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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;to Families with Dependent Children was established Sl 
years ago, it was designed as an income assistance program. Over the 
last twenty years, we have tried and failed to effectively link AFDe 

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) amends 

title IV of the Social Security Act and provides step by step 

assistance for welfare recipients to find employment. 


WORC will require states to offer mandatory education, training,

job counseling and placement services for most AFDe clients. 

Participants in the program would also be eligible for support 

services su~h as day care and transportation. 

, 

This legislation would replace the successful statewide Work 

Incentiv~ demonstration programs (WIN) which have proven effective in 

helping AFDC1recipients in 26 states become self sufficient. This WIN 

authority is scheduled to expire next year. 


, 
The federal government would pay 10 percent of the education and 


training costs of WORe, and 50 percent for administration, and such 

support services, as child care and transportation. State governments 
will financei the balance. A five percent incentive payment is 

available to, states that do a good job in finding employment for 

participants'., 

ceo 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 theyIdo not take into account additional training the states 
may undertake. It is important to note that these estimates also 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 Choices program
reduced federal costs'by 60 percent for a savings of $64 million. 

We believe WORe offers a fresh start and a real chance to the 3.7 
million families now receiving AFDC and we hope you will join us 1n 
sponsoring this legislation. We have included a more detailed 
description of the proposal. a comparison with curr~nt law and an 
article on the bill from the June 5th wall Street Journal. If you 
would like to join us or have questions an the proposal please eall 
Kitty Higgins (225-4961). 

Sincerely, 
• 

Barbara B. Kennelly sander M~ Levin 
I , 
, ' 

Charles B. Rangel George Miller 

Richard A. Gephardt Nicholas Mavroules 

Joe Moakley Barney Frank 

Walter E. Fauntroy Brian J. Donnelly 
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CBO Preliminary Cost Estimates for WORC (rY '87-'91) 

(in millions of dollars) 

'87 '88 '89 '90 '91 

Current law" 260 300 335 355 380 

WORC 95 200 230 210 210 

Total 355 500 565 565 590 

...FDC Families 3.7 million (11 million individual.) 

No. of participants 1.5 million 

'IVA and WIN 
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WORC - Work oPportunities and Retraining compact of 1986 


June 4, 1986 


When AFDC was established 51 years a90~ it was seen as solely an 

income assistance program. Despite piecemeal and often inconsistent 

attempts over the last twenty years, we've failed to link AFDC 

recipients to work and training programs aimed at helping them gain 

economic independence. Now t with increasing need, new 
I 

understandings',
I 

and national attention focused on the challenge of 

bringinq new opportunities to the disadvantaged, the time has come to 

make job training and p~eparation a top priority for the AFDC 

system. We must not continue to reduce the resources or threaten the 

program authorizations that make traininq and job preparation, ,
possible for AFDC recipients. Instead, we must weld AFDC to proven,, 
programs that 'enable recipients to leave the welfare rolls and join 

payrolls. 
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We now know enough to create a successful program. We can build 

off the proven 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 can build from the recommendations proffered by 

the National Governors' Association, the American public Welfare 

Association, the Children's Defense Fund, and many other groups whose 

hands-on experience has shown what works and what doesn't. 
, 

The time for reform is now. Right now the average monthly AFDC 
I 

caseload is close to eleven million people, mostly women and, 

children. since 1919, child poverty has increased 31\, the sharpest
I,,

increase since poverty statistics have been collected. We need to do 
I 

something now to give greater opportunity to the millions of poor 

families receiving welfare payments and a brighter future to the one 

out of five Ante,dcan children who live in poverty. We need welfare 

reform now, not because we wish to blame those in poverty or force 

them to exchange their welfare 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 can help families now. 

