in our country, a
quarter of the children born now are out-of-wedlock, and in some
portions of American cities, this ratio reaches 80 percent.

As far as I know, that is the first time an American President
in two centuries has mentioned this subject. In two centuries the
subject has not come up. I asked this question of the Director of
the National Institute of Child Health, and in approximately two
centuries I expect to get an answer. They are not in the business
of noticing what Presidents say, and Presidents are not in the busi-
ness of noticing what they say. It is a remarkably unproductive re-
lationship, as best I can tell. But would you take that message
back, Madam Secretary?

Just one or two other points. We happen to have the story board,
as they say in television, of the first major campaign statement of
the 1992 Presidential election year by President Bush’s campaign.
It says, “Bush spot: TV agenda.” And there is a picture. This is the
scl:g'ipt ea(alnd this is the film. Picture/audio it says. It is not very com-
plicated.

George Bush at work in Oval Office. And then Bush stating the
theme of the campaign, “If we can change the world, we can change
America.” That is a good theme. A perfectly legitimate one.
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And then a voice announcer says, “Perhaps no President in our
history has shown the world such strong leadership in strengthen-
inil(:ur economy to make America more competitive.”

d now, picture of George Bush at work in Oval Office, and he
says, “To change welfare and make able-bodied workers.” That is
the theme of the Presidency.

Then down here, the last shot says, “Picture of Bush at desk
with female assistant handing him something to sign.”

Now, Ms. Barnhart, we are hoping that will be you handing him
the Work for Welfare Act of 1992. [Laughter.]

Can we agree on that? Because we would like to hear from you
what the President has in mind and what you have in mind. Knd
may I say I could have repeated these matters on the Democratic
side for the Democratic candidate.

So let us get on with our hearing, which begins with our able As-
sistant Secretary of the Administration for Children and Families,
a new organization.

Is this the first time you have appeared as head of the new orga-
nization? I think once before. ‘

Secretary BARNHART. I think once before, Mr. Chairman.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Yes. Just once before. And thereafter we are
going to hear from the Governors’ Association and the State Rep-
resentatives. We are going to hear a panel of Social Welfare Com-
missioners.

And then we are going to hear from an old friend of this Chair-
man and this subject, Richard P. Nathan, who will announce that,
once again, a great enterprise has failed—the 1988 Family Support
Act—and nowhere has it failed more than in his own New York
State where he is now director of the Nelson Rockefeller Institute
for Government Affairs in Albany.

I have a statement which I will place in the record at this point.
Let me see. The poster is there. All right. We are all set.

Good morning, again, Madam Secretary. We have your statement
which we will place in the record as if read. And you proceed ex-

actly as you desire.
|The frepared statement of Senator Moynihan appears in the ap-

pendix.

STATEMENT OF HON. JO ANNE B. BARNHART, ASSISTANT SEC-
RETARY, ADMINISTRATION FOR CHILDREN AND FAMILIES,
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES

Secretary BARNHART. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And may I say,
my oral statement this morning is a little shorter than the state-
ment that is being submitted for the record, so I ask that the entire
statement be submitted.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Exactly so.

[Theil .pr]epared statement of Secretary Barnhart appears in the
appendix.

ecretary BARNHART. Thank you. I appreciate the opportunity
this morning to comment on S. 2303, the Work for Welfare Act of
1992, Mr. Chairman.

In the last few years, we have witnessed a s'rowing recognition
of the need to change the welfare system and the principles on
which it is based.
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The Family Support Act of 1988, a carefully crafted, bipartisan
effort, was an important landmark in this process. It has helped
States to both focus on self-sufficiency for welfare recipients and to
increase activities that promote and facilitate that outcome.

The Bush administration made implementation of the Family
Support Act one of its top priorities. Success in this effort depended
on the commitment and the cooperation of several of the major de-
partments in the executive branch.

Secretary Sullivan personally worked closely with the Depart-
ments of Labor, Education, and Interior to ensure prompt and ef-
fective implementation of this law.

As you noted, 2 years after passage of the Family Support Act,
and I quote you, Mr. Chairman, “For all its rumbling, bumbling,
antique idiosyncrasy, American federalism has done it again. The
returns are in: everyone is in compliance; the Act is under way.”

What does this mean in practical terms? Here are some exam-
Eles. All 60 States were operating JOBS welfare-to-work programs

y October 1, 1990. Thirty-five States——

Senator MOYNIHAN. I think if I just may say—and you interrupt
me whenever you have in mind—that what I was saying was in an
oversight hearing in which we were to say that, yes, all 50 States
had now put their programs in place and had gotten started.

Secretary BARNHART. Yes.

Senator MOYNIHAN. You are going to tell us how far they have
moved from that starting line.

Secretary BARNHART. I hope to. Yes, sir. Yes. That was exactly
what I was presenting. To talk about what does that really mean,
the fact that it is under way. How under way is it?

As I said, all 50 States were operating JOBS welfare-to-work pro-
grams by October 1, 1990, which was the required effective date.
Thirty-five States were operating statewide programs one year ear-
lier than required by statute, and 530,000 welfare recipients are
participating in welfare-to-work programs each month.

More importantly, States have not limited their efforts to the
JOBS program. Since 1988, we have seen almost a $2.5 billion in-
crease in child support payments; 479,000 paternities were estab-
lished in fiscal year 1991—that is a 50 percent increase over 2
years; 2.6 million absent parents were located in fiscal year 1991.

As you know, that is the first critical step in collecting child sup-
port, and we've seen an 86-percent increase in 3 years.

Senator MOYNIHAN. That is pretty impressive. I mean, double in
3 years.

Secretary BARNHART. I think it is, Mr. Chairman.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Yes.

Secretary BARNHART. I think we clearly are beginning to see the
effects of the increased support enforcement requirements that we
have in the Family Support Act. The paternity establishment fig-
ure is particularly significant because tge percent of increase is one
of the greatest that we have seen.

In other words, if you look at where we would have been in past
years to where we are now, I think it is actually an additional dif-
ference of over 57,000 more paternities established. And that is, in

absolute numbers, very significant.
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In the last several months, there has been a growing ferment in
the States to do more; to build on the reforms contained in the
Family Support Act to better facilitate self-sufficiency and support
parental responsibility.

We have not seen a slackening of implementation of the Family
Support Act, as some skeptics had feared, but rather a desire to
build upon the mandated requirements contained in the JOBS pro-
gram and the child support enforcement provisions.

President Bush has pledged his support to the Governors in their
efforts to strengthen the family and promote self-sufficiency. The
President has encouraged States to innovate.

In his State of the Union message, as you mentioned, Mr. Chair-
man, the President promised to pave the way for these innovations
by making the process for applying for waivers of Federal provi-
sions easier and quicker.

Since the President focused attention in this area, we have heard
from several States wishing to take on the challenge of improving
the system for the families and children that it serves.

We are greatly heartened by the interest in States to pursue
plans whicﬁrwill strengthen the family, promote parental respon-
sibility, and ultimately lead to self-sufficiency.

As you have so often stated, State demonstrations with solid
Zvaluation in the 1980’s were the foundation of the Family Support

ct.
We strongly believe they can serve the same function in the
1990’s, and we will give expedited consideration to State proposals
that provide for Federal cost neutrality and rigorous evaluation.

In addition to strong State interest in pursuing further improve-
ments in the welfare system, a number of members of Congress
have recently introducec{ welfare-related proposals.

The subject of this hearing, as you said, 1s S. 2303, a bill which
you introduced, Mr. Chairman, to increase dramatically both par-
ticipation requirements in the JOBS program and the Federal
funding that 1s available for JOBS.

In summary, my understanding is that the bill would increase
the general participation rates to 50 percent by fiscal year 1994
and use Federal funds to cover all additional State expenditures to
meet this requirement, including costs for child care.

States would only be required to meet their fiscal year 1991 ex-
penditure level for JOBS and their fiscal year 1992 expenditure
levels for child care in order to receive these Federal funds, and
they may choose to substitute “in-kind” matching for all of their
JOBS expenditures.

Spending under the bill would be designated as emergency re-
quirements under the Balanced Budget Agreement to eliminate the
need for any offset in other Federal programs to pay for the addi-
tional $4.5 billion in Federal expenditures. And that is according
to the preliminary CBO estimate of the cost of the bill.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Yes. That is about what we would have
thought.

Secretary BARNHART. Mr. Chairman, the administration strongly

gpposed S. 2303. Although we sul;f)ort the underlying principles of
. 2303, we strongly oppose the bill because of its excessive funding
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and lack of a mechanism to pay for the expansion of the JOBS pro-
gram.

It would undercut the necessary discipline of the Budget Enforce-
ment Act by not providing an offset to the increased Federal fund-
ing the bill would entail. ‘

Were the bill to be presented to the President as drafted, the
Secretary of HHS would recommend that the President not declare
an emergency, as provided for in the act.

However, we fully support the need for strong work requirements
for able-bodied AFDC recipients. The Bush Administration has con-
sistently advocated for high participation standards.

We press for meaningful participation in the JOBS program by
incorporating in the participation standards requirements that, on
average, participants must be involved in a JOBS activity for at
least 20 hours a week, and that they must actually attend such ac-
tivities for at least 75 percent of their scheduled hours.

JOBS is built on a triad of Federal, State, and individual respon-
sibility. Just as the Family Support Act was successful through its
foundation in State initiatives and demonstrations, States must
continue to have a stake in the operation of the JOBS program if
it is to continue to address most effectively the needs of the welfare
population.

By providing open-ended Federal matching for JOBS with no ad-
ditional State match, States would have no incentive to run efh-
cient programs. Further, the funding formula set out in S. 2303 al-
lows grievous inequities based on the maintenance of effort lan-
guage.

Those States who made little commitment to JOBS in fiscal year
1991 would receive full funding with little stake in the program’s
success, while those States who have already shown a large budg-
etary commitment to JOBS would be less well-off, because they
would be required to maintain this commitment.

We are also extremely concerned about allowing States to replace
their real expenditures with an “in-kind” match. In effect, this
change, combined with the other changes noted above, would dras-
tically weaken State financial commitment to JOBS.

The history of the WIN program shows the dangers of too gener-
ous Federal matching combined with an insignificant State “in-
kind” match. We should not put ourselves in a position to repeat
these mistakes again.

Further, S. 2303 provides a potentially significant increase in
Federal funding for child care without the benefit of an identified
need for such expenditures, even if the JOBS participation rates
were increased.

With implementation of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act
of 1990, Federal funding for child care for low-income families in-
creased dramatically.

We should take some time to examine the effectiveness and ade-
quacy of these expenditures before we consider an increase in the
amount of Federal funding. We all know that simply increasing
Federal dollars does not necessarily result in successful solutions

to welfare dependency.
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Finally, S. 2303 has no funding mechanism. Using the emergency
designation sidesteps the limits of the budget agreement without
really addressing the problem.

This approach to funding has continually been opposed by the
administration. The administration is committed to upholding the
Budget Agreement in order not to increase the Federal deficit.

In closing, let me reiterate the administration’s commitment to
strengthening the family and promoting self-sufficiency and my
personal commitment to working together with you on ways to ac-
complish these goals, Mr. Chairman.

I want to continue the valuable dialogue that we have had over
the last few years. I want to continue to urge States to fully imple-
ment all provisions contained in the Family Support Act and to cre-
atively build upon the principles that are contained in that act.

I believe that if the Congress, the States, the public, and the ad-
ministration work together, we can find ways to help families be-
come stronger and make welfare what it was intended to be—a
shtl)rt-term economic aid to families in temporary need, not a way
of life.

Mr. Chairman, as always, I would be happy to attempt to answer
any questions you might have at this time.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Thank you. A personal question. Are you
feeling all right? Your eyes are troubling you.

Secretary BARNHART. I am having a little problem with my left
eye, so if I do not look you in the eye, it is nothing personal, Mr.

hairman.

Senator MoYNIHAN. Well, you do not let us keep you here longer
than you feel like staying.

Secretary BARNHART. Thank you.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Good. Just a few direct questions. Those
were very impressive reports on the 2.6 million absent parents
were located in fiscal 1991. It is generally left out that the Family
Support Act requires child support, and requires 18 years of it.

s recently as 5 years ago in New York City, they had to per-
suade themselves to ask for the name of a parent of a child born
in a hospital, much less ask for the Social Security number. It was
a violation of the Federal privacy laws. Such was the culture of the
Welfare Administration.

My first question is—and I think you have given us the answer,
but just to(Le clear—when the President says he wants to change
America as well as the world by making the able-bodied work, he
has no new legislation in mind.

It is not that time has run out, but time is running in this Con-
gress. Soon it will be April 1, and that is about the last moment
you can think of a major bill. They typically take a full Congress.
Are we going to get any welfare legislation from the admimstra-
tion? {
Secretary BARNHART. Well, Mr. Chairman, I am certainly not

repared today to make any announcement about any welfare leg-
1slation that would be coming from the administration.

I would say this, that the environment that we work in in deal-
ing with social policy and welfare issues in particular, as you know,

is certainly a dynamic one.
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And we constantly, at ACF, are looking at the welfare system,
what is going on with the operation of the programs, to determine
changes that might be necessary. A

And they range from things such as small changes, to perhaps
large things we can do through administrative mechanisms in the
agency to make things workgbetter, or to changes in regulations.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Yes.

Secretary BARNHART. So, it is not like there is——

Senator MOYNIHAN. Well, to be clear, you are an executive. You
are running a program which will involve almost one-third of
American children before they are aged 18, and four-fifths of mi-
nority children. So, you know, things come to your desk everyday.

But do not be evasive. You have no bill coming up here, do you?

Secretary BARNHART. Well, Mr. Chairman, as I said, I certainly
am in no position today to discuss——

Senator MOYNIHAN. But tomorrow you might have a bill that Mr.
Darman has not told you about?

Secretary BARNHART. Well, [——

Senator MOYNIHAN. Come on. Come on. Come on.

Secretary BARNHART. At this point in time, I can tell you that the
administration intends to continue the aggressive implementation
that we have undertaken in the Family Support Act.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Yes. Right.

Secretary BARNHART. And also to work to expedite the requests
that the Governors submit to us for waivers of Federal law and re-
quirements so that they can experiment.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Well, you do not have to comment. There is
no new law in prospect. What you want to do is make the statute
you have work better and continue to work. Leave it there. You
probably have a weekly crisis with OMB. I do not want to make
this one any worse.

But now, we have had some proposals, though. When we had
that Work for Welfare measure I introduced—which is not going to
pass—the Democratic Congress would not dream of passing it and
you would not dream of signing it because it would make everybody
do Wh?(t they say they want to do, which is to put the able-bodied
to work.

But we have got a fact which is we would estimate—and you
might give me sort of a horseback estimate of your own—there are
about 2 million adults who now receive AFDC benefits who do not
have children under 3 years of age. So, they would come under the
heading of persons who expects to be in JOBS programs.

Secretary BARNHART. Yes. It is just under 50 percent, Mr. Chair-
man.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Yes.

Secretary BARNHART. At least that is what we originally antici-
pated in terms of the non-exempt population.

Senator MOYNIHAN. You are about right in that estimate. And of
these 2 million, about a q?uarter are in the JOBS program. Is that
right, about half a million

Secretary BARNHART. Well, as I said, roughly 530,000 are partici-
pating each month. That is each month.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Yes. So, three-quarters are not, and that de-
fines the gap between where we are and where we want to be.
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We are just starting, but we also have the fact that the Federal
funds available are not being used—we are going to get to that
later—only about half are being used. So, we are not doing what
the Federal Government is prepared to support. I think the States
have to face that fact.

A couple of measures in the way of legislation have been intro-
duced and debated in the Senate. About 3 weeks ago, by a two to
one vote, the Senate adopted an amendment introduced by my dis-
tinguished colleague, Senator D’Amato, which provides tﬁat State
Governments must have job programs for all able-bodied partici-

ants in the AFDC-UP program, which is the welfare legislation
or unemployed parents. No. I want to correct myself. They must
have work programs for all general assistance recipients—Home
Relief, as it was called in iny youth—and a State that does not do
that would lose 10 percent of its funds for Aid to Families with De-
pendent Children. Do I have that right?

And these are unrelated children. I tried to make that point in
the debate, that it is one thing to visit the iniquities of the parents
on the children, but these are not the parents of the children. They
do not even live in the same part of the State and do not know
each other. There is no relationship.

This would be a new principle in our social policy that if a State
does not do something for those adults over there, we will deprive
those children of their Federal funds.

And I made this case with such persuasive emphasis that we
only lost two to one. Where does the gush Administration stand on
that measure? Because it has now passed the Senate.

Secretary BARNHART. Mr. Chairman, the administration has not
taken a position on that particular amendment,

Senator MOYNIHAN. You are not for it and you are not against
it.

Secretary BARNHART. We have not even really looked at it in
order to provide Congress with a position on that, Mr. Chairman.

Senator MoYNIHAN. All right. It is said sometimes around here,
some of my friends are for this measure, some of my friends are
against this measure, and I am for my friends. Is that right?

Well, would you be prepared to let us know in writing what you
think? We need to know. To govern is to choose, as John F. Ken-
nedy would say.

Now, you cannot have a measure like that pass the U.S. Senate
two to one and say, ha, we have no views. They are only kids; who
cares? You tell OMB we want a position.

The U.S. Finance Commijttee Subcommittee on Social Security
and Children wants to know where the President stands, or else
knock off that commercial.

Secretary BARNHART. I will be happy to do that, Mr. Chairman.
And, generally, the administration provides bill reports or positions
on legislation when they are requested.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Yes.

Secretary BARNHART. So, I will be happy to convey that you have
made a request for that. Aﬁsolutely.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Consider yourself requested. A last query.
We had a very able testimony from two State elected officials from
New Jersey—Governor Florio and Assistant Minority Leader Bry-
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ant—they were here about 4 weeks ago to talk about their proposal
in New Jersey.

That is part of a family of proposals, like the one I mentioned
by Senator D’Amato, which provides, among other things, that a
welfare mother bearing an additional child while receiving benefits
would not receive additional benefits for that child. The New Jer-
sey Legislature, the Governor, make the point that if a family has
an extra baby, you do not get extra pay.

On the other hand, this package would continue welfare benefits
for welfare mothers who get married. It is a variation of things.
They would need a waiver, I believe, to do this. I know they would
need a waiver. We write the laws, you interpret them, but you do
so fairly.

Have you been asked for a waiver from New Jersey, and do you
have any views on that, preliminarily?

Secretary BARNHART. We have not received a formal request from
New Jersey, or even a draft request at this point, Mr. Chairman.
I was part of a meeting that Secretary Sullivan had with Governor
Florio and Allen Gibbs, the Secretary there.

Senator MOYNIHAN. We read of that. Yes.

Secretary BARNHART. And Assemblyman Bryant as well.

Senator MOYNIHAN, Yes,

Secretary BARNHART. And we had some discussion at that meet-
ing about exactly what the New Jersey program would look like,
and they have indicated to us they will be gettin_ something in in
draft probably this week or next week, but we have not received
it yet.

Senator MOYNIHAN. This week or next. Oh. Do not let me mis-
represent you or the Secretary, but I recall he indicated that he
was favorably disposed.

Secretary BARNHART. The Secretary?

Senator MOYNIHAN. Yes.

Secretary BARNHART. Well, I appreciate you asking the question,
so I may take this opportunity to clear the record on that, if I may.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Yes. gure. You are not clearing a record
since we do not have a record. You make the record.

Secretary BARNHART. All right. To establish the record then.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Yes.

Secretary BARNHART. The fact of the matter is is that since the
waiver authority, as it currently stands, is the Secretary’s author-
ity and is delegated to me. As such, either I make the decision or,
if I think it is necessary, consult with the Secretary and make rec-
ommendations to the Secretary whether or not we should exercise

it.

We have not made any decisions in advance of receiving the ac-
tual waiver request, and I would like to take this opportunity to
explain why. That is because, up until this point in time, we are
largely dependent on reports in the media as well as just verbal
discussions that we have with the States.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Are you going to tell this committee you
would like to see what is proposed before you decide whether you
are in favor of it?

Secretary BARNHART. That is basically what I am going to say.
Because depending on——
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Senator MOYNIHAN. Do you think we can run a government on
that basis? [Laughter.] e

Secretary BARNHART. As you know, Mr. Chairman, when you
talk about waiving various aspects of the law, depending on how
the State chooses to go about it and also looking at the entire pack-
age of things the State would submit as opposed to one particular
piece of a waiver package——

Senator MOYNIHAN. Yes.

Secretary BARNHART [continuing]. Could have a lot to do with the
interplay between the various provisions.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Sure.

Secretary BARNHART. It could have a lot to do with assessing
whether or not we think it is, in fact, a smart policy move or not
a good policy move. So, when we receive the New Jersey waiver,
we will be looking at it as we will with all of the waiver requests
that we receive.

Until that time, I have been asked repeatedly by reporters, and
other people when I have appeared on TV, and in meetings, and
so forth whether we are going to announce that we approve certain
waivers 1n advance or not. The fact of the matter is no, the Presi-
dent committed to an expedited waiver review process and——

Senator MOYNIHAN. Oh. You have done that. So, just tell us,
what does that normally mean in terms of time? Three months?
Two months?

Secretary BARNHART. We are hoping to be able to move very
quickly. Yes, Mr. Chairman, we are. Certainly my standard would
be somewhere around 2 or 3 mbnths.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Good.

Secretary BARNHART. I do not know that we have adopted a spe-
cific day or time period.

Senator MOYNIHAN. You are not under oath.

Secretary BARNHART. But one of the things I have tried to en-
courage with the States that are interested in it is to start talking
with us, at least informally, as soon as possible and begin to get
things to us in draft so that we do not wait until the day that the
formal waiver application is submitted to begin to address some is-
sues that are perhaps technical and can be worked out in advance.

And also we can begin to address things like evaluation and cost
neutrality early on so they do not end up being sticking points for
the States at a later point.

Senator MOYNIHAN. That makes perfect sense. And welcome to
the era now begun in which we are seriously discussing using wel-
fare legislation to change individual and family behavior. It is new.
We know very little about this subject. We have avoided knowing
this subject for 30 years since it first appeared. It is now Presi-
dential, front and center.

I want to give you a chance to tell us you are for something. We
reported out in this committee and the Committee on Education
and Labor and the Senate unanimously adopted S. 1266, which
calls for an annual report on welfare dependency and its variations
and details, much as the Employment Act of 1946 created the Eco-
nomic Report of the President dealing with unemployment. :
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And you are very much in favor of that legislation, as we under-
stand 1t. And I would be disappointed otherwise, because you
helped draft it.

ecretary BARNHART. Well, as you know, Mr. Chairman, Assist-
ant Secretary Gerry and I, and the Secretary, I believe also, have
had discussions with you about that legislation in which the idea
of having a regular veport to look at——

Senator MOYNIHAN. Yes. So we can see what is going on from

ear to year. And it is over in the House where it has not been
ieard from, but we hope to interest parties over there.

And when you are talking with them, perhaps you would do the
same because, in the end, you very rarely do much about a social
matter until you learn to measure it.

Secretary BARNHART. We have continued on an informal basis,
prior to the passage of the legislation, I would just mention, to
work with the University of Michigan. .

And we have some updated information I could provide to you re-
lated to some of the under-counting issues that you and I have dis-
cussed in the past as far as minorities are concerned.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Oh. Good. Good. In fact, the audience may
not recognize the reference. It is the Panel Study on Income Dy-
namics which was begun in 1967 under the Office of Economic Op-
portunity and has somehow persisted.

And by working with them we established that, for children born
in 1967, 1968, 1969, almost one-quarter—22 percent, 22.1 per-
cent—were actually on welfave before reaching age 18. And almost
three-quarters of minority children were. They are now 21 and 22.
Our projections are even higher.

Apart from public schools, there is no institution in our nation
which more children pass through than welfare. And they pass
through as paupers, do they not?

Do you propose that we increase the funds that an AFDC family
can have—the wealth—from $12,000 to $10,000, have you not?

Secretary BARNHART. Yes. An increase in the asset limit. Yes, sir.
That is one of our legislative proposals this year.

Senator MOYNIHAN, Wealth is not really the right term. You can
have $1,200 worth of pots and pans today.

But that is our conSition. A third of our children are paupers be-
fore they are age 18, and we go around telling ourselves that we
are the world’s richest society. Not for lack of your trying, Madam
Secretary. Get out of here and take care of yourself.

Secretary BARNHART. Thank you.

Senator MOYNIHAN. And thank you very much for your testi-
mony.

Secretary BARNHART. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator MOYNIHAN. And do not hesitate to take the day off.
[Laughter.]

For the record, we have never, ever sought advice or assistance
from Secretary Barnhart without her coming immediately and
being as forthright as anyone could be. She is leaving here to go
directly to the doctor. Most witnesses would have just sent a note
to the committee instead.

Mr. Scheppach, good morning, sir. You are going to be followed—
and I wonder if it would not just make sense to be joined—by your
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colleague, State Representative Leonard, representing the National

Conference of State Legislatures.
Good morning. I wonder if the two of you would not want to join

each other, as you are Governors and legislators together. And we

welcome you both.
Mr. Scheppach, we will hear from you first. We will put your

statement in the record. Proceed exactly as you wish. Good morn-
ing, sir. And good morning, Ms. Leonard.

STATEMENT OF RAYMOND C. SCHEPPACH, EXECUTIVE DIREC-
TOR, NATIONAL GOVERNORS’ ASSOCIATION, WASHINGTON,

DC

Mr. SCHEPPACH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will put the full
statement in the record andv summarize it very briefly.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Sure. Do not be brief. I mean, take your
time. You took a long time to get here.

4 ['IJ‘he prepared statement of Mr. Scheppach appears in the appen-
ix.

Mr. SCHEPPACH. I want to thank you, Mr. Chairman, for your on-

%oing support for the Job Opportunity and Basic Skills Program.
our sponsorship of S. 2303, the Work and Welfare Act of 1992, is

further evidence of your commitment in this area.

Mr. Chairman, however, since we passed that legislation in 1988,
the current economic situation has changed quite dramatically.

Currently, AFDC case loads are at levels never anticipated when
the JOBS program was enacted. From July 1989 to November
1991, which is about 29 months, case loads have increased from
about 3.7 million to 4.6 million, or 24 percent.

If we look across the States, we will also see some very dramatic
changes. New York’s case loads, for example, are up 16 percent;
Texas, up 40 percent; Oregon, up 33 percent; New Hampshire, close
to 100 percent; Arizona, 64 percent, and so on. Fairly dramatic
changes in a relatively short period of time.

At the same time case loads have increased very dramatically,
the State fiscal condition has deteriorated. Over the last 2 years,
States have had to increase taxes by over $25 billion. This is on
a base of about $300 billion.

In addition, last year they cut previously appropriated funding
by about $7.5 billion. And currently for this fiscal year, we are
looking at an additional $10-$12 billion in shortfalls that will, in
fact, have to be closed by some combination of cuts in expenditures
and increased taxes.

For this reason, many States have had to limit their investment
in JOBS. This has brought the aggregate drawdown rate to about
60 percent of available Federal fungg.

Your proposal to revise the funding mechanism is certainly con-
sistent with the direction that the States would support. However,
the ((}iovernors do have a couple of problems with the way in which
it 1s done.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Yes.
Mr. SCHEPPACH. First, using the 1991 base period in the funding

formula discriminates in favor of some States and against other
States, and I would encourage you to look at an alternative way
of using a hold-harmless.
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Second, the Governors do not have a position on the question of
f_hedgmergency waiver in the Budget Act in terms of additional
unding.

Within the context of open-ended entitlement, I do believe that
most States would also have trouble meeting your participation
rates of 40 percent in the near term, and, ultimately 50 percent.
This, of course, would almost quadruple of the current 11 percent
participation rate.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Yes. Yes.

Mr. ScHEPPACH, Although I think Governors generally support
the direction of the work component, putting a restriction on that
before we have some additional experience, I think, would strain
the States’ capacity to deliver.

If you are going to open the Family Support Act, I would also ask
you to look at the whole question of tI})le 20-hour rule. A lot of
States are having trouble meeting that regulation.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Can I just interrupt to say that we are very
much aware of that. We have had very able public welfare adminis-
trators come before us and say that to their surprise, the groups
that we want to emphasize under the Family Support Act—which
is the young recipients, relatively immature, very young children—
that when you look at their situation, it is education more than job
training that they need. And finding a 20-hour-a-week education is
just hard. I mean, you do not do that at Stanford Law School. But,
yes, we have picked that up. I appreciate hearing that.

Mr. ScHEPPACH. Thank you because the States have a very big
problem with that.

Senator MOYNIHAN. And that is coming on line very quickly now,
is it not? We start penalizing States. By coming on line, I mean the
failure to meet that standard begins to entail penalties pretty
shortly now. Noted, as they say on the bench.

Mr. SCHEPPACH. But, again, on behalf of all the nation’s Gov-
ernors, I want to convey my sincere appreciation for your continu-
ing hard work on behalf of the neediest families of this country.

e would be happy to work with you further on this legi;{ation
as it begins to move, both through the Senate and the House. I
would be happy to answer any questions, Mr. Chairman.

Senator MOYNIHAN. All right. We will hear from Ms. Leonard
first. Good morning.

Ms. LEONARD. Good morning.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Are we to think you have come all the way
here from the State of Washington?

Ms. LEONARD. That is right. :

Senator MOYNIHAN. You are all the more welcome then.

Ms. LEONARD. Thank you. Thank you very much.

STATEMENT OF STATE REPRESENTATIVE JUNE LEONARD,
CHAIR OF THE COMMITTEE ON HUMAN SERVICES, WASH-
INGTON STATE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, SEATTLE, WA

Ms. LEONARD. Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee
on Social Security and Family Policy, I am June Leonard. I am a
Representative. I serve the 11th District, which is a part of south-
east Seattle and down in the valley south of Seattle. I Chair the
Human Services Committee for the House of Representatives.



16

Senator MOYNIHAN. Madam Chairman, forgive us.

Ms. LEONARD. Thank you.

Senator MOYNIHAN. We are obsessive about the term Chairman
around heie. Chairperson.

Ms. LEONARD. Or just Chair.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Chair. Chair will do.

Ms. LEONARD. Thank you. I am here today appearing on behalf
of the National Conference of State Legislatures, and speaking for
the conference as well as myself and the State of Washington.

You have, I think, a copy of the testimony we prepared.

Senator MOYNIHAN. We will place that in the record as if read.

Ms. LEONARD. Good. Thank you very much.

Senator MOYNIHAN. And you proceed exactly as you choose.

Ms. LEONARD. Very good.
d.['I‘]‘he prepared statement of Ms. Leonard appears in the appen-

ix.
Ms. LEONARD. What I would like to do if it is permissible, Mr.
Chairman, is to talk a little bit more about our Family Independ-
ence Program that Washington started in 1987.

I was a part of the group that wrote that bill and have been
watcging it very closely over the years. It precedes the Family Sup-
port Act.

Senator MOYNIHAN. I am going to take the liberty of just talking
to you as a fellow legislator.

Ms. LEONARD. All ﬁ%t. Very good.
Senator MOYNIHAN. We tried to shape the Family Support Act in

terms of the experience of States such as your own.

Ms. LEONARD. Right.

Senator MOYNIHAN. And we are very much aware of that meas-
ure, which was just then starting up. g{), we are going to hear more
from you this morning.

Ms. LEONARD. Very good. Well, we are aware of that, that there
are many pieces of the Family Support Act that do parallel our
Family Independence Program, as we lovingly call it, FIP.

And some of the things I would like to talk to you about today
are the kinds of things that we experienced while we were putting
the Family Independence Program together.

When we in the House received the bill, it looked a lot like the

Family Sup;lygrt Act. But some of us who had had a lot of experi-
ence in working with families in poverty and working with edu-
- cation—I come from a school board background and also was an
Executive Director of an agency that worked with families in pov-
erty—what we kept telling people was that we needed to do a bit
more than we saw there; that we would not be able to get mothers,
particularly mothers of any age, to get to work if we did not pro-
vide adequate child care. And, 1n order to provide adequate child
care, we were going to have to pay adequate dollars for that child
care.
So, one of the things we put into our Family Independence Pro-
gram was a proviso that child care would be paid for at the rate
of 90 percent of the market value. We felt that was a very impor-
tant part of that, and it has been a very important factor.

Senator MOYNIHAN. And we incorporated it in the Family Sup-

port Act.
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Ms. LEONARD. Yes.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Yes. I mean, we were watching.

Ms. LEONARD. But was yours not at 7 percent? Yes.

Senator MOYNIHAN, Well, the ratio may be slightly different, but
the principle was the same.

Ms. LEONARD. Right. The principle was there. But we felt that
the 90 percent was a very important part of that. And we had done
a lot of research prior to doing the bill.

And what we found was that, I think the numbers are like 41
percent of the people on welfare, did not have a high school edu-
cation or GED. We thought that was a very important piece; that
we really needed to concentrate on that education.

But, that we also needed to concentrate on further training, be-
cause we also found that in our studies it showed that, for every
year of training or education past high school, we increased the
participation by about 7 percent.

And we also increased the earnings significantly. And our goal
was not only to get these women off of welfare, but to get them out
of poverty, as we thought that was a very important portion.

enator MOYNIHAN. Yes.

Ms. LEONARD. That we get them off welfare, out of poverty so
that they would stay off welfare case loads. And we thought that
was a significant piece. So, we concentrated on portions of our bill
that would do that. We were able to obtain some of the waivers
that we needed.

We were able to obtain waivers enough that we put together
what we thought was a very good prograra. Another one of the
Kieces that I want to point out to you is that we argued long and

ard over whether this program should be voluntary or mandatory.
I cannot tell you how long we argued over that.

But we finally decided to do it on a voluntary basis. What we
found was that the program was so successful, we had to freeze the
entrants. We had people literally moving into the areas where FIP
was available from non-FIP areas so they could get that kind of
participation so they could get the education and the training they
needed to get jobs.

So, we had to freeze the program. We were a victim of our own
success in that program. So, what we found was that these women
really did want to have the kind of training and education that
would get them out of poverty.

One of the other things we found that was very important was
the training for the staff and the attitude that the staff had to-
wards working with these women who went onto FIP.

The women who went onto FIP were a part of planning their own
training and education, and it became very much then a part of
their goals. They were able to set their own goals and become com-
mitted to that.

It gave them that vested interest in making sure that they suc-
ceeded, and we thought that was a very important part of that.
And we still feel that 1s a very important part of our program.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Can I ask, in, say, Seattle, how many wel-
fare recipients would you have in Seattle? Is this a concentrated
experience with Seattle, as it is for New York City, or Philadelphia,
or

ashington, or do you——
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Ms. LEONARD. Not necessarily in our State. It is fairly State-
wide. Seattle probably has a little higher percentage.

Senator MOYNIBAN. Yes.

Ms. LEONARD. But it is not concentrated. No. It is not con-
centrated.

Senator MOYNIHAN. All right. Your legislature does not say, oh,
well, that is their problem.

Ms. LEONARD. Sometimes they tend to, but through our research,
we were able to find out that that was not true and we were able
to show that it was a statewide problem that, even in the very
rural areas, there were some major problems there that those legis-
lators had to take a look at and deal with.

So, I think a very key part of what we did—and I do have copies
of some of the research here.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Oh. Good. We would like to place that in the
record at this point, at the conclusion of your testimony.

Ms. LEONARD. Yes. All right. All right. I would like to share this
with you, because I think there are some key pieces in here, some
of the things that we have been able to do because we have done
this research since 1987.

Some of this has been very helpful in looking at some of the bills
that came to our committee this year, as a matter of fact. And we
were able to point to these studies to show that if we had enacted

those, they would not be good policy.
Senator MOYNIHAN. Nice doing. Nice work. Well, what is there

about the State of Washington?

Ms. LEONARD. Well, it is beautiful, for one thing. And we have
very progressive people.

Senator MOYNIHAN. And that just raises people’s willingness to
do beautiful things. Is that right?

Ms. LEONARD. I think we are really progressive as a State. And,
actually, we tend to be quite conservative. And the beauty of this
FIP program is that, while it could be portrayed as a very liberal
program, in essence, it was very strongly supported by our most
conservative folks, too.

Because, in the long run, we know this is going to work and we
will be saving money in the long run. And that is one of the things
that we tend to look at.

It is one of the reasons we do research on everything we initiate.
We do very strong research on it to make sure that our evaluations
prove that we are going where we are going. If it does not go there,
we drop it.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Good for you. Of course, we tried to do the
same—and did—in the Family Support Act which went out of the
Senate 97 to one.

Ms. LEONARD. Yes. That is right.

Senator MOYNIHAN. It was signed by President Reagan.

Ms. LEONARD. Right.

Senator MOYNIHAN. It was a bipartisan effort.

Ms. LEONARD. Yes. Yes.

Senator MOYNIHAN. We spoke to the State experience.

Ms. LEONARD. That is right.
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Senator MOYNIHAN. We also spoke to something which is rel-
evant, which is that the proportion of persons 15 to 24 is dropping
quite significantly in the 1990’s.

Ms. LEONARD. Yes.

Senator MOYNIHAN. We are over that great wave that came
through in the Baby Boom, so your numbers are not always over-
whelming you.

Ms. LEONARD. Yes.
Senator MOYNIHAN. Although we have been surprised how much

this protracted recession has bumped up the numbers.

Ms. LEONARD. Yes.

Senator MOYNIHAN. How have you done out there?

Ms. LEONARD. One of our problems has been the same Prob]em
that I think we heard some references to in the Governors’ report.
Oregon’s unemployment rate has gone up. We have had some
major difficulties in dealing with the forestry industry, and also the
fishing industry.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Yes.

Ms. LEONARD. And those are two major components in Washing-

ton State. So, our unemployment rate has just leaped within the
last 2 or 3 years with the cessation of some cutting in the fovests.
So, we have some specific problems to deal with that are different
from what we see here.

And one of those is the fact that there really are not a lot of jobs
out there for these people. We have to train them for specific jobs,
and we have to make sure those jobs are there. And that has been
very difficult in some areas of the State.

If I could just add an addendum here. We really appreciate your
bill. One of the reasons that I am so delighted to be here is that
I had set up a meeting just last Thursday to meet with a good
many of the folks in Washington State who are working with folks
on welfare, including staff and several other legislators.

And our goal for our meeting was to set a meeting to start mak-
ing our JOBS program in Washington State look more like the
Family Independence Program.

Senator MOYNIHAN, And that is fine by us, you know.

Ms. LEONARD. Yes. Right. And with passage of this bill of yours,
we could do that.

Senator MOYNIHAN., It would give you the resources.

Ms. LEONARD. That is right.

Senator MOYNIHAN. You are probably one of the 37 States that
Mr. Scheppach mentioned that is in a fiscal bind right now.

Ms. LEONARD. Yes. For the first year this year, our budget, the
Governor had to make cuts of 2.5 percent before we even went into
session, and then we were still short about $377 million. So, we

have made cuts.
Senator MOYNIHAN. Yes. Like a weather front that had just come

in from Canada.
Ms. LEONARD. That is right. We were about the last State, I

think, to feel this recession. -

Senator MOYNIHAN. Yes. You do not have things like shortfalls
in the State of Washington.

Ms. LEONARD. We did this year.

Senator MOYNIHAN. It turns out this year you do.
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Ms. LEONARD. We did this year. Yes. And we would love to work
with you on this bill. We really like the concept and feel we have
a lot of information that we could share with you about our FIP
program. Because your bill, S. 2303, would make our JOBS pro-
gram look a lot more like our FIP program.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Good.

th. LEONARD. We would like to continue to work with you.o
that.

Senator MOYNIHAN. America has to grow up on this subject. You
cannot put this front and center in a political campaign, as both
parties are doing.

Ms. LEONARD. Yes. That is right.

Senator MOYNIHAN. And then say, but, now, mind you, we cannot
spend any money. Because either this is an investment, or it is not.

Ms. LEONARD. Right.

Senator MOYNIHAN. I mean, our understanding is that people
have a responsibility to get off of welfare.

Ms. LEONARD. Right.

Senator MOYNIHAN. And we have a societal responsibility to help
them do that. And you find FIP works.

Ms. LEONARD. Yes.

Senator MOYNIHAN. You have had a good 5 years. You like it.

Ms. LEONARD. Yes, we like it. As a matter of fact, I am reminded

of testimony in a hearing I held just a month or so ago. The welfare
advocates who had been kind of opposed to FIP because they
thozﬁht it was a WorkFair program, and they had been quite op-
posed to it.
But they came in at a hearing we had just about a month ago
and kept saying, well, FIP works. FIP works. And we heard that
time and time again. So, we are very pleased that they have come
{ull circle to be strong advocates.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Is that a pleasing report.

Ms. LEONARD. Yes.

Senator MOYNIHAN. You see, we have a problem here in Wash-
ington, which is that, whereas 30 years ago when there was sort
of a generalized disposition to do something, the welfare advocates
were everywhere to be encountered saying, that is not enough.

Ms. LEONARD. Yes.

Senator MOYNIHAN. And so we proceeded to cut benefits for chil-
dren by 40 (rercent. And suddenly, guess what? The welfare advo-
cates have disappeared. They never come to our hearings. I mean,
they are welcome. Are there any in the room? There you are. The
lady in the back row. State your ndme.

Ms. JONES. Linda Wolf Jones. I am from the Community Service

Society of New York.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Good. If you would like to speak, we will
hear you toward the end. But I am glad that the Community Soci-
ety Service, which is a century old, right?

Ms. JONES. Yes.

Senator MOYNIHAN. It is a very well-regarded, old organization.
Older than the State of Washington, practically. Well, not quite.
[Laughter.]

But, in the main, the advocacy groups are not to be seen. They
are not here this morning. They were not here when we passed this
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legislation. And, as you say, out in Washington, they were more or
less inclined to be against your program.

Ms. LEONARD. Yes. Yes.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Now they have had 6 years experience and

sa{/i it works,
s. LEONARD. It works.
Senator MoYNIHAN. Well, I would say, if we have one more year

we might have somebody show up. What we are getting, the rou-
tine right now is, oh, nothing happened.

We are going to hear, concerning the New York Times report this
morning—a big study. The only way you can get on the front page
anywhere is to say that nothing haﬁpened. And it is a pattern, a
certain mind set that says, nothing has happened until everyihing
has happened.

And, as a matter of fact, for the longest while in continental Eu-
rope there was a body of left-wing opinion that said, make no im-

rovements of any kind. They only delay the day of total salvation.

d God have mercy, not every country listened to them.

Can I ask Mr. Scheppach and Madam Chair, have you—Ilet me
start with the specific State of Washington. We provide specific
sanctions for persons who will not participate. But, as Secretar,
Barnhart indicated, almost all of our participants today are vol-
untary. We have never had to reach the point where we have
enough program resources to say, here, come on in. Come on. Mon-
da&moming at 8:30, or no check.

8. LEONARD. Yes. ‘
Senator MOYNIHAN. Have you had to sanction anyone in Wash-

in%}on?
s. LEONARD. No. We have no sanctions.

Senator MOYNIHAN. None. I mean, you could, under the statute.

Ms. LEONARD. We could. Actually, if you would like, I think I
have someplace in here a FIPs and JOBS comparison that talks
about those kinds of issues that I could put with this.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Do that with that research information.

Ms. LEONARD. I would be glad to. In fact, I have a couple of dif-
ferent ones here.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Could I tell our recorder that these materials
are to be placed in the record? Thank you.

[The data appears in the appendix.]

Sengtor MOYNIHAN, What agout the Governors generally, do they
report’
r. SCHEPPACH. My sense is there is not very much, but we -
could supply something for the record on that.

Senator MOYNIHAN. We would appreciate that.
The election year tone is, let us get tough. And we pass a statute

that says, yes, you can, and ought, And then nothing happens until
the next election cycle goes around and people start inventing what
we have already enacted.

Ms. LEONARD. If I could comment, Mr. Chairman.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Please.
Ms. LEONARD. That is exactly what we were concerned about

when we argued whether it should be voluntary or mandatory. And
it is amazing that we literally had to put barriers on the door say-

ing, you know, we are sorry.
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The response was so amazing. But when they could get some-
thing that would really do something for them, that response was
incredible.

Senator MOYNIHAN, Yes.

