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Pear Colleague:

On June 4th, we introduced legislation to reform AFDC by mandating
that education, job training and assistance in finding employment be
provided to.those on welfare. Senator Moynihan has introduced the
bill in the Senate,

When Aid te Families with Dependent Children was established 51
years ago, it was designed as an income assistance program. Over the
last twenty years, we have tried and failed to effectively link AFPDC
recipients to.work and training programs aimed at helping them gain
economic independence. Now, with increasing need, new understandings,
and national attention focused on the challenge of bringing new
opportunities to the disadvantaged, the time has come to make job
training and.preparation a top priority for the AFDC system.

The need to act is clear. One half of all AFDC recipients are
high school dropouts. Many are functionally illiterate. Remedial
education and the opportunity to finish school are essential if those
on welfare are to succeed at any level in the job market.

The Work Opportunities and Retaining Compact of 1986 {(WORC) amands
title IV of the Social Security Act and provides step by step
assistance for welfare recipients to f£ind employment.

WORC will reguire states to offer mandatory education, training,
job counseling and placement services for most AFDC clients.
Participants in the program would also be eligible for support
services such as day care and trangportation.

This legisliation would replace the successful statewide Work
Incentive demonstration programs {WIN} which have proven effective in
helping Afﬁﬁireaipiants in 26 states become self sufficient., This WIN
authority is’ scheduled to expire next year.

The federal government would pay 70 percent of the education and
training cogts of WORC, and %0 percent for administration, and such
support services, as ¢hild care and transportation. State governments
will fipnance; the balance. A five percent incentive payment is
available to states that do a good job in finding employment for
participants’.

CBO preliminary cost estimates anticipate that WORC will require
an investment of $95 million over current expenditures in 1987 and
$945 million over five years. These estimates are conservative



because thayfdc not take into account additional training the states
may undertake. It is important to note that these estimates alsoc do
not reflect future savings that will result from reductions in welfare,
medicaid and food stamp payments. Michigan's MOST program produced $36
million in welfare savings, and the Massachusetts' ET Cholces program
reduced federal costs by 60 percent for a savings of $64 million.

we beligve WORC offers a fresh start and a real chance to the 3.7
million families now receiving AFDC and we hope vyou will join us in
gponsoring this legislation. We have included a more detailed
description of the proposal, & ¢omparison with current law and an
article on the bill from the June Sth Wall Street Journal. 1If you
would like to join us or have questions on the proposal please calil
Kitty Higgins {225~4961]).

K Sincerely,
Barhara!ﬁ. Kennelly Sander M, Levin
charleslﬁ. Rangel | George Miller
Richard A. Gephardt Nichelas Mavroules

Joe Moakley Barney Frank
;
walter E. Fauntroy- ) Brian J. Donnelly

¥
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CBO Preliminary Cost Estimates for WORC (FY T'87-'91)

{in millions of dollars)

87 ‘g8 189 95 231
current law®* 260 3400 33% 155 380
WORC 9% 200 230 210 210
Total 358 500 565 265 ®%Gg
AFDC ¥amilies 3.7 million (11 million individuals)
No, of participants 1.5 million

*IVA and WIN
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WORC - Work Opportunities and Retraining Compact of 1986

When AFDC was established 51 years ago, it was seen as solely an

income assistance program. Despite plecemeal and often inconsistent

attempts over thz last twenty years, we've falled to link AFDC

recipients to work and training progrﬁms aimed at helping them gain

economic indep?ﬁdenca. Now, with increasing need, new

i
understandings!, and national attention focused on the challenge of

bringing new copportunities to the disadvantaged, the time has come to

make jeb training and preparation a top priority for the AFDC

gystem. We nmust not continue to reduce the resources or threaten the

program authogizaticns that make training and jabkpraparaticn

H
possible for AFDC reciplients. Instead, we pust weld AFDC to proven
I

i
programs that ‘enable recipients to leave the welfare rolls and ioin

payrolls.
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we now kncwéanaﬁgh to create a successful program. We can build
off the‘praven records of the 26 states that operate WIN
Demonstration programs; we can build off of the authoritative
evaluations prepared by the Manpower Development Research
Corporation; and we éan build from the recommendations proffered by
the National Governcrs' Assoclation, the American Publlc Welfare
Association, the Children's Defense Fund, and many other groups whose
hands~on experience has shown what gafks and what doesn’t.

The time fc% reform is now. Right now the average monthly AFLC
caseload is close to eleven million people, mostly wamenland ‘
children. Sinc% 1979, child poverty has increased 31%, the sharpest
increase since éovazty statistics have been collected, We need to do
something now t; give greater opportunity to the millions of poor
families receiving welfare payments #nd a hrighter future to the one
out of five American children who live in poverty. We need welfare
reform now, nat.beeause wet wish t¢ blame those in poverty or force
them 0 exchange their welfarg benefits for make work that leads them
neither out of poverty nor towards new skills that can guide them out
of a dead end road. We need to act now because we know some of the
answers that ¢an h&1§ families now.

We know the difficulties those receiving welfare, and I mean the

H

adults and ﬁatgthe two thirds of all recipients who are children,
face. We know ,that one haif of all AFDC recipients are high school
drop cuts. Magy are functionally illiteratre and for them, finding a
job is not as %imple as skimming the want ads oy perusing the yellow
pages for suit%ble employers-~they can’t read or understand either
cne, They often need remedial education and the opportunity to

finish school if they are to succeed at any level in the job market.
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Even more iépﬁttant, we know that female heads of households,
aged 25 to 34, can earxrn enough to keep a family of three ocut of
poverty in BO% éf all traditionally male cc¢upations but in only 45%
of all traditionally female aacupatidns. For a single woman raising
her children this fact mandates that she £finds not simply a jab
paving the mi&i@um wage that guarantees that she and her family will
remain mired in poverty; she needs a job that can bring her an
adeguate income and at least some health benefits for her family.
wWe gshould not expect mothers of young children to give up thelir
Medicaid benefits for a job that does nothing about health coverage.
In additition, chilﬁ.dare and transpértatimn assistance must be ‘
available to those in training.

Poé% women be&d more than simple job hunting skills; they need
the training th;; will let them enter the job market primed to find
and keep a gaad:job in an expanding field. To give them less is to

only hold out f&l&& hope and, for many, a return to the AFDC rolls.

Qwe have all heard much about the success of the Massachusetts ET
Cholces program. Massachusetts ig one of many States that has had
sueccess in halping thousands of AFDC recipients leave welfare for
wark. 

In 1%84, my home state began the Michigan Opportunity and Skills
Training Program {MOST), relying in large part on WIN funds and WIN
Demonstration authority. When the program began, Michigan's AFDC
caseload stood at 245,924. In less than two years, hetter than
55,000 people f?und work after going through some type of education
and skill ttaining. Approximately one half found jobs that offered
health henefits}
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To prepareipeople for jobs, the MOST program offers welfare
reciﬁients a v%riety of training opportunities. éince 47% of all
MOST participahts begin the program without a high school diploma,
general education is a neccessity. Many participants also take
advantage of job specific vocational education programs and community
college courses., Participants are trained for clerical positions,
word processing, food service occupations, auto meéhanics and a
variety of other growing occupations. For those already job ready
there are three separate forms of job search - job club, job seeking
and job develobment -~ each tailored to the specific needs of épecific
participants. And for those in need of job experience, in order to
develop improved work habits and attitudes or to maintain or upgrade
existing skillé, thé Community Work Experience Program offers a
valuable opportunity; '

To insure that &ll recipients caﬁ maintain their participation,
MOST allocates substantial funds for child care and transportation
particularly important for rural participants. The program is not
cheap; approximately $40 million a yéar - $18 million from WIN and
the balance from state revenues. But it serves a monthly average.of
41,000 welfareirecipients and, as of August 1985, had already saved
$36 million inireduced welfare paymeﬁts. As the long term effects of
those initial ?aving accumulate, that dellar total will rise.

Based on tﬂe results of Michigan's project and the many other
successful AFDC work, training, and education programs I was
fortunate enough to review as Chair of the Demoqratic Caucus Task
Force on Job Training, we put together a proposal that builds on the
proven record. We combine‘the best parts of several programs while

maintaining each state's right and need to tailor their program
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to meet their particular situation., The result is WORC ~ the Work

opportunities and Retraining Compact of 13986.
! .

WORC contains sis key elements.

1. A comprehensive plan to 1ink Welfare and Training.

All states would bé required to develop alcampreﬁansive
am§za?m&n£ and ¢raining plan for welfare recipients. The
effect would be to consolidate the many separate funding and
pr&gr;m authorities that now exist under Title IV. The bill
would also require that this training program be developed
in partnership wi;h sthexr state and local agencies
responsible for job training and education including
progréms administered under the Job Training Partnership
Act, ﬁmpldyment Service, vocational education, local

education agencies and commﬁnity colleges.

|
2, Mandatory registration, counseling, and assessment for all

non-exempt AFDC recipients.

Out of the assessment and counseling process will come a job
preparation plan for every individual. States would be
encouraged ﬁ& promote the voluntary participation of persons
&x&m&%ad from work-related requirements.

3., Education and training options must be provided.

States would be required to offer education and training
options to those who need such opportunities to become job
ready. All of the employment activities currently permitted
undery WIN/WIK Demonstrations, JTPA, and under all other AFDC
WOrk éxogram authorities would be funded, as would any other

program leading to employment.
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thild care and transportation assistance available to those

participants who need it all points during the program.

Adequate resources to fund a comprehensive program.