~e know the, difficulti~s those receiving welfare, and I mean the 

adults and not ,the two thirds of all recipients who are children,, 
face. We know ,that one half of all AFDC recipients are high school 

drop outs. Many are functionallY illiterate and for them, finding a 
, 

job is not as ~imple as skimming the want ads or perusing the yellow 

pages for suitable employers--they can't read or understand either, 

one. 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 important, we know that female heads of households, 

aged 25 to 34, can earn enough to keep a familY of three out of 
,, . 

poverty in 80\ ?f all traditionally male occupations but in only 45\ 

of all traditionally female occupations. For a single woman raising 

her children this fact mandates that she. finds not simply a job 

paying the minimum wage that guarantees that she and her family will 

remain mired in poverty; she needs a job that can bring her an 

adequate income and at least some health benefits for her family. 

We should not expect mothers of young children to give up their 

Medicaid benefits for a job that does nothing about health coverage. 

In additition, child care and transportation assistance must be 

available to those in training. 

Poor women need more than Simple job hunting skills; they need; . 
the training thi..t will let them enter the job market primed to find 

and keep a good job in an expanding field. To give them less is to 
, 

only hold out false hope and, for many, a return to the AFDC rolls. 

G 
We have all heard much about the success of the Massachusetts ET 

Choices program. Massachusetts is one of many States that has had 

success in helping thousands of AFDC recipients leave welfare for 

work. 

In 1984, 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, better than 

55,000 people found work after going through some type of education 
i 

and skill training. Approximately one half found jobs that offered 

health benefits'. , 
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To prepare' people for jobs, th~ MOST program offers welfare 

recipients a variety of training opportunities. Since 47\ of all,, 
MOST participants 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 mechanics and a 

variety of other growing occupations. For those already job ready 

there are three separate forms of job search - jo~ club, job seeking 

and job development - each tailored to the specific needs of specific
, 

participants. And for those in need of job experience, in order to 

develop improv~d work habits and attitudes or to maintain or upgrade 

existing skill~, the Community Work Experience Program offers a 

valuable opportunity. 

To insure tpat all recipients can 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 year - $18 million from WIN and 

the balance from state revenues. But it serves a monthly average of 

41,000 welfare! recipients and, as of August 1985, had already saved 

$36 million in'reduced welfare payments. As the long term effects of , 
those initial saving accumulate, that dollar total will rise. 

Based on the 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 Democratic 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 1986. 
I 

WORC contains six key elements. 

1. 	 A comprehensive plan to link Welfare and Training. 

All states would be required to develop a comprehensive 

emploYment and training plan for welfare recipients. The, 
effect would be to consolidate the many separate funding and 

progr~ authorities that now exist under Title IV. The bill. 	 . 
would also require that this training program be developed 

1n partnership with other state and local agencies 

responsible for job training and education including 

programs administered under the Job T~aining Partnership 

Act, Employment Service, vocational education, local 

education agencies and community cQllegeS~ 
I

2. Mandatory registration t counseling, and assessment for all 

non-exempt AFDe recipients. 

Out 	of the assessment and counseling process will come a job 

preparation plan for every individual. States would be 

encouraged to promote the voluntary participation of persons 

exemp~ed from work-related requirements. 

3, 	 Education and training options must be provided. 

States would be required to offer education and training 

optio~s 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 to employment. 
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4. Child care and transportation assistance available to those 

particiE!nts who need it all paints during the program. 
,~ 

5. 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 and in 
I

the 	outyears would be raised to 75/25 where states exceeded 
I 
I

performance standards. Administrative and support service 

costs such as child care and transportation would be funded 

at a 50% federal and 50% state matching rate. 

6. 	 Performance measured not by simple participation but by 

measured outcomeS. 

Building on the JTPA experience, beth national and state 
I

performance standards would be set. States that met or 
, 

exceeded performance standards would have a lower match 

rate. Standards would be developed by the Office of 

Technology Assess~nt 1n consultation with the Secretary of
• 

Health1and Human Resources, the Secretary of Labor and with , 
the 	advice of state officials and other experts. These 

standards will include such measures as job placement 

ratesl~job retention, reduction of welfare casts and 
I

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 
I 

the 	greatest barriers to employment and take into account 
I 
, 

the unemployment rate in each state. These performance 

standards should be coordinated with JTPA standards. 
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OVer 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 WORe we can build a national program that offers those in 

poverty new opportunity. We can help those who are stuck on the 
I, 

bottom to find their own way up and out. 