Ms. LEONARD. They literally moved to get in an area where it
could be done.

Senator MOYNIHAN. We have heard tales for 50 years of people
who move into jurisdictions because there are high benefits.

Ms. LEONARD. Yes.

Senator MOYNIHAN. There is never, somehow, any data.

Ms. LEONARD. We have some.

Senator MOYNIHAN. But you have data about people who moved
into areas where there is work and job training?

Ms. LEONARD. Yes. That is right. And we also have data that
shows——

Senator MOYNIHAN. From the same State.

Ms. LEONARD. From the same State. Yes.

Senator MOYNIHAN. There is no difference in benefit levels.

Ms. LEONARD. No. Right. But we also have data on moving from
State to State. So, we do have that data, too.

Senator MOYNIHAN. And you have that, too?

Ms. LEONARD. Yes. We have that, too.

Senator MOYNIHAN., Well, then I want to ask both of you. We
adopted two amendments, the Senate did. One, by unanimous
voice, because we did not dare take a second vote.

On that first amendment which I mentioned—I think I would
ask the representative of the Governors’ Association first—the one
which requires that all States have job training for all able-bodied
recipients of what we call General Assistance, which is a State pro-
gram, or else lose Federal funds for the Dependent Children pro-
gram.

Does the Governors’ Association support that amendment, sir?

Mr. ScHEPPACH. No. We would vehemently oppose that, Mr.
Chairman. And we thank you for your work on our behalf, even
though you lost the amendment.

Senator MOYNIHAN. You thought such was my eloquence. Did it
ever occur to you if I had not spoke it might not have been——

Mr. SCHEPPACH. No. I think it probably would have gone four to
one, I think, Mr. Chairman.

Senator MOYNIHAN. If you could put out a statement on that, we
would appreciate it. The Senate voted two to one to do something
In name,

And then, to avoid having to record itself as moving from inane
to insane, it just said we will do this next amendment by voice
vote, which said that anyone who moves from one State to another
seeking better welfare benefits can be denied them.

I made the point on the floor that we had just shredded the Con-
stitution. I think the Constitution ruling on that is clear. Is it not,
sir? I mean, the Supreme Court has ruled. Madam Chair?

Ms. LEONARD. Yes, I would agree. We discussed that.

Senator MOYNIHAN, Well, what do we care about the Supreme
Court? I mean, that is just the level of the attitude. The U.S. Sen-
ate, rather than risk a recorded vote on a measure that would con-
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travene a Supreme Court decision said, let us take it on a voice
vote.

And I had just enough time to say, as we shred the Constitution,
let us do so quietly. That is what this kind of talk gets you: not
much understanding.

Are you aware, if I could just ask about our legislation on an an-
nual welfare report? 1 asked Secretary Barnhart about it. We
passed that bill on the consent calendar about 3 months ago. It is
over on the House side.

We feel—and I would like to hear just in general, not with re-
spect to this particular puzzle—that, although welfare dependency
has clearly been in evidence since the 1960’s and we can now show
that perhaps one-third of American children will go through it—we
have no national data.

We know an awful lot about soybeans. Every tree that gets cut
down on the Seattle peninsula is recorded somewhere in the Fed-
eral Government. But not every child who becomes a pauper and
goes on welfare.

We were trying to get an annual report. If you are too young, the
two of you, to remember the early reports of the Council of Eco-
nomic Advisers, which was established by the Employment Act of
1946, there were little 20-page things with covers that showed
wheat fields, reapers, and harvesters going through. And they did
not have much to say, because they didg not know much.

We did not, in 1946, have an unemployment rate. We had just
begun to work one out in the Bureau of Labor Statistics, but not
to anyone’s satisfaction.

If you now get that indispensable volume, the Economic Report
of the President, which all of us have somewhere within reach on
our bookshelf, the unemployment rate—series, as economists say—
begins in 1948.

hat is after a century of wondering what is going on here. And
we would like to do the same in welfare. I assume that you would
think that to be & good notion. It did not cost any money, and it
will not change the world overnight. But, in 20 years’ time, you
might know a lot more than we dig.

Mr. SCHEPPACH. Yes. We are supportive of that, Mr. Chairman.

Ms. LEONARD. We definitely are.

Senator MOYNIHAN. I would hope you might be. If I could get a
letter from either of you, we will take the hberty of getting copies.

And if you could look at it and let us know your judgment, we
would appreciate it. Because we want to take this over to the
House side and say, here are people with the hands-on experience,
they could use it.

Ms. LEONARD. We can particularly support that. And, just check-
ing with the NSL staff, they are strongly supportive, too, and will
get a letter to you. I can say that it does work.

We are able to get the legislation we need simply because we
have these kinds of reports available and we can use them in our
testimony and in our annual review of where we are with FIP, as
well as where we are with JOBS.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Yes. .

Ms. LEONARD. We have all of those informational pieces there so

that we can use them.
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Senator MOYNIMHAN. Good for you. And I see that some of the
staff of the National Conference of State Legislatures have been
passing you bits and pieces of information.

Ms. LEONARD. Yes, they have.

Senator MOYNIHAN. If you would like to introduce them, we
would like to have their name in the record.

Ms. LEONARD. Sherry Steisel.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Good morning, Ms. Steisel.

Ms. LEONARD. And Michael Byrd.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Mr. Byrd. Good morning.

Ms. LEONARD. And Laurie Itken, an intern, who is behind.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Oh. An intern. Good.

Ms. LEONARD. From Michigan, is she not? Yes.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Well, we welcome you as well.

Ms. LEONARD. Thank you. I appreciate that. They have been a
great help to me.

Senator MOYNIHAN, Well, they are a great help to this commit-
tee. And, you, sir. If it is your judgment—you say it is—we would
like to have that in writinﬁ and just take it around, because we are
talking about legislation that would not exist in the absence of the
National Governors’ Association.

And so, we thank you both for your testimony. Thank both of
your staffs and orgamzations. For you, Madam Chair, to come all
the way from the State of Washington is—well, the sun is shining.

Ms. LEONARD. Yes.

Senator MOYNIHAN. I am going to stand in recess for one second
so I can just thank the Chair.

Ms. LEONARD. Thank you.

Mr. SCHEPPACH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Ms. LEONARD. Thank you.

[Whereupon, the hearing was recessed at 11:20 a.m.]

AFTER RECESS

Senator MOYNIHAN. We will resume our hearing. Now we have
the great pleasure to welcome two practitioners, one from the old
Northwestern Territory, the other from the State of New York.

It is a real pleasure to welcome Mary Jo Bane, the commissioner
of the New York State Department of Social Services in her first
appearance as a commissioner before this committee, and a very
welcome one. We want to hear about New York.

We read from your colleagues this morning at the Nelson Rocke-
feller Center that New York is a complete failure and has not done
anything about this legislation whatsoever.

o, we will hear why from you. It is not your failure; it was not
a nap on your watch. And I should revise that statement, a com-
plete failure is an exaggeration.

And Kevin Concannon, who is director of the Oregon Department
of Human Resources; we welcome you, sir. We will hear from both
of you in sequence as the program provides. Dr. Bane, Commis-
sioner Bane, all of those things. Welcome. We will put your state-
ment in the record, of course. You proceed exactly as you think

best.
[The prepared statement of Commissioner Bane appears in the

appendix. ]
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STATEMENT OF MARY JO BANE, COMMISSIONER OF SOCIAL
SERVICES, STATE OF NEW YORK, ALBANY, NY

Commissioner BANE. Thank you. Actually, I do not take office as
commissioner, Senator, until a week from today. I was confirmed
last week and will begin a week from today. I am pleased to be
here this morning as my first, I guess, pre-official rather than offi-
cial appearance before the committee.

Am;) I was eager to come today because of my commitment to the
principles embodied in the Family Support Act and because of my
determination when I do take office as commissioner to ensure that
both the JOBS program and the child support provisions of the
Family Support Act are high priorities for my department and for
the local departments that we work with.

I am sure you will understand, though, Senator, that since I
have not yet taken office, I am not really as familiar with the day-
to-day operations of New York’s programs as I will be a year from
now. So, I will probably have to pass on some of your questions.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Well, we will pencil you in for a year from

now. [Laughter.]
Commissioner BANE. The department has submitted written tes-

timony which will appear in the record that describes New York
State’s accomplishments in implementing JOBS to date.

The challenges that the State faces in the future and the changes
you are proposing in the Work for Welfare Act would be helpful to
the State. I will not read or summarize that testimony, but what
I would like to do is make three points of my own.

First of all, from my point of view, the Family Support Act em-
bodies sound policy principles that provide a foundation for genuine
welfare retorm. :

It sets firmly in place the concepts which you and I share, Sen-
ator, of mutual responsibilities of government and recipients; sets
firmly in place expectations that welfare recipiency is a transitional
period of preparation for self-sufficiency and not a way of life.

The Family Support Act provides for investment in the produc-
tive capacity of werfare recipients through education, training, and
employment opEortunities. It targets these investments on those
who are most likely to become long-term welfare recipients.

The Family Support Act strengthens the ability of welfare recipi-
ents and potential welfare recipients to be awarded and to receive
child support; a necessary supplement to work for single parents.

The Family Support Act is good law. It is far too early to ques-
tion its effectiveness and it is far too early to rush to replace it,
as some States have done. Instead, we must continue to work to-
gether to make its promise a reality for all welfare recipients in all

tates.

My second point, which you have also heard from others this
morning, is that the States have faced some difficulties in imple-
menting the Family Support Act that were unforseen—at least by
me—when the law was passed.

The major challenge, of course, has been posed by the recession,
which has had several effects. One, is an increase in welfare case-
loads, which you have heard about from other people. And a sec-
ond, related to that, is increased pressure on State budgets.
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These Kressures have led to contentious politics in many States
around the welfare issue. And it has led some States to take what
I believe to be shortsighted actions to cut welfare rather than in-
vesting in JOBS programs and in child support enforcement.

Pressure has also led some States to focus on the short-term
costs of implementing JOBS rather than on the long-term benefits.
State budget cycles are, as you know, a year long.

State budget makers understandably—but, I believe, unfortu-
nately—have been reluctant to invest the State funds to draw down
the Federal funds to invest in JOBS programs that will benefit ev-
eryone in the long run.

y third point is that the Work for Welfare Act, the provisions

of that act tF\at would lift the cap on Federal funds for JOBS pro-

ams and that would relax the requirements for State matching
unds, would be a great boon for the%tates.

New York, for example, would be able to do much more than it
is currently doing. It could enroll more participants; it could pro-
vide more of them with assessment and case management services
more quickly; it could ensure that educational and training oppor-
tunities are available; and it could provide the support services
that welfare recipients need in order to be able to worll)(.

We would be much better able to achieve the Family Support
A(t:p’s goal of self-sufficiency and economic security for our harJf(})lit
citizens.

Thank you for the opportunity to be here this morning. And I
will try to answer your questions.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Well, you certainly got through that quickly.
[Laughter.]

Commissioner BANE. I was told I had 5 minutes, Senator.

Senator MOYNIHAN. I have the impression that you have been be-
fore some legislative committees lately. Is that right? You have
learned brevity. All right.

We will hear from Mr. Concannon next. I am sorry, sir. I did not
make clear that you were speaking on behalf of the American Pub-
lic Welfare Association and the National Council of State Human
Service Administrators, as well. So you are triply welcome. And we
will put your statement in the record as if read, and you can pro-
ceed exactly as you like and for as long as you will.

STATEMENT OF KEVIN W. CONCANNON, DIRECTOR OF THE
OREGON DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN RESOURCES, SALEM, OR

Mr. CoNCANNON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am going too high-
light some parts of the testimony. I appreciate the fact that you
have submitted it fully for the record.

I very much appreciate having the opportunity to appear before
you today, Mr. C&airman, particularly as it relates to this subject.

As you have noted, I have the privilege to represent today the
American Public Welfare Association, as well as the State of Or-
egon.

And that incorporates the 50-State Human Service Departments;
800 local public welfare agencies, and nearly 5,000 individuals
across our country.

Perhaps the most important thing I could say today, Mr. Chair-
man, is, first and foremost, to thank you for your unwavering sup-
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port and emphasis as it relates to welfare reform and this act, as
well as the Family Support Act.

I think that is extremely important to myself and my colleagues
across the country during this time of very heavy contention as it
relates to our social welfare policies. So, we very much appreciate
your staying the course, so to speak, on these matters.

I cannot emphasize enough the importance of that as a legiti-
mate area of public policy pursuit. As has been noted in, perhaps,
Secretary Barnhart’s testimony, but I draw your attention to the
fact that the latest information I have is approximately 10 States
will fully utilize the Federal funds set aside in this Federal fiscal
year for the Family Support Act. And Oregon happens to be, and
I am fortunate to say, one of those ten.

Senator MOYNIHAN. But beyond, in Oregon’s case. Is that not
right}?] I mean, you are budgeting more than your Federal/State
match.

Mr. CoNCANNON. In Oregon we are, Mr. Chairman. I think we
are the only State that has done so. And we have done so not only
as a welfare policy or a social welfare policy, but really clearly in
Oregon we tried to locate these issues as work force issues as well,
and as child abuse prevention strategies.

I much appreciated your comments at the opening of this hearing
today as it relates to the circumstances of American children. And
we note in our State that more than two out of five families in the
Child Protective Services system are families in which the head of
household is or was a teen parent.

And when we look more closely at that phenomenon, we find that
four-fifths of those teen parents are persons who have not com-
pleted their high school education.

So, I think the focus and the priority accorded in the Family Sup-
port Act to teen parenthood, I tﬁjnk, 18 very strongly deserved. And
1t is one of the priorities that we have really pursued in our State.

And I have some letters I am going to finish up with that I just
looked at Friday that we received from a number of teen parents.
And they were sent to the State agency wanting to thank whoever
was vesponsible for making really this transformation in people’s
lives possible.

I think really clearly, I want to bring that to your attention, Mr.
Chairman. Because I think the Family Support Act has very much
made it possible.

I am very bullish on the potential for the act, as well as for what
we have seen from the act in its first 2 years of implementation
in our State.

And I am very encouraged by your effort in this new act, the
Welfare for Work Act of 1992, insofar as it would extend further
assistance to the States for the JOBS program.

This is really one of the most important areas that State agen-
cies face, these days, in particular. I think the latest information
from the APWA is we have some 29 successive months in our coun-
try of increasing numbers of public welfare participants.

And, unless there is a more concerted effort at a human develop-
ment or a human investment or job strategy, I fear that those
numbers will just continue to grow.
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Senator MOYNIHAN. No, sir. We have to get that very clearly on
the record. Twenty-7 months in which the number of persons émr-
ticlixating in job training and education programs has increased

r. CONCANNON. I am sorry, Mr. Chairman. Twenty-nine months
in which the number of AFDC recipients have increased. And what
I am sayini‘is that——

Senator MOYNIHAN. Oh. In the setting of our economic decline,
we have seen this rise.

Mr. CoNCANNON. Correct.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Yes. Yes. Yes.

Mr. CONCANNON. And one of the strategies that I see as hopeful
to mitigate those circumstances are those very factors in the Fam-
ily Support Act and in the JOBS program as a way of positioning
families out of this system of dependency.

Oregon has been very fortunate in securing funding for JOBS, as
you noted. In our State, we budgeted $69 million in State funds;
$17 million in excess of the Federal JOBS match during this bien-
nimum,

I might note, Mr. Chairman, we have, as well, not been un-
touched by the national recession. In the last 4 months in particu-
lar, we have seen a dramatic rise in unemployment. As the Chair
from ]Washington State noted, the timber issues affect us very
greatly.

But the general state of the national economy affects our State.
And we are seeing this in the number of Food Stamp recipients,
as well as increases in the number of AFDC recipients.

But we made this investment in our State because, again, we be-
lieve it is a very constructive way in which we can make an impact
on the nation’s public welfare system and in our State on heads of
families.

And we are seeing that. Forty-nine percent of families receiving
public assistance in Oregon, for example, are headed now by per-
sons who either are or were teen parents.

So, again, that priority population is vitally important to us. And
I had the privilege of being here several weeks ago at a House
hearing when several of the policy research centers in the capital
area reported as well.

And our statistics are not very different from national statistics
in that regard. So, in our State, I interpret the focus on these fami-
lies as really like a savings bank account that pays compound in-
terest.

To the extent that we can help these heads of households b
JOBS investment, we not only help them, but we help their chif}-'
dren and we help basically the economy by bringing people into the
work force who, without tﬁese interventions, I think, would be mar-
ginal, at best, if not unable, to compete in the work force.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Yes,

Mr. CONCANNON. We are concerned as States, I need to say, that
the realization of the original education and training goals in the
Family Support Act, anls for which there has been strong biparti-
san support, will be threatened.

And we are concerned about the children in these families if they
do not have opportunities made possible by their parents being bet-
ter able to participate in the economy.
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For that reason, we, the APWA, and our State Department of
Human Resources, support your efforts to provide increased Fed-
eral funding for the JOBS program.

As | sail:f, I think is not only a public welfare program, it is a
work force strategy, truly.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Yes. If I could just take the liberty with you,
as I have done with our previous witnesses, by just sort of inter-
jecting. We are beginning to see welfare dependency as a compo-
nent of the economic cycle. Are we not? We had not quite picked
that up. And I want to hear more from Commissioner Bane there
about why this is happening.

But, in an economic cycle, you are supposed to take counter-cycli-
cal measures. And the Federal Government has extended unem-
ployment insurance twice as a counter-cyclical measure.

Mr. CONCANNON, Yes.
Senator MOYNIHAN., Well, Work for Welfare is in the same fam-

ily—I see the Washington Chair nodding—of government, national
responses. Maybe this is a new idea that these are linked. But why
the linkage is there, I am not sure. We have not studied this. We
have avoided it. But I see you are agreeing. Would you agree, sir?

Mr. CONCANNON. Absolutely, Mr. Chairman. We see it dramati-
cally in the rise in the number of ADC-UN cases.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Yes.

Mr. CONCANNON. Or very directly, not only as my colleague from
Washington State, the Chair of the House Committee noted, we see
dramatic rises in unemployed parent programs, particularly in our
poorer communities in States like Oregon. And it is a direct cor-
relate of the state of the economy.

Which leads me to a point that, on behalf of APWA, I really want
. to make. I have heard and read the Chair’s remarks about the so-
cial contract aspects here.

There is another part of the social contract that we believe
should be mentioned. And that has to do with government’s respon-
sibility to promote a strong economy with jobs for those we train
for employment.

State Government, with support and guidance from Federal and
local partners, has the lead role in providing services and training,
as envisioned in the Family Support Act.

The JOBS program represents a mandatory welfare to work pro-
gram, with self-sufficiency as its goal.

But, when we require a welfare mother to train for employment
as a matter of national policy—and it is sound national policy to
do so—we think there is a corresponding obligation. And it is in-
cumbent upon national policy makers to accept the task of promot-
ing job creation.

I mention this because, again, in ongoing discussions about wel-
fare reform and jobs, we should not lose sight of that direct rela-
tionship and that part of the social contract.

Finally, I might note, as you mentioned earlier, Mr. Chairman,
and has been mentioned by the representative from the Governors,
the definition in the 20-hour rule could, and should be modified, as
it relates to participants in the JOBS education component.
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I have heard that from my colleaﬁ}‘les from other States, in par-
ticular, as an area of concern. And I hope that that will be attended

to.
Senator MOYNIHAN, I think we just heard it from you, too, did

we not? Yes.

Mr. CoNCANNON. We also encouraged Secretary Sullivan, the
HHS Secretary, Secretary Barnhart, to provide greater latitude to
the States when considering the various waiver requests from the
11 percent participation rate and that possible matching of funds.

inally, I might say, Mr. Chairman, that I am later today going
to be meeting with staff from our Senator Packwood, a member of
this Finance Committee, as well.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Ranking Member of this committee.

Mr. CoNCANNON. Well, we very much appreciate his efforts on
our behalf as it relates to Medicaid waivers. I know that is not the
direct focus of this discussion here today.

Senator MOYNIHAN, But it is what we do here in this room.

Mr. CONCANNON. But I am increasingly struck as I look at wel-
fare issues in our State by the absence of access to affordable
health care as one of the factors that drives people into welfare de-
pendency.

And we are hopeful, of course, that Oregon’s efforts to consider
a waiver of the so-called Oregon Health Care Plan, will receive fa-
vorable response in this city. I realize it is not going to be resolved
on the legislative side. But we are hopeful—-

Senator MOYNIHAN, Well, if Bob Packwood is for it, you can be

a little extra helpful.
Mr. CONCANNON. Thank you very much, Mr, Chairman. We feel

very encouraged by his support.
inally, I would like to finish with a letter, really. Last Friday,
In preparing to come here, I met with our staff who are directly in-
volved working with these moms.
And it happened to be, they said, we have a sheaf of letters we
received today from participants in the program. They are very

heart-warming.

We have had a number of hearings with our legislature to hear
from people who, in many cases, are 18 or 19 years of age chrono-
logicas)ly, but, in terms of things they have had to overcome and
deal with in their lives, they could be twice or three times that age.

This was a letter from a mother in eastern Oregon, in the cty
of Ontario. And I will just highlight parts of it. “These last few
weeks, my life has changed dramatically in lots of ways. One way
is that I feel much better about myself. I have more self-esteem.
And I feel that I am not alone.”

We hear this increasingly from participants in the JOBS pro-
gram of the hopefulness that is generated by these training pro-

grams.
“I have learned a lot about child abuse, about sexual abuse,

about things I would never have learned of had I not taken this
Life Skill Program. After I finish this class, I am planning to finish

my GED classes.” :
She goes on to talk about other factors. But she ends by saying,

“I want to thank whoever started these classes, whoever made 1t
possible. They have really helped me out a great deal.”

56-981 - 92 - 2
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I have a sheaf of letters very similarly, Mr. Chairman. I think
there is no more appropriate recipient of those sentiments, I think,
than yourself.

Because they have made it possible for we, out in the States, to
implement these programs. And I thirk, if anything, we need to do
more rather than less on this front. Thank you.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Thank you very much, sir. Can we have
some of those letters for the record?

Mr. CONCANNON. You certainly may.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Sure. I would very much like that.

[The letters appear in the appendix attached to Mr. Concannon’s
prepared statement.]

Senator MOYNIHAN. Let me just keep you here a little longer, if
I can, to ask: first of all, it is not a detail. The 20-hour rule,

I think you are speaking on behalf of the APWA, and you are a
constituent part thereof. We have to get that modified, do we not?
Now, you tell me. I am not telling you. You are finding that the
kind of program that that young person was describing, that is ba-
sically an education program.

Mr. CONCANNON. Correct.

Senator MOYNIHAN. And that 20 hours is too heavy a course load,
or whatever, to do with that person what you want done. You need
it modified. What would you like done? We have to legislate, do we
not? I guess we could get that by regulation. I feel better. Because
we are not doing very well legislating.

Mr. CONCANNON. It is a regulation. And I think the approach to
it is one that has been embodied in many pieces of Federal legisla-
tion and regulation.

And that is the concept of individualization. We individualize
plans for patients in the Medicaid program, or we individualize
plans for rehabilitation recipients.

To the extent that the JOBS program could be individualized to
reflect the circumstances of a teen mother with a sick child, for ex-
ample, or a teen mother who is in a particular kind of educational
program, I think that individualization would be consistent with
the intent of the act, but also would allow for the specific cir-
cumstances of people better than just a flat, hourly target.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Concannon appears in the ap-
pendix.]

Senator MOYNIHAN. All right. What is our mechanism here? Do
we need a formal application, or can the waiver just arise from the
Executive Branch itself? Does anybody know?

[No response.] :

Senator MOYNIHAN. We have had this testimony from persons
with their hands on the program, such as yourself, sir, for a year
now. The people who are most committed to the program have
asked for this change.

So, it is not a question of people do not want to do something or
are trying to avoid something. We will take it up with the depart-
ment. It is the committee’s work, obviously.

If the American Public Welfare Association wants it, this com-

mittee wants it.
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I want to ask you how you feel individually. I guess the time you
started talking there, Doctor Bane, you have been traumatized by
too many hearinﬁ lately. We want to get you a little therapy here.

What do you think of this proposal that would require the State
to provide job training programs for General Assistance recipients
on pain of losing benefits for the children under the AFDC pro-
gram? Is the State of New York for that, or against that?

Commissioner BANE. I am opposed to that, Senator.

S?enator MoOYNIHAN. Do you feel you cannot speak for the State
yet
Commissioner BANE. I feel quite confident that I could speak for
the department in saying that we are opposed to that.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Fine. I do not want to press. But, sir, has the
APWA taken any view?

Mr. CoNCANNON. We would be adamantly opposed to it, as well,
Mr. Chairman. Because it deprives the States of their decision-
making and it is very troublesome for us.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Yes. Do you have a General Assistance Pro-

gram in Oregon? )
Mr. CONCANNON. Yes, we do, Mr. Chairman. We have a General
Assistance Program.

Senator MOYNIHAN. How old is it?
Mr. CoNCANNON. It is a diminishing General Assistance Pro-

gram.
Senator MOYNIHAN. Yes.
Mr. CONCANNON. It has been around for a number of years. In

the early 1980's, the State took over what had historically been a
county

Senator MOYNIHAN. County.
Mr. CONCANNON [continuing]. Locally administered General As-

sistance Program. Exactly. Back to Elizabethan times in some re-
spects.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Yes. I mean, our General Assistance Pro-
gram, it was called in New York from my youth, Home Relief. And
when would it be, it would be an 1890 program?

Commissioner BANE. Oh. It is a very old program in New York,
Senator.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Yes. Why do we not find out how old?

Commissioner BANE. I think we should.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Yes. I mean, the Social Security Act—we are
a little bit proprietary about that because it comes out of New York
State and out of Frances Perkins who was Secretary of Labor. And
Senator Wagner introduced it here.

Many of the provisions of the Social Security Act were meant to
sort of federalize what were State programs in trouble during the
Depression, but were meant to phase out over time.

The ADC—Aid to Dependent Children—was just meant to be a
temporary program until Survivor's Insurance, under Social Secu-
rity, took over. Mrs. Perkins would describe the typical recipient as
a coal miner’s widow.

And it became, instead, a program for teenaged girls who were
not widows and had never been wives, as it were. Not exclusively.
So, that is what our legislation in 1988 was designed to respond

to.
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But General Assistance is just there for whatever individuals do
not meet any category. Is that not about it?

Mr. CONCANNON. Right.

Senator MOYNIHAN. I mean, you have got some monies you can
- deal with that situation with.

Mr. CONCANNON. I think the classic welfare scholars used to
refer to General Assistance as kind of residual assistance; those cir-
cumstances that institutional systems do not help.

Senator MOYNIHAN. They just do not meet any rule.

Mr. CONCANNON, And, in our case, I know in Oregon law, there
are sections of the law that come out of Blackstone, you know, that
are hundreds of years back. And it long preceded our current con-
struction of State and Federal laws.

Senator MOYNIHAN. For our recorder, we might make note that
Blackstone’s commentaries on the laws of England were published
around 1760.

And there was a great dispute. If it had not been for the vigorous
actions of the Democratic Party in the 1850’s, you might be speak-
ing English out there in Oregon.

[Laughter.] )
But how many recipients of General Assistance or Home Relief—

what do we call the program in New York State?
R (l,‘,.mfpmissioner BANE. We call the program in New York Home
elief,

Senator MOYNIHAN. I mean, is that what the statute says?

Commissioner BANE. That is what the statute says.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Yes.

Commissioner BANE. Yes.

Senator MOYNIHAN. How many recipients have we got?

Commissioner BANE. Oh, dear. That is a figure I should know.
I would guess a quarter of a million.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Quarter of a million. And is it very cyclical?

Commissioner BANE. It is extremely cyclical. The rolls ﬁave gone
up a lot in the last 12-16 months, as I understand it. And that is
obviously a response to the recession.

And, indeed, the data that the department has suggests that
most of the new entrants onto the Home Relief rolls recently have
been victims of the recession. -

Senator MOYNIHAN. Our family was on Home Relief for awhile in
the 1930’s. If we were to have this report—it is S. 1256, the Wel-
fare Dependency Act, that provides for an annual report—it would
include information on General Assistance/Home Relief.

Commissioner BANE. Correct.

Senator MOYNIHAN. And you would maybe find a cyclical pattern,
or you would not. I am impressed that we would. And Dr. Offner,
1t is a 40-percent AFDCU increase. Right?

Dr. OFFNER. In the last year.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Yes. We have seen a rise in the AFDCU, un-
employed, two-parent families, an increase of 30 percent in the 12
months. Well, that is telling you something about the job market
as against the mores of high school students and such like.

Commissioner BANE. Yes.

Senator MOYNIHAN. That should be part of what is going on in
the economic cycle.
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Commissioner BANE. That is correct.

Senator MOYNIHAN. It is not now. We do not have the data. We
do not have the numbers.

There is a great tale. In 1921 or 1922, President Harding con-
vened a conference here on unemployment. They just first got the
word, unemployment. They did not know what this was. There is
no unemployment down on the farm. You might be dirt poor, but
you got up in the morning and had something to do.

And they had a big conference here in Washington. And when it
was over, President Harding announced: well, as best I can tell, the
results of the conference is that we concluded that when a lot of
people are out of work, unemployment results.

ell, that was a beginning. And in 40 years time we can tell you
just exactly how many. And you have to start somewhere.

If t}1e WA could give us a lift on this legislation it would mat-
ter a lot.

Mr. CoNCANNON. We support your efforts in that regard as well,
Senator. And we support that legislation.

~_Senator MOYNIHAN. And if I could just get a sheaf of letters from
the State Legislatures and the Governors and we will just take
them over to the House of the Representatives.

I have to ask you also about the measure the Senate adopted. It
was shameless of the U.S. Senate to adopt a measure on residence
for American citizens, so you could not move from one State to an-
other, in the face of a clear decision by the Supreme Court that,

es, you can. An American citizen can move anywhere they want
in the United States. I have to assume you oppose that measure.

Mr. CONCANNON. We oppose that, Mr. Chairman. And I am re-
minded of a study we did in our State of welfare recipients that
had come on to AFDC who had moved to the State in the previous
6 months.

And we found, ugon analysis, there were people who moved to
the State seeking jobs, seeking opportunity.

A large number of those persons had moved to Oregon from Cali-
fornia, and the second-largest cohort came from Washington
State—both States of which have more generous welfare programs
than is true of Oregon. They had moved to seek opportunity, not
to seek welfare benefits.

lSenator MoyYNIHAN. They are not all angels; no one is saying
that.

Mr. CONCANNON. Yes. Sure.
Senator MOYNIHAN. But neither are the stereotypes correct. All

right. If you had any data on that for Oregon, we would like to
have it. I mean, the U.S. Senate, faced with this proposition, did
not dare to have a roll call vote because we woulg have put our
names on a clearly unconstitutional measure, as well as a mean-
spirited and probably contra-fact 1al one.

We have heard from Representative Leonard this morning from
the State of Washington where people move into counties where
training is available and the benefit levels would be exactly the
same.

Now, New York, of course, is different. New York is the only
State where—oh, there must be some other—the State match for
AFDC is half State, half county. The county where we now live and
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have done happily for 30 years is a county of 40,000 people, for ex-

ample.

Have you had any encounters, are the counties aware of this leg-
islation?

Cominissioner BANE. As part of my confirmation process,
Senator——

Senator MOYNIHAN. You went around a lot of those counties. Did
you ever get to Dellhigh? Come on, now.

Commissioner BANE. Pardon me?

Senator MOYNIHAN. Did you get to Dellhigh?

Commissioner BANE. No.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Nobody ever gets to Dellhigh.

Commissioner BANE. The hearings were in New York City, Buf-
falo, Syracuse, and Long Island. It seemed clear that in the west-
ern part of the State there were at least some people who were ex-
greme]y concerned about welfare recipients moving in from other

tates.

Indeed, in some counties, they were concerned about welfare re-
cipients moving in from other counties. They were mostly con-
cerned about the Home Relief program though, Senator, rather
than the AFDC program.

Senator MOYNIHAN. The Home Relief, Well, can we get some data
from you on that?

Commissioner BANE. Yes.

Senator MOYNIHAN. What do you know about people moving in?
Do you know much about that?

Commissioner BANE. We know that there are some people who
move in, that it is a small percentage of the case load at any given
point. We also know, though, that we do not collect data on people
who move out.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Well, K:s.
Commissioner BANE. We know a little bit about the feeders, the

States from which people move. One of the surprises that I heard
from one of the people who were testifying from the western part
of the State is that the second-largest feeder State to their county
was California.

And I kind of sat there imaging these folks leaving California to
escape the high welfare benefits and moving to New York.

My hypothesis is, of course, that there are many people who are,
in fact, New Yorkers, who went off to other places to make their
fortunes and were not able to do so and are now moving back. I
would be real surprised if that were not the case with a lot of them.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Well, it is not beyond our analytic powers to
count, ask, and record.

Commissioner BANE. Yes. We can do that.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Which counties were you talking about? Is

that Erie County?
Commissioner BANE. Erie and Niagara are the ones who are

most concerned about it.
Senator MOYNIHAN. Erie and Niagara. Erie and Niagara County,

which, for those who do not know, are on Lake Erie and the Niag-

ara River goes over it; Niagara falls.
Commissioner BANE. Niagara River.
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Senator MOYNIHAN. They found that people were coming in from
California, which has a very distinctly higher monthly benefit.

Commissioner BANE. That is correct.

Senator MOYNIHAN. And, you, sir, found in the State of Oregon
people are coming from California and Washington, south and
north, looking for job opportunities in a State which had a lower
welfare benefit.

Mr. CoNCANNON. Correct.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Which does not say that people do not maxi-
mize options and move for hire. It is just more complicated, I think.

We are going to hear testimony now from Drs. Hagen and Lurie
about the Family Support Act. And if I could just ask Dr. Bane.
I believe they are going to tell us that it took the State 2 years to
agree to put the legislation in place, even though there was no op-
tion. Either you did that, or you got out of the Social Security sys-

tem.
Do ?you have any view on why it could have taken New York 2

years
Commissioner BANE. It took 2 years for the State legislation to

pass, as I understand it.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Yes. Yes.
Commissioner BANE. I was not in the Welfare Department at

that time, and so do not know the details. I mean, my guess is that
the State was divided over the desirability of mandatory versus vol-
untary approaches to work programs.

And that much of the degate around the legislation was around
exactly how voluntary, exactly how mandatory the program that
New York would put in place would be.

And, as you know, Senator, there are political divisions in the
State over those issues. So, I think that was a good bit of what was
going on.

Senator MOYNIHAN. I know so. In the State of New York, has
anyone ever been denied welfare benefits because they declined to
take part in a JOBS program?

Commissioner BANE. Yes, Senator. I do not have exact, recent
data. But it happens quite often, as a matter of fact.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Good. Well, would you get us the data and
we can record the facts.

Commissioner BANE. I certainly will,

The following information was subsequently received for the
record:]

There were 5,693 sanctured in the JOBS program.

Senator MOYNIHAN. I would like to hear if it happened in Oregon
and Washington. One of our problems is the cyclical let’s get tough
issue.

And then, with no records, we have no way to—the people who
have really opposed gatherini information in the system have
thought they were protecting the good name of their clients. That
is the way it used to be said 1n the social welfare profession.

In fact, what has happened is that it has become possible to cas-
tigate misrepresent welfare recipients in the most poisonous ways
because there is no information. Thank you very much, welfare ad-
vocates. We are here 30 years later.
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And, since nobody else knows about the subject, let us turn to
Mr. David Duke, who has strong views on the matter, and will give
us statistics at some length.

And no one will have any reply that is neutral and official, and
the way we try to do in the areas of unemployment. I think you
have to sort of be a history student to know how controversial un-
employment was. And, you know, anybody out of work, well, they
just do not want to work.

I know that is a standard proposition into our time. And we
began to count and some of the heat got out of the issue and some
of the reality seeped in. Weekly on the Senate floor someone will
say, welfare recipients must be made to work.

The President says, change welfare and make the able-bodied
work. Well, we did change welfare. But, if no one has any data on
this, you cannot prove it.

There is that old New York remark, it is not ignorance that hurts
so much as knowing all those things that ain’t so. We will try to
Eet through this political and economic season. It is not going to

e easy. The mood is not friendly.

The U.S. Senate, by a two to one recorded vote, decided to punish
children for something the State has not done with regard to adults
they have never seen.

That is where we are, after 30 years of systematic avoidance, of
which there are some true exceptions, of which the American Pub-
lic Welfare Association is notable singularly. We could not have
had what legislation we have done without you, nor you, ma’am,
nor the Governors, and some of the scholars, which includes Dr.
Mm]'y Jo Bane, who ceased to be a scholar as of 7 days ago. [Laugh-
ter.
Thank you very much. We appreciate your coming all the way
over and you comingrgown.

Mr. CoNCANNON. Thank you.
Senator MOYNIHAN. And now we will have a final and concluding

panel of scholars. They are the authors of a report on the imple-

mentation of our legislation and it is well-reported on the front

Egge of the New York Times this morning. Typically there is no-
{l here to report on this hearing, but there you are.

The report is by Jan Hagen and Irene Lurie. We welcome you.
Both are doctors of the Nelson A. Rockefeller Institute of Govern-
ment. And it is a summary report.

And we are very happy, once again, to see Dr. Richard P. Na-
than, who is Director of the Nelson A. Rockefeller Institute. And,
somehow, although he did none of the work, he gets to talk first.

Is it because he is director, or it is because, knowing nothing
about the report, he is least likely to—I do not know why, but there
it is. So, we will hear you in the order the witness list provides.

Good afternoon, Dr. Nathan,
STATEMENT OF RICHARD P. NATHAN, Ph.D., DIRECTOR OF

THE INSTITUTE OF GOVERNMENT, AND PROVOST, NELSON
A. ROCKEFELLER COLLEGE OF PUBLIC AFFAIRS AND POL-

ICY, ALBANY, NY

Dr. NATHAN. Thank you, Senator. We will not change the order
now. This 1s the first report of a study that is being done at the
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Rockefeller Institute. And there will be two rounds of further re-
search in 30 sites in the 10 States.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Yes.
Dr. NATHAN. So, a lot of the questions that you want answers to

are going to be answered in this research. What happens to a pol-
icy after it is made? That is not one of the strong suits of our politi-
cal system.

Senator MOYNIHAN. No, it is not.

Dr. NATHAN. The purpose of this research—and I have done
other studies like this and I am proud and pleased by the work
done by Professors Hagen and Lurie—is not to say whether a par-
ticular law is good or bad, but to say here is what is happening.

Depending on your expectations, depending upon your ideas
about what should happen in this field, you have to reach your own
conclusions, reading what we hope is a careful and understandable
statement about what is occurring.

Now, speaking for myself and %acking away a little bit from the
research, I agree with what Commissioner-to-{:e Mary Jo Bane just
said, that this is a good law; a very important law. As Irene Lurie
says, it has tremendous potential.

And Mary Jo Bane said we must work together to have it fulfill
that potential. We hope that this report and the further reports
that come out of this research will assist you and others to keep
working on this implementation hard process, which so much needs
your attention and your energy.

You said that it takes time for a new program like this to take
hold and that we need this decade to the year 2000 to really know
how much we can change the system and the bureaucracy and the
way welfare programs work, signals are given, and this new bar-
gain of social policy is struck.

I would summarize it that there are three “M” barriers to imple-
mentation of the JOBS program: Money, in this period; the Mood,
as you have stated a couple of times, Senator; and the mandates
that States face.

You could have a fourth “M” of Medicaid included. So, money,
mood, and mandates have made this process one which is moving.
There is a lot in our report which shows compliance and change,
but I think—and others have said this today—that there is more
work to be done, there is a long ways to go. This is so in my opin-
ion precisely because this is a very good law, and can make a very
bi%‘difference.

he essential challenge is to change the hearts, the minds, and
the behavior of welfare bureaucracies, and that is a tall order. A
delicate bargain was made in Washington. Will the troops march?
Will they salute? :

After Albany, after Sacramento, after Trenton, what happens in
Hartford, in Bushwick, in Queens, Camden, and Detroit? That has
been a strong and continuing interest of mine: implementation of
soctal policy.

Let me say in that connection, Senator, that it is my opinion that
the legislation that you have authored, S. 2303, is needed and will
make a difference. You should push it. We would love to help you
refine it. I think a 90-percent matching rate, and a 3-year moving
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average for maintenance of effort, may be a better way to push that
legislation.

I say, God bless you. My personal view is I hope very much that
you will continue to work and move in this needed direction.

Senator MOYNIHAN. A 90-percent matching rate. Sure. And a 3-
year moving average. Sure. Yes. Yes. That 1s clearly an improve-
ment on the proposal we have. I see Dr. Lurie agreeing. Yes.

Dr. NATHAN. 1 would like to end my comments by just a quick
personal comment. I am writing a book on implementation because
I think people do not care enough about implementation in our gov-
ernmental system.

And I am tempted to give it this title: “In the Shadow Land.” The
phrase “Shadow Land” comes from the poem by T.S. Elliott, The
Hollow Men, in which he said——

Senator MOYNIHAN. And the reality falls the shadow.

Dr. NATHAN. Right. Between the idea and the reality, between
the motion and the act, falls the shadow. That is a part of govern-
ment that needs your help, needs your further wori. I think this
report will help.

I think the follow-on reports by my colleagues, who I feel have
done a terrific job, will get people like yourself and other political
leaders and interest group experts to care about what happens to
this law precisely because it has such a great potential. It can be
the true and right answer for social welfare policy, to change be-
havior and services and signals in the welfare system.

I am proud to be here with my colleagues. I think Irene Lurie
is going to go next, and then Jan Hagen.

Senator MOYNIHAN. No. Jan Hagen goes next, unless she wishes
Professor Lurie to go next.

Professor HAGEN. 1 wish for Irene Lurie to go first, please.

Senator MOYNIHAN. It is so ordered. Dr. Lurie. i

STATEMENT OF IRENE LURIE, Ph.D., ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR,
NELSON A. ROCKEFELLER COLLEGE OF PUBLIC AFFAIRS

AND POLICY, ALBANY, NY

Professor LURIE. I am Irene Lurie, and I am here with my col-
league Jan Hagen. We both appreciate the opportunity to appear
before the committee today. We are the principal investigators for
a 10-State, 3-year study of the implementation of the JOBS pro-
gram that is being conducted at the Rockefeller Institute of Gov-
ernment in Albany.

The study began in October 1990 when all States had imple-
mented JOBS. The States included in our study are: New York,
Pennsylvania, Maryland, Michigan, Minnesota, Oregon, Tennessee,
Mississippi, Oklahoma, and Texas.

We have just completed our first report, which focuses on the ini-
tial choices made by these 10 States. We would like to submit a
copy of the summary of our report for the record.

enator MOYNIHAN. Oh. Yes. Which we have, and we will be fol-
lowing your testimony. It will be placed, if I may ask our recorder,
in the record. Yes.

[The summary appears in the appendix.]
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Professor LURIE. We are now in the process of examining how
JOBS is being implemented by three welfare offices in each of the
States. That will be the subject of our next report.

Senator MOYNIHAN. That is phase two. Yes.

Professor LURIE. Here are some of our principal findings.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Now, we are into phase two here?

Professor LURIE. No, we are in phase one.

Senator MOYNIHAN. All right. These are your findings here.

Professor LURIE. Our States fall into two broad groups. Seven of
our States—New York, Pennsylvania, Maryland, Michigan, Min-
nesota, Oregon, and Oklahoma—had implemented welfare to work
pro%'rams under the WIN demonstration and Title IV-A authority.

They had already introduced many of the changes required b
the Family Support Act, and, therefore, needed to make only rel-
atively small adjustments in the design of their programs to comply
with the new law.

With the increase in Federal funds they were able to increase the
scope of their program. They increasedy their spending, they ex-
panded their programs to all parts of the State, and they extended
services to more people.

They also increased their emphasis on education, which we think
is one of the most significant changes resulting from the Family
Support Act.

’1EJ 1e second group of States, which includes Tennessee, Mis-
sissippi, and Texas, needed to build JOBS from the ground up. But
their legislatures made small appropriations for JOBS and the
States have been able to purchase only very limited amounts of
services for their JOBS participants.