Funding would be proviéa? on a 70% federal and 30% state
matching rate for all training and education costs and in
the oéty&ars would be raised to 75/25 where states exceeded
parfaémance standards. Administrative and support service
costs such as ¢hild care and transportation would be funded
at a 50% federal aﬁé 50% state matching rate.

Performance measured not by simple participation but by .

measured outconas,

Building on the JTPA experience, both national and state
perfer&anca standards woulé’be get. States that met or
exca&é%d performance standards would have a lower match
rate. Standards would bé‘devalaped by the Qffice of
Technology Assessment in consultation with the Secretary of
Healﬁh;and Human Resources, the Secretaxf of Labor and with
the advice of state officdials and other experts. These
standards will include such measures as Job placement
rate&,%job retention, reduction of welfare costs and
caselaéﬁ&, gducation improvements and percent of jobs that
provide employer financed health care benefits., Performance
standa%ds will gi?& credit to programs that help those with
the gréatest barriers to employment and take into account
the unémplcym&nt rate in each state. These performance

srandards should be coordinated with JTPA standards.
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Cver the last few years we have learned a painful lesson; a
rising tide does not lift all boats., And some people, we have also
discovered or rediscovered, don't even have a boat to get into. But
with WORC we can build a national program that offers those in
poverty new opparFunity, We can h&lp‘those who are stuck on the
bottom to £ind théix‘ pown way up-and out.

I believe WORC gives states the tools and resources they need to

reform our welfare system. The time to act is now.



| WORC's Six Key Features

A bomprehensive plan to link Welfare and Job Training.

All states would be required to develop a comprehensive
employment and training plan for welfare reciplents. The
bill would consolidate the four separate program authorities
that now exist undey Title IV. The bill would also reguire
that this training program be developed in partnership with
other state and local agencies responsible for job training
and education including programs administered under the Job
Training Partnership Act, Employment Service, vocational
education, local education agencies and community colleges.

Mandatory registration, counseling, and assesspent for all
non-exempt AFDC reciplents

Out of the assessment and counseling process will come a job
rreparation plan for every individual. States would be
encouraged to promote the veluntary participation of persons
exenpted from work~related reguirements.

I
Education and training options must be provided

Srates would be required to offer education and training
options to those who need such opportunities to become job
ready. All of the employment activities currently permitted
under WIR/WIN Demonstrations, JTPA, and under all other AFDC
work program authorities would be funded, as would any other
program leading to employment.

Child care and transportation assistance available to those
participants who need it

support services--especially child care are essential if
participants are to succeed in training and in findipy and
keeping a job. WORC will ensure that the necessary services
are provided. -

Adeguate resources to fund a comprehensive program.

Funding would be provided on a 70% federal and 30% state
matching rate for all training and education costs,
Administrative and support service ¢osts such as ¢hild care
and transportation would be funded at a 50% federal and 50%
state matching rate.
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Performance measured and rewarded by results.

Building on the JTPA experience, both national and state
performance standards would be set. States that met or
exceeded performance standards would have a 5% lower match
rate. Standards would be developed by the Office of
T&chnology Assessment in consultation with the Secretary of
Health and Human Resources, the Secretary of Labor and with
the advice of state officials and other experts. These
standaxds will include such measures as job placement rates,
Job retention, reduction of welfare costs and caseloads,
edicatlon improvements and percent of jobs that provide
emplover financed health care benefits. Performance
standards will give credit to programs that help those with
the greatest barriers to employment and take into account
the unemployment rate in each state. These performance
standards should be coordinated with JTPA standards.



WORK OPPORTUNITIES AND RETRAINING COMPACT OF 1986
(W 0 R C)

AMENDS TITLE 1V OF THE SOCIAL SECURITY ACT

:i
PURPOSE:' To simplify current law and reform Ald to Families with

Dependent Children {AFDC) by requiring each State to cducate,
train and find jobs for those on welfare. .

PARTICIPANTS: All AFDC recipients will register for work-related
counseling and assignment to training. Current exemptions are
continued, but AFDC recipients with children under 6 are
cencouraged to participate voluntarily.

AbﬁZNISTﬁATIOH: The Secretary of Health & Human Services will

administer the federal program. The welfare agency will run each
state's program.

PROGRAM DESICGN: The state will assess the employment prospects
of cach registrant and refer applicants for counseling, training
and placemcent. All education and training activities authorized
under WIN, JTPA, Vocational eddcation, the public employment

service and other programs leading to permanent job placement are
cligible activitices under this act,

i
‘

FUNDI&&:E:Thc federal government will pay 70% of the education
and training costs and 50% for administration, and such support
services, as ¢hild care and transportation. & %% incentive

payment is available to states that do a good job in finding jobs
for participants.

PERFORMANCE STANDARDS: States will be eligible for incentive
payments if they meet ©or exceed performance standards. Thesg
performance standards will measure such outcomes as job
placements, wages, job retention, reductions in AFDC payments and

cases, education improvements and the extent to which the jobs
provide b?alth benefits. .

}
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WORC's Six Key Features

A Comprehensive plan to link Welfare and Job Training.

kKll states would be reguired to develop a comprehensive
employment and training plan for welfare recipients. The
bill would consolidate the four separate program authorities
that now exist under Title IV. The bill would also reqguire
that this training program be developed in partnership with
cther state and local agencies responsible for job training
and education including programs administered under the Job
Training Partnership Act, Employment Service, vecational
education, local education agencies and community colleges.

Mandatory registration, coungeling, and assessment for all |
non-exempt AFDC recipients

Out of the assessment and counseling process will come & 3ob
preparation plan for every individual., States would be
encouraged to promote the voluntary participation of persons
exempted from work~related reguirements.

Education and training options must be provided

States would be required to offer education and training
options to those who need such opportunities to become job
ready. All of the employment activities currently permitted
under WIN/WIN Demonstrations, JTPA, and under all other AFDC
work program authorities would be funded, as would any other
program leading tc employment.

Child care and transportation assistance available to those
participants who need it

Support servimﬁs~~eﬁpecially child care are essential if
participants are to succeed in training and in finding and
keeping a job. WORC will ensure that the necessary services

are provided.

Adequate resources to fund a comprehensive program,

Funding would be provided on a 70% federal and 30% state
matching rate for all training and education costs.
Administrative and support service costs such as child c¢are
and transportation would be funded at a 50% federal and 50%
state matching rate.
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Performance measured and rewarded by results.

Building on the JTPA experience, both national and state
performance standards would be set. States that met or
exceeded performance standards would have a 5% lower match
rate. Standards would be developed by the Office of
Technology Assessment in consultation with the Secretary of
Health and Human Resources, the Secretary of Labor and with
the advice of state c¢fficials and other experts. These
standards will include such measures as job placement rates,
jeb retention, reduction of welfare costs and caseloads,
education improvements and percent of jobs that provide
employer financed health care benefits. Performance
standards will give credit to programs that help those with
the greatest barriers to employment and take into account
the unemployment rate in each state. These performance
standards should be coordinated with JTPA standards.



-~ PRESS STATEMENT -

Today Governor Michael S. Dukakis hailed legislation
introduced by Congressman Levin and Senators Moynihan, Kennedy
and Kerry as the first step towards developing a national
Employment and Training CHOICES program for all welfare
reciplents.

The "AFDC Employment and Training Act of 1986 provides for
career counseling and assessment for all welfare recipients
while also allowing states to provide the full range of
cholces, including education and training, that are available
under Massachusetts' own E.T. program.

Under thits legislation states will be given the flexibility
and fiscal resources they need to design comprehensive
employnent and training programs to best suit theilr clients
needs. Initially, states will be required to share 30X of the
work and training costs, but as ET has shown an up front
investment can lead to tremendous long term savings. This year
alone E.T. will Save an estimated $107 million in reduced
welfare benefits from Social Security contributions and income
and sales taxes.

On behalf of myself and the 25,000 welfare recipients who
have already obtained full or part time jobs through E.T., 1
would like to congratulate the members of Congress whom have
taken the initjative to seize upon the ever growinpg successful
state programs that are designed to provide all welfare
reciplients a route out of poverty. '



WORK OPPORTUNITIES AND RETRAINING COMPACT OF 1986
(W 0 R C)

AMENDS TITLE IV OF THE SOCIAL SECURITY ACT

PURPOSE: To simplify current law and reoform Aid to Families with
Dependent Children {(AFDCY by requiring cach State to cdncaze,
zzaln and £ind jobs for thogfe on welfare.

PARTICIPANTS: All AFDC recipients will register for work-related
counseling and assignment to training. Current exemptions are
continued, but AFDC reciplents with children under 6 are
encouraged to participate voluntarily.

ADMINISTRATION: The Secretary of Health & Human Services will
administer the federal program. The welfare agency will run each
srate’s program.

PROGRAM DESIGN: The state will assess the employment prospects
of cach registrant and refer applicants for counseling, training
and placemant. All cducation and training activities auvthorized
under WIN,! JTPA, Vocational eddcation, the public employment
rervice and other programs leading to permanent job placement arc
cligible activities under this act.

FUNDING: The federal governmont will pay 70% of the education
and training costs and S0% for administration, and such support
services, as ¢hild care and transportation. A 5% incentive

payment is avallable to states that do a good 3ob in finding jobs
for participants,

»

PERFORMANCE STANDARDS: States will be eligible for incentive
payments 1t they mect or exceed performance standards. These
performance standards will measure such outcomes as job
piacements, wages, job retention, reductions in AFDC payments and
cases, ‘education improvements angd the extent to whizh the jobs
provide health benefits.




o 1 & U b

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.

22.

23.
24.
25.

HOUSE COSPONSOR

Rep. Gary Ackerman
Rep. Micha?l Barnes
Rep. Berkley Bedell

Rep. Howard Berman

Rep. George Crockett Jr.