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

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



1. 

2. 

). 

4. 

5. 

WORe's Six Key Features 

A Comprehensive plan to link Welfare and Job Training. 

All states would be required to develop a comprehe~sive
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 require 
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 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 to promote the voluntary participation of persons
exempted from work-related requirements. 

,
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 
prqgram leading to employment. 

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

Support services--especially child care are essential 1f 
participants arc 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\ f<'deral and 30% state 
matching rate for all training and education costs. 
Administrative and support service costs such as child care 
and transportation would be funded at a 50\ federal and 50\ 
state matching rate. 



6. Performance measured and rewarded by results. 

Buildinq on the JTPA experience, both national and state 
performance standards would be set. States that met or 
exceeded performance standards would have a S\ 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 officials and other experts. These 
standards will include such measures as job placement rates t 

job retention f reduction of welfare costs and caseloads j 
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 
staqdards should be coordinated with JTPA standards. 
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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 reform Aid to Families with 
Dependent Childre~~AFDC) by requiring each State to educate, 
train and find jobs for those on welfare. 

P~RTICIPANTS: ~ll AFOC recipients will register for work-related 
counseling and assignment to training. Current exemptions are 
continued, but AFDe recipients with children under 6 are 
encouraged to participate voluntarily. 

, 
AOMINISTRATIO~: The Secretary of Health £ Human Services will 
administer the federal program.
state's program. 

The welfare agency will run each 

I 

PROGRAN' DESIGN: The state will assess the employment prospects 
of each registrant and refer applicants for counseling. training
and placement. All education and training activities authorized 
under WIN t JTPA, Vocational education, the public employment 
service and other pro9rams lcadinq to permanent job placement are 
cligi~lc activities under this act. 

rUNDING: I The federal government will pay 70\ of the education 
and training COSLS and 50\ for administration, and such support
services., as child care and transpert,ation. A 5\ incentive 
payment is available to states that do a good job in finding jobs 
for participants. 

PERFORY~CE STANO~RDS: States will be eligible for incentive 
payments if they meet or exceed performance standards. These 
performance standards will measure such outcomes as job 
placements, wages, job retention, reductions in ArDC payments and 
cases,'education improvements and ,the extent to which the jobs
provide health benefits. 

I, 
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J 	 WORe'S Six Key Features 
I 

1. 	 A Comprehensive plan to link Welfare and Job Training. 

All states wouldrbe required t~ develop a comprehensive
employment and training plan for welfare recipients. The 
bill would consolidate the four separate proqram authorities 
that now exist under Title IV. The bill would also require 
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 
1 education l local education agencies and community 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 to promote the voluntary participation of persons
exempted 	from work-related requirements. 

). 	 ~ducation and train~ng 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 

t program leading to employment. 

4. 	 ~hild care and trans2ortation assistance available to those_ 
particieants who need it 

Support services--especially 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. 

5. 	 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 care 
and transportation would be funded at· a 50\ federal and SO\ 
state matching rate. 

.,, ,
, 
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6. 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 Ass~ssment 1n consultation with the Secretary of 
Health and Human Resources, the Secretary of Labor and with 
the advice of state officials and other experts. These 
standards will include such measures as job placement rates, 
job 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 
staqdards should be coordinated with JTPA standards. 



- PRESS STATEMENT 

Today G~vernor Michael S. Dukakis hailed legislation 
introduced by Congressman Levin and Se~ators Moynihan, Kennedy 
and Kerry as the first step towards developing a national 
Employment and Training CHOICES program for all welfare 
r,:cipients. 

The -ArDe 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 
choices. including education and training, that are available 
under Massachusetts' own E.T. program. 