While our States as a group drew down 43 percent of their enti-
tlement of Federal funds in fiscal year 1991, Mississippi and Ten-
nessee drew down less than 10 percent.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Oh, really?
Professor LURIE. In the first year of operating JOBS, Tennessee

relied on the Job Training Partnership Act for most of its employ-
ment and training services. )

With limited appropriations, the welfare agencies in these States
have made limited progress in developing their capacity to deliver
JOBS service. And the recession is now fimiting the efforts of our
other States as well.

Secondly, all 10 States have created inter-agency partnerships to
imslemen\t JOBS. Welfare agencies are working with other public
and private organizations to obtain the capacity to deliver the
array of services called for in the Family Support Act.

We were surprised and pleased at the extent of inter-agency co-
operation. And we believe that the coordination called for in the act
has, in fact, occurred.

Coordination with education agencies and the JTPA has also en-
abled many States to shift to a more human capital investment ap-
proach to getting people off of welfare and to place less emphasis
on low-cost services like JOB Search and Work Experience.

Finally, JOBS implementation was a low-profile event in all of
the States. The State leaders did not take advantage of JOBS im-

lementation to signal a change in the mission of welfare agencies
'om an emphasis on giving financial assistance—
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Senator MOYNIHAN. Where are you on your testimony, Dr. Lurie?
I want to get that.

Professor LURIE. I am summarizing my testimony.

Senator MOYNIHAN. All right. But say it again. The JOBS imple-
mentation was a low-profile event.

Professor LURIE. Low-profile event.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Which is a way to say we did not, in Dr. Na-
than's phrase, reach the hearts and minds of the welfare bureauc-
racy.

Professor LURIE. That is right.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Low-profile event. That sounds like a some-
what sanitized version of other ways one could say it. But go
ahead. And expand. You have been there and you are coming back
and telling us.

Professor LURIE. In part, this was because many States already
had welfare-to-work programs in place that enabled them to meet
the 7 percent participation requirement without great expansion,
although they did increase coverage, increase services, and, we
think, move to a more human capital investment approach.

Nor did they argue in favor of a the idea of a mutual obligation
of both recipients and governments. So, while——

Senator IIV)IOYNIHAN. Nor did they argue in favor of the idea of
mutual obligation.

Professor LURIE. That is correct.

Senator MOYNIHAN, What you are saying is that they rejected
the principal proposition of the legislation.

Professor LURIE. Well, we say in our report that they met the let-
ter of the law, but not the spirit of the law.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Where do you say that?

Professor LURIE. Professor Nathan will find that.

Dr. NATHAN. Page 22.

Professor HAGEN. In the testimony it is on page 10.

Senator MOYNIHAN. In Dr. Lurie’s testimony. Or is this your joint
testimony?

Professor HAGEN. That is our joint testimony. On page ten.

Senator MOYNIHAN. So, on page 10. Let us just see. I had only
gotten to page 8. Meeting the spirit of the law. “We conclude from
our review of the initial phases of JOBS implementation that
States have come closer to meeting the letter of the law than the
spirit of the law. For the most part, the hope that the States would
use JOBS implementation as an opportumty to signal a change in
the mission of[‘) welfare systems or to redefine the social contract has
not been realized.” Yes. But, I mean, that is a very large and pow-
erful proposition.

Dr. NATHAN. That is right.

Senator MOYNIHAN. We will go on. I just wanted to get clear that
is what you were saying. Good.

Professor LURIE. There have, in fact, been very significant
changes, and we want to emphasize this. But there have been few
efforts to create strong public support for the program.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Help us, because we are hearing that, but it
helps me to read it. There have been few efforts to produce

strong~——
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Professor LURIE. That may be a statement that is not in this tes-
timony.

Professor HAGEN. It is on page 2. We do talk about the introduc-
tion ]at the State level on page 2 of the testimony, the last para-
graph.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Yes. Here is your low-profile introduction.
Got you. Yes. Yes.

Professor HAGEN. I would like to highlight our findings.

Senator MOYNIHAN. All right. We thank you, Dr. Lurie.

[The prepared joint statement of Dr. Lurie and Professor Hagen
appears in the appendix.]

enator MOYNIHAN. Dr. Hagen.

STATEMENT OF JAN L. HAGEN, Ph.D., ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR,
NELSON A. ROCKEFELLER COLLEGE OF PUBLIC AFFAIRS

AND POLICY, ALBANY, NY

Professor HAGEN. I would like to highlight the findings related
to child care and to participation. And, in terms of our testimony
that we submitted, I will be starting at the bottom of page 6.

In terms of the child care, at the time of our study, the State ad-
ministrators were not concerned about the availability of child care
services or the availability of child care funding in order to meet
the 7 percent participation rate. They were able to cope with that.

We did find, however, two of our States concerned about having
sufficient child care funds in the future. And one of our States did,
in fact, have to restrict access to its JOBS program as a result of
high child care costs.

And we would expect that, as the mandated rates of participation
for JOBS increase, States will probably confront this problem of in-
adequate funding for child care. And given the fiscal stress of the
States at this point, finding State funds to cover that cost is not
likely to occur.

In terms of participation when we conducted the study, all study
States planned to meet the 7 percent participation rate and to
spend 55 percent of their funds on the target group members.

For seven of our States with well-developegr welfare employment
programs, meeting that 7 percent participation rate was not a
major challenge. Their programs were already serving relatively
large number of recipients and they could easily meet the 7 percent
threshold.

As you have already heard today, the 20-hour rule has been a
challenge for the States. And it is, in some ways, handicapping
their ability to individualize services. And I will not talk further
about that, but I would encourage you to see what could be done
about the 20-hour rule.

Senator MOYNIHAN. I understand. Yes.

Professor HAGEN. The rising participation rates in the current
law, I believe, are also a challenge to the States at this point.

Their ability to meet those mandated rates of participation is de-
pendent on many factors, including their prior experience with wel-
fare employment programs, the availability of training and edu-
cational resources 1n the State, and the commitment of State funds

to purchase those services.
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Even at the 11 percent participation rate, two of our States were
concerned about their ability to meet that rate without making
major program adjustments, such as increasing the use of low-cost
com‘fonents.

The most pressing issue facing the States at this point is wheth-
er they will increase their financial contribution to the program as
the participation rate rises, or whether the funding will remain
constant or decline.

The current recession has dampened State tax revenues at the
same time that the welfare case loads are increasing. And that
clearly limits the States’ ability to draw down their entitlement of
Federal funds for JOBS.

Increasing the Federal financial share for JOBS services and re-
moving the cap on Federal expenditures for JOBS would help re-
move barriers to greater State efforts in implementing JOBS.

We do have some concerns about how JOBS is unfolding based
on the initial responses of the States.

But we also find that JOBS has fostered the commitment of
State welfare agencies to provide enhanced educational and train-
ing opportunities to welfare recipients.

e also found that welfare administrators in all the States have
made a good faith effort to implement JOBS. Their ability to re-
spond to the challenge of JOBS, however, is seriously compromised
by State fiscal constraints.

Therefore, we support efforts by Congress to increase the Federal
funding available to States for JOBS services, as well as for all ad-
ministrative and supportive services, including child care.

With increased Federal funding, the States will be able to expand
the program to serve more participants and to maintain their em-
phasis on the higher cost services that enhance the capacity of wel-
fare recipients to be employed over the long term. Thank you.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Thank you. Well, let me say to you, I very
much appreciate what you have done here. But I do not believe a
word you have written. I do not think you do. What are you leaving
out? Come on. You left out the most important thing.

Dr. NATHAN. I think we believe the words we have written, Sen-
ator. I need a clue.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Race.

Dr. NATHAN. Well, I was not going to jump right in, but that is
a surprising and profound question. You were quoted in a story in
the New York Times yesterday about what they called no parent
or zero parent families.

I speak now for myself. I have talked at these hearings before
about something we have failed to understand in cities. There are
a lot of strong minority neighborhoods. Everything is not Spike
Lee’s Bedford Stuyvesant under-class of stereot i)es that we read
about all too often. Some of these deepening proﬁ ems of the worst
sections, it seems to me, can be gotten at by what you are propos-
ing in S. 2303. This gives me a chance to mention something else,
something I would like to bring out. I know you have been talkin
to Res)resentative Nancy Johnson about capping, capturing, an
possibly blockinﬁ]'l‘it]e IV-E and IV-B funds. If I were to develop
a strategy for children that took into account the increasing sern-
ousness of the problem of concentrated dependence among racial
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minorities I would like to see incremental changes like this, These
are not high visibility changes. S. 2303 is one exam{rle, and if you
capped and captured the Title IV-B and IV-E funds for the next
b years, using the CBO numbers that we had at the beginning of
this year, that would produce $19.1 billion. I have been talking to
Bob Fulton and Barbara Blum and other experts about this to de-
cide whether maybe that is the right thing to do. :

The projection now shows this $19.1 billion over the next 6 years.
I have talked to Paul Offner about this too. These projections are
based on previous exponential increases in foster care that we saw
over the last 4 or 5 years, which now seem to be flattening out. So,
some of that money may never be spent. Still it is protected by the
fire wall. It is entitlement money.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Yes.

Dr. NATHAN. We are talking about children.

Also, 1 believe case managers in a real JOBS system is the right
welfare reform strategy and the right strategy for the tough prob-
lems of the inner city which are essentially and predominantly
problems of concentrated dependency, poverty, danger, and dewi-
ance in black and Hispanic high-concentration, under-class neigh-
borhoods.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Well, I mention this because Senator Brad-
ley spoke about it on the Senate floor last week.

Dr. NATHAN. I saw that.

Senator MOYNIHAN. The reality of race and crime was something
that we had to talk about as a society. And he said that, among
white persons with views on these matters, they will speak of vic-
‘timization, which is a very different perspective; that blaming the
victim formula, which has brought death to analysis for 30 years
in this field.

The idea, as I interpret it, is that the perceptions of the need to
be rigorous, and, if needs be, punitive, arise from the community
closest to this experience which the community most distant from
it cannot bring itself to say, as you agree, sir.

Dr. NATHAN. That is right.
Senator MOYNIHAN. We have had one person come before this
committee and say, cut them off; a Black legislator from New Jer-

sey.

{'ou say that the Family Support Act was meant to implement
a change, to signal a change in the mission of welfare systems. And
it did not signal anything.

Can we ever get through that guilt-ridden bureaucracy that is
paralyzed by its guilt? Dr. Hagen, Dr. Lurie, feel free to say any-
thing. You are not under oath and there is no data on it. We have
not quantified guilt yet.

Professor HAGEN. Well, I would like to think I speak the truth,

at least as I see it.
Senator MOYNIHAN. I would like to know what I thought the

truth was.

Professor HAGEN. But, as I see it, sir, I do think the welfare sys-
tems are responding. We are seeing developments. It has been
slow. If we expected to see change overnight, that was unrealistic.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Oh. I have always said that by the year 2000
we might have some notion of whether anything was changing.
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Professor HAGEN. Correct. And so I think there is movement,
They are making changes. States are struggling with how to use
case managers; where go they fit in the system, which of the cli-
ents need case management. So, the system is responding. But it
is slow steps. And I think the States do need the time.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Why is it so? I mean, let me be very blunt.
You are a panel of three white Ph.D's describing a white bureauc-
racy that has not accepted a new signal that we mean to have a
mutually responsible relation here with dependent persons who are
in our cities, and in the main, are black. And three white Ph.Ds
ﬁ %hrough their whole study, but the race issue never appears.

Y

Dr. NATHAN. Do you want to respond?

Professor LURIE. We do mention race in one place in our report,.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Where? Let us see,

Professor LURIE. In the full report, not the summary that you are
holding.

Senator MOYNIHAN, Is it in the introduction?

Professor LURIE. No, in the full report.

Senator MOYNIHAN. The words are not here. The central, politi-
cal, social fact is avoided. You have presented this as scholarship
and you have left out the single most important fact why this is
a third rail of politics. David Duke can say it; you cannot. And that
is why it is left to the Dukes to dominate the discussion. What do
you think that is all about, social class?

Dr. NATHAN. I think that is right. I am not sure how we are sup-
posed to deal with that. One thing I would say——

Senator MOYNIHAN. Dick, nor am I. If I knew I would——

Dr. NATHAN [continuing]. Is that you mentioned white bureauc-
racies. They are not white.

Senator MOYNIHAN, At the top they are.

Dr. NATHAN. I have been out in lots of counties looking and talk-

ing to workers who are going to have to march if we are really
going to change attitudes.

And I think it has happened. I will tell you, I think it happened
in Massachusetts. I thinﬁ for a long while they were——

Senator MOYNIHAN. In Massachusetts.

Dr. NATHAN. In Massachusetts, the ET program was really dif-
ferent. And I think in many counties in New York you find this.
1Senator MOYNIHAN. Name one, because I care about things like
that.

Dr. NATHAN. Well, I will come back. You wanted to comment. I
will mention some counties, because Mary Jo Bane was talking
about it. But you may want to speak next.

Professor LURIE. Yes. You mentioned that welfare bureaucracies
are white, but I would like to say a little bit about how Mississippi
implemented it JOBS program.

enator MOYNIHAN. Yes.

Professor LURIE. The Governor of Mississippi had recently
merged the welfare agency with several other departments and had
appointed a black commissioner to head the welfare agency. JOBS
is being operated through contracts with the community action
agencies.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Yes.
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Professor LURIE. So, I think that Mississippi—and I found it very
heartening—has made an effort to change the bureaucracy who
will be administering this program.

Senator MOYNIHAN. No. But that is not what I mean. That is not
what I mean. White guilt is what I am talking about.

Dr. NATHAN. I think it is——

Senator MOYNIHAN. I mean, you say this is an issue of race. On
the Tod;y Show, the day after that Presidential television ad
appeared——

r. NATHAN. What worries me, Senator——

Senator MOYNIHAN. Just a second. The day after that appeared,
Mr. Tim Russard, who is the NBC Bureau Chief here in \gashing-
ton, and Al Hunt, who is the Wall Street Journal bureau chief were
on the Today Show. And they said it is vglaying the race card.

They said it is outrageous. It is the Willhe Horton issue. And yet,
we get this report from you. It is on the front page of the New York
Times. The one word that is not in this report is race. How is soci-
ety going to live with it? Help us, sir.

Dr. NATHAN. I was at that previous hearing you held on the New
Jersey law. And I agree; it would be a tragedy if this good piece
of legislation is forgotten and never cared about and pushed be-
cause of the use of welfare now as a code word to talk about race
in this Presidential campaign.,

I do not think we have to talk about race in this report, Senator,
to tell you that this law, if case managers and Governors and the
leaders of State agencies chose to use it, is the right instrument.

Senator MOYNIHAN. But why did they not?

Dr. NATHAN. Well, they are.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Do you not know why they did not?

Dr. NATHAN. I am not ready to give up. And I do not think you
are, either. I think this is all the more reason that you should
shine a spotlight on this; that you should try to change the match-
ing to improve it to 90 percent.

I think that your very point underlines the need to do what these
hearings and other measures like this do within the government,
downtown at HHS and on the Hill, by you and other people who
want to solve this problem in a humane and caring way. I do not
think we have to talk about race to tell you what is happening to
this program. But I think people who understand American politics
and the meanness of spin-doctors in Presidential years where, as
f'ou said at the very beginning of this hearing, you think this is a
ristoric and new development.

I think that underlines the need for what your bill, these hear-
ings, efforts of a lot of people—white, black, and Hispanic—ought
to do to use case managers and this law to change weltare bureauc-
racies. It is not in their interests not to go along, and I think that
is understood.

Let me turn the table around and say I think there is more hope.
I think there is a lot of hope for this law, and I agree it will take
time.

I think that pushin% on it by using the kind of things that this
study will reveal and by working on good, sound legislation to im-
rove this law, such as you have introduced, that gets at the race

188ue.



46

We ought not necessarily to talk about bureaucracies or imple-
mentation. As for the politics of it, I do not understand it any dif-
ferent from you, Senator. -

Senator MOYNIHAN. Anything you do not understand is hard to
understand. The New York State Legislature took a ﬁiece of legis-
lation that was principally produced by two New York members of
Congress.

It took 2 years to adopt the implementing legislation which you
could take a morning to draft. Why did it taie 2 years? Where was
it held up? Did the Governor’s office hold it up?

Professor LURIE. No. In the Legislature.

Senator MOYNIHAN. What happened in the Legislature? Where?

Professor LURIE. As Commissioner Bane argued a few minutes
ago, there was a split between the down-State Democrats and the
upstate Republicans.

o Se?nator OYNIHAN. What do you mean by down-State, New York
ity?

P);'ofessor LURIE. New York City.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Why do you not say New York City?

Professor LURIE. Well, I guess I have been upstate too long.
[Laughter.] :

Senator MOYNIHAN. As a matter of fact, when I first went to Al-
bany—do not feel that badly—the Red Book listed Nassau and Suf-
folk as upstate counties. All right. Tell me what happened.

Professor LURIE. There was a debate in the legislature over sev-
eral issues. One of the major issues, as Commissioner Bane said,
was whether participation should be mandatory or voluntary.

Senator MOYNIHAN. And who took which side?

Professor LURIE. The New York City delegation generally wanted
the program to be voluntary, and the upstate—

Senator MOYNIHAN. There is a little bit of difference between vol-
untary and mandatory. The New York City delegation wanted it to
be voluntary.

Professor LURIE. Wanted more of a voluntary program.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Why did they want it to be voluntary?

Professor LURIE. They felt there were several benefits from being
voluntary. First, it encourages service providers to provide services
that people want.

That was an important reason. Second, there is a philosophical
belief that people should not be required to do something that they
do not want to do.

Dr. NATHAN, Was there not an issue, too, Irene, about the——

Senator MOYNIHAN. Do you want to name them? Could you just
name me the legislators involved? You have not finished the up-
state. Upstate was for mandatory.

Professor LURIE. That is correct.

Senator MOYNIHAN. And you were saying, who were they?

Dr. NATHAN. And there was an education issue; was there not?

Professor LURIE. There was an issue over whether participants
could attend a 4-year college.

Dr. NATHAN. Oh, yes. That was a big fight.

Professor LURIE. That was a big one.

Senator MOYNJIHAN. And who wanted that?

Professor LURIE. Welfare advocates wanted recipients——
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Senator MOYNIHAN. Who were the welfare advocates?

}ll?’rofessor LURIE. The State Communities Aide Association, and
others.

Senator MOYNIHAN. And they wanted welfare to provide for 4
years of college?

Professor LURIE. Yes

Senator MOYNIHAN. Now, why did they want that?

Professor LURIE. Because it would give recipients the greatest
chance of becoming self-sufficient, give them opportunities to——

Senator MOYNIHAN. How many persons have gone through 4
years of college on welfare?

Professor LURIE. New York was permitting people to gu to college
before the JOBS program.

Senator MOYNIHAN. New York City, you mean?

Professor LURIE. No. New York State.

Senator MoYNIHAN. New York State.

Professor LURIE. Yes.

Senator MOYNIHAN. How many 4-year college graduates did we

get?
Professor LURIE. I do not know.
Senator MOYNIHAN. So, we are all talking about numbers. We do

not know. All myth; all symbol.

Dr. NATHAN. We will, in the 30 field sites, know a lot about the
services. One of the things that is really important about the JOBS
program is the role of community colleges. I am not so sure about
4-year colleges.

If you are 21 years old and read at the fifth grade level, you can-
not go to the fifth grade. But if you are in college you can hold your
head up. Indeed, community colleges are very important delivery
agents.

Senator MOYNIHAN. And it would be hard to find a part of New
York where there is one less than 20 miles away.

Dr. NATHAN. That is right. So, I mean, I think that now makes
it more possible to do what the Family Support Act JOBS program
does in emphasizing education all around the country. New York
i;z no;; special. I am Chairman of the National Academy of Sciences

anel.

S]e;nator MoYNIHAN. Yes. We keep hearing that, as I mentioned
earlier.

Dr. NATHAN. Yes.
Senator MOYNIHAN. Now, Dr. Bane has a colleague at Harvard,

Ellwood, who does not think much of this legislation. And he wants
to make welfare 2 years; after that, drop dead. Not so? Dr. Bane,
tell me, what does he want to do?

Commissicner BANE. No, that is not true. I can probably speak
for Dr. Ellwood with more authority than I can speak for the New
York State Department of Social Services. [Laughter.]

I think he is very supportive of this legislation, Senator. I think
he sees it as a very important step towards the goal that you, and
he, and I all share, i.e,, of having welfare, in fact, be a program
which people use as a way to get through hard times and to make
the investments in themselves that they need in order to be self-

supporting.
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I think David Ellwood sees a time, as I do, down the road where,
if we put in place a number of other things, we could, in fact, make
that a reality.

Senator MOYNIHAN. But has he not proposed a 2-year cutoff?

Commissioner BANE. He has proposed a 2-year cut-off in the con-
text, Senator, of several other very important proposals.

The two most important of those are, first of all, a program of
guaranteed child support which would guarantee to every single
parent an amount of child support sufficient that, if supplemented
with part-time work, they would be able to support themselves out
of poverty.

’Fhe second very important piece of the program that he proposes
in addition to guaranteed child support is a program of guaranteed
jobs. I think he, and you, and I would all agree that only if we are
prepared to offer welfare recipients an opportunity to have jobs and
earn money can we, in good conscience, cut them off the welfare
program.

And, so, his proposal says that after 2 years on welfare or after
a certain amount of time on welfare, the State would guarantee to
the recipient a job, the wages of which would be sufficient to sup-
port that family.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Dr. Nathan.

Dr. NATHAN. I would like to make a comment. It is very fortu-
nate for David that you are here, Mary Jo.

Commissioner BANE. And that he is not.

Dr. NATHAN. Well, no. He could do a good job, too. But what I
worry about—and I have had this discussion with David Ellwood
a bunch of times—is that people do not hear all the things that Dr.
Bane just said.

Senator MOYNIHAN. That is right. I was going to say we can be
very selective in what we hear. We hear 2 years; drop dead.

Dr. NATHAN. 1 see too many Democratic politicians calling for an-
other global reform. Let us FAP around again. Let us spend the
next 6 years doing fundamental welfare reform. I think that would
be unfortunate. David Ellwood has heard me say this, so I am not
telling tales out of school.

This ties into what is good about this hearing, which is, we have
got a law; people ought to know about it, care about it, push it, and
expect that, by the year 2000 if we work at it in the right way, we
can do the kinds of things that frankly I think are the right for-
mula. I think you have got a very good formula.

Now, if you give me—just speaking in a relaxed way here—all
of the money for the things that are intrinsic to David Ellwood’s
“2-years-and-then-out position,” I might move over. But I do not see
that money in the offing. I do not even see money for S. 2303 in
the offing in the near term.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Neither is in the offing, sir, and you know
that perfectly well. That is one of the problems.

But I would like our good recorder to pick up a new verb intro-
duced into our discourse by Dr. Nathan, which is to FAP all around
again, by which he means the Family Assistance Program, of which
he was a very illustrious supporter. And, in another era in Amer-
ican life, a proposal by a Republican President to establish a guar-



49

anteec}ll income was turned down because the benefit was not high
enough.

Sg,g we just cut the benefits 40 percent instead. And the people
who turned it down are nowhere in evidence. They cannot be
found. They are never to be seen in this hearing room; never, ever
again.

Dr. Nathan, we are going to decide that nothing happened. It is
the pattern of the academic mind that incrementalism will get you
nowhere. Nothing has changed until everything has changed.

So, we will have a guaranteed job, and a guaranteed income, and
a guaranteed babysitter, and 2 years of welfare. And that is it, pe-
riod. And what you will get is 2 years of welfare, period. Because
there is not going to be any guaranteed job; there is not going to
be any guaranteed babysitter; there is not going to be any guaran-
teed income. That is behind us. The mood is very difterent out
there. I do not have to tell that to anybody on this panel.

But what has been heard is point one, 2 years and drop dead.
And what bothers me is we will begin to see that now. And then
I do not know what you do with the children.

As you mentioned on Sunday, there was a report on children
reaching school age, or high school in Oakland, where most of the
children had no parents. And I think that is easily understandable
with the combination of AIDS and other epidemics.

But I went to a university 3 years ago and they said we can ex-
pect to go from the period of the single-parent family to the no-par-
ent chi]g.

But the response out there has not been the response of the bu-
re;)aucracy, which I want to thank the two of you for telling us
about.

The bureaucracy did not dare even whisper into anybody’s ear
that Congress has said welfare recipients had responsibilities, too.
If you said that, you might get yourselves a bad reputation. And
there you are. I do not know what to say. It will get worse before
it gets better. It has gotten worse already.

I would like to ask Dr. Nathan, wouf:i you not agree—and you
have been in every Presidential campaign. You are not in Presi-
dential politics right now, but since you worked for Governor
Rockefeller when he was in Presidential campaigns.

This is the first time in which welfare has become a Presidential
issue; would you not say? I mean, at the top of the rung.

Dr. NATHAN. Yes. I heard you. I wrote an OP-ED piece about 2
or 3 months ago about welfare is a code word now.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Yes.

Dr. NATHAN. And David Duke has opened up a Pandora’s Box.
It makes the kinds of issues——

Senator MOYNIHAN. Can we put that in the record in this hear-
ing? I would like to have that.

r. NATHAN. Sure. I will send it to you.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Very fine.

Dr. NATHAN. We talked about it.

Senator MOYNIHAN. We have it.

[The information appears in the appendix.]

Dr. NATHAN. I think there is hope. I think there is hope for the
JOBS program. I think it needs your constant, vigorous attention,
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and that of admimistrators. There are places where it looks good to
me and we are going to tell you a lot more when Jan and Irene—

Senator MOYNIHAN. Tell us now what your work schedule is as
phase two comes on. Because Dr. Bane is going to be watching you
closely from down Western Boulevard.

Professor HAGEN. We are now receiving reports from the field on
the 30 local sites that Dick mentioned, and we have just started
analyzing that. This coming summer we will be going out to the
States and the local sites again to do what we are calling “round
three.” And that will be the last round we are scheduled to do.

We are also doing two other things in conjunction with this. We
have conducted a survey of all the front line workers in our local
sites and we have just begun the analysis of that.

And, in the summer of 1992, we will be conducting a survey of
welfare recipients in four of our local sites. We will do personal
interviews with 400 welfare recipients who are in the JOBS prec-

ram.
€ Senator MOYNIHAN. Well, we will very much look forward to
hearing these results. I still would like to know why it took New
York State 2 years to enact what cannot have been more than five
lines of legislation. Any further thoughts on that? Anybody got any
names associated with that? [Laughter.]

Anonymous legislators in unrecorded debate. Exactly. Exactly.
And, the hour of 1:00 o'clock having arrived, I want to——

Dr. NATHAN. Actually, Senator, Irene wrote a paper on this,
which we will send you. And you could maybe put it in the record,
because it names names and says what the debate was about. She
gave it at the APPAM meeting.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Where?

Dr. NATHAN. At the Association for Public Policy Analysis and
Management. 1t is a good paper on exactly this.

Senator MOYNIHAN. I wish you would send it to us.

Dr. NATHAN. She will send you a copy.

Professor LURIE. I certainly will.

Dr. NATHAN. And we will send it for the record.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Without meaning to be the least bit dis-
courteous here, I would like to suggest that the nearest equivalent
to publishing in Latin in our time is to give a paper at the Policy
Analysis and Management Association,

[Laughter.]

But, the hour of 1:00 o’clock having arrived, I want to thank our
audience for their great patience; thank our most distinguished
Fanel; congratulate Dr. Bane on her new position, and say we look
orward to the book that will come out of it in due time. [Laughter.]

Thank everybody. Thank particularly Margaret and Paul. Thank
our reporter. You have got that verb, to FAP around.

Thank you all.
[Whereupon, the hearing was concluded at 1:00 p.m.]
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ADDITIONAL MATERIAL SUBMITTED "

PREPARED STATEMENT OF MARY Jo BANE

Good morning Senator Moynihan and members of the Subcommittee. I am Mary
Jo Bane, Commissioner of the New York State Department of Social Services.

I welcome the opportunity to present testimony in support of the Work for Wel-
fare Act of 1992, As ‘ﬁ:\l know, the Family Support Act of 1988—the JOBS pro-
gram—has been a leading priori g' for New York State as it is for all states. Unfortu-
nateg', the impact of the current state of the economy on our efforts to implement
JOBS has been a source of great concern for all of us. The elements of the Work
for Welfare Act will underscore the Federal Commitment to welfare reform in our
nation and represents a significant next step in the imglementation of JOBS.

As you stated during consideration of the Family Support Act, Senator, the act
introduced to welfare a wholly new concept—welfare as a social contract based on
a set of mutual obligations and responsibilities between society and the individual.
Society would provide single parents and their families with support while they
were assisted on the road to sell-sufficiency with education, training, and employ-
ment programs. In return, these parents would undertake the effort to become inde-
pendent. The compact assumes parents are responsible for their children, including
noncustodial parents whose support would be sought in a more comprehensive fash-
ion,

The Family Support Act can and is assisting {mor families in moving toward self-
sufficiency. Welfare reform is working. My testimony includes data on our efforts
to train public assistance recipients and move them into employment. We can be

roud of our successes. However, New York State and its counties have come upon
ough financial tines. Increases in caseloads, coupled with buiﬁetary problems, will
continue to pose significant problems for local social #2: :ices districts. We welcome
and support the Work for Welfare Act of 1992. It will ~liow us to strengthen and
exY:nd the educational and employment opportunities for public assistance recipi-

en
INCREASED EXPECTATIONS

As was expected when the JOBS program was created, New York’s local programs
are placing greater emphasis on basic skills training, educational activities and sup-
port services than occurred in the past. We have increased the expectations of both
our programs and participants. We expect our training programs to provide partici-
pants with the necessary skills to achieve self-suﬂicienc{l. n the past, employment
programs for public assistance recipients emphasized short-term training and job
search assistance to move participants off of welfare. However, the wages which
thesetindividuals were able to secure were often insufficient to move them out of
poverty.

The expectation created with the JOBS program is that participants will gain the
skills necessary to not only become employed, but to gain employment which will
move them out of poverty. y]*his commitment to training which allows JOBS partici-

ants to become self-sufficient is reflected in our enrollment statistics during the
irst year of JOBS. New York State has placed a higher percentage of participants
in these more intensive component activities—education training increased by 47%
and jobs skills training increased by 53%—while at the same time the numbers en-
rolled in lower-cost programs such as job search and work experience decreased—
enrollments in community work experience programs dropped by 63%.

We are also challenged by changes in the labor market. The labor market in New
York has shifted from production to service industries. Employment in the 1990s is
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expected to increase faster ir. occupations requiring the most education. However,
New York State has been unable to prepare its workers for the job market of the
1990s. The State is b;g‘:mnm to experience shortages in the supply of labor to fill
demand occupations. The skills of workers in the state, including the job skills of
public assistance recipients, do not match the available jobs. The state wants to
move in the direction of educating and training public assistance recipients for the
job market of the future.

We want to strengthen our JOBS program in New York State to increase the em-
phasis on enhanced training and education for participants public assistance recipi-
ents would be trained for demand occupations—those expected to experience signifi-
cant growth over the next ten years. .

At present, close o thirty-four thousand individuals are participating in the JOBS

rogram. However, this represents fewer than 18 percent of the individuals eli%le

o participate. There are over one-hundred and ninety thousand employable AFDC

recipients on New York State's caseload. The State of New York is Committed to
enrolling one-hundred percent of all elig’}%le Cparticipants in the JOBS program.
However, the relatively recent upturn in AFDC caseload coupled with current state
and local fiscal crises, have hindered the capacity of local districts to greatly expand
the opportunities which might be available under JOBS.

While enrollments have exceeded the federal mandate of 7 percent for the first
year of JOBS, it is too early to say whether New York and other states will meet
the participation requirements in future years when the rate climbs. We are con-
cerned about the impact the so-called 20 hour rule will have on our ability to meet
the participation rates. Since we are emphasizing remedial education, post-second-
ary education, and vocational training we feel particularly vulnerable since many
of these programs do not operate on a 20 hour per week basis. For examuple, clients
enrolled in post-secondary and vocational education at community colleges, with
full-time course loads and case management services, often fall short of 20 hours
of weekly activities,

In December 1990 the AFWA’s National Council of State Human Services-Admin-
istrators adopted a resolution requesting HHS to modify the 20 hour rule require-
ment for individuals participating full-time in an approved post-secondary education
or vocational education program by deeming them to meet the 20 hour requirement.
The reeolution was transmitted to Jo Anne Barnhart, Assistant Secretary for the

Administration for Children and Familjes, for review and consideration.

In a recent Action Transmittal by HHS, states were informed that study time can
be counted towards the 20 hours only if it is supervised. This would require states
to spend additional scarce resources purchasin%ztudy hall time and sends a mes-
sage of distrust to public assistance recipients. Rather than continue with this pol-
icy, we would urge FIHS to modify the 20 hour rule as requested by AFWA.

INCREASING NEEDS AND LIMITED RESOURCES

One thing is clear. Without additional federal financial support—such as would
be provided through the Work for Welfare Act—our ability to serve increasing num-
bers of participants is questionable. The increases in AFDyC Food Stamp and Medic-
aid caseloads, coupled with dwindling resources, are making it more difficult for
states to deliver JOBS program activities and meet the challenges of preparing the
workforce of the future. ~

Threatening the ability of atates to meet the mandatory participation levels is the
current and ongoing increase in demand for public assistance. Preliminary data
from New York for February 1992 show that the number of families needing assist-
ance under the AFDC program rose by almost thirty-seven thousand since October
1990—an increase of almost 11%-—continuing a lengthy trend of caseload growth.
There are now over 380 thousand families and over one million persons receivin
AFDC in New York State. Growth in the Food Stamp Program is estimated a
16.3% for this same period.

In view of the State’s fiscal problems and the taxpayer's outcry against spiraling
welfare costs, New York faces a dilemma. We must decide whether we can continue
to provide a comprehensive array of JOBS services understanding that a demon-
strable return on the investment in education and training will come only in the
long term. Without increased sources of funding, we may be forced to move to a less
comprehensive strategy—one which ermphasizes high rates of participation and
placement in lower wage jobs that show sﬁort term savings.

Tensions between shrinking revenues and demands for additional state spendi
is forcing not only New York but virtually all states to reexamine their policies an
budget priorities. While it is too early to predict the impact of budget cuts and com-
peting priorities on JOBS, we are concerned about future support.for the program.
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Across the nation reforms in the welfare system are being proposed and enacted
in response to the national revolt against increasing welfare costs. Included are pro-
{)osals to cut benefits for families if the children are not in school, denying addi-

ional benefits for women on welfare who have more children, reducing benefits for
out-of-state enrollees, and, most recently, a federal proposal to reduce AFDC pag'-
ments to states which do not force all of their gener assistance recipients into jobs
or job training program. Although tinkering with the system in this fashion has pop-
ular support, few if any of the proposals are backed by scientific evidence that they
will indeed c‘\ange behavior among this population.

New York is investing significant resources in the JOBS program, but without in-
creased federal participation, program expansion may be an unrealistic goal. The
enhanced reimbursement of ten percent currently provided by the Federal govern-
ment no longer creates the incentive among states to inveat additional resources
There is little hope that additional state resources for JOBS will become available
i;iven the impact of the recession on the states. In fact, program designs likely will
1ave to be refined to do more with less.

THE WORK FOR WELFARE ACT

The Work for Welfare Act of 1992 would é)rovide the additional federal financial
support which is needed to implement JOBS. Eliminating the cap on federal funds
for JOBS programs and eliminating State matching requirements beyond current
outlays, will allow states to expand the JOBS program to the eligible population
without putting an additional tax burden on State and local governments.

With additional resources, the capacity of states to enhance employment and
training programs will be increased. E‘he &/ork for Welfare Act will allow us to con-
tinue to emphasize long-term training to enable public assistance families to dgain
employment which will move them out of poverty. We would use additional Federal
resources to lrain public assistance recipients for the workforce of the 90s. This leg-
islation will enable us to increase child care capacity, semu’tting a greater number
of participants to take advantage of JOBS programs and services.

ith the passage of this legislation, New York State would have the resources to
enroll 100 percent of all eligible AFDC recipients in JOBS. To accommodate the in-
flux of new enrollees we envision undertaking the following:

¢ All new applicants for AFDC would be errolled in the JOBS program. Assess-
ment and employability plans would be developed and participants would be re-
ferred to appropriate programs. We would work to coordinate the assessment
activities oF the employment and training system across the state to create a
uniform assessment for all programs. We would enlist the support of your Com-
mittee, Mr. Chairperson, in securing relaxation of Federal regulations which
have hindered devyel of uniform assesaments to date.

¢ A critical elemen{f oi program expansion is the creation of additional capacity
for high school equivalency programs. Together with educational agencies we
would work to make additional classrooms available and increase the number
of available GED slots. We would work with local school districts to open
schools during non-use hours for the AFDC population.

¢ A significant effort would be made, using increased Federal funds, to expand

uality child care across the State. Although more than three hundred thousand

children are eligible for child care services through JOBS, at present fewer than
seven thousand children receive child care through the JOBS program. Clearly,
this is an area which requires our immediate attention. As family day care
homes are utilized by over eighty percent of ali enrollees in JOBS, we would
work together with local governments and non-profit agencies to expand capac-
ity in this area.

¢ Case management services, which are now available only sporadically, would be
offered to :ﬁl participants if Federal financial participation were increased. Ini-
tial data from the New Charfice-program—a program for disadvantaged teenage
AFDC parents—points to the prevalence of severe problems among enrollees.
Chief among these are housing, substance abuse and domestic violence. We
know that the families we serve through the JOBS program have similar mul-
tiple problems and require coordination of services to reduce fragmentation and
increase access across systems.

¢ Programs and services to teenagers would be enhanced, particularly in the area
of life skille and sex education. Beginning as early as middle school we must
work with the children of AFDC families to break the cycle of welfare depend-
ence. We must develop incentives to encourage these youngsters to stay in
school and receive the training and education necessary to become productive

adults,
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o We would used increased resources to create a partnership among state agen-
cies, non-profit organizations and private employers This goup would work to-
gether on strategies to prepare public assistance recipients for the job market
of the 1990s8. A major focus of this group would be identifying workplace re-
quirements and h1c0£porating these items into training program for public as-
sistance recipients. Emphasis would be placed on encouraging private sector
employers to both train and hire JOBS particilpants. Ultimately, JOBS funding
would be used as an economic development tool.

To enroll, assess, and refer every eligible participant in JOBS to an available pro-
fram within 60 days would be very difficult. A longer ds)lanning phase is necessary
o expand capacity—child care, education progams, additional supportive services—
to accommodate the additional participants. Programs will have to be modified and
adjusted to allow for the increased number of enrollees. Even the hiring of addi-
tional staff to handle the increased number will require a lead time longer than 60

days.
am certain that we can work together to make the necessary adjustments which

will allow for successful implementation by the states. Implementing the program
in stages will give slates the opportunity to gradually build program capacity.

Finally, we would like to work together with S to relax the rules regulating
JOBS program in the states. This lovsening of the rules will enable us to be creative
and experiment with new programs and new ideas. For example, we are currently
developing entrepreneurship program for AFDC recipients. However there are many
Federal rules which make 1t very difficult for those on assistance to open their own
businesses. We would hope that the Federal government will work with us to iden-
tify the regulatory restraints, relaxing them when necessary.

CONCLUSION

In closing, the Work for Welfare Act would significantly improve our ability to
train AFDC recipients and move them toward independence. Additional funding will
allow us to expand program and supportive services—particularly child care. States
will have the capacity and the resources needed to serve all eligible participants.
We are in support of this proposal and look forward to working with you to secure
its passage.

’lgumk you for the opportunity to share these thoughts with you today.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF JO ANNE B. BARNHART

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee, thank you for the opportunity this
morning to comment on S. 2303, the Work for Welfare Act of 1992,

In the last few years we have witnessed a growing recognition of the need to
change the welfare system and the principles on which it is based. The Family Sup-

ort Act of 1988, a carefully craﬁe(f bi-partisan effort, was an important landmark
in this process. It has helped States both to focus on self-sufficiency for welfare re-
cigliints and to increase activities that promote and facilitate that outcome,

e Bush Administration made implementation of the Family Support Act one of
its top priorities. Success in this effort depended on the commitment and coopera-
tion of several of the major Departments in the Executive branch. Secretary Sulli-
van personally worked closely with the Departments of Labor, Education and Inte-
rior to ensure prompt and effective implementation of this law.

As you notecf, two years after passage of the Family Support Act, “For all its rum-
bling, bumbling antique idiosyncrasy, American federalism has done it again. The
returns are in; everyone is in compliance. The act is underway . . . ” What does this
mean in practical terms? Here are some examples: All 50 States were operating
JOBS welfare-to-work programs by October 1, 1990.

Thirty-five States were operating statewide programs one year earlier than re-
guired by statute. 530,000 welfare recipients are participating in welfare-to-work
programs each month.

Nﬂre importantly, States have not limited their efforts to the JOBS program.
Since 1988, we've seen almost a $2.5 billion increase in child support payments.
479,000 paternities were established in FY 1991—a 56% increage in three years. 2.6
million absent parents were located in FY 1991—the firat critical step in collecting
child support and an 86% increase in three years.

In the last several months there has been a growing ferment in the States to do
more—to build on the reforms contained in the Family Support Act to better facili-
tate self-sufficiency and support parental responsibility,. We have not seen a slacken-
ing of implementation of tﬁe Family Support Act, as some skeptics had feared, but
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a desire to build upon the mandated requirements contained in the JOBS program
and the child support enforcement provisions.

President Bush has pledged his support to the Governors in their efforts to
strengthen the family and promote self-sufficiency. The President has encouraged
States to innovate. In his State of the Union message the President promised to
pave the way for these innovations by making the process for applying for waivers
of Federal provisions easier and quicker.

Since the President focused attention in this area, we have heard from several
States wishing to take on the challenge of improving the system for the families and
children it serves. Governor Ashcroft announced a reform proposal for the AFDC
program and Governor Schaefer announced his support for a commission to under-
take a study to restructure the welfare system. Other Governors and State adminis-
trators have informed us of their desire to undertake reform initiatives, such as
Governor Wilson's froposal in California, Governor Thompson's “Parental and Fam
ilg Responsibilig nitiatives,” New Jersey’s “Family Development Act, and Utah's
“Single Parent mrlloyment Demonstration.”

We are g'reatlly eartened by the interest in states to gumue plans which will
strengthen the family, promote parental responsibility, and ultimately lead to self-
sufficiency. As you have so often stated, state demonstrations with solid evaluation
in the 1980’s were the foundation of the Family Support Act. We strongly believe
that they can serve the same function in the 1990’s and we will give expedited con-
sideration to state proposals that provide for Federal cost neutrality and rigorous
evaluation,

In addition to strong state interest in amrsuing further improvements in the wel-
fare system, a number of members of Congress have recemtld introduced welfare-
related proposals. The subject of this hearing is S. 2303, a bill you introduced, Mr.
Chairman, which would both dramatically increase participation requirements in
the JOBS program and the Federal funding for JOBS.

In summary, my understanding is that the bill would increase the general partici-
pation rates to 50% by FY 94 and use Federal funds to cover all additional States
exli)enditures to meet this requirement, including costs for child care. States would
only be required to meet their FY 91 expenditure levels for JOBS and their FY 92
expenditure levels for child care in order to receive these Federal funds, and may
choose to substitute in-kind matching for all their JOBS expenditures. Spendin
under the bill would be designated as emergency requirements under the Balanc
Budget Agreement to eliminatle the need for any offset in other Federal programs
to pay for the additional $4.5 billion in Federal expenditures (according to the pre-
liminary CBO estimate of the costs of the bill).

Mr. Chairman, the Administration strongly opposes S. 2303. Although we support
the underlying princigles of S. 2303, we strongly oppose the bill because of its exces-
sive funding and lack of a mechanism to pay for the expansion of the JOBS pro-
gram. It would undercut the necessary discipline of the Budgel Enforcement Act by
not providing an offset to the increased Federal funding the bill would entail. Were
the bill to be presented to the President as drafted, the Secretary of HHS would
Recommend that the President not declare an “emergency” as provided for in the

ct,
However, we fully support the need for strong work requirements for able-bodied
AFDC recipients. The Bush Administration has consistently advocated for high par-
ticipation standards. We pressed for meaningful participation in the JOBS program
by incorporating in the participation standards requirements that on average par-
ticipants must be involved in a JOBS activity for at least 20 hours a week and that
they must actually attend such activities for at least 76% of their scheduled hours.