Rep. Tony Coelho
Rep. Richard Durbin
Rep. Brian Donnelly
Rep. Walter Fauntroy

Rep. Vic Fazio

Rep. Edward F. Feighan

Rep. Barney Frank
Rep. Jaime B. Fuster
Rep. Dick erhafdt
Rep. Bart Gordon
Rep. Lee Hamilton
Rep. Paul Henry

Rep. March Kaptur

Rep. Robert Kastenmeier
! . .

Rep. Barbara Kennelly
Rep. Joe Kolter

Rep. Mickey Leland

Rep. Mikey Lowry
Rep. Tom Manton

Rep. Matth%w Martinez

26,
27.
28,
29.
30.
31.

32.

33.

34.
35,
36,
7.
38.
39.
40.
4].
4?.
43.
44.
45.

46.

Rep.
Rep.
Rep.
Rep.
Rep.

Rep.

Rep.
Rep.
Rep.
Rep.
Rep.
Rep.
Rep.
Rep.
Rep.
Rep.
Rep.
Rep.
Rep.
Rep.

Rep.

Nicholas Mavroules
Barbara Mikulski
George Miller (Calif)
Joe Moakley

Bruce Morrison

Robert J. Mrazek

Stephen Neal
Charles Rangel
Harry Reid
Peter Rodino
John Seiberling
James Scheuer
Mafty Russo
Robin Tallon
Edolphus Towns
Peter J. Visclosky
Doug Walgren
Ted Weiss

Pat Williams
Howard Wolpe

Lawerence Smith



Questions and Answers on WORC
1. How much will WORC cost?

- WORC would substantially increase the education and job
training services provided to welfare recipients. It would also
make mandatory the provision of chlild care, transportation and
essential services to participants and their families.

-~ The CBO preliminary estimate anticipates that these
additional job training services for welfare recipients will
require an investment of $95 million over current expenditures in
1987 and $945 million over five years.

~- This CBO estimate is conservative. It is based on current
policy and does not to take into account significant additicnal
training sctivities that may be undertaken by the states. It is
vital to note that (BO's preliminary estimate does not reflect
savings that will result from reductions in welfare, medicald and
food stamp payments.

- State experience confirms that investment in education and
training does p&y dividends.

~~The Nanpuwer Demonstration Research Corporations (MDRC)
study of 4 sitéﬁ found that the federal government receives 60%
to 70% of savings for every client that participated.

- Michlgan s MOST program produced $36 million in welfare
savings.

-« Massachusetts' E.T. Choices program reduced federal costs
by 0% for a s?vznga of 3264 million.

£

2. Why do youfthink this proposal will work?

- We have solid evidence from a number of the states now
running education and training programs for welfare reciplents.

- Maine's WEET {welfare, employment, education, and training}
program has placed 4,500 AFDC reciplents in iobs saving $11.5
million in welfare payments.

- Arizona's work incentive program placed almest 10,000 in 3
yvears and saved over $14 millien in welfare funds.

-

- Massachusetts E.T. cholces program has saved taxpayers $60
million,

- Michigan's MOST program produced savings of $36 million.

- MDRC and GAO have found similar positive results.



3, If the State's programs are so successful, why introduce new
legislation? ! -

|
-~ First, just over half the states are running comprehensive
programs .

- Second, the federal authority these states are using
expires next year

- Third, there must be a broad, national mandate and the
necessary resources to ensure that states help those on welfare
get off welfare and into private sector jobs.

4. Why not wait for President Reagan's welfare meform study to
be completed?

- Reform of the welfare system has been studied by every
President since Kennedy. Senator Moynihan even chaired one of
those studies in the early '70 s.

- We don't have all the answers but the states have shown the
way in the area of training and preparing welfare recipients for
work. Now is the time to act.

- Our proposal is consistent with the President's stated
objectives and has some features similar to proposals he's
introduced. Even his own Commissioner for Human Services (Joann
Ross) testified there was no need to wait.

- There is no debate about the need to train and find job
opportunities for welfare families. This will be desirable,
however we proceed with general reform.

)

5. How does WORC differ from the Reagan Administration
proposals? ‘

- First, WORC funds education and training. The Reagan
program would not. (Half of all welfare recipeints have never
finished high school.)

- Second, WORC will pay up to 70% of the costs. The Reagan
program would pay just 50%. (Studies have shown that the federal
government receives most of the savings from reductions in AFDC,
food stamps and medicaid.)

- Third, WORC emphasizes performance not participation.
States that do a good ijob in placing welfare recipients in jobs
with decent wages and health benefits wil be rewarded with
incentive payments.



‘&, What sre the chances of legislative action this year?

- It's always tough to predict in an election year, but this
proposal is good politics because it is good policy.

=~ In a recent ABC~ Washington Post poll, 72% said government
isn't doing enough to help those on public assistance get jobs.
89% supported job tralning for welfare recipients.

- Congressman Harold Ford has held a number of hearings in
his Ways & Meansisubcommittes and iz likely to report a bill by
Fall.

- The Senate has scheduled hearings for mid-July.

7. Isn t the success of the Massachusetts program due primarily
to the state's low unemployment rate?

-~ Magsachusetrts recovery has helped, but Governor Dukakis
points out that in his first term unemployment fell by five
points and the welfare caseleoad increased by 15%.

-~ Michigan has an unemployment rate more than double the rate
in Massachusetts and a very similar program called MOST,
Michigan's welfare caseload has dropped by 26,000 over the last
three years because of MOST,

8. Is participation in WORC mandatory?

~ All welfare recipients must register and receive
counselling

- Current exemptions for those with children under six stikl.
apply.

States can choose to run a voluntary program like
Massachusetts or a mandatory ong like California’s GAILN,

-~ The emphasis is on performance not prescription. All the
states will be evaluated on the job they do in finding work for
welfare recipients.

2. Do those onl welfare really want to work?

- Yes. Studies have shown that for most welfare recipients
it pays to work.

~ In Massachusetts the average wage for fulli~time jcbs was

$10,000 a year. The average AFDC/Food Stamp benefit level is
$6,600.

- MDRC's study showed financial gaing for welfare clients who
participated iq the work and training program.



- 10. What about chiid carey

- WORC mandates that child care, transportation, and other
support services needed to su&cessfully complete training be
provided.

- WORC will share the cost of ¢hild care and other services
equally with the states.
11. Ares other reforms of ocur welfare programs needed?

Yes.

- In addition to transition assistance -- training, education
and childcare ~- as provided by this proposal, any aamprehenszve

reform of welfare must also include:

1. Incentives to maintain families by providing AFDC for
twe parent families and tougher child support enforcement.

2. Adeguate benefits, through a minimum national benefit
standard. :



SANDER M, LEVIN

SEUM DT AN

Congress of the Wnited States
House of Representatives
Washington, B.C. 20915

July 26, 1986
Dear Colleague:

I thought you might be interested in an article that appeared in
the July 23rd edition of the Wall Street Journal describing
initiatives in a number of States to train those on welfare for
permanent employment.

On June 4th, Senator Moynihan and I introduced the Work
Opportunities: and Retraining Compact {WORC) which would require alil
states to provide job training and employment opportunities to AFDC
reciplents. WORC {HR-4929) is modelled on these successful state
programs and includes six key features:

1. 'Camprﬁh&nﬁiv& state plans to link welfare and training

2. Mandatory registration, counselling and assessment
for all non-exempt AFDC recipients.

3. Education and training to becgome job ready
4, Child care, transportation and other support services

5. Shared costg « ~ -~ 70% federal-30% state for trajining and
,education; 50% federal-50% state for administration and
. support services

6. ' Performance standards to hold states accountable
for results.

Since WORC was introduced 40 of our colleagues have joined as
spONSOrs ilzst attached). A number of Governors and state welfare
commissioners are also supporting this bill.

I hope vou will take another look at this legislation and consider
co-sponsoring. If yvou have any guestions or need additional

information, please call Kitty Higgins at 225-4961. 1 look forward to
working wlth you.,

8incerely,

Sander M. Levin



Democrats Offer

Welfare Initiative
Focusing on Work

By Juans S, Lan N
Rtastf Bv g tor 1f Tite: War . STREET Mbisumar,

WASHINGTON ~ A dozen leading House
and Seunte Pemocrals uuveiled 3 brood
legishlive propasst (0 POYUiITe overy siafe
{0 (ruin welfare pecipion(s amd belp them
fingd jobs.

The bl would combine four currend
federad prograns into a new one dubbed
Ike Wark Opportusities and Relraining
Compact, or WORL. Uinder the progeans,
wil wellare recipipts, excepl those with
¢hiltiren under six yeurs old, would have to
st up for Job tralning and counseling.
States would have to provide wetfare recipr
teals with chil} care and ofher support
SBIVIEES, ..

The Congressional Rudget Offive eslic
niakedh that the additionad job tralnkag
would cost the 115, at foust $845 mikon
nver Hve years. Bul proponents sadd Lhe
measure would trim federad welfire expen-
ditures signlficantly over (he long ren.