Under this legislation states will be given the flexibility 
and fiscal resources they need to design comprehensive 
employment and training programs to best suit their clients 
needs. Initially, states will be required to share 301 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 ~I07 million in reduced 
wclfare ben'efitsrrom 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 consratulate the members of Congress whom have 
taken the initiative to seize upon the ever growing successful 
state programs that are dcsigned to provide all welfare 
recipients a route out of poverty. 
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WORK OPPORTUNITIES AND RETR~INING COMPACT OF 1986 
tw 0 R C) 

AMENDS TITLE IV OF THE SOCIAL SECURITY ACT 

PURPOSE: To simplify current law and reform Aid to Families with 
Dependent Children IAFDe) by requiring each State to educate, 
t-rain and find jobs for those on welfare. 

PARTICIPANTS: All AFDC recipients will register for work-related 
counseling and assignment to trainin9. Current exemptions are 
continued. but AFDC recipients 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 
state's program. 

PROGRAM DESIGN: The state will assess the employment prospects
of each registrant and refer applicants for counseling f training
and placement. All education and training activities authorized 
under WIN/ JTPA, vocational education f the public employment 
~crvicc a~d other programs leading to pormanent job placement arc 
oligi'blc activities under this acL, 

FUNDING: The federal governmant will pay 70\ of the education 
and training costs and 50\ for administration, and such support
serVices, as child care and transpor~ation. A 5% 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. These 
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 health benefits. 



HOUSE COSPONSOR 


1. 

2. 

3 . 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

21. 

22. 

23. 

24. 

25. 

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 Gephardt 

Rep. Bart Gordon 

Rep. Lee Hamilton 

Rep. Paul Henry 

Rep. March Kaptur 

Rep. Rober,t Kastenmeier 
I 
•Rep. Barbara Kennelly 

Rep. Joe Kolter 

Rep. Mickey Leland 

Rep. Mikey Lowry 

Rep. Torn Manton 
IRep. Matthew Martinez 

26. 

27. 

28. 

29. 

30. 

31. 

32. 

33. 

34. 

35. 

36. 

37. 

38. 

39. 

40. 

41. 

42. 

43. 

44. 

45. 

46. 

Rep. 


Rep. 


Rep. 


Rep. 


Rep. 


Rep. 


Rep. 


~ep. 

Rep. 

Rep. 

Rep. 

Rep. 

Rep. 

Rep. 

Rep. 

Rep. 

Rep. 

Rep. 

Rep. 

Rep. 

Rep. 

Nicholas Mavroules 

Barbara Mikulski 

George Miller (Calif) 

Joe Moak1ey 

Bruce Morrison 

Robert J. Mrazek 

Stephen Neal 

Charles Rangel 

Harry Reid 

Peter Rodino 

John Seiberling 

James Scheuer 

Marty Russo 

Robin Tallon 

Edolphus Towns 

~eter 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 child care, transportation and 
essential services to participants and their families. 

- The cso 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 ceo estimate is conservative. It is based on current 
policy and does not to take into account significant additional 
training activities that may be undertaken by the states. It is 
vital to note that CSO's preliminary estimate does not reflect 
savings that will result from reductions in welfare, medicaid and 
food stamp payments. 

- State experience confirms that investment in education and 
training does pay dividends. 

,
--The Manpower Demonstration Research Corporations (MORC)

study of 4 sites found that the federal government receives 60\ 
to 70\ of savings for every client that participated. 

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

Massachusetts· E.T. Choices program reduced federal costs 
by 60\ for a savings of $64 million. 

I 

2. Why do you 'think this proposal will work? 

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

- Maine's WEET (welfare, employment, edUcation, and training) 
program has placed 4,500 AFDC recipients in jobs saving $11.5 
million in welfare payments. 

- Arizona'S work incentive program placed almost 10,000 in 3 
years and saved over $14 million In welfare funds. 

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

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

- MDRe and GAO have found similar positive 'results. 



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

I 

- 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 ~form 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 t.here 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 WOR'C 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.) 

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



'6. What are the chances of legislative action this year, 

- It's always tough to predict 1n 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 training for welfare recipients. 

- Congressman Harold Ford has held a number of hearings in 

his Ways & Meansjsubcommittee and is likely to report a bill by 

Fall. 