JOBS is built on a triad of Federal, State, and individual responsibility. Just as
the Family Support Act was successful through its foundation In State initiatives
and demonstrations, States must continue to have a stake in the operation of the
JOBS program if it is to continue to address most effectively the needs of the wel-
fare population.

By providing open-ended Federal funding for JOBS with no additional State
match, States would have no incentive to run efficient programs. Further, the fund-
ing formula set out in S. 2303 allows grievous inequities based on the maintenance
of effort language. Those States who made little commitment to JOBS in FY 1991
would receive full funding with little stake in the program’s success. While those
States who have already shown a large budgetary commitment to JOBS, would be
less well off because they would be required to maintain this commitinent.

We are also extremely concerned about allowing states to replace their real ex-
penditures with an “in-kind” match. In effect, this change, combined with the other
changes noted above, would drastically weaken state financial commitment to
JOBS. The history of the WIN program shows the dangers of too generous Federal
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matching combined with an insignificant state “in-kind” match. We should not put
ourselves in a position to repeat these mistakes again.

Further, S. 2303 provides a potentially sigm'ﬁcant increase in Federal funding for
child care without the benefit of an identified need for such expenditures even if
the JOBS participation rates were increased. With implementation of the Omnibus
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1990, Federal funding for child care for low-income
families increased dramatically.

Two new child care programs were established: one to meet the needs of families
at-risk of entering the welfare system and the other to more generally serve the
needs of low- income families and improve the availability and quality of child care.
These programs, along with the child care dollars alreadg' provided under the Fam-
ily Support Act, resulted in a $1.4 billion increase in Federal funds available in FY
91. We should take some time to examine the effectiveness and adequacy of these
expenditures before we consider an increase in the amount of Federal funding. We
all know that simply increasing Federal dollars does not necessarily result in suc-
cessful solutions to welfare dependency.

Finally, S. 2303 has no funding mechanism. Using the emergency designation
sidesteps the limits of the budget agreement without really addressing the problem.
This approach to funding has continually been opposed by the Administration. The
Administration is committed to upholding the Bud%et Agreement in order not to in-
crease the Federal deficit.

In closing, let me reiterate the Administration’s commitment to strengthening the
family and promoting self-sufficiency and my personal commitment to working to-
5ether with you on ways to accomplish these goals. I want to continue the valuable

ialogue we have had over the last few years. | want to continue to urge States to
fully implement all provisions contained in the Family support Act and to creatively
build upon the principles contained in that Act. I believe that if the Congress, the
States, the public, and the Administration work together we can find ways to help
families become stronger and make welfare what 1L was intended to be—a short-
term economic aid to families in temporary need, not a way of life.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF KEVIN CONCANNON

Mr. Cheirman, thank you for the opportunity to testify today on the Work for
Welfare Act of 1992 (S. 2303). I am Kevin Concannon, Director of the Oregon De-
rartment of Human Resources. | am testifying today on behalf of the American Pub-
ic Welfare Association (APWA) National Council of State Human Service Adminis-
trators. As you know, Mr. Chairman, APWA is a nonprofit bipartisan organization
representing all 50 state human service departments, 800 local public welfare agen-
cies and 5000 individuals concerned with social welfare policy and practice.

Let me begin by commending you for your leadership and commitment to the
Family Support Act of 1988. I cannot emphasize enough how important your
unwavering support for the Act has been to state and local commissioners
durin? these very difficult and challen times. We especially appreciate
your efforts to defeat the amendments introduced two weeks ago by your New York
colleague as part of the Senate’s tax bill. These amendments—to require states with
general assistance programs to enforce workfare or lose federal funding and creation
of a national two-tiered AFDC benefit structure for individuals who relocate from
one stale to another—would have severely undermined state flexibility in admin-
}:tl;i:lipg public assistance programs for our nation’s most vulnerable individuals and

ies.

As discussed by APWA Executive Director Sid Johnson during testimony on state
welfare restructuring efforts before this Subcommittee on February 3, 1992, the na-
tional recession has been neither short nor mild for human service agencies and the
people they serve. In addition to crippling the fiscal capacity of states, it has caused
unprecedented increases in caseloads and seriously jeopardized states’ ability to
meet their commitments under the Family Support Act.

State spending for the JOBS program in f}i)scal 1991 was nearly $400 million—
this in spite of the fact that 17 states, including Oregon, are not expected to be opor-
ating the g}'ogram on a statewide basis until October of this year. E] enditure data
from the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) show that only
$630 million of the $1 billion of federal JOBS funds was spent in fiscal 1991, and
only five states (Alaska, Arkansas, Idaho, New Hampshire, and Wisconsin) were
able to apend their full allocation.

Total federal and state JOBS spending for fiscal 1992 is expected to be nearly $1.2
billion, but according to the Congressional Budget Office $270 million in federal
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funds cannot be utilized by the states. This is because of state inability to come up
with the necessary state matclu'ng funds in these times of depnessed state economies.

APWA estimates, based on discussions with HHS officials, that fewer than a
dozen states will spend their full allocation in fiscal 1992.

I believe the allocation of significant amounts of scarce state funds demonstrates
strong state commitment. That only five states have drawn down full federal fund-
in? indicates the severe constraints on state budgets.

can assure the Subcommittee, Mr. Chairman, that Oregon is one of the states
that will fully utilize its allocation of funds in the JOBS program. In fact we will
exceed the federal matching limit in our expenditure of funds for JOBS this year.
This is one of the most important areas in which I hope the Chairman will consider
changes in the Welfare for Work Act of 1992 as introduced. States like Oregon need
to be reinforced and positively acknowledged in the fund allocation process. I fear
that our extraordinary commitment would be negatively impacted should the Act as
introduced not be amended to reflect the fact that we match federal funds above
and beyond what is required. As such, hope it will be clarified in the bill that the
maintenance of effort requirements do not apply to amounta above what a state is
required to match. I y believe in the neeg to make these investments with state
and federal funds, and am encouraged by the Chairman’s introduction of this Act.

In comparison with the majority of states, Oregon has been very fortunate in se-
curing funding for JOBS. Governor Barbara Roberts made this a major part of her
workforce strategy budget. | am pleased to share with you, Mr. Chairman, that we
are budgeting $69 on in state funds—$17 on in excess of the fed-
eral JOBS match—during the 1991-93 biennium. This is in spite of the fact
that AFDC caseloads in Oregon have risen over 27% since July 1989 and we now
face the challenge of a Proposition 13-type property-tax rollback that is requiring
our state government to allocate an increasing share of state income tax revenue
to public schools.

Our strong JOBS funding base to date has enabled us to invest a significant por-
tion of our resources in those most likely to face long-term welfare dependence—
teen parents. Our rationale for this investment is simple: 48% of those receiving
public assistance in Oregon either are or were at one time teen parents.

Nearly $12 million of our $69 million in state general funds is committed to serv-
ing teen mothers. We calculate that the total biennial cost for ever‘g 100 teen par-
ents in the program is $1.6 million for all services, including AFDC, Medicaid,
transportation and child care. Today, we have cooperation from 94% of eligible teen-
agers. Of those, 84% are in classes and the balance, 10%, are waiting to receive
services.

I believe more states would devote significant funding to support programs for
this vulnerable population if the resources were available. Given the discouraging
economic environment, however, most states simply cannot do so.

As a consequence, we are concerned that the realization of the original
education and training goals of the Family Support Act—goals for which
there was strong bipartisan support—will be threatened. The ability of states
to sustain the kind ochommitment envisioned to help AFDC recipients achieve self-
sufficiency, and to assure that teen parents and their children will have an oppor-
tunity to ﬁecome productive, self-sufficient citizens, may be in jeopardy. It is for this
reason that APWA and the Oregon Department of Human Resources support
Kour efforts to provide increased federal funding for the JOBS program. We

clieve, like you, that there should be a quid pro quo—that signing up for JOBS
becomes part of signing up for welfare.

As you said in your news conference on February 28, these are the terms of the
social contract for which there was bipartisan support in the Family Support Act.
APWA strongly supported the contract and its terms during debate on the bill, and
we strongly support them today.

There is one other part of the social contract we bhelieve should be men-
tioned, and that has to do with government’s responsibility to promote a
strong economy with jobs for those we train for employment. State govern-
ments, with guidance from our federal and local partners, have the lead role in pro-
viding the services and the training envisioned in the Family Support Act. The
JOBS program represents a mandatory welfare-to-work program with self-
sufficiency ns the goal. But when we require a welfare mother to train for
employment as a matter of national policy—and it is national policy to do
so—it is incumbent upon national policy makers to accept the task of pro-
motini job creation. Y mention this, Mr. Chairman, because in ongoing discus-
sions about welfare reform and JOBS we must not lose sight of that part of the con-
tract. 1 do not, today, recommend any particular economic package pending before
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Congress. But I do suggest that steps to promote a sound economy are part and par-

cel of welfare reform.

Since we support the notion that “every able-bodied” individual participate in an
education, training, or employment program under the Act, we have no problem
with the expectation that with full funding of the program come higher participation
rates. We would urge, however, that these rates be phased in to allow states time
3(6 <I:3r§ate the infrastructure necessary to serve every nonexempt AFDC recipient in

We presume, since it is not explicit in the bill, that there would be financial con-
sequences for failir;g to meet the participation rate requirements. While we are not
eager to open the Family Support Act, we would hope, Mr. Chairman, whether as

art of this bill or some other vehicle, that the definition of the “20 hour rule”

e modified as it relates to participants in a JOBS education component.
As you know, current Health and Human Services regulations are biased against
states with JOBS programs that devote significant resources to education. This
would still be a problem even under your proposal to fully fund JOBS.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, if Congress does not act this year to aid states in funding
the JOBS program, we urge you—in light of state fiscal problems and tremendous
cageload growth—to encourage the HHS Secretary to provide great latitude
to states when considering waiver requests from the 11 percent participa-
tion rate and possible loss of federal matching funds.

Mr. Chairman, we do not view the investment of additional federal funds in the
JOBS Frogmm as a partisan issue. We are strongly bipartisan, representing all
parta of the political spectrum. States stand ready, as we stated repeatedly through-
out 1988, to put into practice what we know works in promoting self-sufficiency for
American families. Because welfare reform that gets people back to work was, and
continues to be, a national goal and national policy, we believe your approach to
fully fund the JOBS program is the correct one. We thank you for your leadership
and hope to continue to work with you to bring to reality the promise of the Family

Support Act.
Attachments.
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March 9, 1992

Honorable Barbara Roberts, Governor
State of Oregon
Capitol Building
S8alem, OR 97310

Dear Governor Robarts:

The County Commissioners of Jackeon and Josephine County stand
together in supporting the JOBS program as it is curraently being
funded by Adult and Femily Services. Our concarn is that becausa
of incresswd caseloads, the funds available for the program ara
being rapidly depleted. Recant AFS8 instructions as to the
preparation of a worst csse budget detailing a 33% cut in next
year's budget raise concerns that the program that actually works
to get persons off welfare and into family wage jobe will be
sacrificed in order to. preserve grants (and caseload?).

In the two counties, soms 408 partioipante entered tha program
during the period of July 1, 1991 to December 31, 1991. O0f that
number 178 job plascaments were made. A 90 day follow-up on those
placed in Jjobs indicetes that about 708 are still employed!
Current average wage at 90 dsy follow-up checks is 87.60 hour,
certainly better than being on welfare. The program works!

An important component of the Jobs program is ‘the Teen Parent
Projact. This is a vitsl piece of the effort to get people off
welfare grants and into rewarding end productive jobs. This
program is also thraatened by the proposed budget reductions.

We urge your continued support for the Jobs program, a program that
is working.

Sinceraly,

JACKSON COUNTY COMMISSIONERS JOSEPHINE COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

wd5: jobefunds,.brd
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April 22, 1892

Steve Minnich
Administrator of AFS

400 Public Service Buliding
Salem, OR 87310

Daar Mr. Minnlch:

The UCAN Tri-County Teen Parent Program is working in Southern Oregon and we
want to tell you about 1.

Since September of 1991, over 200 teenage parents In Douglas, Jackson and
Josephine Counties have been served through the UCAN program. These teen
parents have baen striving to better their lives and the lives of their children through
obtalning thelr GED or high school dipioma and attending life skills classes.

Tha life skills classes Include Instruction in parenting, health care, nutrition, self-
esteam bullding, and career expioration. After completing the educational and life
skifls program these teen parents have gained the necessary skills to succassfully
move on to coliege, vooetional taining, or compets for a job.

In fact Portiand State University conducted a study of Oregon teen parent program
pariicipants and found that four years after lsaving the program, 78 percent have
graduated from high school or received a GED; 87 percent were employad: and onty
9 percent were on public assistance.

Most of the giris come to the programs with enormous needs. Often they haven'i
had mothers to take care of them, or eise thelr moms are too poor and troubled
themsalves to provide parenting or support. They also often face housing, child
cara, and transportation problems.....to name just a few!

An instructor In a teen parent program sald, "We treat them as if something has
happened to them. If they'd been hit by & car, we'd run out and help, wouldn't we?
Well, thet's what having a baby when you're 16 i fike for some giris."

oY Am..$
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MT. HOOD
COMMUNITY COLLEGE '
TENTENNIAL MIT. HOOD CENTER

14750 8 & CLINTON ETRERT POATLAND, OREGON 87238 + 18QJ) 780-4007

‘ CEIVED
Y 85 i

Dr. Paul §. Kraidar, Preaidont 9/////

April 3, 1982 e/ X
g /»5}{/ 5 qouennors OFF%E
frd

Governor Barbara Roberts

254 State Capitol
Salem, OR 97310

Dear Governor Roberts

in the Staps to Success Program at Mt., Hood
Community College. This program, as you know, servea Adult and
Family Services recipients through the JOBS program. Ninety or
more percent of our students are women with small children.

I am a trainer

These letters are from students in the Career and Life Planning
class, the first slement of the Steps program for clients who have
little or no job hiatories. In this intensive four-week class,
students assess their job interests and capabilities and select a
short-term training program appropriate to their Jjob goal. They
also face any personal harriers which may impede their success and
take steps to resolve these. The students who wrote these letters
were conpleting this class and moving on to the next step in their
training program. For many, that will bs GED or brush-up skills in

reading, writing, and math.

Students were told of the possible outs the program is facing.
This was very upsetting to them, They see the JOBS program as the
one opportunity they have to get the training they need in order to
become employed and eventually sslf-sufficient. I think thelr view
is accurate. These people--and their numbers are increasing--are
the 1invisible, the wunhesrd, the silent victims of 1life
circumnstances, My reason for forwarding these letters to you is

that these few, at least, may hbe heard.

Please consider their plea in your decision-making on April 16,

Marian Gerard, Trainer
Steps to Success

MG/mr

56-981 - 92 - 3
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF STATE REPRESENTATIVE JUNE LLEONARD

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee on Social Security and Family
Policy, I am June Leonard, State Representative from Seattle, Washington where
I chair the House Committee on Human Services. I also am active member of the
National Conference of State Legislature’s (NCSL) Human Services Committee.

I appear on behalf of the NCSL to comment on S. 2303, The Work for Welfare
Act of 1992 and to express our organization’s support for adequate federal funding
and expansion of the Job Opportunities and Basic Skills ( JOBg) program under the
Family Support Act of 1988. NCSL represents the legislatures of the nation's 60
states, its commonwealths, and its territories. Implementation of the provisions of
the. Family Support Act has been a top priority of our legislatures. However, in
1988, we did not envision that the combination of a recessionary economy and si-
multaneous state fiscal crisis would lead to dramatic welfare caseload growth and
our inability to provide the state dollars necessary to match all appropriated federal
JOBS funds. We are committed to working closely with this subcommittee and other
federal policy makers to fashion federal legislation that will comprehensively pro-
vide education, training and employment for welfare recipients whiﬁe simultaneously
being cost-effective and workable at the state and local level,

Mr. Chairman, [ want to begin by commending you and the Subcommittee for en-
acting the Family Support Act of 1988. Your efforts to eliminate welfare dependency
and promote self-sufficiency created excitement and action among state and local

overnments. Without your leadership, we believe that commitment to implementa-
tion of the Act would be in jeopardy. S. 2303 continues these efforts. In addition
to promoting self-sufficiency and eliminating welfare dependency, NCSL believes
that your approach will contribute to economic recovery through a funding invest-
ment, facilitate state innovation, continue state-federal collaboration, recognize state
fiscal conditions, and enhance recipients’ self-worth.

NCSI, also appreciates your effgrts on the floor of the Senate and in conference
committee on recent tax legislation, H.R. 4210, to retain state authority in the
AFDC and General Assistance programs and continue to provide states with the
necessary flexibility to design effective employment and training systems.

WASHINGTON STATE'S FAMILY INDEPENDENCE PROGRAM (FIP)

Mr. Chrman, I have been involved in Washington’s welfare reform efforts, from
drafting tie original legislation to create the Family Independence Program (FIP),
our comprehensive welfare demonstration project, to our current efforts to imple-
ment JOBS statewide. It is my hope to make the JOBS program in Washington pro-
vide similar comprehensive services as we are in FIP. Your legislation would pro-
vide the funds necessary to do so.

The commitment to FIP and welfare reform is bipartisan in Washington State,
where our House is majority Democrat and our Senate is majority Republican. We
have found no shortage of welfare recipients wanting to participate in FIP. In fact,
some of our strongest FIP supporters are those who have participated in FIP. Our
participants include those who l;xslve been on welfare the longest. We have destroyed
the myth that welfare mothers are lazy. Participation in FIP is voluntary, yet we
continue to have a substantial waiting list for participants. We've seen Kxa if we
give AFDC recipients a good program of education and vocational training and pro-
vide them with the tools Lo earn a decent living that they will be on public assist-
ance a shorter period of time. And they won't come back to the welfare rolls, The
transitional supportive services, child care and medical assistance, often provide a
safety net for those beginning employment.

FIP provides employment, education and training to public assistance recipients.
We received waivers from the federal ?ovemment 8o that we can provide FIP par-
ticipants with a combined cash grant for food stamps and AFDC. %’IP participants
are also allowed to retain more of their earnings prior to leaving public assistance.

In 1987, our state legislature directed the Washington State Institute for Public
Policy to conduct a longitudinal study of approximately 2,000 Washington house-
holds receiving public assistance or at-risk of receiving assistance. Mr. Chairman,
I would like to submit a copy of the Institute’s latest analysis of FIP for the record.
Let me briefly discuss what we have learned from FIP and how our findings directly
impact on how we would spend additional JOBS funds. .

e Family Income Study showed that 41% of the women who were on public as-
sistance left by Ma{, 1990. Of those women who left assistance, 68% were able to
stay off assistance for at least one year. The five most important factors to enable
a woman to leave assistance were, in order, as follows:

¢ working more months in the year;
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. ﬁetting married;

¢ having a post-secondary certificate or degree;

s living in a household with other adults;

¢ being divorced, rather than separated or never married.

Each month of employment increases a woman’s chance of leaving poverty. I focus
on women because 62% of the 80,000 families supported by AFDC or FIP are women
living alone with their children. We have found that these women have a great at-
tachment to the labor force and that employment is their most important factor in
leaving welfare even if they married within a year after leaving assistance. Women
who had a job in the month before they left public assistance were able to stady off
for a median length of 23 months compared to 16 months for women who did not
have a job when they left.

We have found that 41 percent of women on public assistance have neither a high
achool diploma nor a GED?. Over 90% of women on public assistance reported need-
ing education and training in order to become self-sufficient. We have found that
education and training programs have a direct positive impact on wages in Wash-
ington, For economicjly disadvantaged women an associate of arts degree boosts
wages 26 percent, and a four year degree boosts wages 52 percent above wages
earned without a fn'gh school diploma. An earner with an AA ci)egree earns approxi-
mately 12% more than an earner with a high achool diploma. Each additional year
of education increased the number of months a woman stayed off public assistance
by seven percent. ’

As you are aware, Mr. Chairman, the majority of states have suffered and con-
tinue to suffer through a prolonged fiscal crisis. lg'ven states that indicate stable fis-
cal conditions today have suffered through regional economic downturns in the
1980s. Western states are now experiencing the budget deficits and unemployment
that has plagued states in the Northeast. g‘orestry and fishing have been hit hard
by the recession and, with the changes in defense priorities, sorme of our major man-
ufacturing industries are seemingly at risk. The State of Washington began 1992
with a 2.6 percent across the boan{ expenditure reduction to save $206 million. We
still had a revenue shortfall of $317 minion for our biennium. A combination of reve-
nue increases, reduction of non-direct service employees and early retirement for
state employees filled the gap. During these recessionary times, and particularly
from July 1989 to November 1991, Washington’s AFDC caseload increased 19.8%.
Our Food Stamp program ballooned an incredible 54%. Our legislature was able to
relain a 3% increase 1in the AFDC grant effective January, 1993. However, cutbacks
in welfare office staffing will lead to reduced services. A combination of our focus
on FIP and our budget deficit hea feda Washington to receive merely half of the fed-
eral funds available in the JOBS program.

ECONOMIC RECOVERY

Mr. Chairman, S. 2303 would provide the funds necessary to enroll all ablebodied
adult recipients in JOBS and provide child care for their children. Qur choices are
quite obvious. We either enroll all qualified adults in JOBS or we live with what
we have, which, for all its merits, is inadequate.

For the past three months, the National Conference of State Legislatures has
crafted a response of the country’s state legislatures to our fiscal crisis. State -legis-
lators fervently believe that the federal government's budget deficit must be re-
duced. But we also believe that there are some ways in which the federal govern-
ment can relieve some of the fiscal burdens it has placed on state governments with-
out increasing the deficit for the long-term. These two underlying premises are re-
flected in the Economic Recovery policy statement our Executive Committee adopted
in early March. This policy delineates several criteria that a federal economic recov-

ery program should meet. S. 2303 meets these tests:
¢ increased spending should be accomplished through existing state program

structures;
¢ Congress and the Administration should consider reducing state match require-
ments either as a short-term stimulus mechanism or as a permanent

anticyclical measure;
¢ priority should be given to programs that minimize the need for additional state

revenues;
. pr?igram changes should preserve the integrity of state budget requirements;
an

¢ a recovery package should include both short- and long-term responses—some
that provide immediate assistance and others that promote investments and

other long-term adjustments in the economy.
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S. ‘{2303 invests funds so that beneficiaries obtain and maintain eruployment.
JOBS is ultimately a revenue generator. It is a solid countercyclical tool.

CHILDREN IN POVERTY

When we focus on the parent and making the able-bodied work, children often qet
lost in the discussion. By helping these parents become self-sufficient, we are help-
ing move children out of poverty. With a reported one in seven American children
in poverty, the state and federal governments must work together to help these fam-

ilies.
PARTICIPATION REQUIREMENTS

It is critical, Mr. Chairman, that your legislation include adequate time to phase
in both your increased participation requirements and your requirement that state
agencies assess and refer able-bodied applicants within 60 days. We do not have the
infrastructure at the state and local level to expand our administrative and pro-
grammatic ct:ipability for such a large increase ofcparticipants. I encourage you to
examine the details of this implementation with NCSL.

MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT

NCSI, appreciates your willingness to eliminate the state matching requirement
for the JOE?S program above current state efforts. However, this may penalize the
states that have been able to fully match their JOBS allocation. NCSI, stands ready
to work with you to ensure that all states are treated equitably.

WAIVERS

I would like to comment briefly on our state’s experience with the lengthy process
of obtaining and retaining federal waivers to implement FIP. Despite our success
with FIP, our experience with the federal government as a partner in our efforts
has been most disturbing. Despite our illustration that FIP would save both the
state and federal government AFDC benefit costs over time, we had to fund FIP
within existing revenue to be cost-neutral to the federal government. Our contract
did not include any contingencies for caseload growth., The federal government re-
fused to reimburee Washington for $23 million in costs incurred by larger FIP case-
loads than anticipated. The Department of Health and Human Services had decided
to reimburse us for these additional costs. However, the Office of Management and
Budget reversed the HHS decision despite evidence that the overall AFDC caseload
in Washington had dramatically increased. Federal waivers which require strict
coat-neutrn?ity and do not allow for unezpected caseload growth place additional fis-
cal burdens on states.

NCSL strongly supports the expansion of existing waiver authority to permit
states to go forward with innovative programs developed at the state level, The cur-
rent federal waiver application process is cummbersome and time consuming. State
innovations have often been delayed by this lengthy federal process. We also believe
that cost neutrality is a two way street; the federal government should not only
share in the benefits of state demonstration projects, but in some portion of the
costs as well. NCSL urges.the federal government to re-examine its definitions of
cost-neutrality so that more states may ge inclined to implement innovative projects

and be laboratories of democracy.
FUNDING

Mr. Chairman, NCSI. believes that efforts to fully fund the JOBS program are
especially important as part of state anti-cyclical efforts. Any efforts this year, even
temporary, would help us train, educate and ultimately employ the parents of chil-
dren in poverty. NCS{: supports efforts to, at a minimum, provide increased federal
matching so that more states can fully participate in the JOBS program and are
able to spend the entire $1 billion federal FY 1992 appropriation for this program.

JOBS REGULATION

I would like to mention three current restrictions in JORBS regulations that need
legislative remedy. The current twenty hour rule for education components has
made it difficult for states to have certain educational efforts by JOBS participants
count towards participation requirements. As you know, states lose their enhanced
federal match for JOBS if they do not meet participation requirements. The twenty
hours of participation does not include class preparation or studying/class assign-
ment hours. We believe this rule should be altered to give states more ﬂexibiﬁ?y
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to provide education as a significant JOBS component. Second, NCSL strongil‘y be-
lieves that the regulatory limitation of child care reimbursement to the 75th per-
centile of market rate is an impediment. It has led to long waiting lists for child
care services in some states. It is a disincentive to increasing the availability of pro-
viders. It is inconsistent with other federal and state child care programs. If child
care is unavailable, the state cannot compel recipients to aImu'ti ipate in the JOBS
program. Finally, it is well-known that, if increased federal funds are not provided
and caseloads remain at their unprecedented high levels, states are not likely to
meet their 11% participation rate for JOBS for non-exempt AFDC recipients. At a
minimum, a temporary hold harmless of the 11 percent provision would allow states
some leeway due to the historic caseload growth.

Thank you for your consideration of our comments. I would be happy to anawer

any questions.
Attachments.

WASHINGTON
STATE
INSA‘ITUTE

FO
PUBLIC
POLICY

February 4, 1992

Dear Colleague:

Because of your interest in the Family Income Study, we are sendiug you our most recent
publications:

Promoting Independence: Welfare Policy Options is the summary of a conference
presented by the Washington State Institute for Public Policy in November 1991.
The conference addressed welfare reform trends, recent innovations in welfare-to-
work programs, and results from Washington’s Family Income Study. The
conference was co-sponsored by the Senate Commerce and Labor Committee, the
Senate Children and Family Services Committee, the House Appropriations
Committee and the House Human Services Committee.

The Family Income Study: A Summary of What We've Learned is a summary of ten
recent issue papers plus a profile of women on public assistance and a profile of

children in public assistance households.
Issue Brief: Does Public Assistance Encourage Women to Have More Children?
Issue Brief: Does Washington Attract Welfare Recipients From Other States?

We hope you find these useful and we welcome your questions or comments. If you no
longer wish to receive our publications, please call our office and ask that your name be

removed from our mailing list.

Sincerely, ’
p
Greg

Carol Webster eeks
Project Manager Research Director
inclosures

The Evergreen State College
Seminar 3162, Mat Stop TA-00
Olympia, Washington 98505
Telophone (206) 866-6000, ext 6380
Fax (206)866-6825
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WASHINGTON
STATE
INSTITUTE
FOR

PUBLIC
POLICY

Does Public Assistance
Encourage Women to Have More Childrens

Background

Most states increase the monthly public assistance grant when a new baby is born into the
houschold. Recently, policymakers in some states have cither eliminated, or proposed to
eliminate, the grant increase. These changes in public assistance policy are based on the belief
that the structure of grant payments may provide an economic incentive for women on public
assistance to have more children.

Family Income Study Data
Analysis of Family Income Study data shows that:

» Family income {alls further below the Federal Poverty Line as the number of children
in a houschold increases.

+ There was no statistical differcnce in the birthrates of women receiving public assistance
and women not receiving public assistance.

Discussion

First, we compared the economic status of houscholds on public assistance (AFDC or FIP) as
the numbers of children in the houscholds increased. We used the most standard measure of
economic well-being: towal houschold income eapressed as a pereentage of the Federal Poventy
Line, which is adjusted for family size. Even though the monthly grant increased with another
baby, the total houschold income actually fell further below the poverty line. (See Figure 1 on

back.)

Second, over a twelve-maonth period we compared the birthrates of women of childbearing age
who were receiving AFDC or FIP 1o women of childbearing age who were not receiving public
assistance. We found that cight percent of the women who were ceceiving public assistance
had another baby, compared to seven percent of the women who were not on assistance. This
is not a statistically significant ditference. (See Figure 2 on back.)

(over)

The Evergreen State College
Seminar 3162, Mai! Stop TA-0D
Otympia, Washington 98505
Telephone (206)866-6000. ext 6380
Fax (206)866-6825
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Figure 1
Public Assistance Households Become Poorer
As the Number of Children Increases

Percent of the Federal Poverty Line*

100% 5%
80% 8%
69% ¢
0 67%
60%
40%
20%
0%
One Two Three Four Five Sixor
More
Number of Children in Household
Famsily Income Study *Income averaged over four years, 1988-1991

Washington State lasnitute for
Public Policy. 1992

Figure 2
Birthrates of Women on Public Assistance and
Women Not on Public Assistance Are the Same*

Women On Public Women Not on Public
Assistance Assistance

8% 7%

Family tncome Study *The diffcrence in hirthrates for the L.
Washingloa State Institute for two ﬁmups of women is statistically insignificant.
Public Policy, 1992 Birthrates from June 1988 through May 1989,




KEY DIFFERENCES BETWEEN FIP/AFDC/WELFARE REFORM

AFDC

1. State must comply with
numerous Federal Regqulations.

2. Provides minimal benefits to
families. After the parent has
been working for 4 months, the
AFDC grant is reduced almost $1
for every $1 earned.

3. Allows only $160 a month to
cover child care costs for
persons who are employed.

4. Provides no child care for
persons in training or for
persons who go off assistance.

5. Families who go off
assistance because of earnings
can receive medical assistance
for only 4-9 more months.

6. The primary focus for field
staff is accurately determining
eligibility.

WELFARE REFORM

Imposes additional regulations.

Increases the earned income
disregards and exempts the
Earned Income Tax Credit. Most
of the earnings disregard still
goes away after 4 months
however.

Allows $175 a month for
children over 2 and $200 a
month for children under 2 for
persons who are employed and up
to 12 months for persons who go
off assistance.

Allows the state to pay child
care costs for persons with an
approved training plan.

Families will receive 6 more
months medical assistance, and,
at state option, a 2nd 6 months
of medical assistance.

The focus is on  helping
families become employed.

FIP

State has waivers that allow it
to design its own program.

Provides a cash incentive to
families in work or training so
that their income will always
be above the basic grant level.

Pays 90% of the market rate for
persons who are employed and
teens in high school and up to
12 months for persons who go
off assistnce. Child care is
paid for through a voucher
system so that parent does not
have to pay child care costs

out of their own pocket like
AFDC.

Within available funds, pays
child care costs for persons in
training.

Families who go off assistance
because of . earnings are
guaranteed 12 additional months
medical assistance.

The focus is on helping
families achfjjve self-
sufficiency through employment.

Sl



AFDC

7. Participation is required
for mothers with children six
years of age and above and one
parent from a two-parent
family.

8. No
targeted.

specific populaticns

9. No specific participation
standards.

WELFARE REFORM

Participation is mandatory for
mothers with children age three
and above. One parent of a
two-parent family must
participate in a work activity
(unpaid) 16 hours per week.

55 percent of federal funds

must be used on three target
groups.

Specific percentages of the
AFDC population required to be
served beginning FFY 1990 and
going up to 20 percent of the
AFDC~-Rs in 1995 and 70 percent
of the AFDC-Es in FFY 1997,

FIP

Participation is voluntary.

Pregnant and parenting teens
targeted.

No specific

participation
standards, !

9L
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DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL AND HEALTH SERVICES
DIVISION OF INCOME ASSISTANCE
DECNEER 7, 1969

FIP/J0BS COMPARISON

Intxoduction

Public Law 100-485, the Family Support Act, passed by Congrees in 1988
brought with it a new amployment and for recipients of
Ald to Pamilies with Depandant Children (AFDC) -- the Job Opportunities and
Basic Skills Training Program (J0BS). Although JOBS is not radically
different. from the OFPORTUNITIES Program which provides employment and
training sexvices in non~FIP sites, there are same significant differences
betwesn F1P, the stata’'s welfare reform demonstration project and JOBS.
Bacause of these differences, a program camparison has besn completed. An

ovarview of this comparison followst

JOBS Componexita

The variations between the atate’s current awployment and training

for AFOC reciplents (OPPORTUNITIES) and FIP are many. In order to do a
ible analysis, the work group identified six areas which will have

carprehens
major impacts on service delivery. These are child care, participation
rates, target groups, program services, and information systams.

1) child Came

PSA FIP
Allows payment at the 75th Provides for payment of 90
percentile of the market rate by t of the 50th percentile
geographic area. gecgraphic area.

Inplanentation of JOBS will result in a slight increase in child care
rates statowide. )

2) Participation Rates 1/

FSA FIP

Prescribes of in- Bases participation on

dividuals must participate erployability plans.

in JOBS. Percentages increase

to FFY 1998, Participation is

defined as twenty hours of

activity par weak.
The current FIP participation rate based on JOBS criteria exceeds that of
CPPORTUNTTIES. However, it does not come close to approaching the required
20 pexcent figure for single parents (AFDC-R) and 75 percemt for two parent
families (AFDC-E) to be reached by 1995.

1/ Must be met to receive enhancid federal matching. (See item #5
Infarmation Systams.
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3) Iaxget Groucs 1/

F3A
JOBS that 55 percent of
all be spent on high risk
groups .

A, Adult parents under 24 with-
out a high school degree or
with little or no work
experiemnce,

B. ~tamm public assistance
recipients,

C. The "about to be' displaced
homamaker, {.0., youngest
child within two years of
reaching 18,

4) Proguan Services
FSA

Requires that ons parent in a two
Parent family participate in
workfare, on-the-job training,
or work expsrience,

Adult Basic Bducation
or GED activities for parents
24 and undar who have not
canpleted high school.

Requires cipation of all
single parent heads of house-

Individuals who fail to
participats without good cause
are sanctioned, i.e., removed
from the grunt for a specified
time paricd.

Must be met to receive anhanced federal matching.

Information Systems.

78

The program targets pregnant and
parenting teens.

FIP

Allows the enrolles and case
coordinator to develop a suit-
able anploysbility plan.

Allows oyability plans to
reflact the parti needs of
the enrollee.

Participation is voluntary.

No sanctions imposed in a
voluntary program.

(See item #5
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5) JInfoaxreticn Svatesw

Data requiremsnts for JOBS will be the most difficult and coetly part
of the systam to implement. Enhanced federal funding is available
(60 percent instead of 30 poxcent) for direct sexrvice delivery staff
and child care if participation rates and funding of target group
services are met. This requires individual client traduxl\g Because
an Advanced Planning Documant is required and because public welfare
data systems will have to be significantly revised to collect the
required data, CSO staff will have to manually collect data for a
minimm of 24 months. In addition, the Office of Managament and
Budget is requesting data on child care which will require extensive

staff input,

In additicn, PIP provides financial incentives to {ndividuals who are in
training or who are working full or part-time.
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The Family Income Study:
A Summary of What We’ve Learned

Washington State Institute for Public Policy
The Evergreen State College
Seminar 3162, MS: TA-00
Olympia, Washington 98505
Phone: (206) 866-6000, extension 6380
FAX: (206) 866-6825
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Profile of Women on Public Assistance

—

From the 1988 Famﬂy Income Study interviews, we know that women on public assistance
had these characteristics:

The median age was 28 years.

The average age at first receipt of public assistance was 25 years.
76 percent of the women were white, 24 percent were minorities.
58 percent lived in the western, urban area of the state.

52 percent had been teenage mothers.

50 percent were separated or divorced; 35 percent had never married.
62 percent were the only adult in the household.

The average number of children in each of their households was 2.
58 percent had a youngest child over 3 years old.

The average age of the youngest child was 5 years.

41 percent had neither a high school diploma nor a G.E.D.

28 percent enrolled in school or training between the first and second annual Family
Income Study interview.

41 percent worked sometime during the year before their interview.

For those who déd work, thewmedian number of hours worked during the year was 456,
For tl;ose who viorked, the median hourly wage was $4.52 in 1988, and $4.92 in 1990.
The median annual household income was 81 percent of the federal poverty level.

33 percent grew up in a family that received welfare.
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Profile of Children in Public Assistance Households

From the 1988 Family Income Study interviews, we know that children living in public
assistance households had these characteristics:

» 82 percent had mothers who were not currently married.

18 percent experienced & change in their mother’s marital status over the three-year
period from 1988 to 1990.

*

¢ 55 percent lived in households with only one adult.

47 percent experienced a change in the number of adults in their household over a
three-year period, from 1988 to 1990.

11 percent of children 6 to 12 years old, and 25 percent of children 13 to 18 years old,
were absent from school at least once a week.

25 percent of children 6 to 12 years old, and 36 percent of children 13 to 18 years old,
repeated a grade in school.

21 percent of children 13 to 18 years old had been suspended or expelled from school.

24 percent of children of all the children had a chronic or recurring illness.
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Leaving Public Assistance in Washington State

Greg Weeks, Research Director, Family Income Study

Using three years of data from the Family Income Study, the author found that many women
were able to leave and stay off public assistance for at least one year. Five important factors
increase the likelihood of leaving public assistance.

Major Findings:

.

From March 1988 through May 1990, 41 percent of the women who were on public
assistance left for at least one of the 26 months.

Of the women who left, 87 percent stayed off public assistance for at least six months; 68
percent of the women stayed off for at least one year.

Of the women who lefl, 26 percent did not re-enter within the 26 months.
A woman is more likely to leave public assistance if she:

» has recent work experience.

* marries.
« has a post-secondary certificate or degree.
« lives in a household with other adults, independent of her marital status.

« is divorced, rather than separated or never married.

A woman is more likely to stay on public assistance:

+ the longer she has received public assistance.

« if public assistance constitutes a large share of her income.

« if she has a child under 12 months old at home.
« if she became a mother before age 18.

How Many Women Left Public Assistance?

41 Percent of the Women on Public
Assistance in March 1988
Left by May 1990

41%

“68%

Of Those Who Left, 68 Percent
Stayed Off for at Least One Year

Pamly hcome Study
Waslisgton $tate buststwie for
Public Policy, November 1991
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Staying Off Public Assistance:
What Enables a Woman to Stay Off Assistance
Once She has Left?

Lisa Cubbins, Graduate Student in Sociology, University of Washington

Using three years of Family Income Study data, the author found that more education, recent
employment, financial help from family, and a low county unemployment rate help women to
stay off public assistance once they have lefl.

Major Findings:

These factors increase the length of time women are able to stay off, once they have left
public assistance:

Education. Women who had more years of education stayed off public assistance longer
than women with less education. Each additional year of education increased the number

of months a woman stayed off pubhc assistance by seven percent.

Employment. Women who had a job 1in the month before they left public assistance were
able to stay off for a median length of 23 months compared to 15 months for women who

did not have a job when they left.

Financial help from relatives, Women who received some financial assistance from
relatives were able to stay off for a median length of 23 months compared to 12 months for
women who did not receive financial help.

Low unemployment rate. Women who lived in counties with lower unemployment rates
stayed off public assistance longer. Each percent increase in the county unemployment
rate reduced the number of months a woman stayved off assistance by nine percent.

Women Who Completed 12 Years of Education
Stayed Off Public Assistance Longer

Percent Who Stayed Off

Years of Education l
W12 or More Years £30-11 Years

60%

20% -

0%
0 6-10 1-s8 16-20 21-28 26-30

Months After Exit From Public Assistance

Fomily tecome bivdy
Wahisgion Siste Inatnate for
Pabiuc Poluey Junmary 1907
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Women, Work, and Public Assistance

Greg Weeks, Research Director, Family Income Study
Ernst Stromsdorfer, Professor of Economics, Washington State University
with Jian Cao, Graduate Student in Economics, Washington State University

Using data from the Family Income Study, the authors found that the level of education is an
important factor in explaining the likelihood of employment. The high school diploma has a
greater impact on employment than the G.E.D., but less than post-secondary training.

Major Findings:

]

Education, particularly high school completion, is the most important factor associated with
employment for both women on public assistance, and women at risk of receiving public

assistance.

Women living in households with more than one adult are more likely to be working than
women in households with only one adult.

Black women are more likely to be employed than white women. Other minority women
are less likely to be employed than white women.

Women on public assistance are less likely to be working or looking for work, and are more
likely to be out of the labor force altogether, than women at risk of receiving public
assistance.

At any time, up to 40 percent of the women on public assistance may be new parents or
may be experiencing health problems which reduce their options for employment.

Labor Market Status of Women
On Public Assistance

In June 1987 In May 1989

Not In
Labor Force

Not In
Labor Force

@ Unemployed

(Looking)
Unemployed

Employed Employed (Looking)

Famuly Iscome Stwdy
Waksjion Suw sstitese for
Pblic Pohcy. Novembes 190
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Becoming Poor:
The Dynamics of Female Poverty in Washington State
Greg Weeks, Research Director, Family Income Study

Ernst Stromsdorfer, Professor of Economics. Washington State University
Jian Cao, Graduate Student of Economics, Washington State University

Using the Family Income Study data, the authors found that 20 percent of the women who were
poor in 1988 left poverty, at least temporarily, one year later. About 20 percent of the women who

were not poor in 1988 became poor in 1989.

Major Findings:
+ A woman in Washington is more likely to become poor if she:

+ is the only adult in the household.

s lacks recent work experience.
« lacks education.

+ is not married.
+ A woman’s chance of becoming poor is not affected by her location within the state, her race
or ethnic origin, her age, or whether she received public assistance as a child.
+ A woman in Washington is more likely to stay poor:

« if she 1s the only adult in the household.

s if she lacks education.
« for every year that she remains poor.

s if she 1s not married.
« if she is a minority.

» A woman in Washington is more likely to leave poverty if she:

« lives with another adult. + marries.
» become employed. » has older children.

Poverty Status in 1989

Among Women Who Were Among Women Who Were

Poor in 1988 NOT Poor in 1988
Stayed Stayed
Poor Non-Poor
81%
Left Became

Poverty Poor

Fumidy locome $tudy
Wasksagion $1zue Isstinute for
Publie Pobey, Decesber 1950
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Education and Training Experiences
of AFDC and FIP Participants

Duane Leigh, Professor of Economics, Washington State University

Using data from the Family Income Study, the author found that: 1) FIP (Family
Independence Program) recipients were more likely to have participated in education and
training; and 2) AFDC (Aid to Families with Dependent Children) recipients were more likely
to have been employed, to have worked more hours, and to have earned a higher hourly wage.

Major Findings:
39 percent of FIP recipients, versus 26 percent of AFDC recipients, were enrolled in
education or training from June 1989 through May 1990.

51 percent of AFDC recipients, versus 45 percent of FIP recipients, worked from June 1989
through May 1990.

AFDC recipients who were employed worked more hours per week and earned more per
hour than did FIP recipients who were employed. (AFDC recipients worked an average of
33.5 hours per week and earned a median hourly wage of $5.24. FIP recipients worked an
average of 30.2 hours per week and earned a median hourly wage of $5.)

More FIP recipients were enrolled in community colleges than were AFDC recipients (57
percent of FIP recipients versus 42 percent of AFDC recipients). More AFDC recipients
were enrolled in vocational-technical institutes than were FIP recipients (20 percent of

AFDC recipients versus 13 of percent FIP recipients).