Fur every Sollur spent, "we gel many
more dollurs settvned when people gel nif
weilire,” dectiared one spousor, Hep, Bae
bara Kennelly $11, Connd, “10s palitieally
feasitte 1o baee this bV a1 this time”

The measure probuibly with fusl Guther
A simmeriug mtiunal debate over reship-
ing foderat welfare policy, Presidonl Rey
gan, & longtime advocate of obligatory
warkiare, has asked 3 While House cabinet
countil to pomme up by e, | with recom-
membalions for vverhaullng the weifnre
system. A strong push by Denwerass for
thelr aliernative could make 8 3 forus of
ihe fal pasnaton

June o, 195

The Reagan sdiminihtntion repeakdly
foan treed Congress, withonl SUCCUSS, (o r
art o natienal Tworkinee” pregram, i
coptrast te the iatest Democratie plas, o
Fevent adisinisiration pruposal wishd Hinail
the extent to which stules pould ?wvzz!e 1
miedinl educitiog and jub (ndnieg 0 wil
fare rreiplents. B oadse witdal thyw
sliles L atfer child eore for recspiedts €o-
sollidd 1 jobraining programs.

The Senale recently defented & Reagan
budget propusal o ehiminate the federa?
pavernment's Work inrentive Program, a
{raining prograsns nt wis begus in the
19605 and was fumded nt S million this
fisrul year. Proponents of e new WORC
program interpreisd that scbion us i sign
urt Biwmakers mighl hesk favorabty on
the wew proposat, The WIN progeam s
mnong thage hal woukd be merped o
WURE,

iinder WORL, states woudd have fo ;5
S058 prrticipants” job prospocts, nnd then
help them get tratned asgd placed in fobs.
The (ederal government would cover 107
A Lhe Lriining costs, with states paying for
the rest: they curreotly split such expenses
evenly. States would receive bonus pay-
monts i weltare peclpivnts exeef at band-
ing and keeping johs,

Pemocrats hope o win support for their -~

plan from Republicany representing slales
thit atready have instituiod wurk-iraining
recuirements Jor welfare reciplents, A 19851
iaw, which expives nexl yeur, gove states
and local governments new fexibility 1o
experiment with requiting weifare appli-
cants to undertake job lralning or copumu-
mily wirk,

Aboud seven stales have stvewide of
forls 1o provide some tvpe of srandatory
wark activities for employable wellare re
cipiats; another 30 are experimentiug

£

with surh progrums. Mest offer parlici -

pants belp in findsag jobs or in goiting edy-
tainn before requiriag them o work for
el monthly assistaner.

HE WALL STREET JOURNAL.

Pt 1

“Weilsre reform und lnkage to job
traintng i 2 matler of tremendons interest
15 the poblic,” said Rep. Sander Levin, the
Michigan Dermwerat who drafted the bl
“h wiil be a potltica! issue besasse #7s 3
public issue.” Despite budgel constraints,
he said a full House vote “is possibie™ thus
year,
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Is welfare reform’s time at hand?

Democrats offer bill étressing jobtratning to reduce welfare rolls

By Robart P Hey
S1a% wiiter of The Cnraupn STuence Monior
Washington
Welfare reform has been a topic of
intermittent discussion for at least
20 years. But 1887 may actually see
action on the issue. Some here belisve

that next year welfare reform may

be what tax reform is today: the
prinvipal domestic issue in the na-
tian’s capital,

By Dec. 1 8 White Hotse task
force is 10 report Lo President Reagan
on the nation’s family and welfare
policies. It is widely expected that
one result of this probe will be a

_major presidential initiative ot wel-
fare reform by early pext year

But this week a group of congres-
sional Democrats, led by Sen. Daniel
P Moynihan of New York and Rep.

Sunder M. Levin of Michigan, stole a
march on the administration. The
Democrats introduced a bill that
would effect substantial changes in
the federal welfare system,

Uinder the proposal, four current
federal welfare prograns would be
combined into 3 single program
calied the Work Opportunities and
Retraining Compact. States would be
required to establish a gingle job-
graining ang-education program,

For the first time, all welfare re-
cipients, except those with ¢hildren
under six years old, would be re-
quired 16 enrall in job training snd
eounseling programs as 4 condition
to receiving benefits, The federal
government would cover 70 percent
of the job-training eosts, with the
states paying for the balance {they

currently split such expenses evenly
with Washington). States would be
required to provide day care for the
children of parents who need it in
order o take advantage of education
or training opportunities.

The Democratic proposal isinpan
an atfempt to seize the political -
tiative on an issue that appears to be
ripe for public sttention. There has
been increased talk both in Congress

and in the administration about the

need for weltare reform.

The Reagan administration is
thought to favor a reduction in fed-
eral job training and counseling pro-

grams and increased emphasis on

“workfare,” usder which all welfare
recipients would be required to take
public-service jobs in order te "work

Preane nee WELPARE ned pape
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off" their grants.

The Democratic proposal, while not altogther re-
jecting workfare, would put inereased emphasis on
job training and seducation for welfare redipients.
The spunsors hope their approach will be regarded
more favorably Dy the public, and thoy may see it as
a campaign issue this year.

The Congressional Budget Office estimates that
the additional lob training provided in the Deme-
cratic il would cost the federal governument at least
$345 million over Bve vears. But the bill's supporters
assert that by geiting wellare recipients inte prodiuc-
tive jobs and off the weifare rolls, their program
would cut federal weifare gutiays over the long run.

The Derscratic plan seeks e build upon the
successes of several siates that are reducing their
welfare rolls by offering substantial education and
jobtraining programs to aduits receiving public
agsistance.

Welfare experts often cite Massachusetts a5 a
Ieader in this ares. Bay State officials say that as &
result of the siate’s programs, more than 20000
welfsre recipients have been able 1o move off the
rolis in threc vears. {&ume observers believe, how-
gver, thet Massachuset(s's beazzw eeonomy is slso s
principal reason for the state's succe&a in cutting its
welfare rolls.)

For the past Sve years the aggmﬁn of debate in
w; 1 on many domestic sovial programs has
been set largely by conservatives, ofien ingiuding the
sdministration. Conservatives in genergl have
sought to cut back on federal welfare funding, while
liberais have battled to maintain the status quo.

. Rumors sbout the direction being taken by the |
President’s welfare commission.lead liberals w £on: ’f

clude that the same.pattem will be repeated mext
year. Liberals suspect that the administration -willt
recommend letting the states run welfare progrants
ns they wish, with the federal govermment's role !
Hmited t0 provldmg 2 lump-sum payment each year
for distribution by the states.

The administration repeatediy has said no ded-
sjons have yet been reached. Nonetheless skeptics
fear the net effect of administration proposals will be
to reduce the amount of money n provides
1o welfare retipients, including {umis intended to
help them become self-sup; f}ds

Liberal Demscrats hope to chmge pattern by
thelr action this week of putting their ideas on the
tahie first, rather than permitting sonservatives onee
#gain to define the boundaries of serious discussion,

Over the two decades that welfare reform has
been debated, the issues have drastically changed. In
the late 19803, when reform first was hailed ss an
jdea whose time had come, discussion revolved |
around providing & gusranteed annual wage, or jobs,
to welfare recipients, That im lost faver in the mid-
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Moynihan will push weliare reform bill in the Senate

1870s, however, when results of several test pro-
grams indicated that a guaranteed income tended 1o
reduce the desire of recipients 1o get off weifare and
obtain work, just as conservatives had warned.

For the past decade there has been what some |
observers here describe as a truce between conserva-
tives and liberals on welfare, with ¢ach side not

to reopen gebate about reform for fear the
other side woald gain the upper hand in any

During the 18805 the initiative in changehasbeen
with the states, which are conducting & sumber of
disparate experimental programs ranging in type
from Massachuseiis's education-and-training ap-
proach to Californiz’s eraphasis on workfare. .
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Welfare Revised

More States Now Ask
Recipients of Aid
ToTramn gmd TakeJobs

Massachusetts and California
Also Provide Child Care,
Freeing Mothers to Work

Reagan’s Workfare Memaortes

By Jup Davisan

Nt Hepurter of Tar Waes, Bviesls Fournsiee,

BOSTON - Donau Deshisies recently celb
phiraied the frgt nniversary of her free-
gori—freadom from w boredam  that
iy inothers o weltire sufer. {n Aprii
of 1955, she began work in the payrali de
partRwent of Massachuselts Geperst Hospi-
fal, 2 iob she pet with the help «F ihe
stat®’s Employmenl and Traipisg pre
pram. .

Ms. Deshales, whn i 23 yeats oid,
troitesd lor the foh during o 16-week course
that tovered nol just clericn! skills bt alse
such subjecis a5 interviewiag for a job and
dressing peaperly for worek, {lring her
Lrainng ., she continued (0 xel her welfary
chech. ChHld care and raaspartation ex-
pemses were gmud by e BT pragram.

i worldn't have been able fn pay Rer
my wn Eraining " she Sips, Amd even Bad
she Baud sfion apeney, child-cane on
peqses for her two-yrur-okl duughter, T

tan,  woald  haye bees  anaffordable.

Tiaday, she s fanger ol welfare.
The Mussaehuvetis oxperiment 13 ad -
spie wof flew oifurls by aaies to regotve

welfare probleig, Callforing just begine

mag i pregram cabied Grouler Avenues for
Independence, or GAIN, thul. like ET, uses
trasing (b get people aff pubilic assistance
and nte by, And hke BT, the Califorsia
prograse offers ohildoare aid, which is

eruchil I 3 wation m which twothivds of

fhe 1 mitson people o the pain federsd
stigte weilare program are children.
Warking for the Aopey

Jusy about everybody agrees that the
eyrrent wellare svgtem neids regair, if nol
eephacement, In his $iate of the Unlon ad:
dress 1his year, President Reagan said he
was mstructiag his Demestic Couneil 20
syahinte federal programs for the poor and
to develop, by Dee, 1, "a stralegy for un-
medizte action.” Besause M. Reagan of-
ten Makes clear hig belicl that welfare re
ciplents should work for iheir money, the
White House strulepy is expecied 1o 15
rhade 2 se-eallpd worklire program.