- The senate'has scheduled hearings for mid-July., 
, 

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

- Massachusetts recovery has helped, but Governor Pukakis 

points out that in his first term unemployment fell by five 

points and the welfare caseloed 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 case load has dropped by 26,000 over the last 
three years beca'use of MOST. 

, 
8. Is participation in WORe mandatory? 

- All welfare recipients must register and receive 
counselling 

- current exemptions for those with children under six still 
apply. 

States can choose to run a voluntary program like 

Massachusetts or a mandatory one like California's GAIN. 


- The emphasis 1s on performance not prescription. All the 
states will be evaluated on the job they do in finding work for 

welfare recipients.' 


, 
9. Do those on! welfare really want to work? 

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

- In Massachusetts the average wage for full-time jobs was 
$10,000 a year. The average AFPC/Food Stamp benefit level is 

$6,600. 


- MORe'. study showed financial gains for welfare clients who 
participated in the work and training program.

I 



to. What about child care? 
·, , 

- WORe mandates that child care, transportation, and other 
support services needed to successfully complete training be 
provided. 

- WORe will share the cost of child care and other services 
equally with the states. 

11, Are other reforms of our welfare programs needed? 

Yes, 

- In addition to transition assistance -- training, education 
and childcare -- as provided by this proposal, any comprehensive
reform of welfare must also include: 

1, Incentives to maintain families by providing AFDC for 
two parent families and tougher child support enforcement, 

24 Adequate benefits, through a minimum national benefit 
standard~ 



__ _ 
SANon M. l£VlN 
"''''''~'IIOl' 

Q:ongrtll.5 of tht ilnittd ~tQtf.IJ 

!\OU8t nr 'Rtprumtatillra > 

UashlnBfOD, B.~. 2111JS 

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 all 

states to provide job training and employment opportunities to AFDC 

recipients. WORe (HR-4929) is modelled on these successful state 

programs and ~ncludes six key features: 

14 	 Comprehensive state plans to link welfare and training 

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

3. 	 Education and training to become job ready 

4. 	 Child care, transportation and other support services 

5. 	 Shared costs - - - 70\ federal-30% state for training and 
,education; 50% federal-50\ state for administration and 
• support services 
, 

6~ j 	 Performance standards to hold states accountable 
for results. 

Since WORe was introduced 40 of our colleagues have joined as 
sponsors (list attached)~ A number of Governors and state welfare 
commissioners' are also supporting this bill. 

I hope you will take another look at this legislation and consider 
co-sponsoring. If you have any questions or need additional 
information, please call Kitty Higgins at 225-4961. I look forward to 
working with you~ 

Sincerely, 

sander M. Levin 

.'.
•>, . 
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Democrats Offcr 
Welfare Initiative 
Focusing on Work 

Uy JIIANN S. UIIIU!" 
Sh.ff11.'"..,,,-, "J T ..." W 4H. s",'".,,:,' JUV.."'M. 

WASHINOj(IN -A do%t'll 1t"..dlnK fijIUS.> 
and SNIiI!~ rlt'nlO('mlS uuvritl"d a hrnad 
1<'J,<\slaliv{' proJX1S<\f ttl n'(luilT' ('VI'I)' "'all" 
In I rain w('!(an- rrciph'nlS ill'ld IU'lp ItH'IU 
find jom, 

The bili would comrunt' foot {"um'lIt 
rt'df'fal programs into a fI('W nnt dllbtx-d 
lht Work OpplrttlniUes and Rtlruining 
Compact. or WORe. tinder tht' prorrnnt. 
all \I/{'lrare ""elpit-llts. E'xc('pt (host' witb 
etHld....n lIndt'r six YC;lf'S old, wnuld 'tmv{' to 
sip up for job tr.llnlng and counselinp:. 
States woold bave to provide welfarem::ip
teflts with (hlld tare and other supporl 
sen'let'S. _. 