Most AFDC and FIP recipients who were enrolled in education or training were enrolled in
vocational and basic education curricula. However, more FIP recipients were enrolled in an
academic degree program, and more AFDC recipients were enrolled in on-the-job training.

Enrollment in School or Training

Percent
60%
0% 39%
26%
R%
20%
13%
0%
Currently Enrolled Enrolled During
Previous Year
B AFDC [JFIP
Pamily iscome Sendy

Waadisgios Staee Lostrww for
Puebhe Pobicy, October 1991
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Washington State’s Target Populations
for the Federal Family Support Act

Carol Webster, Project Manager, Family Income Study

The federal Family Support Act requires Washington State to provide educational services, jobs
skills training, job readiness, and a job placement program lo four target populations of public
assistance recipients. The Act also requires the siate to provide support services such as child
care and extended Medicaid. Using the Family Income Study data, the author found that
target populations comprised 46 percent of the total public assistance population.

The four target populations in the federal Family Support Act comprise approximately these
portions of the total public assistance population 1n Washington State:

1) Long-term recipients (32 percent).
2) Young, custodial parents without a high school diploma (7 percent).

3) Young, custodial parents without work experience (14 percent).
4) Parents whose youngest child is 16 or 17 vears old (4 percent)

One recipient could belong to up to three of these target populations. In total, these target
populations comprise 46 percent of Washington's Aud to Fanmihes with Dependent Children
(AFDC) and Family Independence Program (FIP) public assistance population.

Major Findings:
+ 45 percent of all four target populations lacked a high school diploma or 8 G.E.D.

» In order to leave public assistance, many women reported they needed education and
training; some reported they needed child care: and very few reported they needed

transportation.
Evaluations of welfare-to-work programs have shown that programs which offer a

combination of related services, and integrate hands-on vocational training with academic
concepts, are effective in helping public assistance recipients obtain jobs.

Relative Size of Target Populations

Some recipients are 1n more than one target population

Targeted and Non-Targeted
AFDC/FIP Population

Percent

LongTerm 326
Recipients

Under 24 70
No Diploma

Under 24 140
No Work Experience K

Recipients with BT
Older Children

Non-Targeted
54%

November 1990
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Teenage Mothers:
A Life of Poverty and Welfare?

Carol Webster, Project Manager, Family Income Study
Felix D'Allesandro, Family Independence Program

Using data from the Family Income Study, the author found that having a child as a teenager
affects the life course of a woman in three important areas: 1) use of public assistance, 2)

educational level, and 3) hourly wages.

Major Findings:
52 percent of the women on public assistance were teenage mothers, and 25 percent of
the women at risk of receiving public assistance were teenage mothers.

Of the 52 percent of the women on public assistance who were teenage mothers, slightly
more than half had their children when they were 18 or 19 years old. Of those women at
risk of receiving public assistance who were teenage mothers, 45 percent received public

assistance sometime in the past.

Women who were teenage mothers had an increased likelihood of going on public
assistance compared to women who were not. Women who had their first child between
the ages of 13 and 17 had an even greater likelihood of going on public assistance.

50 percent of the women on public assistance and 25 percent of the women at risk of
receiving public assistance, who were teenage mothers, lacked a dipioma or a G.E.D.
Women who had their first child when they were younger than 18 years old were even
more likely to lack a diploma or a G.E.D.

Although 31 percent of the women on public assistance who were teenage mothers were
enrolled in education or training in 1989, shghtly more women who were not teenage

mothers were enrolled.
Women on public assistance who were teenage mothers and worked for wages earned lower
hourly wages, during cach decade of their lives, than women on public assistance who were

not teenage mothers.
Over Half of the Women on Public
Assistance Were Teenage Mothers

Percent Who Were Teenage Mothers

100%

80% 75%
60%
52% ©%

40%
25%

20%

0%
On AFDC/FIP At Risk of AFDC/FIP

M Women Who Were [JWomen Who Were Not
Tamly locame Sendy Teenage Mothers Teenage Mothers
Teate lastrtnis for

Pabe . Pebenacy tHL
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Training Needs of the Economically Disadvantaged
and the Working Poor

Duane Leigh, Professor of Economics, Washington State University

During the 1990 session, the Legislature created the Governor's Advisory Council on Investment
in Human Capital, and authorized a study of the training needs of the state’s work force. As
part of that study, the Washington State Institute for Public Policy studied the training needs of
the economically disadvantaged and the working poor. The author used data from the Family
Income Study and the Economically Disadvantaged Male Survey.

Major Findings:

For economically disadvantaged women, an associate of arts degree boosts wages 26 percent,
and a four-year degree boosts wages 52 percent, above wages earned without a high school

diploma.

41 percent of women on public assistance have neither a high school diploma nor a G.E.D.

For econemically disadvantaged men, only a four-year degree has a significant impact on
wages. Those with a four-year college degree earn 25 percent more than those with only a

high school diplema
11 percent of working poor men have neither « high school diploma nor a G.E.D.

41 percent of economically disadvantaged women were enrolled in some type of education
or training program during 1988-1989; half of these were attending community colleges.

Only 14 percent of economically disadvantaged men received their recent job preparation
from community colleges; 64 percent received their recent education and training from a
combination of other mstitutions, such as: vocational training institutes, private vocational
schools, apprenticeships, on-the-job training, and Job Training Partnership Act services.

Education Increases the Hourly Wages
of Economically Disadvantaged Women

Percent Increase in Wages

607 { 52%

407

[
Without High School Associate of Four-Year
Diploma Diploma Arts Degree Degree

Educational Level
M Hourly Wages

Puady locoae Srudy
Wy aiagton State st for
Public Pobey. Ocrober 1991



91

Housing Costs for Women on
Public Assistance

Julia Hansen, Assistant Professor of Economics, Western Washington University

Using data from the Family Income Study, the author found that housing represents a
significant financial burden for families receiving AFDC (Aid to Families with Dependent
Children) and FIP (Family Independence Program), and housing costs were found to vary

across regions of the state.

Major Findings:

.

90 percent of women on public assistance rented their housing; 32 percent of these women
received rent subsidies.

While public assistance households with more income spent more on rent, they spent a
smaller percentage of their income. (A public assistance houschold of 3.6 persons in
Western metropolitan Washington, with an annual income of $5,284, spent 66 percent of its
income on housing. The same type of household with an annual income of $9,505 spent 40
percent of its income on housing, and a household with an annual income of $13,727 spent

30 percent of its income on housing.)

Rents were highest in metropolitan Western Washington. Rents were lowest 1n non-
metropolitan Eastern Washington. (A representative household spent $315 per month
in metropolitan Western Washington, $265 in metropolitan Eastern Washington, $256 in
non-metropolitan Western Washington, and $226 in non-metropolitan Eastern

Washington.)

Among households with the same income, larger households spent more on rent. (A four-
person household spent $14 more per month than a two-person household with the same

income.)
Annual Rent as a Percent of Income*
In 4 Regions of the State
Percent
60%
40%
20%
0%
Meito Metro Nonmetro Nonmetro
West East West East
Region :
* Esti {
Tgos Sae tgirt b sitanas houschord with n
1 sapusl iscome of $9,503.

Public Policy, September 1991
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Hunger Among Public Assistance Households
in Washington State

Kate Stirling, Associate Professor of Economics, University of Puget Sound

Jsing data from the Family Income Study, the author found that approximately one out of
every four public assistance households with children under 18 years of age had hungry
children. Most of these public assistance households received Food Stamps.

Major Findings:
Public assistance households with hungry children differed from public assistance households
without hungry children. In households with hungry children. more mothers:

were the only adult in the household (68 percent versus 61 percent).

were sceparated or divorced (57 percent versus 47 percent),

had neither a high school diploma nor a G.E.D (45 percent versus 41 percent),
belonged to a racial or ethnic minority (31 percent versus 23 percent).

were unemployed or out of the work force (64 percent versus 57 percent).

* o o & o

In addition, public assistance houscholds with hungry children had annual incomes further
below the federal poverty line, and spent a greater percentage of their annual income on food
and housing, than public assistance households without hungry children.

Housing and Food
Used a Greater Percentage
of a Hungry Household's* Budget

Households with Houscholds without
Hungry Children Hungry Children

i . i 307
Housing (N RIs Housing b0t Food

§ Food

Other
Housing + Food = 78%
Average Annual Income: $9746

Other
Housing + Food = 87%
Average Annual Income: $9311

Pramly lscome Sredy *Data based on public

Walinglon Stie Ismtvie for N
Pl Policy, Scpiember 1991 assistance households
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Promoting independence:
Welfare Policy Options

Juswaary i000?

Conference Summary

Al sty fune tovm s b the ¢ okogal
Fatsuly Sggeat Actad b\ B
fnk fal Waatan fotdmn By idat st ot oo d
the Joby EOpyuaranisy sn . Mo Ml
poptan Ot~ thy ca g atud 101000 g ated
Mgt W s gy an a4 BN §NA
JORS fguaines, stafen oot wiy oo ter
theae siwat i o daca i ke
wtlar nooapnnas

Marn Sates 1ot Lo ¢ ate S0ty eitan
casbeanh wtid s franinge sate pavzans My
Senketal practnnx o atnd e sates shuane thwe
ot 1 Wy dlanc, bt st Tase wet chdlans
avaalable ttade ahhantagn of tin poral

alkn atod tvborad sutnh andor INA JOBS

Mg rapanis ot weltan and st
ey nnnt o 2o pedny gl The
10 pra sk the et ottt edin st sind
TEAUNE PORTANT 18 she Gt i Lt vate
podxymuben tada

To address wanse of those sssases, ta
Washingtan Mate Instiure for Publi
Policy bl b seatemne un Noaember 15,
1991, enitsthed  Promoting Indepn ssdewie:
Welfare Podicy Optrons. Speabans diw avand

¢ Weltare retorm s

© Washungoon Mate s we'tafr | ascload trends

® Funiedinges asnd recet Caninaatngn o weltae-
o-work progcrams

@ Results inan Woasti g barmdy bnon
Stady.

The cunterenn s Gancauded wish a toe -
member punct disoussng ther sdeas ke
fucure poluy in Washington Sate

BEST AVAILABLE COPY

Highiights

¢ Intcgrausng hands-on vocatonal tramng
wth batic educstson peaduces gasns in
employment and camengs.

* Only an undependent, expenmentally-
devgned evaluation of weifare programs
can reveal the programs’ scoual effect.

® Luw-ast and moderste-cost welfare-1o-
wark programs can increase employment
and earnings, bue do not slways reduce
wetfare coms.

* Expeceations should be modest for the

© Over half of the women who lesve assis-
tance in Washington Sate leave for labor
markes-related reasons.

» Scaces have Bexibulity in designing their
welfare-t0-wark programs under FSA/
_JOBS, but they should not expect further
changes in the fodetal welfare program.

¢ Decressed state revenues mean fewer state
dollars are available t0 be masched by the
federal funds allocated for welfare reform.
Thas, the scope of FSA/JOBS will be
smaller than Congress originally
sicned

Prosonted by he
Yenshngion State insteute fr Publ Polcy
ond co-sponserné by e

Serste Commprce 900 Labor Commase
Senas Coderne ang Famiy Services Commatee
Mouse Appropr atons Comanties

Houte Muman Serpes Commasse
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Overview: A Welfare Chronology

Senator Marc Gaspard wroduced

the first session of the conference
and gave & chianology of wellsre
policy aince 193
1936 1980
_— ___—

Aud o Families with
Dependent Children
(AFDC) begins as part of
the Social Secuniry Ace.
AFDC supports poor
children whose parent(s)
are dead, abwent, of inca-
pacitated. The progeam
small and politically
appeathing during the Great
Depression.

1960
-

Two-thirds of AFDC
payments are to families 1n
which children's poverty is
related to family structure,
not the death of a parent.
These include families in
which pareats have never
martied, of are sepanated or
divoreed.

1967
.

Congress establishes che
Work Incentive Program
(WIN), which adds
employment-related
services to AFDC.

3 0 milhon amifies naton-
wide are on weltare, and
cnnasm of AFIXC in-
Creans.

1981
_——

The Ommibus Budget
Rexonciliation Actinitiates
weltare-to-work demonstra-
tien l‘“l]t‘(\ in l".ln)' States,
States are allowed w require
weltare reapients o go

into tanining, job sarch,

or work experience m
exchange for thewe AFDC
ganes.

1988
-

More than half of all
American mothers are
working. Many in Con-
gress think society should
no longer support poor
mothers to stay at home
with their children. They
think mothers with chil-
dren at least three years
old shauld te working to
support their children, and
absent fathers should pay
child support.

1987
—

The Nauonal Governon'
Assocration EINGA) ssues a
report on wellare rdorm.
The report states NGAS
guxl &, “fo tart what 15 mad
/n‘muuf) o pymants systom
with a mun ok companent
pitu  systens that o5 finst and
Jommpnt a pdis systom, haked
up ath an ncomie assntane
comipenent.”

1987
_—

The Wwshington State
Legislature ceeates dhw
Family Indcpendence
Program (FIP) at the
Guovernor's request, and it
beging in 1988, FIP
provides financial incen-
tives for women on AFDC
to obtain education, train-
ing, and employment;
social services are provided
during participation and for
12 months after teaving the
program.

The Legislature also creates
the Lamily Income Study,
a five-year study of familics
receiving, and at risk of

receiving, public assistance.

1988
.

Congress passes the Family
Support Act (FSA), which
revises AFDXC by targeting
those most likely to become
long-term welfare recipr-
ents. The acrercates the
Jub Opportunities and
Basic Skills (JORS)
program, fxusing on
education and truming.
Social services are provided
during particpation and for
1.2 months after leaving the
,\ﬂ)ﬂﬁl""

1990
—

Washington State imple-
ments FSA/JOBS.

1992
L

Both FIP and FSA/JOBS
are Operating in some arcas
of the state; in other areas,
only FSAZJJOBS is operac-
ing.
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Sher Staisel 18 the dicector of the Human Senvices
Commrtee of the National Conlerence of State

Lagisl {NCSL) She d dthe mpactof the
current recession on AFDC caseload growth and nationat
vends i unpiement:ng wellare reform

Stersed began with an overview of the
implementation of FSAJOBS

o Since the nuddle of TORY, AFDC caselods have i reased
Nutionally, 15 aulhon tamibes, including 8.8 milhon
children (one i seven), were receving AFDC beneties in
August 191

o In 1991, one an ten Americans receved tood stamps

* Dud to the recession, 38 states had diminishesd ceveniies or
budger defiaes i 1991

o Unhke pretsons AFDC reapients, new entrants are more
tikely to be. recently unemployad, people whose unem-
ployment benetits have expired, or other unsuccesstul job
hunters

o Al states now have ther FSA JOBS programs in place,
with nearly hatt 4 nallion parnopants. However, the
General Acconnting Office has predicted that one-thied of
the FSA JOBS matching funds will go unused because
states have tewer dollans avinlable w take advantage of the
torl allocated federal funds.

¢ All states have met the current quota of serving 7 percent
of the ehigible targered populations i 1991, States may
have difficulty serving the percentage of welfare recipients
mandated by FSA 1n coming years, In 1992 states will
have to serve 11 percent of the eligible population, and 20
percent by 1995,

¢ Economue conditions ate making it difficult to place JOBS
graduates. In 1990, 75 pereent of states reported or
expected a shortage of employment opportunities for
those who completed tmiming. If conditions worsen,
states will face more difficulty meeting progeam goals,
Steisel said.

¢ Two other ditficulties for seates were welfare reGpients’
lack of education, which sases the cost of education and
trumung programs, and there chuld care needs JOBS
puarantees dnld care durng partiapation and for a 12+
maonth teansition period after leaving welfare.

States Have Flexibility

States do have lexibaliy i how they design their JOBS
programs and are considering many options Because states
are faced with limited resources, many are considering
providing mure comptehensive services to faver people,
hoping tor a graater return on the investment--tocusing
mare on one targeted group, such as young parents, and less
on another, such as long-term reapients. Some of the nther
ways 1n which states are looking to reduce wellare costs age

¢ Decreasing peneral weltare
¢ lncreasing chgibility requirements
o Adding residency and ame Timits.

¢ Creaning sanctions for not particpating in
education,

There Is No Quick Solution

Having passed a major welfare reform package in 1988,
Congress is not likely to change the federl welfare system
apdin soon.

Steisel concluded that the best action to take is to find
opportunities to link FSAZJOBS with other programs, such
as the Job Training Partnership Ace, Head Start, and child
ey, 1o better imtegrate existing suppore systems. “States
must be flexible in designing prognaims and must tealize
that there 1s no quick solution.”
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Welfare Reform: What Works, What Doesn't?

John Wattaze, Vice Pragsdent and Regonal Manager
Manpower Demanstration Research Corporation (MDRCH,
summarized what MORC has fearned over the past decade
from other states’ expenances with welare 10-wark
programs MDRC 15 & non profit socisl policy research
otgemzation that conducts expenmentally designed
te3¢eatch evaluations of federa: and state welfare 1o work
programs  MORC s now conducting the JOBS program
avalustion for the U S Oepantment of Heakh and Human
Services

Short-Term Programs Were Cost-Effective

"Dunng the 19805, we tound that short-term, relanvely
low-cost programs oftering work expenience and job search
wete cost-citectve and had sustamed mpaces,” Wallace
siid These programs were mandutony and targeted Largely
o wngle mothers recavmg AFIXC Evaluations showad
that states were beeeer off fiscally with these kinds of
programs, which produced increned sarmings and medest
reductions in weltare costs,. Moreover, pactiopanes fele the

work requirements were fair

“However, these progeams did not move people one ot
poverty There were no carnings increases tor long-term
wellare reaprents, nor for men i owo-parent fanmbes. More
peuple got jobs but not better jobs Those who benetited
lent trom these programs were those who were most
employable thew to public asaance) and ong-term
reapients  Those who beneticed masr were the large muddie
group of people who were onand oft weltare repeatedly ™

“We know that moving people out of poverty requires o ot
mote than jobs=—< hild care, more efticient child suppore
collection, transportation benetits, Earned income Tax
Crecht, and transitional beneties.”

Moderate-Cost Programs
Didn’t Always Reduce Welfare Expenditures

“Moderate-cost programs with some education and teaiming
were alw cost-effective, and may offer some promise of
maving people out of poverey. But chey didi'calways
reduce welfare costs, We don't know of programs that
emphasiee education and skills traming are effecone in che
long run.”

Policy Trade-Offs

The bent approach tor weltare-to-work programs depends
on the goals, Wallace said Results of welfare-to-work
programs from che TO8O, betore FSAJOBS was created,
suggest the tollowing

# To maximize welfare savings—Programs that start
with job search assistance do bese

¢ To move participants into beter jobs—More ingen-
anvestratepies, inchuding educanon and traming, sem o

do best

¢ ‘T'o reach the most disadvantaged -1t s unclear what
the beststrategy v, but job seardh acovioes alone are nat
adequate o increase employment and carmings tor s

Rroup

¢ To move people out of poverty—No program has
achievad this poal. Complementary policies are needed

* For muttiple goals--Higher-cost and lower-cont services
may partially achieve soveral different objectives.

Current Trends In Welfare Refarm

Newer FSAJOBS programs empliasize an accirate assess-
ment of the weilare reaaprents” skills and aceds, and then
serve fewer people with more ineensive services, "But some
states, under the pressure of increased caseloads and decres-
iy state revenues to match the federal funds, are now
consideting using lower-cost programs tor mare people, and
are questioning the emphasis on edueation.™ There is much
debiee on this issue. Some states are cutting wellare geants,
Other states, such as Wisconsin and Ohin, have begun
“tearntare” maodels that link & family's welfare grant with
the school attendanee of therr chldren.
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WASHINGTON STATE: Trends and Research Findings

Washington State Welfare Trends

Greg Wawks it an economist weth the Famdy Income Study at the Washington
State Insutute tor Puble Policy Movang from the nanonal to the Washington
State perspactive, he presented recent indings about Washungton's public
assistance population trom the Family Income Study and trends in Washington s

welfare cascicad since 1312

Welture caselouds have imreased over nme Consequently,
many would expect that more single mothers are using
wellare However, the proportion of single mothers using
welfare iy aceually tadhing The reason tor ncreased weltare
caselowds s an explosion i the total number of female-
headed houschobds wath children, not the percent using

weltare.

mmwummm
mm

1972 1978 19980 1988 1990
Famvly incomae Srusy Searee: Fornesong Omsion,
Washington Stad stute for Pbtc Poisy, Novemder 1981 fice of Rnenciel Mansgecsenl

Women on Welfare in Washington

Women who recene AFDC FIP wre like other mothers in
Washmgton State i some way s and enlike them i other

Waby

Women receving AFDC FIP are fike other Washington
mothess i that
* Phey have an average of two children
¢ They bive mostdy i ueban western Washington,
¢ They are mostly white.

¢ They are, on average, about 30 years old.

Women receving AFDC FIP are unlike other mothers i
that.
¢ Many (11 percent) have no high school diploma or
GED ceruficate.
¢ Onver halt €52 percentd had therr st dhild when
they were teenagers
¢ When they worked, women on AFDC FIP varned o

mechian hourly wage ofonly $153 1 1988 and
$ 19220 1990,

Leaving Waelfare in Washington

‘Fhe Famuly Tncome Study isee page 6018 able to show
changes i the public assstance populacion over time,
hocause st s a fomtudinal stady - From 1987 ro 1990 there
has becnsubstantual tarnover in wellare reapients in
Washington State

¢ 1 pereent fobe pubhc wssntance within a 26-month

el

¢ OF thase women who lelt assistance, 68 percent stayed olf

weltare tor at least one year

How Many Women Laft Publio Assistance?

& Porcont of the Weman on
Public Avslatanes in Moreh
1908 Lot by Moy t000

Fowsly incom Sty
Wanhngton Stete dasttves hor Pubde Policy, November 1181
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WASHINGTON STATE: Trends and Research Findings

What Enables Women to Leave Public Assistance?

The likelthood of a woman feas g public assistance in
Washingron mcreases with these factors, i order of
mporeance:

e Warking more months m the year,

eGetung marriad

*Haveng 4 post-secondary certficate or degree.

eLiving with other adules

eHBeing divorced rather than separated or never martied.

Washington Women Differ From The National Pattemn

Washington women ditfer from the national pacteen in
that they hate a much greater altachment to the labor
Jorve, and employment is their most important fuctor in
leating welfare A carher. natnonal scudy by David
Elwoad showed marriage was the mostimportant taceor,
sand Weeks

Ressons Why Women Left Public Assistance
el
" "
L e B
™ 1 us N

N -
Qe

Lobte Movbut  Morriage AN O
Domogrophic®  Rocssns™*
I omity income Btucy [l Netional Eetimate
Famay inc omd Stody mendlﬁ.ﬂ
Washngron State Inptityte ks Sging oot of sligibitiey. vin.
Pudi Poscy Novemde 1981

WMW‘M
oaiibetioas hom famity, ote.

. homiug, food, and utilities qpend:m
* child school performance - '
» mental health

Family lmwy&ummmbynﬂ'tm
Washington Scare Institute for Public Polxyw‘byﬁt\ﬂcy
members at severul of the universities in the state. The

fourth annual survey was completed in the simaiee of 1991,

Three Recently Released Reports
from the Family Income Study:

Education and Yraining Experiences of AFOC and FIP Participants,
by Duane Leigh, Economics Department, Washington State University,
October 1991

Housing Costs for Women on Public Assistarce, by Juha Hansen,
Economics Depantmont, Western Washington Unwversity, Septembaer 1991,

Hunger Among Public Assistance Households in Washington Siate,
by Kate Steting, Econommcs Department, University of Puget Sound,
September 199!



QUESTION: Are there any advantages to encouraging
teenage mothers to live with their parents?

Greg Weeks: We don't know the answer w this yer, The
Famuly [ncome Study s louking at farmily struceure now.
However, we do know that a female, single parent docs
better, economically, when she lives with another adule
We are examiming the effeces of farmily servcoure on
puatterns of weltare use, employment and various other
wndicators of well-beng.

QUESTION: What is the outcome of “leamfare”
programs?

John Wallace: ¢ don't know much about that yet, but
the net impact evaluation study of the Olno experience is
torthcomimg  (IMDRC's initial process evaluation of Ohso's
Learntage was avalable at the Conterence)

99

Questions and Answers

'

QUESTION: What about the impact of these welfare-to-
work programs on children?

John Wallace: MDRC's current evaluation of FSA/JOBS
will vield information on children’s school attendance,
educational sttanment, and other measures. We don't
have the resulrs as yet.

Grag Weeks: ‘I'lic Farmily Incomie Study has information
on 1000 childeen, and our analysis will be avalable soon.
We will show the hink between education, traming, and
work behavior of ¢he pacent and the well-being of the chuld,
Well-bemng will be mesured by educanional, healeh,
dependency, and delinquency outcomes for the culdren.

Recent Trends and Unanswered Questions .

mmmmmm
reform has followed two tracks:

1. Encoursged more ' 2: Encournged desired

labor markes pascici- )
pstion by welfare
recipienss through

¢ Educstion and trining. | ¢ No grant increases for
V sdditions! children,

® Increasing msbsidics for * Raquiting teonage
childoceandother ~ * | parents to Liwe with their
work-telaced coses. . perents or kgsl guacdian

2 o qualify foe welare,

* Tonsitiooal benefis | Linking welfive geasits
(childcare and medical 1o school ateendance by
benefisforoneyear | children whoee families .
afcer leaving welfare), | - reorive welfare.

Unanswered Questions About
Weltare-to-Work Programs

Manpower Demonstration Research Corporarion’s (MDRC)
ongoing evaluation of JOBS progeams 1s designed to answer
key questions for wellare employment programs, including:

* Are mandatory or voluntary programs more effective?

¢ What are the benetits compared o the costs of intensive
programs?

o What is the best sequence of services?
¢ How feasible 1s it to achieve the fxderal paracipation rate?

¢ What are the impxicts and cost-benefits of cransitional
child care and Medicaid?

The evaluation will compure two weltare-to-work
approaches, one tocusing on immediate job search, and the
other emphasizing education and skills development.
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Innovative Approaches in Welfare-To-Work Programs

Innovation in Program Design; The CEY Program

Senator Peter con Reichbauer miroduced this sess:on of the conterencd. which
presented wo nnovanve approaches 10 welfare 10 work programs One
Bpproach is 30 nAGYANaN N program design the secondds an mnovation n
program admupstrghion

Background: The Rockefeller Foundation Demonstration
and Research Project

Phaebe Cottngham managed The Rockeleller Foundaton's
Munanty Femate Single Parent Demonstiaton Proect whoh
supported the Center lor Empioyment Traning (CED ang
thego other piograms

Cotangham expluned that from 198
to §UNS The Rexketeller Foundanun
supported the damonseration to determine

which employ ment cramng strategy worked bost for low-
weome single mothers A unique teature of the demonstra-
tan was s expenmentd dosigo and s ndependent

oalie n

The tour commuamity-based orgamzations which parta-
pated i the domonstranon were Jocatad i Atlantg,
Providence, San Joseand Washingeon, DO Those tour
programs provided 3 range of services to 8,000 wonen
About hali of the wornen had no high school or GED
credential, and about halt had chubdeen under eheee years

(V'l’,

The Rocketdler Foundaton tunded an outside expenmen-
tally-designed evaluation of the tour programs, which wis
conducted by Mathematica Policy Research. Partiapants i
the four demonsteation progeams were randomly placed in
an expenimental group o control group.

Cottnghan sad that the eompentionad v isdom i cmploy-
ment ermming of lowsshilled, undereducated cienes had
been to it asess therr educatonal skills, then to place
chients i remedral academic dlasses, and finally to proved:
hands-on vocational g, This is known as the “schonl
Sivst” approwch.

Leaming in Context

Three of the demonstration programs used the conven-
uonal method, the “school first” approuch. In contrast, the
tourth program, CET, was the only one 1o use o “learning
i context” approach - o inregrate busic education with
hands-on job skalls tnunming - Instrucuon in math, reading,
wrnang and Enghsh as a Second Language (08 L) was
embedded inthe job skalls eraming

CET participants had increased employment and eamings

Mathcmatica Policy Research s exaluation o The
Rexheteler Foundation Demonstration Progect totnd

that e the four demonstration programs only CET pro-
dsed substantial increases in participanis’ employ ment
rates and earnings. By the end of the Gt year atter
enrollaient, CET partiapants in the expenmental group
hada 27 percent higher coploy ment rare and a1 pereent
higher varnsngs raee than the control group. Costs were
simular to those o the ather Minoney Female Single Parent
programs. The exaluanion atenbuted CET'S sucaes ity
learning in context approach

CET Participents Made Substential Gaine
I Employment and Eamings 12 Months Aer Envoliment

W%
Mo
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CET is a non-profit, community-based program that trains
low-income men and women for jobs. Begun in San
Jose, California, in 1967, it now operates 30 “skills training
centers” in six western states, using a combination of
federal, state, and private funding.

Operation of CET

Russ Tershy, Execotoe Ouactor of CET, explained how the
CET program was distnctfrom the three othes programs in
the demansualion project

o Job trammg coures were open o all,
with i testing, screening, nor “creannng
of the best-prepared applicants

® Traming was immediate, with no waiting peniod nor
prerequisites, The women thenmehves decided which job
skills traming course they wounld enter.

o There was no “pass” or " ful.” Parocpants eemained i
tearing untd placed i a job, inully within sixor seven
months

¢ Tramng was individualized to march cach stadent's skatls

and pace.

* Couras rephicatad the work eovironment, using hands-on
instruction, Parnapants “docked in” betore 800 am
and were given halfan hour for funch

o The program was intensive, offening 35+ 10 hours per
week of traming and work, wath fraguent tsting.

o Trainng was job-onented, waching specific skills known
to be it demand in the job market CET worked closely
with industry to match local labor market condigions and
fceds,

o CET taught work habies as well as skills. A “trisis
coumelor” was avarlable to help participanes with ssues i
their bives that could affece these tniming.

¢ CETs onssite chld care center hielpad o aterice paruc-
pants with young children

CET's Success

CET's success has becn atenbuted wes open entry, which
enabled paraicpants to cater the program at any ame,
without testing or assessment; and 1ts learning in contest,
which links hands-on vocational teanimg with academic
skills. CET avorded the more abstrace teaching of a stan-
daed dlassroom seeang. Finally, CET's coorddination with
employers developed up-to-dute tining in hine with local
labor matkee conditions, and CET only provided eraining
for those jobs that were carrenely avatlable in the commu-
ey,

Yoye T



Innovative Approaches in Welfare-To-Work Progran

Innovation in Program Administration;
Private Case Management in the GAIN Program

Fred Gustatson. Exgcutive Vice Preswdent for Provatizstion Mammus, Inc
descrbed his COmPary s cantract 10 provide case management sernces 10 pubhc
we'fare ciienty in Los Anpeles County

Created by the state i 1985, Cabtornia's Greater Avenues
for Independence (GAINS prograny was mandatory for
certan AFDC reapients Lis Angeles contricied with
Maxmmus to provide case management services o county
weltare chents in 1988, befor Calitornia implementad
FSA JOBS - After some mexhitieations, GAIN 1 now
aceepted by the tederid Department of Health and Human
Senvices ws Cabitortia's JOBS program

GAIN providesa range of educational, employment,
truming, and support seevices. Tow administered tocally, by

Calitorma’s S8 counties

Private Sector Approach

Lan Angeles County s the first admimistrative umit in ehe
nanion o contract with the private secor for JOBS pro-
A0 e manggemont Maximus now operates five
GAIN regional oftices throughout the county, with s
case b ot about 12000 people

The program’s TR case managen act as facilitators and
counselors, coordinating partiopants’ access to educational
and truming imstitutions and support services. Gustalson
sl chat a case manager first conducts an inital fact-
finding interview to deteenine the education, employment,
and welfare Tustory of a chient. Then the case manager
expluns the GAIN program and makes appointments with
appropriate service providers to easure that the partiopant
takes full advantage of the opportunities avarlable, Case
managers provide services m six lainguages Armentan,
Cambudian, Chinese, Fnglish, Spanish, and Vietnamese.,

Each GAIN supervisory umit includes 4 supervisor, six case
managers, and o umtassistant. Case auanagers maintam a
caseload of approximiately 120 partcipants.

Payment Process

Maximus recerves monthly pavments from Los Angeles
County according 1o a two-part lormula-

1Yon the basis of the number of clients on the ongoing
caselond, and 2Yon the basis of the number of new retereals
They ibso receve tunding o trun now Maximus seaff it
there are incresed numbens of new reterrals Additonally,
Mavimus recerves & bonus of £150 tor each Jient who 1y
placed and remans employed tor at least six months and
whose weltare grant s reduced by ar fease S0 perent

Potential Advantages

Gustabon sad that Masimuon’ contract wieh the county
encountered imnal opposition from both pubiic employ ey’
umons and somw Jegastators, buc he believed that Masimus
offered the county several advantages

¢ A povate orgamization, Masimus can e more Honable
0 statfing, cpecially when the progeun espands or
contracts,

¢ Maximus keeps overhand cones tow through heavy
relance on computer systems for cse management,

traching, and data collection

¢ Case managens are carefully teined, well-paid, and hghly

productive,

¢ Gustatson stated that Maximus had done as good 4 job as
the county coukd hase for fess maney.

Independent Evaluation Not Yet Available

Los Angeles County's conerct with a private sector com-
pany to provide case management services for its welfare
reaprents isannovative . The impact and etfectiveness of
the apprach, however, has yet t be independently
evaluated.

A report by the Auditor General of California, published
10 February 1991, indicated that Maximus is generally

complying with jts contract and is performing case man-
agement services within the standards established by the

wounty,
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Questions and Answers
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QUESTION: WWhatfollow-up is being done onthe CET
program?

Russ Tershy: At CET we track graduates for six months.

Phoebe Cottingham: Rocketeller is currently completing
analysis of a 30-month follow-up of CET and other demon-
stration project chienes, and a five-year study is undenway.

nel Discusses Priorities for

QUESTION: What percentage of CET participants did
not complete the program?

Russ Tershy: About 73 percent were placed in jobs. Those
wha did not complete the program generatly deopped out
because of a lack of resources. We have suppore counselors
to help recain participants.

QUESTION: Whom do you serve in the GAIN program?

Fred Gustafson: We serve chose who have boen on welfare
tor three or more yeans. Toinally, GAIN was mandatory tor
the AFDC one and two-parent populations Now we serve
voluntary participunts as well

he Northwest

Peter Callaghan, political reporter for Tacoma’s Th
Mormg News Tribune, moderated a discussion among
representatives of Northwest legishatures, business, and
community-based organieations.

Panelists included: Representative Beverly Stein, Ongon
House of Ripyvsentatives: Joe Taller, Conporate Dinntor for
Community and Edcation Relatons. The Bung Compuny:
Samuel Martinez, Dovweor of the Washimgton Migrant Chilid
Instutite, Vashimgton State Magrant Connctl: Senator Pam

Raoxach, Chsir, Washington Senate Chtldvon and Famly St
Commttee: and Representative June Leonard, Char,
Washingion House Human Sent joes Committiey.

The panel reflected on current crends in weltare reform and
ofteeed several directions for the fucare:

¢ los crucal to have outside, independent evaluations of
wellare-to-work programs o hielp decermine whae works
best for whom, as well as what 1s cose-ctiective tor the

state,

We newd to take a "human mvesement™ approach to
allocacing resources, recognizing that education, jobs, and
welfare are mexericably refated.

When faced with making budget cuts, legislators should
seek to preserve programs that make a difference in the
long run—such as education, early intervention, school
dropout prevention, and efforts to encounge self-
suffiviency.

The business community must acknowledge that our
stare's productivity and economic healeh depend on our
“human capital,” and that business needs a well-educated

workforee.

o

-

Public-private partnerships can be an important wol in
delivering human setvices. We should encourage
collabontive clorts between state and local governments,
businesses, schools, and nonprofit organizacions.
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PREPARED JOINT STATEMENT OF JAN L., HAGEN AND IRENE LURIE

We appreciate the invitation to appear before the Subcommittee today. We are
both on the faculty of the University at Albany and serve as principal investigators
for a ten-state, three-year study on the implementation of JOBS (the Job Opportuni-
ties and Basic Skills Training Program.) This work is conducted under the auspices
of the Rockefeller Institute of Government, the public policy arm of the State Uni-
versity of New York. The study is funded by the Pew Charitable Trusts, the U.S,
Departments of Labor and Health and Human Services, the Foundation for Child
Development, and the New York State Department of Social Services. In our teati-
mony today, we will focus on selected findings from our study and their relevance
to 8. 2303. Our conclusions and opinions are our own and should not be construed

as representing those of our funders.
CONDUCTING THF. 8TUDY

Our ten-state, three-year investigation recognizes the importance of studying the
rrocoss of implementing the JOBS program, a program which presents major chal-
enges and opportunities to state and local %ovemments. Through our research, we
are attempting to understand the complex chain of events between changes in fed-
eral law and changes in the services provided to welfare recipients,

The main research approach in our study is field network research. The essential
feature of this approach is a network of senior policy analysts who assess the JOBS

rogram in their state by using a uniform inag’rument for collecting and analyzing
information. Our studi: covers the states of Maryland, Michigan, Minnesota, Mis-
sisgippi, New York, Oklahoma, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Tennessee, and Texas. Qur
first round of field research was conducted in October through December 1990 and
focused on the initial choices made by the states in implementing JOBS. The report
for this round of field research is now being published and will be available soon.
We wish to submit a summary of that repor{) for the record. The summary high-
lights our major findings regar in% the states’ initial choices in implementing JOBS.
The second round of field research occurred in June through August, 1991 and fo-
cused on JOBS implementation at the local level, Within each state, we are examin-
ing the implementation of JOBS at three local sites, We are now beginning to ana-

lyze that information from the 30 local sites.
AN OVERVIEW: TWO PATTERNS OF RESPONSE TO JOBS

When the Family Support Act was passed, many advocates viewed the JOBS title
not only as programmalic legislation but also as a eignul for change—a signal to
welfare systems throughout the nation that they should take on a mission that em-
phasizes services intended to reduce welfare dependency rather than just financial
assistance. Moreover, government and recipients should enter into a new social con-
tract that would redefine their relationship as one of mutual obligation.

In contrast to the dramatic introduction of the JOBS program on the federal level,
elected and z;ppointed leaders in the ten study states introduced JOBS with rel-
atively little fanfare. The low profile introduction given to JOBS at the state level
stems from the fact that many of the states in the sample had welfare employment
prgmes prior to JOBS and had alreadz' charted a course in keeping with the fed-
eral legislation, The low profile introduction of JOBS was also fostered by the reve-
nue shortfalls faced by many states' as well as states’ having established other ini-
tiatives, such as educatlion, as stale priorities.

Looking across the responses of the 10 states to the Family Support Act, it is pos-
sible to divide them into two broad groups. The first grm‘xip comprised of Mm-yland,
Michigan, Minnesota, New York, Oregon, Oklahoma, an i’ennaylvam‘a had intro-
duced welfare employment programs during the 19808 under the WIN Dem-
onstration and Title IV-A options. For this group of states with well developed wel-
fare-to-work programs, only relatively small adjustments were required to comply
with the federal legislation. The federal lefislation supported and reinforced direc-
tions these states had chosen earlier, With the increase in federal funding, these
slates were able to expand their programs to all parts of the state, extend services
to more people, and increase the emphasis on education.

The second group of states, comprised of Misaissispi, Tennessee, and Texas, had
not taken advantage of prior opportunities to introduce major welfare-to-work ini-
tiatives. They did not have progmms in place that could, with minor modification,
meet the requirements of the JOBS legislation. These states, along with Oklahoma,
were also required by the Fumi%y Support Act to extend AFDC to two-parent femi-
lies, When this second group of states did implement JOBS in October 1990, the
state legislatures made small appropriations to support it. Although administrators

56-981 ~ 92 -~ 5
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in these states are making a good faith effort to implement the Krogram. their abil-
ity to purchase services is exiremely limited. As a result, they have designed their
programs with the immediate goal of meeting the federal participation mandates
with the resources available. Specifically, Tennessee has contracted with the state
agency administering the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) to serve exactly
seven 5orcent of the cases required to participate. Texas has devoted a large share
of its JOBS funds to low cost job search and fplncemeut wervices to the most job
ready. The other large expenditure in Texas is for case managers who are to access
resources from other programs to serve JOBS clients. Mississippi has also devoted
a large share of its resources to case management, for the similar purpose of refer-
ring clients to other programs,

In general, we found that the JOBS legislation oucouraf{ed a moderate shift to a
more human capital inveatment approach to welfare employment programs. States
are placing less emphasis on the lower cost services such as job search and work
experience and more emphasis on higher-cost services that will increase the capacity
of roc(i{pienta to achieve economic sell-sufficiency over the long-term. This shift is rve-
flected primarily in the expansion of educational services and, to a more limited de-

gree, in the expenditures on case management services.
FINDING THE RESOURCES FOR JOBS

State expenditures for JOBS varied greatly among the ten states in 1991. These
expenditures ranged from two states drawing down lesa than fifteen percent of their
federal entitlement of JOBS funds to five states expecting to draw down at least
60 percent of their federal entitlement. On average, the ten study states drew down
43 percent of their federal entitlement of JOBS funds. Nationwide, states claimed
48 percent of the allotted federal funds in fiscal year 1991,

'The recession, and its impact on state budgets, made 1991 a difficult year for un-
dertaking new expendilure initiatives. All of the states ir our sample, with the ex-
ception of Oklahoma, experienced some degree of fiscal stress during this period. Al-
though JOBS can be sold as a cost-saving program over the long run, tigxt budgeta
discourtﬁe initialives that cannot generate savings in the shorl term. Administra-
tors in Michigan, Miasissippi, Pennsylvania, Tennessee, and Texas attributed their
states’ decisions to limit spending for JOBS to constrained fiscal conditions. Mary-
land and Oregon implemented JOBS with plans to draw down their full entitlement
of federal funds, but are now being limited by shortfalls in state revenues. Funds
for JOBS may also have been restricted by the need to comply with other mandates
of the Family Support Act, particularly in the four atates tgat did not already have

an AFDC-UP f:ro%mm.
In New York, state revenue shortfalls, which were serious when the state's firat

appropriations for JOBS were being made, were not viewed as a primary factor lim-
iting JOBS expenditures. Rather, state administrators place the responsibility for
limiting expengiturea on the counties, which finance approximately half of the non-
federal share of the program coat. Counties in New York are not given an allocation
for JOBS; rather they initiate expenditures and claim reimbursement for the state,

Since JOBS implementation, counties have not increased their spending enough to
exhaust the funds budgeted by the state.

BUILDING INTERAGENCY PARTNERSHIPS

The levels of state expenditures for JOBS may he a source of disappointment for
some. However, these funding levels give only a partial picture of the extent of serv-
ices for JOBS participants. '7‘hmugh interagency linkages and coordination, states
are drawing on other resources to implement JOBS. Within each state, JOBS imple-
mentation is a joint effort of many organizations, especially the state agencies ad-
ministering the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) and educational programs. In
all of the study states, the JTPA is playing a major role in JOBS implementation
and the legislation has consolidated or extended the formal linkages between wel-
fare agencies and JTPA agencies. Additionally, in all states, the JTPA is servin
AFDC recipients with ita own funds, but it is unclear whether more or less JTP
resources are being devoted to AFDC recipients than before JOBS itnplementation.

The role of education in welfare employment programs is perceived by state ad-
ministrators to have increased as a result of JOBS, or a state-initiated welfare em-
ployment program preceding JOBS. The effect of the legislation’s strong emphasis
on education, even in states with well developed welfare employment programs, was
captured well by one state administrator: “The implementation of JOBS for us is
basically an implementation placing a heavier emphasis on education.”