Warkfar e is controverssl, bt the stales
neey fhe the lead here 55 Well 380 oo
pranibe 28 e b Uabornis’s adopie

JULY 23,

1884

WALL STREET JOURRAL

@ pian, bherals agreed to @ e of work
ke 56 Jumy as CRild cuer was pars ol e
progrant, Seme mwmbers of {ongress hupe
ihad 3 stmilar Jederal comprammise mighi
frad 1o relashioning Al 1o Famiies With
twpendent Children, 5 315 ballion-a-year
program,

Job creation and child care are £l
thouph sxpensive, elements in changing
welliire. says Barbara Biam, the pressdent
o the American Peblic Welfurs AssiCls
s sue af the Manpower Detmnonsiraton
Rosearet Corp.. shich seaiuaées stale wel
fare propramis. "I dops get down o
whetker we're witliag Lo nugke the frond
end mvesiment for 0 Jungeletny beaslit”
A%s. Hilum says.

Speading und Saving "‘"‘

ET's $30 miflion aanual budisd repres
zenls § ransidergbiy higher intestment
thar the $12 million Massachuseits spen
on welfare in 1382, the yeur before KT b
gdt, But ET's job-placement Cusls we
abut hadf those of the former progtam,
savs Chardes Alkins, the stule public-wel
fare tomemissioner, “For every doflar we
ivest in ET, we save iwy dodlzrs it re
dured welfare benefits and increased Lax
revenue,” Be says. Hall of 8179 budgst s
spent through childcare youchers that par-
emts, uskally mothers. can use al uny i
vensed faeitity. The state camtimies to gy
fur day care for 4§ Jopg 4% one year aller
the wellars recipient gets 2 job.

Cosgie Parks pays only $17.50 of thy 460
weekly day-cdare bill for ber three-yeir old
son, Johs, 1 T had to pay i$60 tor] day
e every week, there wauldnt Le any
sense in working, " she says. LB LISY {x-
wher, Ms. Parks, 35, had besn on wellnes
sinee aucther san, now 15, was bors, Afng
56 muny years on jublic assstasite, she
finds 1t semewhat Baed 1o belisve thit aew
She i employed in the daii prucessing unit
of Hostor's Grove Hall wellare office,

Like Ms. Purks, others Buve e
“roited over” from welfure through BT
onthe-jub traiaing project kuawn i
portive wark and isto regulir, fuli-dane
empinyment in private indosiry

*A Different Person’

The suppertive-work eplion is ane o
severil available o ET chlests, Joemse
Perryouii chose instead b #ain her bk
sehoet pquiviieney diptosit i viier BT
% week Offiee Skilis Training Program s
Ruslon's Enited Sauth Engd Setllements,
Hoyond the typing and wuridprocessing
skiils that Ks, Perevnsan 18 Bundng, she
sitys she iy mare selt-assured und s foy
a better relptiveshin with her ehildren.
~Kow they £an ask oo guesTions ®ith con
fidenee.” she says. " Before, they wayld
suy, ‘She don't know,” I'm & dilferent per
son, s0 they're ditfereat, tos”

After Ms. Perryman's ifaiting < cope
olsteg angd smpluvmest beping, she aug
her chilgren will be efigiblie for ate year ot
stite-paid health services H hoalts lipur
apee isn't available fram her Job,

ET is widely praised. Helwren Urinlsg

when BT Degan, amd Jidaagy 19m,
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Welfa
Aid Recipientsto Do

rhusetis authorities estimate the caseload
wogld e al least 93,280 )

nual Masgarbugetls wellate grant of $4.600
leaves seeipgients well below the poverly
[ime, which is true of welfare recipients in
ati ibe states. Even the yearly income
frm the averape BT failtime job-¥it.
B - is well brlow “breadwinner’s wages,”
vompizing Dorothy Sievens, 3 Baston wel-
fare recipient and activist, As of July L
state o¥firials won't pay contsaeiors who
srait BT clients o the recigients aren't

JULY 23, 198¢

Continued From Fywsl . Page

But there are Skephics. The averupge an-

plaredt in qubs puying al least $5 a8
haur. s S

President Reague's 1387 [aidera) budges

propaat culls for the work incentive”
TWIN pragram thut linsinees fexible state
initiatives zuek as ET to be replaced by a
rheaper “wark spporfunities” project, BT
wengld lose shesst $ miition under the Bep-

£an proposal, wresrding W Gov, Mickael |

Drukakis, whe sayvs Be woudd {ry W find the
moRey ebhwwhere rither than kot the pro-
pram gie,

The Keggan proposal would require that
up te 75 of sbledodied welfary reeiph
ents, exclading pothers of young clakdeon,
Frrail i o work-related aetivity, The Nae
sena! Councl! of State Lepislatures Bas
foki Congress it "oppages the imposition of
a nationd, peedatory work pragran be-
canse such 3 program fajls io recopnize
spevind stute and keal conditions.””

Cuttimg cosis while increasing benefng
1o The “truly needy” lung has been g eon-
tead eloment of Mr, Beagan's welfare phi-
fsephy, Hudgel onis made in fiscal 1983
redured the 15 miliion AFDO cases by
ahaigt 342 800, aevording fo e Senpral Ac-
coniang ifier af Congress. Ye! poal b
cerhi fiy recipients continued togdrep.as it
i been dolng for years. From 1573 o
1unh, the AFDC benefit foll by one<third i
capstant dallars. Whes food slamps are -
eluded @ ihe computiaiion, the drop shil is
0.

Mr. Reagan's views on wellare have
been shiped 8 3 targe extent by bis expe
ewraces as povernur of California between
ek sl 1974, He angd the state legisiniute
devsloped 0 welfars program that e
president voatinues fe cite 33 2 “reinern
dously suceesshul” mudel of welfare ye
form thal sacheled workisre,

Repont for Work :

En o press conterenee »arlier this year,
fiv defined worklnre in describing the pro
gram's goal="We are going 10 order abie-
beufind wilfare recipients fo report for
these ssefud jobs, . .. They're dog it i
relurn far their wellare grants.” He stited
that 1he progesm reduced: the wellare
Ciksedad by 30,008 penple and {unneled 76,
o reripients s peamleindustry jobs,

re Revised: More States Ask

Some Work

Gihees say the OaBifortin progras
wash't us successful ag the mosident e
members, & W Cuiforms andiler gon-
eral’s report o workfare said that “'at the
i 2635 clients pirticiiuied in thy
program during the first 21 f i B
months. Gerald Hawes, an auther of the
repori, says thal it is “invoaceivabls” that
more than 3.000 jeople wore plived by
workiare. Researchers say Mr Reugan's
progeass accounted for {37 jess of the rase
inad decline than bhe claims

Rober? Carlesan, whn was i stale’s
sockbwoeifate director under Mr. Heagan
and who was 2 White House adviser during
the president’s Tirst term, says workfare
w8 just an experimenta! groject. Bt ke
urgaes that the Reagan pragogn was &
significant Iactor in the tuseload dechine,

Neo Paln, No GAIN
Presweni Kengan Hrmiy opposes aute

- matie rostolliving imcreases in AFDE

grants, but thal is ube of dis legucies in
Califernia’s program, In order to g hy
FeVISIn package passed by the stals lepis:
iature, ke agreed 10 index weifare geiunis
10 the inflation rate. Largely because af
that, Calilornia’s monthly grant of $387 for
3 family of three is higher than almost ev-
ery ather stale's.

 Teday, Catiforna again i sxpermens
ing with changing welfare. The program
called Greater Avenues for Independence
was enacled iast year, and county adminis
irBlors now are drawing up plans 16 put il
into effect. GAIN i3 similar to BT it has
& workiare compunent.

Heow California’s new workfare s cin

structed was the “key to compromise™

that allowed Hberals and conrservaiives in
the state legislature 10 pass the welfare
package, says Asseloblyman An Agnos, 3
Szg Francisco Democrat. Under GAIN, &
recipient isn't placed in workfare untid var-
tous iraiming and employment programs
hive bees exhausted, And then the place-
ment must be ia a job for which the client
was trained.

A wrillen cantract between the client
gnd the system ontiines the recipiens's
beaefits, including food stamps, Medicaid,
child eare and transporiation services, i
Aso stipulaies the wellure recipien?’s re-
sponsibiiities, including a work nctivity, If
a dispute should develop over raryying ol
the eontract, i muy be resolved by arbi
tration,

The program has Hs crities, Kevia As-
tanias, of the Coalitien &f Welture Rights
Organizationg in Sacraments, says GAIN
will ipad i dead-end jobs that wen't on
tourage independenre from wel{are. Siate
Seni. Diune Waison says she voled sauingt
GARN because it provides no funds for job
devetopment, whick she foels in crueist
reslzgéezszs are b mave off e weifare
rolis, :

WALL STREET JOURNAL

Sparing ihe Children

Mr. Apmos savs e volig against wi
fire previgusiy besiise he helieves »
gonerally punitive snd smacks of mas
work. GAIN, however, has its own purg
element. B a recipient repeatedly fuils
keep an ggrevment with e wellare o
tem. checks can be sent to 3 third pers
such as & friend or minister, whe pays
client’s bilis. “The emphasis here,” ¥
Agnos says, “is st 1o punish the childp
whu 2re the real reciplenis in AFDE

Maior chilt care provisivas were an it
periapt element in atiracting Wheru! s
port for GAIN and it concession consery
tives realized they had 10 nitke, says Ca
Wibiams, California’s deputy director &
socin] services, wht helped negmiate ¢
GAIN compretise oy e cunservats
Republican administiation of Gov, Geor
Dickmetian,

Liverads dckrnwledged ihat sorkla
needn't B slave lahor und spreed 8
maney can be poured into the weliae 5
tezny withoui gensrating self-refiance, 52
My, WHliams, whee also worked on (a
Reagan's worklsre program. {onsers
tives recognized (hat wurkisre iss'L the @
tire answer and 1hal comparaively eape
sive programs for trainisg angd supperty
services musi be consiterel past of tie s
Tutian, 50 we movied i g, hng way
aur view." Mr. Whllamg says of conseny
tives, We weron'l wilting to do thay an
recentiy

Rep. Harald Ford of Temwsey, !
chairfrtan of the House Ways and Mea
subcominidtics oo public-assistance p
grams, believes “the atmosphere i5 ther
for conservalives and Lherals Iy Wissh
Ton shmilarly 1o devedon & compromisy
welfare,
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THE WELFARE-TO-JOBS MOVEMENT: BACKGROUND AND ENDORSEMENTS

The recent history of federat efforts to assist low-income AFDC recipients--mostly women--
to qualify for and find employment began in 1867 with the enactment of thg ?iark Incentive
{WIN) program. It was established in the Social Security Act to provide training, work
experience and public service employment. Since that time the emphasis of the program
fas altered, placing more stress on direct job placement rather than training and education.