The reliafice by the states on the services of other organizations reflects the fed-
eral legislation’s emphasis on coordination and allows the state welfare agencivs to
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access services already available in local communities, potentially avoiding service
duplication. Coordination, however, alao decreases the welfare agency's ability to
control the nature and the scope of the services provided. This is particularly the
case when these services are obtained on a non-reimbursable basis, When welfare
agencies rely heavily on obtaining services from other agencies without payment,
and when A;’DC clients must compete with other groups for these limited resources,
there is no assurance that JOBS clients will be aSunately served. As one adminis-

trator said, “money talks.”
MEETING THE NEEDS FOR CHILD CARE

The JOBS legislation significantly increased the availability of child care funding
for welfare employment programs and this liberalized funding has made an impor-
tant contribution to the operation of JOBS in some states. However, accessing the
federal funding for child care is dependent on the state's being able to provide the
required atate matching funds. At the time of thia study, state administrators did
not expect the availability of child care services or funding to affect the states’ abili-
ties to achieve the federally mandated participation rates of seven percent for 1990
and 1991. However, the lack of sufficient child care funds has already required, or
may require in the future, limiting access to the JOBS program. Tennessce and
Texas recognize the potential need to restrict program access in the future because
of insufficient child care l“unding. To contrul child care costa in its program, Min-
nesota restricted accesa to JOBS in May 1990 hy narrowing the groups eligible for
aervice,

As the federally mandated rates of JOBS participation increase, the likelihood of
confronting inadequate funding for child care will also increase. Addressing this sit-
uation through increased allocations of state funds appears unlikely, at least in the
short-term, given the fiacal constraints faced by most states.

PARTICIPATION AND TARQETING: THE CHALLENGOF OF IMPLEMENTING JOBS

When this study was conducted, all study states planned to meet the seven per-
cent participation rate and to spend 66 percent of their funds on members of the
target groups. For seven of the atnte&—«!\lnrylund, Michigan, Minnesota, New York,
Oklahoma, Oreion, and Pennaylvania—meceting thease fegernl mandater was not re-
garded as a major challenge. Programs introduced in those states during the 1980s,
and expanded with the enactment of JOBS, were serving relatively large numbers
of recipients and the nwuber of JOBS participants was sufficient to meel or exceed
the seven percent threshold, Miseissippi, Tennessee, and Texas aleo planned to meet
the seven percent participation rate, but administrators were leas certain that this
would be achieved. Spending 65 percent of their JOBS funds on the targnt groups
members was not a major issue for states because the target groups comprise a high
percentage of the potential JOBS pool.

The 20 hour rule, which requires that participanta be acheduled for JOBS activi-
ties for an average of 20 hours each week, has been a challenge for mosi states.
States are clearly responding to the rule by establishing JOBS activities, or by Jink-
ing several JOBS3 aclivities, to provide 20 hours of service. The rule is operatling as
intended to insure that participation in education, training, and employment activi-
ties requires a significant effort on the part of both the agency and the participant.

The rule is having some negative consequences, however, {t potentiﬂfly discour-
ages states from enrolling participants in full-time college programs, which consider
full-time enrollment to be 12 to 16 hows. To schedule and supervise out-of-clasa
preparation creates additional demands on both the staffing and financial resources
of the JOBS programes. The rule also creates no incentive to work with clients who
may be more limited in their current capacity and are simply unable to handle 20
hours of agproved JOBS activities. Although the averaging of scheduled hours
across JOBS participants potentially addreseses these concerns, this averaging intro-
du;:ee ::l?mplex accounting procedures which some states may not have the capacity
to handle,

The rising participation rates in the current law are a major challenge to the
states. Their ability to achieve the mandated rates is based on many factors includ-
ing their prior experience with welfare employment programs, the availability and
accessibility of training and educational resources within the state, and the commit-
ment of atate funds to purchase needed services. Even at the 11 percent participa-
tion rate, two of the study states had serious concerns about their ability to meet
the rates without significant program adjustments such as increasing the use of

lower-coat components.
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PRESSING IMPLEMENTATION ISSUES

Whether states will increase their financial commitment to the program as the
mandated participation rate rises, or whether funding will remain constant or even
decline, is the most significant issue now facing the states. The current recession

"has dampened state tax revenues while increasinfgmv;velfara caseloarlc‘l’t:{ limiting their

ability to draw down their entitlement of federal funds for JOBS. 8 may prevent
stales from offering the same level of services in all parts of the state or, in the
three atates that implemented JOBS in a limited number of counties, from imple-
menting the program statewide. If funding remains stable or declines in the face
of increasing mandated participation rate, states may be forced to reconsider the de-
sign of their JOBS programs.

ncreasing the federal financial share for JOBS services as well as removing the
ce’:‘p on federal expenditures for JOBS would help remove barriers to greater state
efforts in implementing JOBS, We suf ort increasing the federal matching share for
all JOBS components as well as for a Ipsupportive services and administrative costs.
JOBS has imposed a new set of administrative activities on local offices as well as
new re(Ylirements for data reporting and monitoring of participation, We believe
these administrative costs should be matched at the same rate as other program
costs, Transportation, particularly in rural areas, is a major constraint on participa-
tion in JOBS. While some states have incrensed their expenditures for transpor-
tation, welfare administratora in rural areas still consider the funding to be inad-
equate.

Increased fedeval financial support for child care services will also benefit states.
As we found in our study, a state may operate such an attractive program it is
forced to restrict client accesa because the child care funding is limited. This situa-
tion was most clearly illustrated by Minnesota, which rune a program placing heavy
emphasis on education and tmining that has been well received by welfare recipt-
enis. The demand for their program’s services, however, placed an overwhelming de-
mand on their child care funding and thus, the state found it necessary to limit pro-
gram enrollment. By not requiring a state match for amounts spent on child care
over what a atate spent in fiscal year 1992, S. 2303 may prevent atates from having
to limit the number of welfare recipients served by its JOBS program.

MEFTING THE SPIRIT OF THE LAW

We conclude from our review of the initial phases of JOBS implementation that
states have come closer to meeting the letter of the law than the apirit of the law.
For the most part, the hope that states would use JOBS implementation as an op-
portunity to signal a change in the mission of welfare systems or to redefine the
social contract has not been realized.

Although the promise of JOBS has yet to be realized, the opportunity remains,
While we have concerna about the unfolding of JOBS grograms rased on the initial
responses of these ten states, we also find that JOBS has sustained and fostered
the commilment of state welfare agencies to provide enhanced educational and
training vpportunities to welfare recipients. The 'JOBS le?'islation and its associated
provisions for child care are demanding and complex, To implement this legislation,
and to realize its potential, requires extensive and complicated responses by state
and local governments,

Welfare administrators in all states have made a good faith effort to implement
JOBS. However, the ability of states to respond to the challenge of the JOBS legisla-
tion is seriously compromised by state fiscal constraints. Therefore, we st;pport ef-
forts by Congress to increase the federal funding available to the states for JOBS
services and for all adminiatrative and supportive services, including child care.
With increased federal funding, the states will be able to expand the program to
serve more participants, to extend the geographic coverage of the program, and to
mainiain their increasing emphasie on higher cost services that enhance the capac-
ity of welfare recipienta over the long-term.

Attachment,
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INTRODUGTION

The Family Support Act of 1988 was hailed as a new consensus between liberals
and conservatives on welfare reform and as the most sweeping revision in the nation's
welfare system in the past SO years (Rovaer, 1988). The Act was also viewed as rep-
resenting a new social contract between govemment and welfare recipicnts (Moynie
han, 1990; Lurie & Sanger, 1991). Under this new social contract, govermment has un
obhgation 1o meet the needs of poor famihics for income and services that nury cnable
them 10 become economically sell-sufficient. Recipients of welfare, in tom, have an
obligation to make efforts on their own behall 1 achieve self-sufliciency. Addition.
aliy, the Act was envisioned as affording an opportunity to improve the well-heing of
thsadvantaged children—as offering the potential (o create a two-generational proven-
ton program (Smith, Blank, & Bond, 19%)).

The Family Support Act sceks to strengthen the economic self-sufficiency of
AFDC recipients through increased child suppart enforcement and a new Job Op-
porunitics and Basic Skitls Training Program (JOBS). JOBS builds upon previous
legistation w provide the employmeat, cducation, and trining services that recip-
wats need o avord long-term welfare dependency as well as the child care and
uther services that suppon their efforts 1o prepare for work or take a job, JOBS
serviees are to be targeted toward reenicnts who e, or are bikely to become,
long-term recipients of assntanee. Inosggshicant depanure from previous law,
the Act requires participation 1n JOBS by parents of children age three and over
and permits states (o extend panicipauon to parents with chaldren as young as age
onc. States must guarantee child care if itis required for an adult recapient (o par-
ticipate in the JOBS program.

Primary responsibility for JOBS rests with cach state’s welfure agency, which
must offer educational activities including high school or equivalent edueation,
hasic and remedial education, and English proficiency education; job skills train-
g job readiness activitics; and job development und job placement. Addition.
ally, states must ofter two of the following: group and idividual job scarch,
on-the-job training, work supplementation, and community work cxpericnce. The
federal fegislation requires states to provide these JOBS services o seven pereent
of the non-cxempt caseload in 1990, This mandated rate of JOBS participation in-
creases o 20 percent in 1995,

To assist states in financing their JOBS programs, federal matching funds have
been increased significantly. The federal matching rate is 90 percent up 10 cach
state's WIN allocation for 1987, Expenditurcs for JOBS services bevond that
amount are matched at the Medicaid rate or 60 pereent, whichever s higher. The
total federal match is capped at S800 million in 1990, with the cap nsing o S1.3
hillion in 1995, Federat funding for child care is open-ended and avatched wt the

Medicuid rate, which ranges from 50 10 80 pergent.
3
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Implementing JOBS: Initial State Choices

JOBS is an ambitious picce of legislation, and its implementation prescats a
major challenge to state and local govermeats. Recognizing the importance of
studying the process of the state and local implementation of JOBS, rescarchers
bascd at the Rockeleller Institule of Government in Albany, the public policy re-
scarch arm of the State University of New York, are conducting a t0-state imple-
mentation study of the JOBS program extending over three years, This study is
assessing the implementation of JOBS by focusing on two arcas: the way stales
have altered their employment and training programs in response 10 the Family
Support Actand the extent to which local welfare agencies have realized the pro-
visions of the JORS legislation.

To assess the state and local responses to JOBS, threc rounds of rescarch will
be undertaken. The first round focused on the initial phases of JORS implementa-
tion at the state level—states' choices, program designs, and issucs in implement.
ing the legistation. The second round of rescarch focuses on JOBS implemeniation
at the local level—the organizational structure and process for delivering services
and the resulting oppontunitics for recipients. The third round will assess the
changes made as the states and local agencics gain experience with the JOBS pro-
gram and come under increasing pressurc from the federal mandates to serve more
AFDC recipionts in their JOBS programs.

This report presents a summary of the findings from the first round of rescarch
conducted beitween October and December, 1990, shortly afler states were re-
quired (o0 implement JOBS, The ten states included in this study are Maryland,
Michigan, Minnesota, Mississippi, New York, Oklahoma, Oregon, Pennsylvania,
Tennessee, and Texas. States were selected to ilusirate a mnge of expericnces in
JOBS implementation. In sclecting the states, we considered a number of criteria,
wluding prior experience with welfare employment programs, level of state fis-
cal stress expected in 1990, poverty mite, per capita income, and state or loval ad-
ministeanon of public welfare.

The primary rescarch approach to assessing the states’ choices in the initial
phines of implementing JOBS was field network rescarch (Nathan, 1982). The es-
sential feature of this approach is a network of indigenous field rescarchers famil.
wr with the programs and political processes of cach sample jurisdiction, These
field researchers, who are senior policy analysts, assess the program in their juris-
diction using a uniform instrument for collecting and analyzing information. Field
rescarchers gathered the required information in a varicty of ways, including on-
sile observations, interviews with state officials and program staff, and reviews of
program materials and reponts. This method allows for the synthesis of diverse
types of information on a range of topics and for data collection 1o occur during
the actuni process of implementation.

This report is 8 summary of our full report, Implementing JOBS: Initial State
Choices. Its purpose is 10 provide an overview of the program designs, policics, and
strategics adoptcd by the state-level organizations in their response 1o the federal
JOBS legislation. The findings are hased on structured reports submiticd by the field
rescarchers for cach of the ten states which refloct state policics as well as the inten-
tions and perspectives of state-level officials and administrators, As such, this report is
not an assessment of the natwre or extent of JOBS services provided o AFDC recipi
cnts; this requires rescarch at the local level, which is the next siep in the swdy. While
the scope of this report has this limitation, we believe it containg timely information of
inierest to those concemed with the implementation of JOBS and with the doveloping
charxter of state welfare employment programs, \
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FINDINGS

Presenting JOBS to
the Public

The Family Support Act was
prasented to the nation as a
new social controct betwaen
government and welfore
recipients that would change
the focus of welfare friom a cash
assistance program 1o an
education, training, and
employment program. Did
qovernors and other state
officials mobilize support and
resources for this vision of welfare
reform os states framed their
response 10 the federal
legistation?

The analysis of JORS implementation was organized around the central pro-
visions of the federal legistation, such as the delivery of mandated and optional
JOBS services, the targeting of services on specific groups of recipients, the fod-
crally mandated rales of program participation, coordination with providers of
JTPA and educational services, and the guarantee of child care services. Addition.
ally, other factors related o program implementation were considered. These fac-
tors include the political climate for implementation and the funding for services.
We have organized the presentation of our findings around these major themes of
JOBS implementation.

LEADERSHIP AND FUNDING

In tracking the implementation of JOBS, we considered whether state leaders
presented JOBS 1o the public as a major federal initiative requiring a significant
state response. We then exumined the cxient to which state legislatures appropri-
ated funds for JOBS in response (o the increased federal matching funds and man-
dates for program operations.

In contrast to the dramatic introduction of the JOBS program on the fed-
eral level, elected and appointed leaders in the study states introduced JOBS
with relatively little fanfare, The low profile given to JOBS implementation at
the state level stems from the fact thut many of the states in the sample had
welfare-to-work programs prior to JOBS and had already charted a course
in keeping with the objectives of the federal legislation. The low profile intro-
duction of JOBS was also fostered by the revenue shortfalls fuced by many
states as well as states® having established other Initlatives, such as education,
as state priorities.

In designing welfare-to-work programs, states must address many potentially
contentious issucs. Several suues, including Minnesota, Oklahoma, Oregon, und
Pennsylvania, had alrcady debated many of these issues in designing their earlier
welfare einployment programs, Maryland was able to avoid public debate through
the strong leadership of its governor. In New York, an exiended debate uccompa-
nied the passage of the state’s enabling legislaton and focused on such fundamen-
tal philosophical issues as the mandatory nature of the program, the emphasis on
high-cost versus low-cost services, and the type of preferred child care arrange-
ments. But Mississippi, Tennessee, and Texas have yet to begin a public debate. In
the absence of debate or visible leadership, cfforts to implement JOBS in these
states have been modest.
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Implementing JOBS: Intial State Cholces

Funding for JOBS

The Family Support Act increases
federal inancing for wellate
employment programs,

- atching state’s expendiures
0 1o g limit that gepends on its
welfare caseload. How have
states responded to the more
generous federal support?

Sequence and Cholce
of Services

Have states designed their JOBS
programs 10 provide a set
sequence of services, of ore the
services provided by JOBS
tailored to individual abiliies and
needs? Are some services being
emphosized over others?

é

States are making widely varying efforts to fund JOBS. The majority are
spending considerably more un JOBS than on previous welfare employment
programs, Oregon plans to spend enough, or almost enough, to draw down its
full allocation of federal funds, while Mississippi and Tennessee have appro-
priated very limited additional revenues for JOUS services. Administrators in
half the states attributed their states’ decisions to limit expenditures to con-
strained fiscal conditions, Funding may aiso have been restricted for JOBS by
the need to comply with mandates of the Family Support Act tu provide
AFDC.UP benefits, child care, and transitional benefils,

Based on the states” projections of their JOBS expenditures and preliminary
information for feders! fiscal year 1991, states can be divided into four groups.
Low expenditure states—-Mississippi and Tennessee—~-are drawing down less than
15 pereentof their federal entitlement of JOBS funds. A middle group—Michigan,
New York, Pennsylvania, and Texas-—are spending cnough to draw down 35 10 S0
peecent of their federal enutlement. Maryland, Minnesota, and Oklahoma are re.
ceiving between 55 and 70 percent of their potential funds, and Oregon is cx-
pected W draw down almost all of its federal entitlement.

Expenditures in the ten study states are on average slightly lower than those in the
rest of the country, although some sty stues are considerably above average. The
tenstites wgether drew down 43 pereentof their entitlement of federal funds for 1991,
Nauonally, states claimed 48 percent of the foderal funds allotted for thes period. These
levels of expenditures we 3 disappoiniment for those who expected the states to re-
spond with the enthusiasm for JOBS expressed by its supporters at the time of cnut-
ment, These funding levels give only a pantial picwre of the extent of services for
JORBS panticipants because states are drawing on other resources such as the JTPA and
educational services 1o implement JOBS; however, “access to services is guaranteed
only by JOBS financing,” as one administrator noted. If wellare agencics can be cer-
tain of obtaining services for their clients only when they have funds to purchase ser-
vices, the lack of state funding for JOBS is a source of concem.

STATE PROGRAM DESIGNS AND
RESOURCE ALLOCATION

In part, the significance of the Family Support Act rests on its requirement that
the states provide specific education, training, and employment services to welfare
recipients. However, states retain considerable discretion in developing their
JOBS programs. This study examincd the states' choices lor program design, in-
cluding the flow of clients through selected components. These designs for JOBS
depend in part on the amount of resources allocated to the programs’ component
activitics and services as well as the exient o which resources from other pro-
grams are used for JOBS participants.

In general, states have chosen an assessment-based design that does not spec-
ify u fixed sequence of services or emphasize one particular service over another.
‘The sequence and cholce of services is based on each participant’s assessed abil-
ities and needs. An exception is that some states refer job-ready participants to a
particular set of employment services without a full assessment,

Assessment-based programs are desirable if they promote referral Lo the ser.
vices most nceded by clients. When the full range of services is available, cach
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Services Selected by

tho States

What education. training. and
employment services are
offered. and how do they ditfer
from the services avoilable prior
to JOBS?

JOBS Expenditures on
Program Components

Which services ond activities are
being financed with JOBS funds?
How ore states allocating their
JOBS funds among components
of the progrom?

participant can be assessed and referred 1o a set of scrvices tailored to her unique
needs. Assessment-based programs also have the advantage of giving the local
agency flexibility 1o offer scrvices that meet the needs of Jocal fabor markets and
that draw upon the resources of the community. However, an assessment-based
design does not guaranice that participants will obtain the services that they need.
When the availability of services Is limited, an assessment-based approach may
mean that clients are, in practice, assessed as necding the services that are avail-
able. Unlike programs with a prescribed sci and sequence of services, no services
are guaranteed in an asscssmeni-based approach.

All states offer the mandatory services and have elected to offer job search
and on-the-job training. Michigan, Minnesota, and New York have atso
elected both work supplementation and CWEP, while Oklahoma, Oregon,
and Pennsylvania offer either work supplementation or CWEP, While most
states offered some or all of these services prior to JOBS, JOBS permitted
states to expand coverage to all parts of the state, serve more people, and in-
crease the emphasis on education.

States have responded o JOBS by making incremental changes in the design
of their welfare employment programs. For many states, the mandate to perform
un initial assessment and to offer a variety of educational services has required
new procedures and a change in emphasis, In contrast, the mandate (o provide two
of the four elective employment.related activities has resulted in few new types of
services in most states. In general, for those states that had taken significant initia-
lives prior to JOBS, the federal legislation required minor modifications and “fine
tuning." For the other states, resource limitations restricted their ability o under-
take major new initiatives.

Faced with federally mandated participation rates and the necessity for state-
wide operation by 1992, states have given priority to expanding the scope of the
program. They have extended program coverage to more jurisdictions and indi-
viduals, making the availability of services more uniform across the state. Addi-
tionally, greater emphasis is being placed on educational services.

States expect to spend thelr JOBS funds in very different ways. Most
states that implemented JOBS shortly after it was authorized are spending
significant amounts on education and training. Those that delayed implemen.
tation are devoting a large share of their resources to the client processing
tasks of assessment, employability planning, and case management.

Maryland, Michigan, Minnesota, Oklahoma, and Pennsylvania, with relatively
generous resources and prior experience In operating welfare cmployment pro-
grams, arc using their JOBS resources to obtain education and training opportuni-
ties for JOBS clients. States with less generous resources are using their resources
more strategically o meet the federal participation mandates. In the absence of
cnough (unds to purchase services, Mississippi and Texas are funding case man-.
agers who are expected (o refer JOBS panticipants to other programs. Resources
other than JOBS funds are helping to support these programs. This is most clear in
Mississippi, Tennessce, and Texas, which are spending small amounts of JOBS
funds on some or all of their JOBS services. These state welfare agencics are
clearly counting on the services of other organizations to implement the program.
While this is less obvious in other states, most of their wellare agencics are also

7
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Contracting for Services

To whaot extent does the state
welfare agency contract with
other agencies for JOBS services?

Obtaining Resources from
Other Programs

To what extent are education.
training, ond employment
services for JOBS participants
being funded from soutces other
than JOBS?

implementing JOBS widh the expectation that other organizations will contribute
their resources o JOBS participants.

ACCESSING SERVICES FOR JOBS PARTICIPANTS

In addition to providing scrvices directly and obtaining them without payment
from other agencics, welfare agencies may also purchase JOBS scrvices from
other agencics through contracts and agreements. In cxamining the implementa-
tion of JOBS, we considered the use of purchase of services by welfare agencics.
Additionally, the federal legislation encouraged the development of coordination
and linkage between the state welfare agency and the JTPA as well as educational
providers.

Although responsibility for administering JOBS is lodged with the welfare
agency, other agencies that provide JOBS services share in its operation. All
states except Oklahoma contract with other agencies to provide a substantial
share of JOBS services, The JTPA Is the sole state contractor in Maryland
and Tennessee. State or local welfare agencles in all other states except Mis.
sissippi and Oklshoma contract with the JTPA for selected services or in se.
lected localities, Some state welfare agencies have contracted with u small
number of provider organizations, while the Michigan state welfure agency
and local New York agencles have negotiated contracts with a great variety of

state and loczl agencies,

The practice of contracting for services helps explain why states are expericnc.
ing delays and difficulty in reporting cn the distribution of expenditures among
JOBS components as required by the federal government, Most states write con-
tracis oc allocate funds for a program or {or a set of services, rather than fur spe.
cific components. Tracking expenditures on specific components requires the
collection of information that may not be generated in the course of program

operutions.,

In all states, JOBS participants are being served by education, training,
and employment programs other than those funded by JORBS. Mississippi,
Tennessee, and Texas are relying on other programs for a large share of the
services for JOBS participants. While other states cannot estimate the value
of services financed by other programs, they are implementing JOBS with the
expectation that significant amounts of resources will be drawn from other
organizations.

Under the Family Support Act, states are expecied (o refer JOBS participants
to services in the community that are already available to them. Significant re-
sources for JOBS participants arc being obained from other agencics through in-
teragency coordination, The JTPA and educational agencies are important sources
of services in all states and are discussed more fully below. To go beyond this gen-
crulization is difficult, however, In the majority of states, it is not possible to csti+
mate the share of services that are being purchased with JOBS funds, compared o
the share being obtained from other programs without payment,

In three states, the approximate share of services being obtained from other
programs without payment is fairly clear. Tennessoe, Texas, and Mississippi are
expecting to obtain most education, employment, and training services from other

programs.
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Linkages to and Provision of
Services by the Job Tralning
Partnership Act

In what ways and 1o what extent
haos the JTPA assisted in JOBS
implementation?

In most states, the services oblained from other agencies through coordination
arc a significant additlon to the scrvices purchased with JOBS funds. In states that
aro spending relatively large amounts for JOBS services, coordination appears o
have the intended offect of accessing services for JOBS panicipants that arc al-
ready available in the community. However, low expeaditure states are relying on
the resources of other agencics as an alicmative to appropriating new funds for
JOBS services. When welfare agencics are dependent on the resources of other
agencics and AFDC recipients must compete with other groups for these limited
resources, there is no assurance that JOBS clients will be adequately served.

The JTPA is playing a major role in JOBS implementation in all ten states
included in the study. In all states, formal interagency agreements have been
negotiated between the JTPA and the welfare agency at the state or local lev-
els. In eight of the states, these are financial contracts for services to be per-
formed by the JTPA, In Maryland and Tennessee, the JTPA has been given
the lead responsibility for administering all or most components of JOBS. Ad-
ditionally, in all states the JTPA is serving AFDC reciplents with its own
funds, but it is unclear whether more or fewer JTPA resources are being de-
voted to AFDC recipients than before JORS implementation,

JOBS has consolidated and cxtended the formal finkages between welfare
agencies and JTPA agencies in afl ten states. In Maryland and Tennessee, the JTPA
agency has lead responsibility for administering most components of JOBS and
for serving all JOBS panticipants. In Minnesota and Pennsylvania, JOBS draws on
the JTPA infrastructure for management and service delivery. In other states, JTPA
agencics have less overall responsibility for operating JOBS, but remain important
providers of services for JOBS panicipants. In eight states, state or local JTPA
agencies are being paid as contractors to the wellare agencics,

Whether JOBS implementation has increased or decreased the JTPA resources
devoled 10 JOBS participants is unclear a this time. However, JTPA officials in
several statcs argued that it is in their programs’ best interests o seeve JOBS par-
ticipants, For example, Tennessce officials initially offered lo serve AFDC recipi-
ents as a way of positioning the JTPA system to be the state’s primary resource (o
providing cmployment and training services for the unemployed and disadvan-
taged. Others consides JOBS as a way for the service delivery arcas to survive fi-
nancially in the face of declining JTPA funds. Finally, JTPA officials also
mentioned that JOBS has made AFDC clicnts more attractive to serve because
supportive seevices come “attached to the clienl.” These funds lower the cost of
serving JOBS clients and potentially enable them to be placed in longer-term
training.

JTPA agencies arc likely to continue to play a major role in JOBS as contrac.
s 1o welfare agencies. But whether JTPA resources will continue 1o suppont
JOBS is less cenain, given JTPA's ability (o serve only a small fraction of those
cligiblo for its services and the potential increased availability of funding for
JOBS panicipants.
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Linkages to and Provision of
Educational Services

One of the most significant
features of the Family Support
Act is the emphasis given to
education. For the first time,
federal funds are authorized for
educational services as a major
sttateqy 1o reduce welfare
dependency. What emphasis
are states giving to educationol
services under JOBS, and what is
the role of stote education
agencies in the JOBS programs?

10

The role of educational ser vices in welfure-to-work programs Is perceived
by state administrators as having increased as u result of JOBS or state initi-
ated welfare-to-work programs preceding JORS. States project at leust mod-
est increases in the number of participants receiving educational services and
in expenditures for these services under JORBS. The role of state education
agencies in state JOBS programs Is an emerging one. States have estublished,
or are beginning to establish, linkages between state welfare and education
agencies through both financial and non-financial Interagency agreements
for services. Four states have developed specific mechanisms for fostering the
coordination of welfare and education services on the local level.

For the states included in this study, the role of state education agencies in state
welfare-1o-work programs may be characlerized as an cmerging onc. State cdwa-
tion agencics, in gencral, are the newest players in welfare employment programs,
and the states are in various stages of establishing relationships beiween the state
welfare and education agencics.

States such as Michigan, Minnesota, New York, and Pennsylvania have been
placing emphasis on cducational services in their welfare cmployment programs
for a number of years. But, for other states, program developments or modifica-
tions have been necessary 10 respond to the educational mandates of the JOBS leg-
islation. For cxample, Maryland responded to the federal legistation by modifying
1s welfare employment program to provide remedial educational opportunitics for
2,000 chents under age 21, Texas devoted significant share of s increased fund-
gt for JOBS services to education for adult JOBS participants, The effect of the
legislation's strong emphasis on education, even s states with well developed
welfare emplayment programs, was caplured well by one state sdministrator:
“The implementation of JOBS for us 15 basically an implementation placing a
heavier cmphasis on educavon.”

The Family Support Act’s emphasis on education and the associated availabil-
ity of federal funding for cducational services provided through the JOBS pro-
gram have encouraged the states in this study 1o at least maintin, if not ingrease,
the emphasis given 1o cducational services in welfare employment programs.
Even at this initial stage of JOBS implementation, the legistation has fostered an
increase in the provision of educational scrvices o those participating in the states’
JOBS programs. Further, although the linkages between state education and wel-
farc agencies are just beginning in most states., the legislation has provided an in.
centive for these interagency relationships to develop and expand in most states.

The 20 hour rule for participation poses a number of difTiculics for the states
in providing all levels of educational scrvices, from adult basic education o col-
lege programs. Assuming the continuation of the 20 hour rule, state agercics may
need to negotiate for, or contract with, local educational praviders for educational
programs, or educational programs combined with other activitics, that will Facil-
itate mecting the federal requirements for scheduling, on average, 20 hours a week
of JOBS activitics for panticipants. In addressing this issuc, states may need 1o de-
cide f separate classes should be designed for JOBS pasticipants or if JOBS par-
teipants should be carolled in classes open (o the community gencrally.
Separating JOBS participants from others may have the advantage of allowing
programs 1o be wilored more specifically to their needs, including mecting the 20
hour rule and establishing mechanisms for moniloring altendance. However, con-
cems have been raised that this may create a two-ticred system of adult education



Summary Report

119

Child Care Services

The Family Suppoit Act
1eCOQgNIZos the availabity of
child ¢care s a cubcal facton in
faciitating pardicipation in JOBS
by requiring thot child cote be
guaranteed for children of AFDC
patticipants in JOBS activities
and by signiticantly iberalzing
public financing for child core.
Is the availabiity of child care
services and funding oxpected
to rastrict access to tho states’
JOBS programs?

n focal communitics and increase the stigma expericaced by public assistance re-
cipicnts. The 20 hour rule becomes particularly problematic for college education
in which 12 10 15 hours of course work is considered full-time enrollment.

CHILD CARE AND OTHER SUPPORTIVE SERVICES

Child care and other supportive scrvices may be critical factors in facilitating
participation in JOBS by AFDC recipients, The Family Support Act recognizes the
importance of these services by increasing the funding for child care services and
by authorizing states to provide a range of other supportive services, including
transportation, work-related expenses, and other work-related supportive services
such as parenting and life-skills training, counseling, and substance abusc remedi-
ation. Work-related supportive services may also include services to the children
of panicipants, if these are required for JOBS panticipation. The provisions for
child care and other supportive services represent potential avenues for recogniz-
ing the two-gencrational potential of JOBS,

At the time of the study, stute administrators did not expect the availabil.
ity of chitd care services or funding to affect the states’ abilities to achieve the
federally mundated participation rate of seven percent for 1990 and 1991,
However, the lack of sufficient child care funds has already required, or may
require in the future, limiting access to the JOBS programs. Tennessee and
Texas recognize the potential need to vestrict program access in the future be.
cause of insufficient child care funding. To control child care costs in its pro-
gram, Minnesola restricted access to JOBS in May 1990 by narrowing the
groups eligible for services.

New York was the only state to indlcate & concern about an adequate sup-
ply of child care slots to meet the needs of JOBS participants. 1t is also the
only state with an explicit policy regurding parental cholce: If a client ve.
quests assistance in locating child care, state law requires that the client be
offered two choices of regulated providers.

Since the implementation of JOBS, states have not experienced major changes
in the types of child care used, or the extent to which a panticular type of care is
used by wellare recipients, There arc suggestions from both Maryland and Texas,
however, that informal child care may be expanding, Under the JOBS program in
Texas, the range of child care options has increased: parents now have the choice
of using sclf-arranged care provided by ncighbors, (riends, or non-parenting rela-
tives. This suggests that more child care uscd by welfare recipicnts may be pro-
vided in informal seutings as the JOBS program expands.

The states included in this study have not enacted formal policies which ex-
plicitly encourage one type of child care over another, i.c., regulated care vs. un-
regulated care, However, some policics adopted across the states regarding child
care placement priorities, payment procedures, and varying payment amounts de-
pending on the ype of child care arrangement mav indirectly establish prefer-
ences. Across the states, unregulated care is reimbursed at lower rates than
regulated care, and its use could poteatially conserve state funds. If state funds for
child care are constrained, the lower rates of reimbursement for unregulated care
could indirectly promote its use as the preferred type of child care arrangement for
JOBS panticipants, Altematively, the lower costs associated with informal child
care could lead to a type of “creaming™ in which those who have access to infor-
mal child carc ~re given preference or priority for participation tin JOBS programs.

n
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Other Supportive Services
and Work-Related Expenses

The Family Support Act makes
provisions for states 10 reimburse
the costs of ransportation,
work-related expenses, and
work-rglated supportive services,
including supportive services to
the chitdren of JOBS
paricipants. It is through these
provisions, as well as others, thot
the Fomily Support Act offers the
potential 1o serve vulnerable
children and their fomilies Is the
lack of transporation expected
to limit JOBS participotion? Has
the emphasis given to the
supportive service needs of JOBS
participants and their children
increased os a result of the JOBS
legisiation?

Three states in the study have developed child care management systems
operate in conjunction with child care for JOBS and for transitional benefits. Mis-
sissippi, Teanessee, and Texas have all established contracts with regionally based
ageneics 1o handle specific aspects of child care, including adminisiration of child
care payments and state and federal reporting.

At the time of the ficld rescarch, access to child carc for JOBS panticipants was
not a significant concern to state admin’. trators. In general, staie administrators
perccived both the supply of child care slots and funding for child care as adequate
at this time, Some may regard this finding as somewhat unexpecied, pasticularly
given current information about the availability of child carc in gencral. There are,
however, several possible cxplanations for this finding, First, given the numbers of
participants scrved at this point in implementing JOBS, states may well have allo-
cated sulTicient funding for child care, and the availability of child care services
may be sufficient to meet the current demand. Second, in some states, most people
are participating in JOBS on a voluntary basis. It is possible that those volunieer-
ing for the JOBS program have fewer noeds for child care than other potential
JORS panticipants. Third, recipicnis with significant needs for child cane may be
viewed as having a barrier to program pasticipation and thus may be less likely o
be enrolled in JOBS activities. Given the need to serve only seven pereeni of the
potential JOBS pool, states may be choosing to serve thase with lower needs for
child care—-in effect, crcaming on the baxis of child care needs Finally, 1 may
also be that the avinlability of child care services 1s an 1ssue faced more directly at
the local level, and this will be considered in the next round of research.

For those states with less well-developed welfare employment programs,
the provision of supportive services (other than child care) has Increased
under JOBS. Although not a pressing issue at the state level, transportation is
recognized s a potential problem, particularly in rural areas. At this stage of
implementation, states have not elected to use JOBS funds in any significant
manner to provide new or expanded services to children,

Based on the states’ plans for supportive seevices and the field information, the
findings suggest that states, in general, have not elected 1o use JORBS funds in any
significant manner to provide new or expanded supportive services to the children
of participants, nor have the states taken any major initiatives te link familics of
JOBS participants to compreheasive family and children's services. This docs not
necessarily mean that children are nol receiving services as a result of JOBS.
States may in fact be drawing on other available community resources to address
the noeds of children as identified in the assessment and employability plan,
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Assessment ond
Employability Plan

Within broad parametors, states
are required to conduct
assessments and develop
employabiity plans for chents
ptiot 10 parhcipation in JOBS
Whot do the stale agencies
envision Gs the purpose of the
assessmont, and 1o what extent
are the needs of g participant's
children considered?

STATE CHOICES FOR CLIENT PROCESSING

For JOBS participants, catry into the progrum begins with an introdugtion 1o
JOBS followed by an initial asscssment and the development of an employability
plan. In completing these tasks, as well as in linking clients 1o their JOBS activi-
tivs, case managers may play a pivotal role.

In seven of the ten states, the assessment is viewed as a comprehensive
guthering of information used 1o design the employability plau. In contrast,
Oregon and Pennsylvania use the initlal asscssment to delermine the level of
the client’s job readiness, For clients entering selected program tracks, a
maore complete assessment is completed in these states, Texas also tracks cli-
ents, but uses screening to do so; assessments are conducted after a client Is
assigned 1o a service track, With the passible exceptions of Minnesota and
New York, states have not elected to use the assessment process as an oppor-
tunity to identify and consider the special needs of chikdren,

In general, states have estabhished procedures and guidelines for the process
and content of assessment and employability plans that closely follow those man-
dated by the federal legistauon or regulations. In most of the stwdy states, the con-
tent dehineated for the assesstent provides basic information onv the client's
background and barniers o cmployment. Some states, however, envision a more
comprehensive assessment for JOBS parucipants. The model developed by Mis-
sisppr aitends notonly to the chient’s cducauonal levels and work experience, but
aboncludes the chient's “dreams” and goals, her support system, and related arcas
that highlight chients® srengths, hopes, and aspirations.

In smplementing the requirements for assessments and employability plans,
wide dis retion is retuned by local providers, whether they are situated in the wel-
fare agency or another agency. In some instances, this discretion has been in-
cluded in the state’s vision of JOBS or has occurred because of limitations on stae
authority to mandate procedurcs., In other instances, the discretion resolts (rom the
nature of the work itself. At least one of the study states has recognivzed its lack of
control over and information about assessments and employability plans and is
now developing a local monitoring protocol 1o follow the implementation of as-
sessment and employability plans at the local levels,

The initial assessment phase offers states the opportunity to identify and ¢on-
sider any special needs of children. By incorporating the needs of participants’
children in the assessment, and subsequently i the employability plan, JOBS of-
fers the potenteat for becoming a two- generational program, Al the time of this
study, the findings suggest that although states acknowledge the importance of
children’s needs, only New York and Minnesota have emphasized this potential
opportunity. New York requires that the assessment for all clients include consid-
cration of any special needs of the child, ad Minnesota requires the inclusion of
screening information from other programs, if i is available. In addition, the sue
ageaey i Owegon places particular emphasis on maternal and chdd health in a spe-
cial program for young parents.

13
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Case Management

Case management is an
optional service undet JOBS and
may be provided 1o both the
poricipant and her family. Hove
states elected 1o offer case
monagement services, ond
whot modetl of case
management is being used?

The Foumiy Support Act requires
substantial data reporting by the
states 10 the Daepartment of
Heaith and Human Services for
the JOBS progrom and related
child care provisions To provide
the required intormation. as wel
as 10 etfectively operate JOBS
progroms. it 15 expected thot
automgeted. client-based
information will be needed.
Whot s the capocity of the
states’ cunent management
informaotion systéems for
esponding to thase new
reporting tequrements, and
what challenges are prosented
10 the states?

L

Nine states offer case management services, with most of these using u
generalist model of case management in which one person fulfilis all the case
management functions. Maryland and Pennsylvania have opted to use o team
approach to case management that invoives front-line workers from several
agencies, The only state not officially providing case manugement is Okla-
homa, However, their approach to Integrating income maintenance and social
services functions suggests that case management services, as commanly de.
fined, are in fact being provided to JOBS participants in the state.

A potential issue confronting states in their use of case managers is the halance
beiween fosicring high levels of clicnt contact and associated supportive counsel:
ing on one hand and the demands for data entry and reports on client panicipation
and child care and suppontive services payments on the other. If cascload size and
information processing assigned 10 case managers are not careflully monitored,
case managers may be unable to fulfill the roles envisioned for them, particubuly
individualizing service planning, providing on-going supportive seevice toclients,
and maimaining service contnuity for chent panticipation,

Some states have identified case management as a stregy, or the main strat
ey, lor providing integrated serviges in 3 timely and continuous fashion. The abit-
ty of case managers W perform this funciion will be dependent on the size of the
caseloads, the system demands for reporting, and the availability as well as acces.
sibilnty of resources in the JOBS programs and the local communty.

MEETING THE FEDERAL REPORTING
REQUIREMENTS

Although most states had adequate information systems for data collec.
tion and reporting demands prior ta JORS, no stale's current information
system had the capacity to respond adequately to the new reporuing require.
ments, The states are facing major challenges in collecting the required infor.
mation on JOBS participation and in the design and development of JOBS
wutomated systems for the electronic transfer of infurmation.

Although states are 1in various stages of complying with the federal JOBS data
reporting requirements, a number of common concems face the states. First, HHS
did not specify the format and clements of JOBS data reporting requirements until
March 28, 1991, As sates planned their information systems, they confronted a
lack of explicit federal guidelines, particularly those that regulate the electronic
transnussion of data. Sccond, state admimstrators were concerned about the high
cost associated with the system changes required by JOBS. This concern was ¢s-
pecially shared by stites with relatively large welfare caseloads and an cxisting,
complex management information system,

A third arca of concem related to more operational and tcchnical issues as
management information systems become more sophisticated and automated, ¢s-
precrally due to JOBS data reporting requirements. One issuc is stalf traming and
retraning—-new technologies associated with automation of information sysiems
require on-going staff training and retraining which few welfare agencies believe
they could handle with case. Another issue involves the vahdity of the duta col-
lected and entered into the information system. Administrators expressed concem
that welfare saff have already been working under high pressures, with large
cascloads and not cnough time to insure aceuracy. With JOBS dala reporting re-
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Participation in JOBS:
Mandatory Versus Voluntary

The recipient’s obligation to
poricipate in JOBS is not well
defined by the Family Support
Act, which contains language
consistent with both mandatory
ond voluntary paricipation In
setting policies tor enroliing
pariciponts, how did stotes stiike
o bolance between the
mandalory and voluntary
elements in JOBS?

Meeling the Federal Man-
dates for Parlicipation Rates
and the Targeling of Services

The Family Support Act requires
states to achieve specific rates
of participation and to ollocate
ot least 55 percent of their JOBS
expenditures 1o target group
membeis What is the states’
status in achieving these goals,
and to what extent did these
federol mondates require
significan! programmanc
1e$pONses?

quircments, welfase sialfl will be asked o collect more information from cach of
their clients.

PARTICIPATION AND JOBS

Within the Family Suppont Act, participation is a multidimensional concept that
places expectations on both the staie and the recipient—ihe stale (o make JOBS activ-
ilics and supportive scrvices available, with a spocial focus on serving those at high-
risk for long-term welfare dependency; the recipient to actively participate in JOBS
activities in onder to become economically self-suficient. Participation thus becomes
an expression of the mutial obligation underlying the legislation. For the purposcs of
analysis, we have scparaked participation into iwo broad areas: 1) the stales’ choices
for peionitizing clicats for JOBS services and the extent 1o which program pasticipa-
tion is viewed as voluniary or mandatory, and 2) the foderal mandaies requiring states
to mect or excocd specific participation rates and o spend at keast 35 percent of their
JOBS expendinwes on selecied target groups.

Although participation is nominally mandatory for ali non-exempt recip-
lents under the Family Support Act, resource limitations have led states to set
policies that make participation voluntary for many of them. Tennessee and,
with a few exceptions, Minnesota have an official polkcy of limiting enroll.
ment in JOBS to volunteers, The majority of the other states give high prior.
ity to volunteers or to volunteers within the target groups. Al this stage in
program implementation, administrators do not view the threat of sanctions
as & major strategy for encouraging program participation.

Mot states have developed policics that give volunteers high priority for partici-
pation in JOBS. Tenncssee has a formal policy, for one year only, of limiting enroll-
ment 1o those who volunicer for the program. Although there an: exceptions,
Minnesota also has a formal policy emphasizing scrvices (o volunteers. Participation
is nominally mandatocy in other states, but voluntoers are given priority for seevice. In
Michigan and Pennsylvania, most participants are in peactice volunicers. Mississippi
and New York give priority to voluntecrs, while Maryland, Oklahoma and Texas give
prionity o voluntoers, but take into account Lasget group status as well. Only in Oregon
are volunioers not given the highest priority for scrvice,

In the period of this study, all of the sfudy states ex; 'd to meet both the
participation rates and the targeting requirements for Tederal fiscal year
1991. The targeting requirements are not & major issue for any state, proba-
bly because the non-exempt caseloads are heavily composed of target group
members. Responding to the seven percent participation rate requirement
did not require any major programmatic changes for the states in this study
with relatively well developed welfare-to-work programs. However, the 20
hour rule has been of some concern in terms of the match between the re-
quirement to schedule 20 hours of participation and the avallabllity of exist.
ing education and training programs, as well as the accounting mechanisms
necessary to average and to track the scheduled hours of participation. It Is
purticularly noteworthy that, by itself, full-time enroliment in a two- or four-
year college program does not meet the 20 hour rule for JORS participation,

Maryland, Michigan, Minnesota, New York, Oklahoma, Oregon, and Pennsyl-
vania had been operating employment and training programs that were well devel-

15
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oped, and the federal requirement for & seven percent participation rate did not ne-
cessitale major programmatic changes. In Mississippi, Tenncssee, and Texas, the
stales are now devcloping programs in line with the federal legislation, and it is
premature at this point 10 project their capacity 10 mect the seven poreent
requircment.

States have developed a varicty of methods for attemping to insure that they
will meet the federal mandates for rates of participation and for the Largeting of
expenditures. One approach has been to focus resourves on panicular groups of
recipicnts, especially volunleers who are non-exempl target group members, of o
a specific service track within a state's JOBS program. For example, Tennessee
has elecied o operate a completely voluntary program. Mississippi and Texas
have identified recipients from the federally mandated targel groups generally as
their scrvice priority. Other states have established different service prioriucs by
drawing {rom the federally mandated target groups selectively or in combination
with other recipient calegones. Pennsylvania relics on a specific track within its
JOBS program 10 meet the federal mandates. The Single Point of Contact pro-
gram, which provides intensive services to JOBS clients through case manage-
ment and guaranteed service access using JOBS funds, is designed to (ulfil) both
of the federal requirements.

A second approach for mecting the federal mandates for participation rates
and the targeting of expenditures has been to place direct responsibility for moet-
ing the participation ratcs and largeting requirements on the local service districts
or on the JOBS contractor through an interagency contractual agreement. This ap-
proach is used in New York, Oklahoma, and Tennessee. In Oklahoma, the state
assists the local welfare offices in meeting these standards by providing them with
on-going information about their performance, thus allowing the local offices 1o
take corrective actions should they be necessary to meet the mandates. In Minne.
sola, counties are required to spend 35 percent of their funds on target group mem-
bers, However, the stale does not have the statutory authority 10 require the
counties to moet a specific participation rate. The state can simply encourage the
counties (o do so.

A third approach has boen 1o adjust programming to meet the 20 hour rule, for
example by expanding the number of hours for educational services. Additionally,
case managers are encouraged (o design program activitics for participants that
mect the 20 hour rule and to promote continuous participation among clients. A
fourth approach involves developing and using management information systems
to more completely “caplure™ JOBS aclivities provided by contractors which will
count loward the participation requirements.

Another approach is to enroll participants in other programs into JOBS, which
can be accomplished by giving them an assessment and perhaps supportive ser-
vices. In both Minnesota and Texas, and probably other states as well, many
AFDC participants in the JTPA arc also enrolled in JOBS and counted as JOBS
participants. In Michigan and New York, and possibly other states as well, signif-
icant numbers of JOBS participants are engaged in other educational and training
programs and have enrolled in JOBS to obtain supportive services. Their partici-
pation in JOBS may be counted as self-initiated activity.

Eight states did not projoct any major program changes in response 10 the increas-
ing participation rates. The Strategics in these states arc 10 extend the program Lo addi-
tional areas of 10 increase the service capacity of cument programs, Two stales do
recognize that they may have 1o make significant adjusiments to moet the 11 perent
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panticipation ralc, possibly adding lower cost components in order o come inlo
compliance. An cxample of this type of approach migiit be to caroll in JOBS all AFDC
recipicnts over age 16 who are already full-time students.

The 20 hours per week requirement represents a significant challenge 1o states
to provide intensive JOBS components, Among the concerns regarding this re-
quirement are the match between the required 20 hours of participation and the
programmed hours for existing educational and training programs and the exclu-
sion of supportive services such as counscling in mecting the 20 hour per week
requirement. Although the state agency is not required o maintain attendance re-
cords for JOBS participants, the stale does need Lo require the maintenance of at-
tendance records by service providers. These extensive rcporting requirements
may create disincentives for other agencics Lo coordinate and cooperate in provid-
ing JOBS services. In addition 1o tracking the participants® attendance, the calcu-
lations for combincd and averaged scheduled hours for participants present a
difficult accounting problem for the stale agencics.

The increasing rates of panicipation, combincd with the targeting require.
ments, will place challenging demands on state and local agencies operating JOBS
programs. Although only two states indicated concem about these demands, it is
not unreasonable to cxpect that as states begin o confront the increasing partici-
pation rates, other states may become concemed about their capacity 1o meet these
expectations. When the increasing participation rate requirements are combined
with the increasing scverity of budgetary constraints fuced by state and local gov-
cminents, states may be faced with dilTicult choices.

17
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Looking across the responses of the 10 states to the Family Support Act, we
can divide them into three groups. The first group—Maryland, Michigan, Minne-
soua, New York, Oklahoma, and Pennsylvania— had iniroduced welfare eaploy-
ment programs during the 1980s. With the exception of New York, where public
debate delayed passage of the state’s enabling legistation, all implemented JOBS
carly, in July or October of 1989. For this group of states with well developed web
farc-to-work programs, only relatively small adjustiments were required to comply
with the federal legslation. These swales had already charted a course that was
consistent with the federal legislation, and the required response was one of fine
tuning an existing program. Changes have been subtle rather than dramatic, incre-
mental rather sweeping. The federal legislation supported and reinforved initia-
tives these states had chosen carlier. With the increase in federal funding, they
were able to expand their programs to all parts of the state, extend services to more
people, and increase the emphasis on education.

The second group of states, comprised of Mississippi, Tennessee, and Texas,
had elected o operate WIN Demonstration programs, but had not taken advantage
of the opportunity 1o introduce major welfare-to-work nitiatives. They did not
have programs in place that could, with minor modification, meet the require-
ments of the JOBS legislation. Their earlier approach to reducing welfare depen-
dency and welfare costs was 1o maintain low AFDC benefit levels rather than to
emphasize self-sufficiency through employment programs. These stales, along
with Oklahoma, were also required by the Family Suppont Act to extend AFDC to
two-parent familics. To prepare for the changes called for by the federal legisia-
tion and to postpone the financial burden they impased, these theee swites delayed
JOBS implementation until the mandatory date of Ovtober 1990,

When this sccond group of states did implement JOBS, their fegistatures magde
small appropriations to support it. Although siate administrators are making 2
good faith effort to implement the program, their ability 1o purchase services i
extremely limited. As a result, they have designed thew programs with the imme-
diate goal of mecting the federal participation mandates with the resources avinl-
able. Specifically, Tennessee has contracted with the JTPA to serve exactly seven
percent of the cases required 1o participate. Texas has devoted a large shaee of its
JOBS (funds to low-cust job scarch and placement services o the most job-ready
clients. The other large expenditure in Texas is for case managers who are 0 ac-
cess resourves from other programs to serve JORBS clients. Mississippi has also de-
voted a large share of its resources to case management, for the similar purpose of
refeming clicnts to other programs.

Oregon's experience with welfare employment programs differs from the other
states’ and places it in a third category. As a result of efTorts by welfare advocates, the
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Strategies Underlying the
States' Design Choices

siate inroduced in 1988 a pilot program that cmphasized 8 self-suficiency sirat-
cgy through oducation, employment, and training services and that included many
of the federal JOBS requirements, To gain expericnee with its newly introduced
pilot program, the state delayod JOBS implementation until October 1990, Ore.
gon has designed more detailed program modcls than the other states and, unlike
them, does not have a purely assessmont-based design for all participanis. It is also
the only state that planncd 10 spend more than the maximum amount cligible for
federal matching in the initial period of program implementation.

in general, the JOBS legislation has encouraged a moderate shift to a more
human investment approach, States are placing less emphasis on immediaie job
placement and more on seevices that will increase the capacity of recipients o
achicve scif-suflicicncy over the long lerm, This shift is reflected primarily in the
cxpansion of educational components and, (0 a more limited degree, in the expen-
ditures on case management services.

Although the JOBS programs of the study states arc diverse, there a number of
similaritics in their design. The range of services that can be provided 1o pantici-
pants 1s quite uniform across the states. In addition to the mandaled services, all
states offer job search and on-the-job training. Nine of the states offer case man-
agement services and Oklahoma, which does not formally provide case manage-
ment, organizes its staff to deliver case management scrvices, All of the stales
operate assessment-based programs for most of their caseloud, and few refer par-
ucipants to job scarch prior to an assessment or specify the sequence of other ini-
tal activitics. Most states plan to rely heavily on the enroliment of volunigers to
meet their panticipation goals.

However, the motivations for these design choices vary among the stales. In
many states, choices were based on a beliel that a panticular approach is best for
clients. For example, state administrators argued that a volunlary program helps
people who want to be helped, permits mothers to stay home with their children if
they prefer, and encourages service providers to offer services that people want,
Assessment-based programs are favored because they permit services to be tai-
lored to the needs and preferences of the panticipant. A wide range of available
services increases the likelihood that clients will receive those that they need,
based on their assessments. Case management can insure that clients are linked to
needed services and that supportive counscling is provided,

But in other states, these design choices were a strategic response (o a scarcity
of resources. As indicated most clearly in Tennessee, reliance on motivated volun-
tects is a type of creaming designed to mect the federal mandates with extremely
limited expenditures. In both Mississippi and Texas, the decision to allocate a
large share of their funds o case management is consistent with their minimal
funding of education, training, and employment scevices. Case managers arc ¢x-
pected Lo access the services of other organizations without paying for them. Ad-
ditionally, in these three states and others, assessment-based programs arc one
method for coping with uncertainty about the types and availabilily of scrvice
components. When service availability is limited, an asscssment-based approach
permils case managers (o refer clients 1o those services that are available, which
may not be those that the assessment indicates arc most needed. In fuct, the assess-
ment itself may bocome skewed on the basis of available services (so¢ Austin,
1981). Unlike programs with a prescribod sequence of scrvices, no specific ser-
vices are guaraniced in these assessment-based programs,

19
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Interagency Partnerships

From the perspective of the states, the federal legistation encouraged or rein-
forced the development of interagency coordination. Within each state, JOBS im.
plementation is a joint effort of many organizations, especially the state agencics
administering the JTPA and cducational programs. As a result of thesc linkages,
state wellare agencics arc drawing upon the expentise of other agencies to build
the capacity to deliver JOBS services and child care.

The linkages between the state wellare agency and other state agencics provid-
ing JOBS services take scveral forms. In three of the early implementing states,
Maryland, Minnesota, and Pennsylvania, the staie welfare agency was alrcady a
partner in a broad education and training effort directed at low-skilled people. To
implement JOBS, the state welfare agency built on these linkages by tansferring
both funds and considerable management responsibility for JOBS 1o the state
agency administering the JTPA. JOBS funds ar: used by these agencies and their
contractors (o purchase services for JOBS paniicipants, thereby assuring them a
certain level of service. To some extent, these other agencies also use their own
resources to serve JORBS clients.

In Michigan, New York, and Oregon, the parinerships are more varied and link
the state welfare agency Lo local organizations as well as other state agencies. As
in Maryland, Minnesota, and Pennsylvania, considerable amounts of JOBS funds
are used 1o purchase services for JOBS participants. Similarly, some of these other
agencices use their resources (o serve JORS clients.

In contrast, the other four states’ welfare agencies do not purchase significant
amounts of services from other organizations. Where linkages have been estab-
lished, they are for the purpose of obtaining resources for JOBS participants. In
Tennessce, most of the resources for JOBS services other than child care are pro-
vided by the JTPA. In Mississippi and Oklahoma, the state wellare agency has ne.
gotiated agreements with many organizations 1o provide services to JORS clients
without payment. In Texas, only small amounts are being used 1o purchase ser-
vices and few firm agreements have been reached with other organizations to pro-
vide scrvices to JOBS clients without payment.

The agreements in Tennessee and Okiahoma may be successful in assuring
welfare recipients access to services. In Tennessee, services for 2,023 panicipants,
the number required to meet the seven percent participation rate, must be provided
under the terms of a contract. In Oklahoma, the state welfare agency is a politi-
cally powerful institution and had considerable expericnce with welfare employ-
ment programs before JOBS implementation. But in Mississippi and Toxas, few
binding commitments have been made by other agencies to serve JOBS clients, In
the absence of large amounts of JORS funds to purchase services, their capacity to
serve clients is in doubl.

The reliance by the states on the services of other organizations was encour-
aged by the federal legislation's emphasis on interagency coordination, This coor-
dination allows the state welfare agencies to access services already available in
local communities and potentially avoids service duplication. Reliance on coordi-
nation, however, also decreases the welfare agency's ability to control the nature
and scope of the scrvices provided, panticularly when these services are obtained
without payment. Even when services are purchased, issues of control and ac-
countability arise. These issues are compounded further by the autonomy of re-
gional and local welfare districis in some stales.
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The Challenges of
Implementing JOBS

56-981 ~ 92 - 6

When this study was conducied, in October through December 1990, all study
staies planned o meet the seven percent participation rate and to spend S percent
of their funds on members of the target groups. For scven of the stales—Maryland,
Michigan, Minncsota, New York, Oklahoma, Orcgon, and Pennsylvanig—mect-
ing these federal mandates was not thought o present a major challenge. Programs
introduccd during the 1980s and expanded with the cnacument of JOBS were scrv-
ing relatively large numbers of recipicnts, Acconding Lo state projections, the num-
ber of participants was sufficicnt to mect or exceed the seven percent threshold,
Mississippi, Tennessce, and Texas also planned 1o meet the participation rate, but
administrators were less certain that this goal would be achicved. With large num-
bers of recipicnis in the target groups, most states expecied to face litde difficulty
in spending 55 percent of their JOBS funds on target group members.

While many siale administrators expected that their JOBS programs would
meet the federal mandates for participation and argeting, they were not confident
about their ability to track and monitor program participation or Lo meet the fed-
cral reporting requirements for JORS. That some suiles viewed these provisions as
a major challenge, perhaps the greatest challenge, in implomenting JOBS indi-
cates the case with which they were able to transform their existing programs into
JORBS. Obtaining the information to learn whether the state was meeting the fed-
eral mandates was perceived as a challenge that was as great, or even greater than,
meeting the mandates themselves.

The 20 hour rule, which requires that panicipants be scheduled for JOBS ae-
tivities for an average of 20 hours each week, has also been a challenge for most
stales. For states that had developed their welfare-to-work programs prior to
JOBS, when hours of participation was not a critical parameter, adjustments in
program design were necessary. For states developing new programs, ¢fforts were
made to incorponate the 20-hour rule into the design of components.

The purpose of the 20 hour rule is to insure that JOBS services are meaningful
and, by monitoring such activity, to encourage clicnis’ continuous participation,
States are clearly responding to the rule by establishing JOBS activities, or by
hinking several JOBS activitics, to provide 20 hours of service. Many are finding
this 1o be a challenge, which indicales that services were not scheduled for 20
hours prior to JORS and that JOBS is encouraging change. The rule is operating ay
intended to insure that panticipation in cducation, training, and employment activ-
tics requires a significant effort on the part of both the agency and the panicipant.

The rule is also having some negative consequences. It potentially discouniges
stes from enrolhng participants in full-time college programs, which consider

“full-ume enroliment 1o be 12 10 15 hours cach week. To schedule additional hours

may lead 10 the creation of meaningless activitics for these students or undeamine
their ability to successfully pursue their studics. The rule also creates no incentive
10 work with clicnts who may be more limited in their current capacity and are
simply unable to handle 20 hours of approved JOBS octivitics. The 20 hour rule
also fails 1o take into account the need to pace activities hased on the abiliies of
the client. For example, a person participating in a substance abuse program and
taking sevetal hours of course work to obtain a GED certificate may be proceeding
appropriately, and scheduling additional hours may overwhelm the individual dur-
ing these initial steps to cconomic self-sufficiency,

21
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Meeting the Spirit of the Law
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When the Family Support Act was passed in 1988, many advocates viewed the
JOBS title not only as programmatic legislation, bul as a signal for change, As a
programmalic reform, it gives states now opportunitics Lo help the dependent poor
achieve sclf-sufficicncy. In providing additional federal financial support and
manating & minimum participation ralc as a condition of receiving this suppon,
the Act gives the stales incentives to take advantage of these opportunitics.

But the spirit of the Icgislation goes beyond these legislative provisions, s ad-
vocates intended JOBS 10 be a signal to welfare systems throughout the nation that
they should take on a mission that emphasizes services intended Lo reduce welfare
dependency rather than just to provide cash assistance, Moreover, government and
rocipients should enter into a new social contract that would redefing their rela-
tionship as one of mutual obligation. In doing so, government would fulfill its ob-
ligation to provide the scrvices that people need to become self-sulliciont, Welfare
recipients, in tum, would be encouraged o fulfill their obligation to make efforts
on their own behall 1o prepare for jobs and enter the labor force (Reischaucr,
1987). Some also envisioned the Family Support Act as offering the potential to
scrve valnerable parents and their children through more extensive supportive sere
vices and linkages lo comprehensive family and chikiren's services (Smuh, Blank,
& Bond, 1990).

We conclude from our review of the initial phase of JOBS implementation that
states have come closer to meeting the fetter of the law than the spint of the faw.
For the most part, the hope that states would use JOBS implementation as an op-
portunity 1o signal a change in the mission of welflare systems or o redefine the
social contract has nat been realized. In none of the study states did JOBS spur
state lcaders to alier their public stance toward welfare or to make a strong per-
sonal commitment to reform their welfare programs in light of the new law, The
creative and enthusiastic response of Massachuscits and several other sintes to the
optional WIN Demonstration and Title 1V-A work programs was not replicated by
the implementation of JOBS in the ten states cxamined here.

Nor has the theme of mutual obligation been prominent in the rhetoric of state
lcaders or reflected in their policies. I the strength of the obligation undertaken by
government 1o provide opportunitics for wellare rocipients 1s meusured by funding
levels for JOBS, only Maryland and Orcgon have come close to assuming their
full obligation. If the strength of the obligation placed on welfare recipients is
mcasurcd by the extent to which they are required to participate in JORS, staies
are at most imposing this obligation sclectively, if at all. Looking across the 1)
states, there is some cvidence that states impose morc obligations on recipicnts
when they devote more funds o the program. States that arc spending the least per
participant rely heavily on volumary enrollment, while those spending the most
place greater emphasis o mandatory participation.

Whether states will increase their commutment to the program as the mandated
participation rale riscs or whether funding will remain constant or even decline is
the most significant issue now facing the states. The current cconomic recession
has dampened state tax revenues while increasing wellare cascloads, limiting the
states’ ability to draw down their entitlement of {edceral funds for JOBS, This may
prevent states (rom offering the same fevel of services in all parts of the statc o, in
the three states that implemented JOBS in a tlimited number of countics, from im-
plementing the program statewide. If funding remains stable or declines in the
face of the increasing mandated participation rate, stales may be forced to recon.
sider the design of their JOBS programs.
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The Promise of JOBS

Although the promise of JOBS has yct 1o bo realized, the opportunity remains.
While we have concerns about the unfolding of JOBS programs bascd on the ini-
tial responses of these ten states, we also find that JOBS has systained oand fostered
the commitment of staie welfare agencics (0 provide enhanced cducational and
training opportunitics to welfare recipicnts. The JOBS legislation and its associ-
ated provisions for child carc are demanding and complex. To implement this leg-
islation and to realize its potcatial require exiensive and complicated responses by
state and local governments, We must allow sufficicnt time for staie and kcal gov-
emments (o experiment with and to develop the JOBS programs appropriate to
their social and economic situations as well as to the nceds of their clients. At this
stage of implementation, mecting the letter of the law may be nocessary (o allow
the unfolding of the spirit of the law.
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Fhe Familv Suppore Act of T988 has been described as vepresenting a new national
consensus on the matwre of the social contract between the state and the dependent
poor. An anabwsis of the development of enabling legiskition in New Yok State,
however, 1eveals profound discord over the design of its employment and tiaining
program. While the debate is couched in terms of programimatic issues, it is actually
i clash over fundamental ideological questions about the role of government and
the individual. Our amlysis suggests that programmatic choices in New York and
elsewhere will be shaped by resource constatints and a failure to resolve this underhing
philosophical conflict.

Introduction

The Family Support Act of 1988, welfare reform legislation enacted
in the final months of the Reagan administration, has been hailed as
“the most sweeping overhaul of the nation's welfare system in half a
century."! Viewed by many as ‘\‘cprcscnting a profound shift in the
relationship between the welfare dependent and the state, the em-
ployment and training sections of the act require weltare recipients
to make cftorts to become self-sufficient in exchange for temporary
income support. The new Job Opportunities and Basic Skills Training
Program ( JOBS) replaces the Work Incentive (WIN) program as the
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employment and training program for recipients ot Aid to Families
with Dependent Children (AFDC). Under JOBS, employable recipients
are expected to search for employment or invest in their own em-
plovability through wraining, education, or work experience. Further,
it mandates that states provide a specific range of emplovment and
training services to at least a minimum proportion of emplovable
recipients and target expenditures on certain groups. To enable ve-
cipients to participate in these activities, the state must also provide
the necessary support services such as child care and continued health-
care coverage when a recipient enters employment.

This tederal legislation, many have argued, has redefined the social
contract. ‘The state has obligations to meet the needs of poor families,
but in exchange for income support and a range of mandated em-
plovmentand supportservices, the dependent poor have an obligation
to make eftorts on their own behalt.” This vision of the social contract,
based on the mutual obligations of the state and the dependent poor,
brought together diverse interests to enact the new program, Passage
of legislation embodying this vision has been hailed by many as rep-
resenting a “new consensus™ on the response of the state to poverty
and dependency.

Whether this promise is realized will depend on the actions of the
50 states. States have always been given wide discretion in designing
and managing their welfare svstems, and the federal mandates of the
JOBS program leave them with considerable flexibility. But despite
claims that the a¢t ¥epresents the most significant change in 50 years,
tederal funding levels tor JOBS are modest.® Given constrained re-
sources, states will be faced with difficult choices concerning whom to
serve, the sequence and range of services, and the amount of services
that should be concentrated on various groups in the caseload. In
making these programmatic choices, the states will spell out the nature
and degree of the obligations to be assumed by the state and the
dependent poor., .

This article is a case study of the initial response of New York State
to the federal JOBS legislation. In part, New York's experience is of
interest because the contentious politics that dominate policy-making
in the state have forced into the open the debate over the difficult
implementation choices. Because the debate has been open, we can
view the options and trade-offs that confront all states to a greater or
lesser degree. Furthermore, New York State contains 9 percent of the
nation's AFDC caseload and accounts for 13 percent of payments,
making its program the second largest in the nation." New York City,
with its multiple social problems, operates the largest welfare program
of any county. New York represents one of the great challenges to the
JOBS program and for this reason alone, it is of interest.
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The article begins with an overview of the federal JOBS legislation.
We then explore the approach New York State took to the flexibility
provided by the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 (OBRA). |
An analysis of both the administrative reorganization and the substantive
programmatic initiatives since 1981 illuminates recent changes and
explains the political environment that produced them. Second, we
review the progress the state is making in implementing the JOBS
program. This portion of the article examines some of the critical
compliance issues facing the state and explores the vole of politics and
ideology in shaping the state's response to the federal legislac. .

An Overview of the JOBS Program

The rhetoric of a new social contract, in which both government and
welfare recipients have a mutual obligation to reduce long-term welfare
dependency, obscures and may overstate the programmatic and in-
stitutional changes made by the legislation to achieve this goal. Many
programmatic components of JOBS are similar to WIN; thus, states
have had considerable experience delivering some of the services man-
dated under the new law. Furthermore, the JOBS legislation mandates
or permanently authorizes options that were made available to states
on a demonstration basis under 1981 OBRA legislation.® For some
states that took advantage of these new opportunities, JOBS will require
tew adjustments in programs and organizational arrangements. An
overview of JOBS will clarify the most significant changes in the re-
quirements and options facing the states and recipients.

The basic strategy of JOBS is to promote self-sufficiency by providing
services to recipients and imposing specific requirements on both re-
cipients and states. Services can be grouped in four categories: case-
worker services (such as assessment, employment planning, and case
management); support services (such as day care and transportation);
education and waining; and employment activities. Requirements in-
clude participation in JOBS by nonexempt recipients and mandates
on the states regarding recipient participation and expenditures of
tunds on targeted subgroups of recipients. Each of these services and
requirements is described below.

As an early step in the process of promoting employment, JOBS
strengthens the assessment, planning, and management of services
for recipients. In comparison, WIN required an initial appraisal of
emplovability and the need for supportive services, followed by the
development of an emplovability plan.” The JOBS program upgrades
this appraisal to an "assessment™ of recipients’ skills and employability
and their need for education, child care, and other supportive services.
On the basis of the assessment, the welfare agency, in consultation
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with the participant, develops an employability plan. The plan explains
the services, including child care and other support services, to be
provided by the agency. It also specifies the participant’s employment
goal and planned activities, thereby laying out certain obligations. To
assist families in obtaining the services needed to participate, states
have the option of assigning a case manager. Though WIN contained
no provisions for case management, some states provided more or less
formal case management in the course of arranging the support services
required for participation in WIN,

After developing the employability plan, states have the option of
requiring that each participant enter into a contract or agreement with
the agency. The contract specifies the participant’s obligations, such
as the amount of time to be spent in the program. It also specifies the
obligations of the agency to provide employment and supportive services.
Whether this is & nonbinding agreement or a contract enforceable
under the laws of the state is left to the states.

The JOBS program significantly liberalizes federal funding for child
care, the most critical support service for parents who work or who
seck education and training, Federal funds for WIN were capped at
a level that left the child-cave needs of many recipients unmet. Because
participation in WIN could be required only if support services were
provided, these caps contributed to the low rate of participation in
WIN. Participation in JOBS is also contingent on the provision of
child care, but a major step has been taken to provide care. Federal
funds for child care are to be an open-ended entitlement at the Medicaid
matching rate, which is between 50 and 80 percent.

The WIN program permitted states to offer a variety of employment
and training activities but did not mandate any specific set of services.
While JOBS also leaves considerable discretion with the states in de-
signing their JOBS programs, both in the services oftered and in their
sequence, it breaks with WIN in requiring that all states offer four
specific services and choose two out of four employment activities.
Education, which was not funded under WIN, is required for certain
recipients and is hailed as one of the significant new features of JOBS.

Three of the four required services relate to education and training
that prepare people for emplovment. ‘The first, “educational activities,”
includes basic and remedial education to achieve literacy, improve
English proficiency, and achieve a high school or equivalent diploma.
The second, “jobs skills training,” is vocational training in technical

job skills and training specific to particular occupations. The third,
“job readiness activities,” is designed to familiarize recipients with
workplace expectations and to foster attitudes and behavior needed
to compete in the labor market. The fourth required service is “job
development and job placement.” Agencies must solicit public or private
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emplovers for unsubsidized job openings, discover such openings, and
secure job interviews for participants.”

Programs designed to provide employment vary in their cost, the
types and duration of the jobs secured, the degree to which they
improve earning capacity, and in the nature of the demands made on
the recipient. Congressional debate on the employment activities that
states must offer was heated, with the Reagan administration pressing
for mandatory state adoption of community work experience programs
(CWEP), the workfare program authorized as an option under OBRA.
As i compromise, states must select at least two out of four employment
activities. Two of these, job search and CWEP” are the relatively low-
cost, ideologically conservative approaches favored by Reagan. The
other two activities, on-the-job training and “work supplementation,”!"
offer the potential for the development of both skills and permanent
emplovment. States are also given the option of offering appropriate
postsecondary education.

In addition to requiring that states offer a minimum array of em-
plovment and training services, JOBS alters the institutional arrange-
ments and responsibilities for delivering and coordinating these services.
Under WIN, administrative responsibility was shared by the welfare
agency and the employment security agency. Under OBRA, states had
the option of operating a WIN demonstration that gave full responsibility
for WIN 10 the welfare agencey. The JOBS program mandates this
arrangement, requiring that cash assistance, social services, and em-
plovmentand training services be the responsibility of a single agency.
The legislation requires that states coordinate their JOBS activities
not only with the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA), as was required
under WIN, but with other employment, training, and education pro-
grams as well,

The JOBS program can be viewed as a vesponse to the failure of
WIN to envoll a significant fraction of the AFDC cascload. Under
WIN. recipients were required to register and participate in WIN
activities or risk Hraeiat sanctions. States were required to provide
supportive services necessary for employment or training for a specified
fraction of those required to register. But because WIN did not mandate
that a specihic fraction of recipients actually work or receive emplovment
and training sevvices, states were under litte pressure to perform, In
contrast, JOBS is based on the “consensus™ that recipients are obligated
to make ettorts toward self-sufficiency and that states are obligated to
provide the necessary services and support. To put this rhetoric into
operation, JOBS imposes participation requirements on both parties
to the new social contract,

States must achieve specified rates of participation in the JOBS
program or lose federal funds. The participation rate is defined as
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the number of mandatory and voluntary participants in JOBS divided
by the number of mandatory participants. The participation rate be-
comes progressively more stringent over time, rising from 7 percent
in fiscal year 1991 to 20 percent in 1995, Failure to meet these rates
will result in a reduction of the federal funding share for JOBS."
States are also required to target JOBS expenditures on specific groups
of recipients or risk similar fiscal penalties. T'wo of these groups are
people who are, or are likely to become, long-term recipients: those
who have received AFDC for 36 of the preceding 60 months, and
parents under the age of 24 who have not completed high school, are
not currently enrvolled in high school, and have had little recent work
experience. A third group is recipients who will lose their eligibility
for AFDC within 2 years as their youngest child becomes too old for
assistance,

In addition, JOBS imposes greater obligations on recipients than
did WIN, especially on those with young children. Under WIN, re-
cipients caring for a child under the age of 6 were exempt: JOBS
narrows the exemption to recipients caring for a child under the age
of 3 and permits states to limit the exemption to parents caring for a
child under age 1. Given the rise in labor-force participation among
mothérs with young children in the country as a whole, Congress felt
similar expectations for welfare mothers were appropriate.

This overview of JOBS illustrates that, for the states, the new legislation
offers new opportunities and imposes some meaningful constraints.
However, many states, including New York, had already taken some
work-welfare initiatives in response to the WIN demonstration authority
granted under the Reagan Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of
1981, The magnitude of the changes required in order to comply with
the federal JOBS mandates depends on a state's response to OBRA.
New York's response to OBRA also illuminates the politics of welfare
policy.

New York State Experience after OBRA

New York State, with its county-administered welfare system, has tra-
ditionally given local welfare districts considerable discretion in designing
and managing their employment and training programs.'* The exercise
of strong state authority is limited by the political differences that
separate the Republicans in the upstate counties from the Democrats
in New York City and by the magnitude and seemingly intractable
social problems of the city. In responding to federal legislation, the
state frequently gives considerable flexibility to the counties to conform
in a manner that meets their particular values and needs.

At the time of OBRA's enactment, the counties were engaged in a
wide range of employment and training programs and demonstration
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projects. These demonstrations, while not all of proven value, were
considered to be of sufficient merit to be given permanent statutory
authority. By cutting funding for WIN and authorizing WIN dem-
onstration projects, the OBRA legislation also encouraged state action.
In 1984, New York used the WIN demonstration option to launch its
Comprehensive Employment Program (CEP), which is now the state’s
umbrella for the work-welfare programs of the local welfare districts.

The Comprehensive Employment Program, despite its name, is not
viewed as a major welfare reform initiative. It is not a single pro-
grammatic model of a specific set of services that must be provided
in all counties. Rather, it gives counties authority and flexibility to
develop their own programs. The program is “comprehensive” only
in the sense that the local welfare district must coordinate the full
range of employment services available to a recipient.

‘The significance of CEP is threefold. First, welfare districts gained
the authority to operate their own work-welfare programs and the
responsibility for overall district planning independent of the state
Department of Labor. To varying degrees, local welfare agencies have
organized linkages between the income maintenance functions and
jobreadiness, search, and placement assistance, as well as employment
and training programs (most of which ave currently funded under the
Job Training Partnership Act), education, and related support services.
Hence, in practice, CEP introduced the WIN demonstration program,
and New York ofticially adopted WIN demonstration status with little
fanfare in May 1985,

Second, CEP expanded the range of authorized employment, training,
and educational services to include all the mandatory and voluntary
components of the JOBS program. All 58 social services districts in
the state have chosen to participate in the Comprehensive Employment
Program. However, because local districts can choose which service
components to offer and how to deliver these services, programs vary
significantly around the state. Implementing JOBS will require choices
about priorities, the allocation of resources, and the obligations of
recipients, not broad programmatic or organizational initiatives.

Third, in implementing the significant reforms of the CEP, the
balance of power between the state and its localities was preserved.
Local welfare districts retained their autonomy in controlling the types
and content of services and in decisions about participation requirements.

New York responded cautiously to OBRA's demonstration authority
for commur: < work experience programs (CWEP). State administrators
explicitly revognized the value of workfare as a “caseload control/
deterrent” device'?.and feared that CWEP would be used to generate
sanctions rather than as a constructive step toward unsubsidized em-
ployment. Members of the Democratic-controlled assembly shared this
view, expressing particular concern about its punitive use by the Koch
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administration in New York City. Given these concerns, the Department
of Social Services (DSS) did not initially mandate CWEP in the counties
and moved slowly in authorizing local CWEP programs. The state
senate, dominated by upstate Republicans, objected to this delay and
argued that state law mandated CWEP. Under pressure from the
senate, DSS issued an administrative regulation in 1987 requiring that
all districts operate a CWEP program,'' and by 1988, all local districts
complied."”

Differences in employment and training activities between New York
City and the rest of the state are quite marked. New York City relies
much more heavily on CWEP and much less heavily on supervised
job search than the rest of the state. Both make equal use of wraining,
although the types of training ditfer.'® Differences between the city
and the rest of the state are also evident in the outcomes of employment
and training programs. The CEP program appears to be more successful
outside the citv in moving people into jobs and in producing grant
savings due to emplovment. Not only are the city's programs less
successtul in reducing welfare grants, but a dxspmponlomw share of
these reductions result from sanctions, not jobs. "

State administrators have encountered legislative resistence to moving
beyond CEP, which permits localities to engage in a broad array of
employment programs but does not mandate them. In 1986, the gov-
ernor attempted a first step toward a more uniform set of mandated
services when he proposed that social services districts be required to
conduct an assessment and develop an emplovment plan for each
emplovable public assistance recipient. The assembly, especially the
New York City members, opposed the legislation because of the sanctions
that would be imposed on people who failed to participate in an
assessment. It was also concerned about the capacity of local districts
such as New York City to pclimm the assessments and provide em-
plmmcm and training services. The senate, however, was reluctant
to impose mandates on the I()mh(ics that would add to their costs and
reduce their flexibility.

Unable to enact a mandatory statewide program, New York has
sponsored additional demonstration projects that local agencies can
adopt at their own discretion. The most ambitious, which state and
local administrators view with pride and point to as a model for the
JOBS program,'™ is the Comprehensive Emplovment Opportunity
Support Center (CEOSC) program established in 1987, Using intensive
case management. CEOSCs are designed to offer or coordinate all the
educational, vocational, supportive, and job placement services recipients
need to achieve their training and educational goals and unsubsidized
emplovment. Participants are to enter into an “opportunijty contract”
specifying the mutual responsibilities of weltare recipients and gov-
ernment. Located in their own quarters away from welfare depart-
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ments, CEOSCs also address the personal needs of recipients in a
supportive environment. Many offer such services as on-site day care,
family planning, and parenting training.

Participation in CEQOSC is voluntary. Enrvollment is limited to AFDC
parents with children under the age of 6, who have traditionally not
been required to participate in work-welfare programs. The pool of
potential participants is large, and extensive outreach programs have
been undertaken to encourage them to volunteer. Although only a
small percent of those eligible have volunteered, they are sufficient to
fill the available slots in the 19 programs that are currently funded.
Through July 1989, 8,155 participants have entered into an opportunity
contract, and 4,97" have enrolled in training.*

The work and are programming undertaken by New York State
since 1981 conpases favorably with a number of state programs that
have been studied in greater detail and have been favorably evaluated.
‘The sum of all these activities, however, reveals neither a unnptehensue
nor a clear and consistent strategy for improving the emplovment
prospects of welfare recipients. Initiatives vary from locality to locality,
and the character, quality, and extent of program investment is very
uneven, To some degree, this variation statewide reflects the character
of the state's administrative organization. A county-administered system,
even when supervised by the state Department of Social Services,
depends on local resources and decisions. Local districts, while under
some state mandates, have considerable discretion in designing programs
that reflect the character of local needs and existing resources. The
state exercises limited authority over local preferences.

‘The lack of a clearer state mandate, however, also reflects fundamental
differences in philosophy and approach among state decision makers.
‘The new consensus about approaches to assisting dependent poor,
presumably reached at the federal level, has not been reached at the
state level, and the state's position as it approaches its implementation
deadline reflects considerable conflict about the most fundamental
issues raised by the federal JOBS legislation.

State and City Responses to the Family Support Act

The federal JOBS legislation was welcomed by most players in New
York in large part because it increased federal cost sharing and left
many critical choices of program design and operation to state dis-
cretion. As a result, each governmental unit and advocacy group
could develop a vision of welfare reform consistent with its own
qalues and philosophy. This opportunity, forced by the need to pass
legislation to implement JOBS, ¢xposedthe longwt.xmlmg schisms
in philosophy that have produced the current variation in county
programs around the state.
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The State'’s Response: Avoid Difficult Choices

The governor's office and the state Department of Social Services
(DSS) were confident that the local programs already in place met the
initial federal requirement that 7 percent of eligible recipients participate
in JOBS. As they planned the state's response to the federal legislation,
they felt little pressure to recommend an overhaul of the existing
system. ‘The governor's bill, submitted to the legislature early in 19897
would not create an entirely new work-welfare program; it would only
alter existing programs incrementally.

With few exceptions, the bill makes only the amendments explicitly
required by the federal JOBS legislation. The JOBS program is in-
troduced into state law by replacing references to WIN with references
to JOBS. Federal language is followed closely concerning assessments,
employability plans, contracts with recipients, participation in JOBS,
exempting and sanctioning recipients, target groups, single state agency
administration, and various other requirements, Because federal lan-
guage is not specific about many programmatic details, the bill allows
counties considerable discretion over many program components and
means of compliance.

The governor's bill does take a stand on two important issues. First,
it exempts from JOBS parents caring for a child under age 3. Second,
it selects CWEP and job search as the two services that localities must
offer. On-the-job training and work supplementation would be permitted
but would be optional. In mandating job search and CWEP on the
localities, the bill gives the state its greatest chance of meeting the
tederal participation requirements without dramatic changes in current
programming. These services are already delivered to significant num-
bers of recipients under WIN and CEP, while few participate in on-
the-job training or work-supplementation programs. It is also important
to note that neither CWEP nor job search are mandated for individual
recipients and that people may not be required to participate in job
scarch prior to establishment of eligibility.

Overali, the governor's bill fails to seize the opportunity to initiate
sweeping changes in the state’s work and welfare program oz to further
a clear statewide policy and programmatic vision. Rather, the bill moves
very cautiously to embrace the existing configuration of services available
in the state without resolving the many difficult questions raised by
the federal law. A legislative staff member described the governor's
proposal as a “shell” bill that is not so much a program as an outline
of the issues to be negotiated by the legislature, the governor’s ofhice,

and DSS.

New York City: Making Its Case for a Mandatory Program

In immediate response to the federal legislation and before either of
the legislative chambers had proposed bills, New York City initiated
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its own proposal for compliance. The approach taken by the Koch
administration was the most aggressive in its commitment to universal
participation. Called BEGIN (Begin Employment/ Gain Independence),
the city’s plan is built on a well-conceptualized model based on its own
experic nce and on the successful saturation experiment in San Diego
operated by the Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation
(MDRC).* The strategy depends on a 3-week job search assistance
program that includes orientation, child care information and assistance,
life skills training, and structured job club activities.** This job search
assistance would be provided “up front” before recipients received an
assessment or any other service,

The city's Human Resources Administration (HRA), which has had
experience with each of these components over the past few years,
takes a strong positive position on up-front job search.*! Officials at
HRA argue that mandatory participation in this initial component
assures equality of treatment and results in a cost-effective program.
Many participants find jobs at this stage, and those who do not can
use the experience to identify their labor-market disadvantages. The
officials we interviewed at HRA indicated that they expected 1530
percent of participants to find jobs at this point.*

Those remaining on the rolls would then undergo an intensive
week-long assessment during which a range of education, training,
and work-experience options are reviewed and client and worker de-
termine an optimal assignment. Case management, an expensive and
labor-intensive service, would be reserved for a small number of clients
determined to be in need of special assistance. Community work ex-
perience programs would be offered along with adult basic education
or high school equivalency education for those with little or no work
experience. To respond to the criticism that CWEP places few clients
in permanent jobs, and secures only dead-end jobs for those placed,
the city has already altered the way it runs CWEP. “Enhanced” CWEP
provides an initial orientation and a structured developmental assign-
ment (including education) with improved supervision at the site tor
a maximum of 5 months. Emphasis has been placed on assuring the
transition to regular employment through improved monitoring of
client performance and an increased commitment to assisted job search
at the end of an assignment.

The city's proposal, therefore, depends on enforcing the obligation
to work, maximizing initial job placements, and reserving scarce and
expensive services for those who cannot find employment or cannot
benefit from work experience. The program depends on changing
the message to recipients and enforcing their obligations. Tt does this
by monitoring client compliance and imposing sanctions when clients
fail to meet mutually agreed-on commitments without good cause.
Further, BEGIN depends on a required up-front job search as an
assessment of labor-market readiness. The city also argues that an
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enforceable work requirement is necessary and desirable. It insures
that the same obligations are imposed on all those expected to work,
and it establishes reciprocity between the state and its clients. Officials
of HRA are also convinced by recent experience with their mandatory
CWEP program that enforcement of work requirements functions to
control caseload growth and to uncover concealed income from un-
derground jobs. While data were unavailable to document these as-
sertions, Human Resources Administration officials argued that their
evidence is indirect but persuasive. When sanctions for noncompliance
have been imposed for 30 days, more than half of those sanctioned
fail to return to the rolls.

The city's BEGIN proposal does in many ways what the governor's
bill fails to do. [t defines the precise character of a relationship between
clients and the state and reorients new and existing program components
to achieve a specific goal: to move clients from welfare to work. It
establishes the importance of mandatory participation of nonexempt
clients in an effort to accomplish that goal, and it is clear about the
means and process by which the state will provide clients assistance
to achieve independence. The BEGIN program also makes clients’
reciprocal responsibilities explicit. It is unambiguous in its message.

The Legislative Debate

The New York State legislature, the ultimate arbiter in resolving conflict
between city and state, is itself split by divergent interests. The New
York State senate is led by Republicans who represent white, conservative
upstate constituents, while the Democratic assembly is dominated by
representatives of the more liberal downstate constituents. Historically,
the senate has tended to resist policies that increase welfare expenditures
while the assembly, particularly members from New York City, has
taken a greater interest in representing the interests of poor constit-
uents.? Their differences in views have changed in recent vears, mir-
roring similar changes nationwide. Conservatives have come to ap-
preciate the value of education and remediation in reducing dependency.
Liberals, conversely, have come to see that welfare should offer more
than long-term income maintenance. However, disagreement remains
surrounding the goal of reform, with the senate oriented more toward
reducing dependency and the assembly oriented more toward reducing
poverty.?’

The senate submitted its bill shortly after the submission of the
governor’s bill, knowing that the city intended.to introduce its BEGIN
program.?* While similar in many respects to the governor’s bill, the
senate bill makes both symbolic and substantive changes. The governor's
bill inserts the JOBS provisions piecemeal into existing law, but the
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senate bill emphasizes JOBS by creating a new title of the state’s Socia’
Services Law. Up-front job search is mandated, as in BEGIN. Employable
recipients and employable applicants, prior to the establishment of
eligibility, must engage in job search for up to 3 weeks before an
assessment is made or any other employment services are provided.
Participation requirements are broadened by excmptmg only parents
with children aged 1 or less.