WIN is now administered jointly by the Department of Labor and Health and Human
Sarvices. Federal funding for the WIN program has declined sharply, from 3363 miftion in
1981 to $211 projecied for 1987, Because of the decline in resources, the services provided
in WIK have been focused almost exclusively on those within the AFDC caseload best
aualified to find employment, rather than on those whose job-readiness is at a low level.

Since 1981 there have been major changes in the work program, That year the Reagan
Administration proposed mandatory “workfare,” or requiring employable AFDC recipients

10 “work off” their grants. The Congress, through the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act

of 1981 and subsequent legistation, mada "workfare” and other approaches optional for the
states. The 1981 budget legisiation authorized states to undertake "WIN Demonstration”
programs, administered solely by the state welfare agencies with oversight by HHS.

Between 1987 and 1985 twenty-six states initiated "WiN-Demo” programs in which the states
receive waivers of some WIN program requirements, and special funding 1o operate what

have developed into innovative approaches to promoting self-sufficiency for AFDC recipients.

The wWIN &mpnszratgon programs usually offer a mix of elements including education, b
search, work experience, ¢lassroom and on-the job training., Day care and transportation
are generally included 3s they are under the regular WiN program. The authorization

for WIN demonstration programs, including those in Massachusertts, California, Connecticut,
Michigan and Arizona, expiresiin 1987,

As it now exists, WIN is the only source of federal money specifically dedicated 1o helping
recipients of Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDICI achieve self-sufficiency.

It provides states with an indispensable resource in their efforys to establish efficient and
effective emplpyment and training programs aimed at reducing welfare dependency.
Etimination of the prograr as has been previgusly proposed, would severely damage the
employment efforts and work program innovations now being undertaken by the states,
further eroding the limited system now available to help low-incame families attain
economic independence through employment. This would be especially unfortunate in fight
of the rising number of poor families headed by single women who must turn to AFDC for
support. Without adequate work program resources, states cannot effectively combat this
regrettable trend,

WIN providesemployment and training services for AFDC recipients who are required to
register for work-related training. The program emphasizes placing the maximum number
of participants in self-supporting employment to reduce the nation’s welfare assistance
COStS. .



WiN Acwmlishmms_

Arguments have been made for cutting or eliminating WIN tunding based on claims that the
program is not cost-effective and that the Job Training Partnership Act {JTPA)Y can better
meet the objective of helping AFDC recipients achieve economic independence. These

arguments, however, neglect the facts:

Despite limited dollars, the states have had measurable success with WIN.

Nationwide, states registered over one million AFDC recipients for WIN services in FY 85,
Roughly one-third of these registrants, 333,678, found jobs.

Individual state performance further exemplifies this success.

in Maine 4,500 recipients have found jobs since the start of its WIN demonstration in 1982,
for welfare savings of $11.2 million. In Massachusetts 24,000 got jobs, for $70 million in
welfare cost savings. In Flordia $32.5 million has been saved by placing 17,513 AFDC
recipients in jobs, 23,095 AFDC recipients have entered employment in Oklahoma for an
estimated $31 million in welfare grant savings. :

Without WIN many AFDC recipients would not have the support they need to enable
them to find jobs,

One of the criticisms often cited of WIN is that the majority of AFDC recipients who are
placed in jobs through the program would have found jobs on their own. This conclusion
bears no true relationship to the facts. Like the data on most employment and training
programs, the WIN statistics do not permit one to draw a direct correlation between WIN
participation and a job placement, But the data do show that the majority of recipients
placed in a job either participated in 3 WIN activity or received support services, (e.g. day
care needed Dy recipients to enable them to find jobsi. Withaut the provision of supportive
services like day care and transportation, many wellare recipients would sssentialiy be
denied the ovpporiunity to find jobs.

WIN saves moreé than cuble its cost,
i

For every dollar invested in WIN, the program produces two dollars in saving. The most
recent daia on welfare grant savings attributed to WiN show that in FY B4 welfare grant
reductions totaled 3587 million, more than double the $25% million in federal dollars
invested in grants tothe states for the period. The Department of Labor has not yet released
complete program statistics for FY 85 but similar achievements are expected.

It is important 1o note that these numbers reflect adjustmants made by the Department
of Labor in response 1o recormmendations comained in the 1582 General Accounting Office
{GAQ) report which asserted that WiN savings were overstated. If anything, these savings
{igures are conservative, since they do not include savings from welfare grant aveidance,
reductions in Food Stamp and Medicaid expenditures owing 1o recipients who have moved
off the welfare rolis and into employment, or the tax dollars generated from wages.

Mational evaluations point to WiIN success.

Researchers at the Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation who have been evalua-

ting the changes to WIN adepted by various states since 1381, have concluded that a number

of different work program approaches can increase job placements and weitare savings.

These programs can be successful in reducing welfare dependency. Quarterly entered
emplovmaent rates for experimental vs, control group marabers increased 2+10% in three

sites that were intensively evaluated. Depending on assumptions about future benefits, benefins
exceeded cost for the average experimental compared to control group member by between
$100 and $700,



i

The Ceneral Accounting Office in a 1985 report concluded that state AFDC employment and
training programs financed by WiN are exhubiting encouraging progress in reducing welfare

dependency.

The House Covernrent Operations Committee following an examination of state programs,
concurred with GAQ's conclusion and recommended thar funding for WIN be continued,

The Department of Health and Human Services in an evajuation conducted of WIN demonstra-
tions found that in aggregate the number of individuals entering employment increased
within the first year of the program’s operation alone. Moreover, the federal expenditures
per year entered employment had dropped in 13 of the 17 states reviewed,

Win provides a service for AFDC recipients that JTPA cannot.

While JTPA can be effective in reducing welfare dependency, AFDC recipients are just one
of the many categories of disadvantaged individuals eligible for program services: JTPA
cannot be expected 1o effectively serve the more than 1.5 million recipients efigible

for AFDC emgployment and training services, given its funding restrictions. Moreover,
JTIPA has severe himitations on the amouni of support services that ¢an be provided
participants, Welfare recipients have day care, transportation and counseling needs that
could not be met by JTPA,

WIN and the Future

What i5 nesded now is an effart to improve upon WIN successes without diminishing the
kind of support and flexibility states now have 1o pperate constructive, INNOVative programs,

{ . . ) ‘
There is overwhelming public support for effective welfare-to-jobs programs, as evidenced
by the commaents be%a:w:

" The Presidant;

*Tonight | am charging the White House Domestic Council 10 present me by December 1,
1986, an evatuation of programs and a strategy for immediate action to meet the financial,
educational, secial and safety concerns of poor families. | am talking about real and
fasting emancipation because the success of welfare should be judged by how many of it
recipients become independent of welfare,” :

«« State of the Union, January 4, 1986

“it’s time to reshape our welfare system so that it can be judged by how many Americans
it makes independent of welfare”

-- Radio Broadcast, February 15, 1986
State and Local Government:

"As governors, one of our primary agendas is economic development, We believe that
investment in human development is a critical piece, perhaps the most critical piece, of
that agenda, We must care humanely for those among us who cannot work and we must
return to productivity those among us whe can. . . . We believe that 3 well-constructed
esraployment program is the very heart of any effort to reform the welfare system. Really
addressing the issues of welfare and employment means building a system that creates
ladders on which poor families can truly clitmb out of poverty.”

-~ Delaware Cov, Michael N, Castie on behalf of
National Covernors’ Association before the Advisory
Commission on Intergovernmental Relations,

April 18, 1986,

i R



" mpfuman service admimistrators recognize that the obligation 1o provide for the gependent
includes the duty To give them the means to 1ift then}seives out of poverty by attanmg or
regaming self-sufficiency. Smcg employment i§ a primary means of escaping aepe;n@my‘
employment training and education must be an integral part of welfare programming. . ..
The National Council of State Human Service Administrators beleves that the federat
government bears an important responsibilisy for overseeing a sound national welfare-to-
employment program, as well as maintaming & healthy economy that offers ample
opportunity for gainful work.”