Efforts to forge a compromise around either the governor's or the
senate’s bill became increasingly difficult as the legislative session pro-
gressed. A task force that had been established to help reach an accord
held hearings to solicit the viewpoints of numerous agencies and interest
groups.? The hearings highlighted the wide schisms within the state
and, in particular, the concerns of the assembly’s constituents. At the
cleventh hour of the lcgislativc session, with no comprmnisc in sight,
the assembly submitted its own bill as a clear rejection of the dppm.uhes
taken by the governor and senate.™ The assembly bill, as is discussed
below, stakes out a position sympathetic to the views of many social
welfare advocates. With only a few days to resolve the deep conflicts
that stood in the way of compromise, the legislature ended its 1989
session without passing legislation to implement JOBS on July 1. Iron-
ically, those most responsible for forging the “new consensus™ in federal
legislation, Daniel P. Moynihan in the Senate and Thomas J. Downey
in the House, are both New Yorkers.

All the executive and legislative staff we interviewed acknowledged
that the assembly’s bill is a reaction to New York City's current program
and its BEGIN proposal. ‘The collective perception is that the city's
policies toward clients are punitive, are oriented not toward reducing
poverty but toward reducing costs and caseloads, and that the Human
Resources Administration is administratively incapable of running
quality programs. The skepticism about the city's willingness and ability
to run an effective, client-oriented program was cited by most of the
actors as kev in the assembly’s unwillingness to accept the senate’s or
the governor's bill. The central substantive issues and philosophical
orientations that created the deadlock can be understood by contrasting
the assembly bill and New York City's BEGIN,

The Sequence and Content of Initial Services

The first major impediment to legislative compromise is disagreement
over the sequence and content of job search and assessment services.
The city's program and the senate bill mandate up-front job search
as the initial tool for assessing the need of clients for services. As senate
staff argued, “no assessment tool is a better judge of who will get a
job than who does get a job.” In their view, an initial period of job
search is a low-cost method of determining employability. Scarce re-
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sources available for performing assessments should be reserved for
those clients unable to meet this labor-market test,

The assembly's bill represents an explicit rejection of this philosophy.
Assembly staff argue that all clients must be provided assessments at
the outset of any required participation in any JOBS program com-
ponent. The bill therefore mandates assessment as the initial activity,
not up-front job search. It also requires that local districts use outside
contractors to perform the assessments whenever possible, a response
to the inherent conflict of interest that eligibility s?ecialists face when
assessing both a client’s employability and needs.*! Further, assembly
staff have strong views about the definition of “assessment,” and what
mandates should be imposed regarding its scope, depth, and timing.

While language in the assembly’s bill is vague about what an assessment
should actually involve, a member of the governor's senior staff described
it as a “Cadillac” assessment. Presumably, in this assessment, a skilled
counselor (possibly under contract) would gather information from
each client (after benefit eligibility or recertification has been determined)
about education and employment history and experience. Tests might
be administered to determine employment-related skills, interests, and
educational accomplishment. Further, a full assessment might gather
data on family functioning, health (including drug and alcohol use),
and needs for social and support services (e.g., housing and child care).
Such assessments can take weeks and involve the coordination of referrals
to various testers and social service personnel. Once an assessment is
complete, an employment counselor, in consultation with the client,
can develop an employability development plan that sets employment
goals and coordinates programs to accomplish them.

Considerable controversy accompanies this approach. ‘Those who
support Cadillac assessment believe the state has an obligation to invest
in longer-term human capital development. Their objectives are to
help welfare recipients obtain better jobs and achieve longer-term self-
sufficiency. Developing an appropriate match, they argue, between a
client’s needs and an individualized service program requires an as-
sessment of considerable scope and depth. Further, it should come at
the earliest possible time in a client’s relationship with JOBS.*

The state’s showcase program, implemented as part of the OBRA
reforms, is the Comprehensive Employment Opportunity Support
Center (CEOSC) program described in the previous scction. One critical
programmatic feature of CEOSC, in addition to case management, is
intensive initial assessment. An interview with one of the best program
operators in New York City revealed considerable commitment to the
process even in the face of criticism about the value of assessment in
actually predicting employability. When asked about how the resources
for an intensive assessment could be justified, given its limited predictive
value, she remarked that the most important part of the assessment
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process was that clients discover their talents and labor-market deficits.
It encourages client self-awareness about employment and training
potential. She argued that programs that refer only “failures” to as-
sessment after up-front job search undermine clients' confidence :nd
resolve and make the initial relationship with program components
an inherently negative experience. She and her program staff embrace
a philosophy, consistent with the historical casework position of DSS,
that emphasizes the importance of preserving the voluntary and sup-
portive nature of the interaction. In-depth assessment, they argue,
serves this function,

In contrast, the city administration, the senate, and even the governor’s
staff object to in-depth assessment of all clients at the outset as extremely
costly, unnecessary, and of limited proven effectiveness. Mandating
assessments for all clients would necessarily shift existing resources
away from education and training for less job-ready clients. Assuming
that there is a strict budget constraint for program operation, intensive
assessment is a highly significant policy decision.®® They point to Cal-
ifornia’s Greater Avenues for Independence (GAIN) program as ex-
emplifying many of the potential pitfalls of up-front assessment.”
They contend that up-front assessments are the “black holes” of em-
ployment programs—of dubious demonstrated benefit in determining
employability and fraught with_opportunities for work-ready clients
simply to disappear before they are placed. Manpower Demonstration
Research Corporation (MDRC) staff who evaluated the GAIN program
confirm that intensive assessments are of dubious predictive value,
They offer very little about who will actually be successful in the job
market, and their results are of limited value in setting goals. For
example, while documenting educational deficits may be of significant
value in setting educational goals, it is not particularly helptul in setting
employment goals.

Employment Services

In addition to the education and training services that all states must
offer, the Family Support Act requires that states provide two of the
tollowing: job search, CWEP, on-the-job training, and work supple-
mentation. Job search and CWEP are low-cost options that require
clients to make efforts to work but do little to improve their earning
capacity. On-the-job training and work supplementation have more
“‘promise as investments in human capital but require a supply of both
job-ready candidates and prearranged jobs with private or nonprofit
organizations.

With the exception of the assembly, the critical actors agree that job
scarch and CWEP should be selected as the mandatory service com-
ponents. As discussed above, New York City's BEGIN program is
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premised on the inclusion of a CWEP program and mandatory job
search, and the senate sympathizes with this approach. The governor’s
support for CWEP and job search may be less ideological and more
pragmatic. In the state fiscal year 1988, only 1,365, or 2 percent of
AFDC recipients participating in a Comprehensive Employment Pro-
gram component, were enrolled in on-the-job training or work sup-
plementation.® Mandatory job search and CWEP enable the state to
meet the 7 percent participation requirement without significant changes
in programming.

The assembly, and the welfare advocacy groups whose position it
represents, express concern about these choices and instead emphasize
intensive and high-quality services. The assembly's bill requires local
agencies to offer on-the-job training and work supplementation. Lo-
calities are permitted to offer CWEP and job search, but theif use is
to be limited. Only 10 percent of participants can be assigned to CWEP,
and the duration of an assignment is limited to 3 months (and no
more than 6 months over 2 years). Job search would also be permitted
for no more than 10 percent of the caseload and then only in conjunction
with other employment, training, and educational services. Its duration
would be limited to no more than 8 weeks over a year. The bill is a
direct reaction to the city's programs under the WIN demonstration
and CWEP and to the prospects for their transformation into BEGIN.

Since New York City became a WIN demonstration site, the CWEP
program has expanded greatly. But the city's reliance on CWEP has
met with serious criticism from liberal legislators and advocacy groups.
Critics argue that it has been overused and that it has been used
punitively. Clients' unwillingness or inability to comply with its re-
quirements has been dealt with harshly, they argue, and has provided
the city with an opportunity to curb caseload growth and realize savings
through sanctions that generate administrative “churning” on and off
the rolls.*® ‘The Community Work Experience Program appears to be
associated with sanctioning: in recent years, the city accounted for
four-fifths of the state’s participants in CWEP and generated a similar
share of the state’s grant savings due to sanctions.*” Another and more
significant criticism is that the numbers entering employment from
CWEP have been low compared with other components. In the view
of New York City's critics, GWEP is punitive and places too much
emphasis on short-term job placement rather than on developing
longer-term employability and capacities to obtain and keep a “good”
job.

Two- versus Four-Year College

Whether state legislation should allow clients to attend 4-year colleges
at state expense as a JOBS option illustrates the nature of the debate.
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Current policy and proposals by the senate and the governor favor a
2-vear option. ‘The assembly is strongly committed 10 extending the
option to -4 vears. Clearly, the option would be relevant for only the
small number of participants who are prepared to attend a d-vear
college. Not only does it concentrate significant per-client resources
on a small portion of the caseload, but these are the clients who are
likelv to be the most job ready. The debate, therefore, illustrates the
strong difterences in philosophy and veflects very ditferent resource-
allocadion strategies for constrained state budgets,

The assembly and weltare advocates who support the 4-vear college
option identify the irge pavofts, in terms of enduring poverty reduction,
that can be expected trom significant human capital investments. They
view the rejection of this option as evidence of the state bias in program
design and resource allocation toward caseload reduction through job
placement rather than toward a longer-term strategy of human capital
investment. An opposing view is that a state-financed d-year college
option is simply not an efficient allocation of scarce resources. It shifts
resources from recipients who are most at risk of continued dependency
to the better educated. who are least at risk.

The Nature of the Socral Contract

Much of the controversy blocking passage of state legislation derives
from disagreements on the nature of obligations under the new social
contract: the obligations of recipients to participate in JOBS and of
the state to invest in emplovability development and support services.
The debate is best illustrated by the way the various parties seek to
resolve how much obligation clients have to find employment, what
portions of the caseload should have the greatest compulsion to do
so, and what sanctions should be levied for noncompliance.

‘The language of the Family Support Act seems 1o call for a mandatory
program. States must require that all nonexempt AFDC recipients
participate in JOBS, provided that child care is available, that the
program operates in the political subdivision, and that resources per-
mit.™ Failure to participate without good cause is punished by sanctions.
But these and other provisions provide latitude in how the participation
requirement is actually implemented and raise questions about whether
states must operate a “mandatory program” for all nonexempg recipients,

‘The ambiguity results in part from the caveats stated in the partic-
ipation requirement: that child care be guaranteed, that the program
operate in the political subdivision, and that resources permit. The
interpretation of the participation requirement is further blurred by
requirements concerning volunteers and target groups. First, recipients
and applicants who are not required to participate must be allowed
to volunteer. Second, within the target groups, states must give first



149

60 Social Service Review

priority to volunteers. Third, if the targeting provisions have not been
met, states need not require or even allow participation of people
outside the target groups.”” These pxovnsmns open the posslbnlny that
states could meet federal participation requirements by running a
program that relied solely on volunteers.

‘The BEGIN program, with up-front job search, is clearly a mandatory
program, and the bills of both the governor and the senate' also
require par uupdlmn In contrast, the assembly bill specifies that “districts
may, after serving volunteers first, require employable recipients to
participate . .. in order to meet the federally required participation
rates”"! (emphasis added). The crux of the controversy is on the degree
of compulsion that should be exercised if resources are limited. A
mandatory program would serve large numbers of participants but
would relegate many to low-cost options such as job search or CWEP.
A program that relies on volunteers and selective compulsion of targeted
groups might serve fewer people but could provide higher-cost services.

The debate about how mandatory the “mandatory” participation
req.tirement should be is mired in a debate about how best to allocate
very scarce resources. Underlying the debate are clear remnants of
residual and unresolved philomphical differences about the role of
the state and the obligations of mupwnls. Some proponents of the
new social contract argue that recipients have an obligation to work
in exchange for welfare and that a mandatory participation requirement
is essential o conveying this obligation. In this view, parlicipati(m
should be mandatory even if a state could meet its participation rate
with volunteers, Welfaré advocates argue that a voluntary program
will be more effective because it focuses on more highly motivated
clients and encourages localities to design attractive programs,

Issues of obligation have also been raised in discussions about how
the child-care requirement should be administered. The testimony,
before the task force on welfare reform, of statf from the Department
of Social Services and other agencies illuminated the controversy over
how much of the burden of finding and choosing satisfactory child
care should rest with the client and how much compulsion there should
be to accept any available ar rangement. Since clients without arrange-
ments could be exempted from participation, how child-care arrange-
ments are secured and enforced can have a pmentmll) significant
impact on the compulsion clients may feel to participate in program
components.

How much compulsion individuals may feel to comply can also be
related to the process and the certainty with which sanctions are imposed.
This has clearly been the position of the Human Resources Admin-
istration. ‘The assembly, which is concerned with the potentially punitive
use of sanctions, takes a more liberal approach to their imposition. Its
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bill requires, for example, two 21-day notice periods betore the sanctions
are imposed. The senate’s and the governor's bills would retain the
state's existing 10-day notification period. While federal legislation
mandates an extensive reconciliation and mediation process, neither
the senate’s nor the governor's bill has taken a position on it. The
assembly bill provides for an in-house reconciliation process followed
by an independent mediation procedure with an outside contractor.

How participation is monitored and how sanctions are imposed are
often crucial to whether there are actual or simply illusory consequences
of ignoring obligations. When, for example, lengthy and recurring
notification procedures and multiple appeal and adjudication processes
exist, staff mav not be zealous in initiating sanctions. Supporting a
mandatory program has significant resource implications since it may
require costly investments in computer tracking systems and staff
training.

This review of the legislative deébate reveals the powerful role that
polities and ideology plav. It is not surprising, in this environment,
that the significant empivical evidence available on the outcome of
heavily researched demonstration programs in other states had virtually
no role in the discussions, The debate has very litde to do with relative
effectiveness of alternative program designs. It is almost exclusively
about conflicting values. Our rescarch included interviews with state
and local program administrators, legislative staff, and program staff.
With the exception of administrators and staf at the Human Resources
Administration who depended heavily on research findings to fashion
the design of BEGIN, no other actors we interviewed saw empirical
evaluations of actual program outcomes around the country as influential
or even relevant to the discussion of welfare reform in New York.

The Legilatiee Compromse

The 1990 legislative session was no more congenial than the previous
one, which had ended in a stalemate over JOBS. A serious budget
crisis caused by looming multivear deficits dominated the session, and
hitter conflict delaved passage of a budget by 7 weeks bevond the start
of the new fiscal vear. As the mandatory .]()BS lmplcnwntatmn date
of October 1, 1990, approached, however, legislation could no longer
be delayed and a compromise was reached.” The extreme budget
restrictions resulted in a relatively small appropriation tor JOBS—
less than needed to obtain all the federal matching funds available for
New York. Indeed. funding is so modest as to preclude the costly
commitments implied by the assembly's bill. Nonetheless. of the issues
discussed above, many were resolved in the manner favored by the
assembly, and, on balance, the enacted bill represents an important
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symbolic victory for the assembly and the welfare clients and advocates
that it represents, The absence of significant state appropriations,
however, suggests that the effect may be largely symbolic.

One important victory of the assembly is the promotion of child
care that meets state regulations and, presumably, meets minimum |
quality standards. If a parent vequests help in finding child care, the
welfare agency must offer at least two choices of regulated child-care
providers.™ If these are inaccessible or unavailable, the parent is excused
from participation in JOBS. Parents still have the choice of obtaining
their own child care, which need not be regulated, but they cannot
be required to accept unregulated care.

The assembly's bill is also followed in most respects regarding the
sequence and content of initial services. Up-front job search is not
required statewide, and assessments must be of considerable scope
and be performed by trained staff. The senate prevailed, however, in
giving local districts the option of requiring up-front job scarch. The
senate also succeeded in limiting college attendance to 2 years rather
than 4. The debate over which employment services must be offered
by the districts (in which the governor and senate favored job search
and CWEP, and the assembly favored on-the-job training and work
supplementation) was resolved by requiring that districts ofter all of
them,

The legislation permits JOBS to be cither mandatory or voluntary,
depending on the experience and choice of the local district. A district
must require participation in JOBS if this is needed to meet the federal
mandates regarding participation rates and targeting of expenditures.
Once these federal mandates are satisfied, however, a district has the
option of operating a voluntary program. This option is viewed as the
other significant victory for the assembly, and a defeat for those who
argue that the new social contract imposes on wellare recipients an
obligation to work.,

How local districts will implement their JOBS programs, given limited
funding for JOBS services and child care, is a matter of speculation,
Giving parents a choice of regulated child care and excusing them if
it is unavailable, may severely limit program participation. Local districts
must offer all employment services, but they are left with discretion
concerning the resources to be devoted to each. Whether they will
have the resources, ability, and motivation to make their JOBS program
attractive to volunteers, and whether they will choose to require par-
ticipation, will determine whether JOBS is a mandatory or voluntary
program. Hence, even with passage of the JOBS legislation, the mutual
obligations of government and the poor are likely to vary from one
local district to another, and the nature of the social contract in New
York remains ambiguous.
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Conclusion: The Depth of the “New Consensus”

New York has experimented with a variety of programmatic and ad-
ministrative initi.idves under the federal OBRA legislation and waivers.
Indeed, most of the mandated and optional JOBS components exist
in some form around the state. But as has been observed in research
on state work-welfare programs around the country, these are not
one program but a range of strategies reflecting differences in phi-
losophy, objectives, and funding.*! Recent legislative discord over the
development of enabling legislation illustrates how these differences
can be played out programmatically and how they limit state policy
and planning,

New York State policy on welfare reform finally emerged in a com-
promise bill that enables the state to meet the mandatory implementation
date. Already the state had lost higher federal reimbursement for
which it would have been eligible had it been in compliance with
federal legislation, What the process of debate and negotiation has
clearly revealed, however, is a striking lack of consensus about means
and ends of fundamental reform.

The federal mandate leaves considerable discretion to the states on
the character and operation of programs, Our research has demonstrated
that significant policy emanates not only from program design but
also from program operations. Actual operational decisions about how
zealously obligations are enforced, child-care slots obtained, and workers
trained to change the message to clients will continue to be county
based in New York. These decisions are likely to have more influence
on actual program content than the letter of the new law. Program
operations themselves impljcitly set policy and define values. With
highly constrained resources and disagreements about preferred pro-
gram content, it seems quite certain that the counties themselves and
the workers who run their operations are likely to send very different
messages about welfare reform around the state,

Further, considerable variation is likely in both program design and
operation in a county-administered system bent on maintaining local
autonomy. While programs varied greatly prior to JOBS, the new
legislation makes variation a virtual certainty. While some adjustments
will be necessary in existing county programs to meet federal partic-
ipation req.-irements, constrained resources and continued discretion
over the emphasis of program content insure that each county's program
design will reflect prevailing local values. Local discretion may be the
only way, and perhaps the best way, to satisfy diverse constituencies
in a highly politicized environment. Monitoring state response to the
Family Support Act around the country is likely to reveal similar - ari-
ations. Even in California’s GAIN program, in which state policy and
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direction are unequivocal, recent research findings indicate significant
variation by county. '

Despite the conspicuous absence from the New York debate of ref-
erence to research findings, heavily rescarched state efforts under
OBRA do suggest that cost-effective programs can be designed that
have modest returns to clients and represent few net resource com-
mitments from the state.' Thus the debate over the design of the
JOBS program is indeed a real one. But'even if more fiscal resources
were available, no consensus could easily generate a unitary approach
or program design in New York State. While the relationship between
the New York State government and its counties is unique in many
ways, and New York City presents an extraordinary challenge, the
lesson of the last decade is that policy resolution can only be achieved
through the maintenance of local autonomy within broad state mandates.
Autonomy is likely to remain in New York and in other states as well,
While many have argued for the emergence of a new consensus,
evidence tfrom the home state of the legislation’s sponsors seems to
suggest that actual programmatic choices will be shaped and limited
more by resource constraints and failure to resolve underlying phil-
osophical conflict than by consensus.

Notes

L. Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report (October 8, 1988), p. 2825,

2. Greater demands are also made for absent parents to provide child support. States
are obligated to increase paternity establishment rates every year, to enforce child-
support awards, and to review child-support orders on a regular basis. While these are
important components of a new social contract, they are not a central concern in this
article.

3. Federal funding for JOBS was $600 million in fiscal vear 1989 and will rise to
$1.3 billion in 1995, These amounts are considerably below funding levels contained
in the bill passed by the House and, after adjusting for inHation, are not dramatic
increases over funding for WIN, which reached a high of $365 million in 1981,

4. U.S. Bureau of the Census, Statntical Abstract of the Unated Stater: 1989, 109th ed.
(Washington, D.C.., 1989), p. 367,

5. The sources for most of our data come from state, city, and county published
documents, unpublished memoranda, and personal interviews. We interviewed senior
state and local administrators, members of the governor's staff, and state legislative staff
responsible for drafting welfare reform legislation and negotiating compromises. We
also visited New York City and a group of upstate counties to observe a range of
programs offering job readiness, search and placement assistance, case management,
and other services, and we had an opportunity to speak with counselors and workers.
Many of the people we interviewed spoke freely under the condition that they would
not he quoted nor would their conclusions be attributed. Therefore, when we attribute
some of our conclusions and evidence o these interviews, we identify the vole an
individual plays rather than his or her name or exact title.

6. The Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act gave states several new options: the ability
to run a Community Work Experience Program, a workfare progriam for AFDC recipiems:
the option o ofter on-the-job training programs with private employers using the
weltare check to subsidize the emplover's wage bill; and the option to become a WIN
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demonsiration program and consolidkine organizational responsibility tor WIN in the
wellare agendies,

7. In realits, only v small portion ol the AFDC caseload ever actually veceived any
real services under WIN. See Trene Lurie, "\\'nrk Requirements in lummc conditioned
Transter Programs,” Soaal Servace Review 52, no. 4 (December 1978): 559,

8. Code of Federal Regulations (C.F.R.) ..,\(H i,

9. Job-search programs ae defined as including counseling and training in job-
secking skills as well as opportunities to contact potential emplovers. However, counseling
and training ave not required: thus, this component may amount to nothing more than
recipients’ searching for jobs on their own. In CWEP, recipients are assigned to work
a certain number of hours in projects that serve a useful public purpose. The number
of hours cannot exceed the number of hours that results from dividing the family's
welfare beneht by the minimum wage. Concerns about the efhicacy of these two com-
ponents, and the potentially punitive nature of CWEP, led Congress to impose limits
on the duration of participation in them.

10. On-the-job-training can be olfered by a private or public emplover, with the
expectation that the participant will be retained as a regular emplovee after the training,.
The ¢ slover pavs the participant the same wages and benefits that are paid to other
workers. The welfare agenoy pavs the emplover up to half of this wage 10 compensate
for the cost of raining and supervision. In work supplementation, the recipient’s grant
is diverted 1o a public or private emploser to subsidize a job as an alternative to divet
assistance. No time limits are imposed on participation in these two programs.

11, Phe Family Support Aat gives the l)vp.u‘mwnl of Health .m(l Human Services
the critical responsibility for detining the meaning of “participation.” Regulations yequire
that participants as a group be scheduled in an activity for an average of 20 hours a
week and that each individual attend at least 75 percent of the monthly scheduled
hours. Monitoring participation will necessitate considerable investment in information
svstems, and strategies used to meet the required rate of participation may have an
effect on the nature of the programs that states design.

12, The welfave district is the county in all jurisdictions except New York City, which
hus u)nmli(luu‘d its five counties into a single district.,

13. Application for New York State’s Community Work Experience Program Dem-
onstration Model, July 1981, pt. 2, p. 6.

14, 18 NYCRR 385.10. The regulation is issued in accordance with section 350-k of
the Social Services Law.

15. New York State Department of Labor and Department of Social Services, "Report
to the Governor and the Legisliture on Employment Programs for Public Assistance
Redipients, 1988™ (Albanv, N.Y., February 1989) (hereafter cited as "Report 1o the
Governor, T988"). p. 16.

16, Unpublished data on enrollments in Comprehensive Employment Program activities
were provided by the New York State Department of Social Services, Albiny, N.Y.

17. "Report to the Governor, 1988 (n. 15 above), tables 7 and 14,

18. Ibid., p. 39.

19. State of New York, “Exccutive Budget, April 1, 1988-March 31, 19897 (Albany,
N.Y., January 13, 1988), p. 367

20. Data were provided by the New York State Department of Social Services, Albany,
NY.

21, States can implement JOBS between July 1, 1989, and October 1, 1990.

22, Gayle Hamilton and Daniel Friedlander, Final Report on the Saturation Work hutiatiee
Mudel in San Diego (New York: Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation, November
198%9).

23, JOBS participants who require training in English as a second language ov are
teen mothers, and people who are already working or are engaged in approved self-
initiated training would be exempt from up-front job search.

24, Most of the evidence for the effectiveness of up-front job search comes from the
MDRC evaluations of work-welfire progrims.

25, Farly evaluations ol three pilot job-club sites in New York City show that of the
277 dients who completed a job club, 26 percent were placed. However, the nimber
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varied from 44 percent at one site to 14 percent at another. The data also indicated
that of all who were assigned to job clubs (821), only 60 percent actually participated
and only 34 percent completed. Of the total pool assigned, therefore, only 9 percent
were pldwd Data were provided by the New York City Ofhce of l:mpln)mcm Services,
Human Resources Administration, as of May 17, 1989,

26. Sixty of the 150 New York Assembly members represent (ll‘i(l‘l('ls in New York
City. On the Social Services Committee, all but two of the majority members represent
New York City districts. All 28 sponsors of the assembly's bill are from the city; a large
majority of these represent liberal or minority constituents.

27. These distinctions were made by an observer in the administration.

28, New York State Senate Bill 4763-A, 1989-90 Regular Sessions,

29. The task force heard testimony from groups representing state agencies, numerous
social welfare and human service advocacy organizations, the Business Gouncil of New
York State, public employee labor unions, the New York Association of Training and
Employment Professionals, academics, and researchers. Also invited were the New York
City Human Resources Administration and the New York Public Welfare Association,
which presented the viewpoints of upstate counties.

30. New York State Assembly Bill 8694, 1989-90 Regular Sessions.

31, Senate staff members told us that it was the assembly’s perception that whenever
income maintenance and service functions are joined, incentives exist for workers to
save money and otherwise use the income maintenance decision punitive'y to control
a client’s behavior,

32, Many advocates from the social welfare community testified before the task force
on welfare reform. They play an unusually powerful role statewide and in large part
support the assembly view on behalf of in-depth assessments, ‘They stressed the importance
of economic independence, not caseload reduction, in planning for the implementation
of JOBS and reject the use of job search and work experience as simply residual
resource-saving components. Like the assembly, they favored concentrating resources
for longer-term investment on volunteers as a way to deal with limited resources for a
potentially large eligible population.

33, The .lsscmhl) made no cffort to determine the cost of its proposed program.
‘The assembly’s failure 1o estimate its cost is evidence to many that it cannot be seen as
a serious proposal but more as a political statement.

34, James Riccio, Barbara Goldman, Gayle Hamilton, Karin Martinson, and Alan
Orvenstein, GAIN: Early Implementation Experiences and Lessons (New York: Manpower
Demonstration Research Corporation, 1989). .

35, “Report to the Governor, 1988” (n. 15 above), table 9.

36. Sce Elizabeth Durbin, “Income Maintenance,” in Setting Municipal Priorities, ed.
Charles Brecher and Raymond Horton (New York: New York University Press, 1990);
and Fred Sebesta and Morton Sklar, “Hope or Hassle: A Study of New York City's
Welfare-to-Work Initiatives for AFDC Recipients” (Rochester, N.Y.: Stiewide Y yuth
Advocacy, May 1987); and Morton Sklar, “Still More Hassle than Hope: A One Year
Update on New York City's Welfare-to-Work Initiative for AFDC Recipients” (Rochester,
N.Y.: Statewide Youth Advocacy, January 1989).

37. “Report to the Governor, 1988" (n. 15 above), table 7 and data provided by the
New York State Department of Social Services.

38. U.S.C.A. Sec. 602(a)(19)(B). This requirement is essonually similar to that under
WIN. After October 1992, states must make JOBS available in all political subdivisions
in which it is feasible to operate a program, taking into account the number of prospective
participants, the local economy, and other relevant factors. In most states, counties are
the political subdivisions for welfare administration.

39. Ibid.

40. The senate bill has a participation requirement but gives first priority for JOBS
services to volunteers within the three target groups and second priority to other non-
exempt volunteers.

41. Assembly Bill 8694, Scc. 333.
42, New York State Laws of 1990, chap. 453. The bill was passed by the legislature

and signed by the governor in July 1990.
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43, Child care is regulated through the licensing, centihication, and registration of
providers,

1. Judith M. Gueron, Reformmg Welfwre with Work, Occasional Paper no. 2, Ford
Foundaion Project on Social Wellare and the Amencan Future (New York: Ford Foun-
dation, 1987).

495, Ricao et al. (n. 34 above).

46. Gueron (n. -1 above),

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR DANIEL PATHICK MOYNIHAN

In hia State of the Union Address the President returned once again to an issue
which has concerned American Presidents for some three decades: “Ask American
parenta what they dislike about how things are in our country, and chances are
good that pretty soon they'll get to welfare.”

Americans are the most generous people on earth. But we have to go back to the
insight of Franklin Roosevelt who, when he spoke of what became the welfare pro-
gram, warned that it must not become “a narcotic” and a “subtle destroyer” of the
apirit.

Welfare was never meant to be a lifestyle; it was never meant to be a habit; it
was never supposed to be passed from generation to generation like a legacy.

It's time to replace the assumptions of the welfare state, and help reformn the wel-

fare syatem."
Today I am introducing a bill to do just that. It can be on the President’s desk

in short order.

What we now call welfare ia title IV of the Social Security Act which was enacted
later in 1936. Originally designed as a “widow’s pension,” it has now become a vast
program supporting single parent, female heades households. There are at present
twice as many AFDC cases as unemployment cases. AFD)C supports some 4.4 mil-
lion adulte at this time, along with 9 million children, over 13 million Americans

in all.
In 1988 the Family Support Act, overwhelmingly passed by Congress and signed
by President Rengan changed the terma of the A{"T?C program. A new social con-
tract was put in place. Society will help the dependent in return for a concerted ef:
fort by dependents to help themselves. Welfare was to be temporary; welfare was

to lead to work.
Title 11 of the act created the Jobs Opportunities and Basic Skills Training Pro-

gram, |JORBS]

The terms of the JOBS Program are simple and direct, All able-bodied adult re-
cipients of AFDC must enroll or lose their benefita. The exceptions are mothers with
children under age 3, or, at State option, under age 1.

The program has been coming along. There are now some 500,000 adults in the
JOBS pipeline, with about half that number actually in education or jobs programs.
Current expenditures, including day care, are $1.5 billion per year.

However, Federal funde for JOBS are capped at $1 billion, and the State match
ia B“lldl‘) lthnt in the current recession many states are not using all the Federal funds
available.

'The Work for Welfare Act of 1992 would respond to this emergency by: eliminat-
ing the cap on Federal funds, and eliminating State matching requirement beyond

current outlays.
The additional funding will come to $4.5 billion including some $1.4 billion for day

care.
The hill anawers the President’s call for action. As of the date of enactment, sign-

inq up for the JOBS becomes part of signing up for welfare.
he legislation includes a designation by the Congress of the additional spending
as an emergency requirement within the meaning of part C of the Balanced Budget

and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1986,

The purpose of our hearing this morning is to receive teatimony on 8. 2303. What
would be the benefils of this legislation in terms of caseload reduction, employment,
education, and job training? What sorts of problems would be created? Can the
states handle a rapid expansion of JOBS? How about the educational institutions
and the providers of job training and day care? Are there other problems with the
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JOBS program that we should be addressing? Hopefully our witnesses will give us
some guidance on these matters.

[SumiTTED BY RiCHARD P. NATHAN)
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF RAYMOND C. SCHEPPACH

GOOD MORNING, MR, CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE, 1 WANT TO THANK YOU
FOR YOUR ONGOING SUPPORT OF PROGRAMS TO ENHANCE THE ECONOMIC SELF-SUFFICIENCY
OF OUR CITIZENS, AND SPECIFICALLY FOR YOUR SUSTAINED COMMITMENT TO THE JOB
OPPORTUNITY AND BASIC SKILLS (JOBS) PROGRAM. YNUR SPONSORSHIP OF §.2303, THE
"WORK FOR WELFARE ACT OF 1992."” IS FURTHER EVIDENCE OF YOUR RECOGNITION THAT
THE BEST "KIDS PROGRAM" IS TRAINING AND A JOB FOR PARENTS, WITH THE NECESSARY
TRANSITIONAL SUPPORTS, AT THE SAME TIME, VYOUR NEW LEGISLATION IS AN
ACKNCWLEDGEMENT OF THE TRIPLE BIND STATES PRESENTLY FACE. WELFARE CASELOADS
ARE RISING AT ALARMING RATES, FEWER EMPLOYMENT COPPORTUNITIES ARE AVMILABLE,
AND NEARLY ALL THE STATES FACE SERIOQUS BUDGET SHORTAGES FORCING US TO MAKE
EXTREMELY DIFFICULT CHOICES ABOUT WHERE TO SPEND LIMITED STATE DOLLARS. I
SINCERELY APPRECIATE YCUR WILLINGNESS TO WORK WITH THE STATES TO DETERMINE HOW
WE CAN ENSURE THE SUCCESS OF THE JOBS PROGRAM DURING THESE VERY DIFFICULT

TIMES.

‘THE.. XY IRORMENT

AFDC CASELOADS ARE CURRENTLY AT LEVELS NEVER ANTICIPATED WHEN THE JOBS PROGRAM
WAS CREATED. WHEN WE WORKED WITH 'YOU, FOR EXAMPLE, IN DESIGNING THE
PARTICIPATION AND MATCH REQUIREMENTS FOR JOBS, NONE OF US COULD HAVE PREDICTED
THAT IN FISCAL YEAR 1992 -- WHEN THE NUMBER OF PENPLE REQUIRED TO BE SERVED TO
MEET THE PARTICIPATION RATES INCREASE BY MORE THAN 50 PERCENT--THE CASELOAD
NATIONALLY WOULD HAVE SWOLLEN BY ALMOST 25 PERCENT, ADDING 900,000 FAMILIES TO

THE ROLES.

TO OGIVE YOU A SENSE NATIONALLY, IN THE 29 MONTHS PRECEDING NOVEMBER 1991, ALL
BUT NINE STATES HAVE SEEN DOUBLE DIGIT [INCREASES IN THEIR CASELOADS.
SPECIFICALLY: 1IN NEW YORK, THERE HAS BEEN AN INCREASE OF 55,000 FAMILIES (UFP
16,2 PERCENT); IN TEXAS A 40 PERCENT INCREASE (74,000 FAMILIES):; IN DREGON A
A3 PERCENT JUMP (10,000 FAMILIES): AND IN NEW HAMPSHIRE THE CASELOAD HAS

NEARLY DCUBLED.

AT THE SAME TIME. AT LEAST 32 STATES HAVE PROJECTED DEFICITS IN CUR FISCAL

1992 BUDGETS RESULTING IN AN ESTIMATED $7 BILLION SHORTFALL., PROJECTICNS FOR
THE FISCAL 1993 STATES' SHORTFALL ARE EVEN HIGHER ~- NEARLY $12 BILLION,
WHILE THE EARLY STAGES OF THIS ECONOMIC DOWNTURN WERE MET IN MOST STATES B8Y
BUDGET CUTS DESIGNED TO ADDRESS SHORT-TERM IMBALANCES, THE CURRENT EMPHASIS IS
MORE HEAVILY FOCUSED ON LONG-TERM STRATEGIES, INCLUDING, TO A LARGE EXTENT,
ELIMINATING AND REORGANIZING PROGRAMS, THESE HAVE BEEN PARTICULARLY TCUGH
CHOICES, A Z2ERO-SUM GAME PITTING THE HIGHEST PRIORITIES AGAINST EACH OTHER,
IN THE CLASSIC PARADOX OF GOVERNMENT SPENDING, IT IS DURING DIFFICULT TIMES
THAT THE DEMAND FOR STATE AND FEDERAL PROGRAMS GROW, AND YET CUR ABILITY TO

FINANCE INITIATIVES DIMINISHES.

CONSEQUENTLY, MANY STATES HAVE HAD TO LIMIT THEIR INVESTMENT IN JOBS,
ACCESSING IN THE AGGREGATE ONLY APPROXIMATELY 60 PERCENT OF THE AVAILABLE
FEDERAL FUNDS., AND BECAUSE THE STATES WITH THE GREATEST INCREASES IN AFDC ARE
EXPENDING A GREATER SHARE OF THEIR STATE BUDGETS ON BENEFITS, THEY ARE IN MANY
CASES HAVING THE GREATEST DIFFICULTY MEETING THE MATCH REQUIREMENTS. 1T IS
PROJECTED THAT IN FISCAL 1992, 19 STATES WILL SEEK SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS
TO FINANCE AFDC BENEFITS. BASED ON INFORMATION FROM HHS, ONLY CNE CF THESE
STATES (ALASKA) WAS ABLE TO DRAW DOWN THE FULL AMOUNT OF THE FEDERAL JOBS

MATCH LAST YEAR.

SIMULTANEOQUSLY, THE STATES WITH THE LARGEST WELFARE CASELOADS -~ IN MANY CASES
THE STATES WHOSE WELFARE BUDGETS ARE THE MOST STRETCHED -- MUST ENROLL THE

GREATEST NUMBER OF INDIVIDUALS TC SATISFY THE PARTICIPATION REQUIREMENTS. SC
WE ARE CAUGHT IN SOMEWHAT OF A VICICUS CYCLE., CATCH-22 DILEMMA.
THE GOVERNORS' GOALS .

' CONSISTENT

TOUR PROPOSAL TO REVISE THE FUNDING MECHANISM FOR JOBS IS CERTAINLY
WITH THE DIRECTICN THE STATES WCULD SUPPORT IN AN EFFORT TO CCUNTER THESE
PRO-IYILICAL TRENDS. WHILE THE GOVERNORS HAVE NOT YET IDENTIFIED THE SPECIFIY
COMPONENTS OF A FUNDING FIX, WE ALL AGREE THAT MAKING ADJUSTMENTS T THE STATE
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MATCH 1S ESSENTIAL. IT IS IMPORTANT THAT THE REVISED FUNDING SCHEME ADDRESS
THE SO-CALLED "“FAIRNESS" ISSUE BY PROVIDING RELIEF TO ALL STATES, WHILE AT THE
SAME TIME, NOT PENALIZING STATES THAT HAVE DRAWN DOWN THEIR FULL AMOUNT.
GIVEN THE FISCAL CONDITION OF THE STATES, IT IS HIGHLY UNLIKELY THAT THE
STATES HAVING DIFFICULTY MAKING THE MATCH -- MORE THAN 3/4 OF THEM -- WILL BE
ABLE TO LEVERAGE A GREATER SHARE OF THE JOBS APPROPRIATION WITHOUT CHANGES TO

THE STATE MATCH REQUIREMENT. )

AS YOU ARE WELL AWARE, A CONSIDERATION OF EXPANSIONS TO THE JOBS PROGRAM ALONG
THE LINES THAT YOU HAVE PROPOSED, VERY QUICKLY MOVES INTC A DISCUSSION OF HOw
TO SATISFY THE "PAY-AS-YOU-GO" REQUIREMENT. IS IT APPROPRIATE TO BREAK DOWN
THE “FIREWALLS" TO ENABLE DEFENSE SAVINGS TO OFFSET ADDITIONAL INVESTMENTS IN
DOMESTIC PROGRAMS?  DOES THE CURRENT ECONOMIC DOWNTURN JUSTIFY AN EMERGENCY
DESIGNATION? CONSISTENT WITH THE VIEWS OF THE GENERAL PUBLIC, THE GOVERNORS
ARE NOT UNITED IN THEIR VIEWS ABOUT EMERGENCY “OFF BUDGET" SPENDING OR THE
"FIREWALLS" OR ON WHETHER A "PEACE DIVIDEND" SHOULD BE REDIRECTED TO DOMESTIC

PROGRAMS OR APPLIED TO DEFICIT REDUCTION.

THERE IS, HOWEVER, A SHARED COMMITMENT TO THE JOBS PROGRAM AND TO ENSURING
THAT ITS FULL POTENTIAL CAN BE REALIZED. THE PREMISE UPON WHICH JOBS IS BASED
REMAINS AS, OR MORE, TRUE TODAY THAN IN QCTOBER 1988, WHEN THE FAMILY SUPPORT
ACT WAS SIGNED INTO LAW. UNFORTUNATELY, HOWEVER, A CONVERGENCE OF EXTREMELY
DIFFICULT FISCAL CIRCUMSTANCES HAS IMPEDED MANY STATES' CAPACITY TO INVEST IN
THE PROGRAM TO THE LEVEL WE WOULD LIKE. THEREFORE, THE GOVERNORS, URGE
CONGRESS TO RAPIDLY ENACT CHANGES TO THE MATCH REQUIREMENT SO THAT THE STATES
CAN IMMEDIATELY EXPAND OUR INVESTMENT IN JOBS AND A GREATER NUMBER OF WELFARE

RECIPIENTS CAN BENEFIT FROM ITS REACH.

ONE OTHER COMMENT REGARDING $.2303. EVEN WITHIN THE CONTEXT OF TRANSFORMING
JOBS INTO AN OPEN-ENDED FULLY FEDERALLY FUNDED ENTITLEMENT, MOST STATES WOULD
BE UNABLE TO SATISFY 40 PERCENT PARTICIPATION REQUIREMENTS IN THE TIMEFRAME
YOU HAVE PROPOSED. THIS WOULD CALL FOR NEARLY QUADRUPLE THE CAPACITY REQUIRED
TO ACHIEVE THE 11 PERCENT RATES STATES MUST SATISFY FOR THE CURRENT FISCAL
YEAR. AS I HAVE ALREADY MENTIONED, ACHIEVING EVEN THESE LEVELS WILL BE A
STRUGGLE FOR MANY STATES BECAUSE OF THE RECESSION, SWOLLER CASELOADS AND

SHORTAGE OF STATE RESOURCES.

ADDITIONALLY, WHILE THE GOVERNORS BELIEVE THAT THIS IS PROBABLY NOT THE YEAR
TO OPEN UP THE FAMILY SUPPORT ACT TO MAKE SUBSTANTIVE CHANGES IN THE JOBS
PROGRAM ITSELF, WE ARE CONCERNED THAT THE DEFINITION OF PARTICIPATION WILL
CONTINUE TO EXACERBATE THE DIFFICULTIES MANY STATES ARE FACING IN FULFILLING
THE REQUIRED LEVELS., THE ARGUMENTS AGAINST THE SO-CALLED "20-HOUR RULE"™ DO
NOT NEED TO BE REPEATED HERE TODAY, BUT I URGE YOU TO RECOGNIZE THAT THE
COMBINATION OF THE  CURRENT STATE MATCH REQUIREMENT, THE DEFINITION OF
PARTICIPATION, AND THE ENORMITY OF THE CASELOADS ARE STRAINING THE STATES

SIMULTANEOUSLY .

DROPPING THE STATE MATCH WILL ALLEVIATE THE FIRST DYNAMIC. AT THE SAME TIME,
TO MITIGATE THE IMPACT OF THE SECOND TWO, THE GOVERNORS URGE YOU TO CONSIDER A
TEMPORARY REPRIEVE FROM THE FISCAL SANCTIONS ON STATES THAT FAIL TO MEET THE
PARTICIPATION REQUIREMENTS. ELEVEN PERCENT TODAY, WHEN ONE IN SEVEN CHILDREN
ARE RECEIVING AFDC, INVOLVES NEARLY 100,000 MORE FAMILIES THAN IT WOULD HAVE

BASED ON THE JULY 1989 CASELOADS.

AGAIN, ON BEHALF OF ALL THE GOVERNORS, I WANT TO CONVEY MY SINCEREST
APPRECIATION FOR YOUR CONTINUING HARD WORK ON BEHALF CF THE NEEDIEST FAMILIES
IN THIS COUNTRY. WE LOOK FORWARD TO WORKING WITH YQU IN THE IMMEDIATE TERM TO

MAKE ADJUSTMENTS IN THE JOBS MATCH TO ENABLE US TO MAKE A GREATER INVESTMENT
IN THE PROGRAM, AND IN THE LONGER TERM, AS WE ASSESS THE PROGRESS AND [IMPACT

OF THE FAMILY SUPPORT ACT,
I WOULD BE HAPPY TO ANSWER ANY QUESTIONS.

O

THANK YOU.