«» Mew York Social Services Commissioner
Cesar A, Perales before the House Ways and Means
Subcommitiee on Public Assistance and
Unemployment Compensation, March 13, 1886,

“We guarantee every welfare recipient in the state that we will never give up on them--as
fong as they don’t give up on themselves. As long as theyre willing to put forth the effort
it takes to get a job--we'll never give up doing whatever it 1akes to help them succeed. . .
We need to maintain the level of funding and flexibility that we currently have in federally
sponsared welfare-to-work programs. . . And rather than more rules mandating different
types of prograrms for recipients of different types of welfare--we need the flexibility to
run & program that addresses focal weaknesses--and takes advantage of loca! strengths.”
-« ilinois Director of Public Aid Gregory L.. Coler
before the rHouse Ways and Means Subcommittee
* on Public Assistance and Unemployment
-. Compensation, February 27, 1986.
]
*The GAIN program (California’s WiN-funded Greater Avenue for Independence program}
15 not intended to rescive all of the problems in owr economy, and does not promise 1o create
new job opportunities. GAIN i3 intended to make welfare recipients as competitive as
possible for the job opporiunities that do becoroe available, in order to achieve the program's
primary goak: the transition from welfare dependency to self sufficiency through employment.”

-+ California Director of Social Services Linda McMahon
before the House Ways and Means Subcornmitige
on Public Assistance and Unemployment Comipensation,
February 27, 1986.

“As you legislate in this area, | urge you 10 allow states the flexibility to run programs like
ET (Massachusetts’ Employment and Training-Choices programi. They are both cost-effective
acd humane, and have proven that welfare recipiants wani 1o work, if only given the support--
through training, day care, and provision for fair and adequate wages--to succeed.”

-= Massachusetrts Commissioner of Public Welfare
Charles M, Atkins before the House Ways and Aeans
Subrommirtee on Public Assistance and
Linempioyment Compensation, February 27, 1986,

"A nation-wide program of work security rather.than public assistance should serve as the
mainstay for employable parsons who are avaiiable for the 1abor force, for persons who
are potentially available [ and for the working poor whose earnings are below a
federally-established minimum need. . . , NACo calls upon Congress to establish a Weork
Security program. . . . to provide employmen: opportunities at adequate wages. .. . job
development and job creation services, skills training and work experrence, and upgrading
oppartumities. . . . The Work Sechrity program should be wholly financed by the federal
goverament. . . . should be built around a decentralized, gecategorized, comprehensive
employment and training delivery system.”

i
i

~« National Association of Counties, "Human Services:
Direciions for the "8s.”



*Tha National Conference of State Lepisiatures believes that the existing income security
programs should be replaced by a more equitable and effective comprehensive assistance
program. . . - lwhich) should (1) provide assistance to afl needy hauseholds; (2} encourage

a minimum level of assistance equivalent to the federa) poverty ling (3} discourage welfare
dependency by providing for a strong employment and training component; and {4}
consolidate all existing income security programs into the replacement program.”

-- Policy Statement, National Conference of State
Legislatures, on “Welfare Reform.”

The Experts:

*Censiderable innovation and activity have continued to occur in the WIN system as states
have responded to the fiexibility offered in OBRA, These changes are important because
they indicate that even a relatively small and underfunded program like WIN can be used

10 bring about changes in large entitlement programs like AFDC. In the space of a few short
years, WIN staff have taken on new roles and functions, redefined program goals and
objectives, and brought 2 new sense of purpose to their program. The result is a reassess:
ment of borh the relationship between work and welfare, and the notion that weifare

receipt should be a passive entitlement,”

«= Barbara B. Blum, president, Manpower Demenstration
Research Corporation, before the House Ways and
Means Subcommittee on Public Assistance and
Unemployment Compernsation, February 27, 1986,

'
H

*Some work projects are demonstrating that they ¢an enhance the employment and earnings
of welfare women, . . . Projects such as these Gn San Diego, Massachusetts and Marylomnd?
offor encouraing evidente that they can help AFDC mothers reduce thewr economic
dependency on welfare, . . ."

"Poverty among single female heads of families and their children is a serious and growng
problem, While the needs of these families are many and varied, there is agreement that
some response 1$ required ta help them reduce their economic dependence on AFDC and
earn enough 10 become economically self-sufficient,” ‘

= General Accounting Office, "Report 1o the Chairman,
Subcommittee on Intergovernmental Relations
cang Hursan Resources, House Committee on
Government Operations, Evidence s Insufficient
to Support The Administration’s Proposed Changes
to AFDC Work Programs,”” (GAO/MRD 85-92)
August 27, 1985,

‘The Public:

-=A recant ‘ﬁﬁﬁ-Wasbin%gwn Post poll found that nearly three-quarters of the public--72
percent--said that government s not doing enough to get people on public assistance back
to work. Only 20 percent said governmens is doing enough to accomptlish that goal. Eighty-
nine per cent suppotted a program that would require able-bodied individuals on weifare

1o undergo }:;b-:raining,. '

-«A year ago a nationwide survey by the Los Angeles Times found that 71 percent of the
respondents brelieve that the "best thing to do about poverty” is 1o “give poor people job
training.” Answers to another quastion indicated that a majority {63 per cent) believe that
pocr people "would rather eara their own living” than "stay on welfare™ (25 per cenc),
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In :bg Media:

“what's neeged is a long-term commirment to fuli-emplaoyment programs. Short-term
programs--they're bound to fail. All the evaluations of job-1raining and manpower programs
of the 1960s and 19705 were based on short-term expectations, If we are able to build in

a long-term commitment and combine that with long-term training and education, we can

- pvercome some of these problems.”

-- Prof, William Julius Wilson, chairman of the ‘
sociology department at the University of Chicago,
quoted in U5, News & Worid Report, March 3, 1985,

"Research 15 beginning to show that well-designed job training and placement efforys do
work--that once in.a permanent job, the former weifare mother continues to work., But such
success does not come cheap. . , . WiN-inspired programs can form a basis for progress in -
reducing dependency and bolstering the skills that can make the poor empioyable. . . « Human
service professionals would welcome an opportunity to work with the administration both

on a jobs program that wouldbe effective and onthe broader issue of national policies designed
to break the poverty cycle for all citizens.”

-- A, Sidney Johnson 1H, executive director of the
American Public Welfare Association, in The Chicago
Tribune, March 8, 1386, .

"The states are serving as testing grounds for welfare reform on a basis that involves a
gelicate balancing éc: by hiberals and conservatives. Job-focused institutional changes 1o
reduce the stigma of weifare are the essence of the new approach, .. . it certainly bears
close watching: it couid be the real welfare reform.”
-« Richard P, Nathan, deputy undersecretary for
heaith, education andwelfare in the Nixon Adminis-
tration, in The Washingion Post, April 10, 1986,

Editorials:

"if there 15 one myth that the Times research exploded, it is that there are undeserving

poor who will not work. Most of the poor are women with children or the eiderly or the
nfirm. Of the remaining poor, two-thirds work, and work hard-<cleaning shrimp plants,
making beds inhatels, picking up other peoples’ garbage, Specific steps that the goverament
could take to help lift some of the poor out of poverty or 1o cushion hardships for those who
are still locked there include: . . . . Conducting more intensive experiments with ‘workfare’--
requiring welfare recipients to do community work in returp for their benefits checks--as
tong as they are not structured in ways that punish people for being poor, . . . Encouraging
corporations and local governments to provigde reasonably priced child care. More
subsidized day care would make entry-level jobs a reasonable aliernative to a welfare check.”
L.os Angeles Times, ::ingust 5, 1985,

i
"What's needed are politicians who will be forthright in acknowledging the problem in all
of its painful, dangerous dimensions; who will admit that not every member of the underclass
carn be reached, but for many the chain can be broken; who will argue, with hard facts andg
figures, that providing the resources to break the chain is one of the smartest investments
this nation’s governments and businesses can make; and who will repeat, as often as
necessary, that America can no longer afford this burden on its budgets and its conscience,”

-» The Chicapo Tribune, December 1, 1985,

. .-
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“Tne most imporiam discussion about welfare, however, should be reserved for ways 1o get
recipients out of the system into jobs as quickly as possible, and permanently. . . . President
Reagan has announced his intention toreform the welfare system. it's sorely needed,

Welfare expenditures channeled into training programs tike WEET (Maine’s WiIN-funded Weifare
Employment, Education and Training Programi--emphasizing long-term employability--are

a sowial investment with a payoft.”

-~ The Bangor {Me ) Daily News, March 271, 1956,

Harriey Jones “was able 1o get off welfare with the help of the Muman Resources Develop-
ment Agency. a small anti-poverty program whose sympathetic workers recognized in her
a potential she couldn’t see in herself. . . . Programs like HRDA's modest job-training
efforts cannot by themselves solve these problems, But simply by making it possible for
people like Harriet Jones to believe in themselves enough o try--to take that first step
toward self-sufficiency--they can point the way toward more lasting solutions. They
gaserve the support of all who value the future of this stare.”

. !

¥

-« The Evening Sun (Baltimore), March 5, 1986,

*Yes, there is a welfare culture. Yet, it can have perilous effects on families, Yes, a
decent--let along self-interested--society would strive to promote pecple from welfare

L4

1o WQ?&Q * 2 @ N

-~ The New York Times, February 19, 1985,

"Helping welfare families support their families is surely the best way to cut both welfare
costs and poverty in the long run, Bit any businessman wilf teli you that you can’t expect
2 long-term return without up-front investment.® _

-« The Washinpgron Pose, July 29, 1983,




WIN GRANTS TO STATES

FY 85 FY 86s
National Total 158,099,200 202,884,000
Alsbama Z,327,898 1,877,239
Alaska 923,767 537,410
Arizona 1,805,973 1,427,028
Arkansas 1,481,344 1,176,514
California 35,258,877 27,791,356
Colorado ; 4,958,003 3,002,891
Connecticut 3,261,000 2,944,908
Delaware 872,831 689,685
District of Columbia 2,568,172 1.853.071
Florida 3,879,458 31,065,429
Georgia 4,269,059 3,345,981
Cuam 347,882 150,760
Hawaii 1,353,943 1,196,717
Tdaho 2,349,938 1.331,240
1ilincis 12,691,195 10,028,199
Indiana 3,336,771 2,636,621
fowa 2,170,818 1.18G,416
Kansas . 1,924,747 1,492,760
Kentucky : 2,327,010 2,001,190
fouisizna ’ 1,905,731 1,485,183
Maine 1,444,438 1,141,352
Maryland 4,856,318 3,837,474
Massachusettis 8,463,784 6,687,827
Michigan . 18,503,587 14,620,975
Minnesota ! 5,159,001 4,071,113
Mississippi : 1,789,548 1,543,587
Missouri ‘ 3.657,789 2,879,342
Montana 995,982 $33,601
Nebiaska 837,460 T81,.244
Nevada T44,789 £89 .61
MNew Hampshire : * 835,129 419,180
Hew Jersey 9,808,991 7,750,768
New Mexico 1,079,717 845,284
New Yaork 22,185,463 17,534,185
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FY 85

FY B4
North Carolina 4,103,422 2.881,185%
North Dakota 718,400 454.3%6
Ohto 14,509,991 11,294,692
Oklahoma 1,548,221 1,220,987
Oregon 7,138,420 5,640,564
Pennsylvania 11,654,971 9,209,406
Puerto Rico 1,575,436 1,240,311
Rhode 1siand 1,320,868 1,152,571
Sguth Carolins 1,986,668 1,455,065
South Dakota 1,101,448 870,331
Tennessee 2,640,210 1,.9%0,989
Taxas 5,308,214 4,194,390
Utah 44795,335 3,032,130
Yermont 1,972,308 1,502,487
Virgin Islands 287,348 206,467
Virginia 3,680,904 2.908,53¢9
Washington 10,365,797 8,742,137
West Virginia 3,533,728 2,792,244
Wisconsin 10,111,167 7,989,83%
Wyoming 517,526 314,755

* Fy 86 funding levels reflect $10 million Gramm-~Rudman cut,



WIN

EY 85 PROFILE OF STATE PERFORMANCE

New Registrants Placements
Alabama ' 7,145 2,806
Alaska § 1,959 698
Acizona (D)* 9,030 3,285
Arkansas {D) | 4,852 . 1,073
California (D} - 37,185 3,510
Colorado® 8,450 (est) 4,473
Connecticut (D) 11,449 4,472
Delaware (D)°* 3,616 25%
District of Columbia 15,799 1.931
Florida (D) 17,871 8,193
Ceorgia (D) 2,150 78S
idaho 2.973 1,502
Hilinois (D) * 37, 430 23,847
Indiana (D} 14,498 3,498
lowa (D)* 6,305 {est) 2,174
Kansas b,480 1,865
Kentucky 11,948 2,562
Louisiana 11,069 1,886
Maine (D) 2,771 1,057
Maryland (D} 39,26% 3,898
Massachusetts (D)° 29,931 11,083
Michigan (D)° 106,083 24,845
Minnesota 18,311 5,272
Mississippi 5,626 1,440
Missouri 11,195 2,880
Monitana 3,344 1,046
Nebraska (D) 10,044 2.138
Nevada 2,074 790
New Hampshire 1,719 798
New Jersey (D) 33,013 7,155
New Mexico 3,385 1,293
New York {D) 44,605 8,513
North Carolina 17,821 5,969
MNorth Dakots 1,855 619



New Registrants Placements

Ohis . 71,110 20,350
Ok ijahoma (D} 20,962 8,419
Oregon LD} 20,459 8.471
Pennsytvania (D)* N/A 33,271
Rhode 1sland 3,856 1,559
South Carolina 6,621 2,183
South Dakota (D) * . 2,053 899
Tennessee (D) . 13,974 . 3,153
Texas (D) * ‘ 56,315 . 8,844
Utah 5,499 2,075
Yermont 3,625 2,101
Virginia (D3* ) 20,091 8,842
Washington 21,664 8,02
West Virgiaia (I 21,959 ‘ 4,360
wisconsin (D1° 24,400 10,632
Wyoming 2,100 79%

New Registrants--Number of AFDC recipients newly registered during the fiscal
year. This figure does not represent total number of registered recipients.

FPlacements--Number of individuals who entered unsubsidized employment expected to last
30 days or more (For WIN states figure reported includes both full and part-time
employment; for WIN demonstrations only full-time employment is reported.)

Data supplied by the Department of Labor except where asterisk® appears, Where
asterisk appears data was provided by the state.

(D} -~ indicates that the state operates a WIN demonstration program inscead of a regular
. WiN program.

{est) -- estimare provided by state.

{N/A) - not available
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OMRIBUS JOB TRAINING ARB RETHAIRIﬁG ACT OF 1988
H.R, 5720

;s

TITLE I ~ Dislocated Workers

Purpose: to provide a more adeguate income maintenance system for the
long~term unemployed and to create more effective linkages between
unemployment compensation, training and other aéjastment assistance.

Subtitle A - Extended Benefit Reform p.2. This subtitle incorporates
H.R.4469, {Pease et al.), which reforms the Extended Benefit [EB)
fadaralfstate unemployment compensation program, The bill makes two
changes to H.R.4469. First, the so called "trigger numbers" have
been lowered so as to make ‘the program accessible to more states. In
the bill, 18 state would be eligible today for EB (AL, AK, AR, DC,

I, KY, Lﬁ, MS, NM, OH, OK, OR, TN, TX, WA, WV, WY}, instead Of tw&
{hL La} under the current program. Secandly a provision has been
added to allow dislocated workers in EB states to collect up to 30
weeks of EB, if they agree to enter training or other adiustment
assistance programs, Other workers would continue to be eligible for
the number of EB weeks available in their state.

Subtitle B - Worker Retraining and Adjustment Trust Fund p.16. “This

subtitle creates a trust <fund to pay for training assistance undey
the JTPA Title IYI program. ‘The trust fund is paid into by an
assessment of up to I% on all imports and by the permanent extensidn
of the current special federal unemployment tax of .2%.

Subtitle C -Advance Notice and Adjustment Assistance p.21. This
subtitle provides for advanced notice of plant closings and mass
lavoffs in order to provide empioyees time to begin training and
other adjiustment activities and to prepare for a spell of

unemployment. It also creates adjustment assistance teams which

would go into plants and communities to help in the event of mass
dislocations.

Subtitle;n - Short Time Compensation p.26. This subtitle clarifies
existing law authorizing and encouraging "work.sbaring," a practice
by which ali employees agree to reduce their hours instead of laving
off a few workers. The unemployment benefits that would have been

paid are divided up as & partial compensation for the reduction in
hours.

Subtitle E ~ Student Aid for Dislocated Workers p.26. This subtitle
eases the standards for the Pell grant and GSL student aid programs
to make it easier for dxslﬁcated workers to apply.

Subtitle F - Demonstration Projects and Reporis p.292. This subtitle
contains 7 demonstration projects and stugies including: a substate
extended benefit demonstration to assist pockefs. of unemployment
below the state level; a demonstration program to improve training
for individuals receiving regular state unemployment compensation;
and an unemployment benefit cggguoat study. These are modeled

respectively on provisions in H.R.4469 {(Pease)}, H.R.1947 (Kennelly,},
and H.R.1690 {Wyden).




TITLE 11 - Welfare Reform p.62

This title incorporates H.R.4329, [leV¥in et al.}, the Work
Opportunities and Retraining Compact {WORC}. This legislation
regquires states to educate, train and find jobs for those collecting
AFDC. It mandates registration, counseling and assignment to
training for welfare recipients. Those with children under age & are
encouraged to participate. Costs would shared, 70% federal, 30%
state. Performance standards will measure the success of states.

TITLE XII - Youth p.81 “

This title amends JTPA Title II to create a new Part C -~ The
Community Youth Learn and Earn Program. It authorizes $1 billion
annually for the program for 5 vears. These funds would be targeted
to those states and areas within each state that have the highest
youth unemployment problems. The funds would be used by the Private
Industry Councils (PIC} to: (1) reduce the dropout rate {(2) increase
school attendance {3} increase high school graduation rates {4}
increase literacy and achievement (5] increase empioyment.

The title also authorizes three new initiatives to achieve the above

goals: (1) {3y Jo School Program (2) ng;h_ﬂg;gg;_§gaxéce (3}
Communltz ¥outh Services Corp.

TITLE IV - Illiteracy p.87

This title authorizes & "National Campaign to End Illiteracy.¥ The
bill provides for a two step program. In the first year, funded at-
$50 million, the Secretary of Education would establish a national
sEahdard of literacy and would then conduct a national survey, in--
conjunction with the states, to determine the number of individuals
who fall below this standard. Each state would then submit a
comprehensive plan to eliminate or substantially reduc& illiteracy
over a seven year period.

In the second phase, funds, not specified by envisicned to reguire
$400 million a year, would be distributed to the states, under
formula with a 50:50 state match, to carry out this campaign.
Performance standards would pravide incentives and penalties for
states that exceeded or failed to meet their goals.

-

TITLE V - Preparing the:Workforce p.101 '

This title would (1] permanently exempt employer paid education
£ringe benefitg from taxation, {2) incorporate the Individual
Training Account (ITA} proposal, H.R.26 (Durbin et al.) and {3)
provide continuing education grants to institutions of higher
education to help them reach non-traditional students, both on and
off campus.

TITLE VI - National Job Training Council p.158
This title creates a cabinet level council to examine national job

training needs. It would replace the National Commission on
Employment Policy.
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