TIlt' Conlt~$Siorml RlWgt't OUirt' rsll· 
mali..1 that Ihl.' addltumal job trnhllUI: 
would ('os! lilt' U.S. at !cast $!US till/lion 
nvrr liYt' yt'ats. But proponrn!S S,I.k! the 
f'I\e<l$UI't' would trim ft'derat w('lfart' e~pt'n· 
dJtuf\"$ significantly OVCf lhe- 10llg run, 

Jo'ur if'V{'1')' dollar Spellt, "we nfft mtlny 
nlllR' dull.lf'S N'tuml'd Wnt'll p«IpW .,,1 (IU 
Wl·lf'IN.'," tlt't'!urt"tl OlW sPdt.\St!r, lkp" B:lr
!.lam Kt'mlt'lly IIJ., CmmJ. "Irs ptllilieally 
fl"lSihle to ba'U' Ihls hili :,1 tbis hnl{'." 

. Til£' nwasurt probably will hwl fllrthrr 
" simnwrilllt natiollal dt'bat(' (lvrr mhap
illl! ft'drml wt"lfall' polky. 1'(1'5«:11,'111 Hl';t' 
gan, a longtime advocate of obllgaWry 
wurkrart'. hns askt"d it Whlle Houst rabinrt 
OXiru"'i1ID eumt" up by Dt-i:. I with rrcom· 
meod:llions (or Qwrlumllng Ihe Wf'lfurt' 
system. A strong push by Democrats for 
thdr ;UttrnaUve cotlld makl' it a focus ot 
I"", ':.11 .·'utltml..... 

-lune .), !9~t 

T1w Jh-a/:,111 udmillbimHuli rt.'lX':lh-dly 
has un:t'tl t"ongr~. without SII('I'l'SS, to I'n' 
act .\ palitmal "workf..w" Ilrognut!. ill 
t'OI\trM:lt It) tl'lt' laft'S! l)('n1ocratir plil~\, a 
nYl'nl :ulminl$tr-.lll1m IlnJIII~t would luwt 
thl' rJl.1('nl to wbkh stall'S f'uuid PfI>vWt' r(" 
nlt'dial todur>tUrm ,md jllb training !O wI'I· 
ran' l'I,(,j(lIt'ms. It :Ibn WllUI!l/l"t altJ)W 
Mal('!o tu olt£>r child {,1Ut' tor rt'f'Wit'tlIS ('o· 
TOlINI II) job,tralntnK pl"'OJ:rmns, 
~ Stnatl!' rrc~ntJy dt-ft'.Wd a Hl'aJan 


budgri proposal EO l'lIminalt' tlw ft'tlend 

JO'lt"mment'$ Work il'U'I"nUv(' Ptoi;rum. a 

((;lining program that W'J$ ~n in Ittf' 


ISWS: and was fundPd ;H S21t ntillion Ihls 

fisr,,1 yrar. Propont'nlS of the !lCW wonc 

prtll:ram interprl'11'd Ihat !Iclioo as ;~ si,m 

thaI I:lwmakt'~ mll!hl kll.1k iamrabty on 

thl' nl'W propos.al. The WIN j'lrugram IS 

:utlflng I~ Ihal would Ix' IIK'rJftod 1010 

WORe. 


Ihldrr WORe. statl"$ would havE' I() .tS
st"SS pnrtielpanu:' job PMpt'Cts. nod then 
help Ilwm gel1ralOt'd lUtd plncro in jobs. 
TIll' fl'ttetal fOvE'mmenl would Ct.Wet 107.. 
rn LtlP tnlinhlK costs, with stall'S payUtf: for 
the rf'St: they curreotly split Stu'b f'Xp(!:flS('f 
nenly. States would ret't'ive bonU$ pOly' 
ml'uts If wt'Uare ret:!lplt'Oi.S £>xc,-'i at );mu· 
ma ,1M kft'pirlg Job$. 

flt1oocr4ts hope to win support for Ibl'lr'~' 
plan (rom Rt'publifnns N'prt's(,lIling sta!f's 
that already have jnstitulf'd wlIflNralninr 
Iflquirf'WlIl!t for welfare rN:lplf'nts. It 1981 
law, which t'lipil'f!S Mxl year. gave staff'S 
and local fOVE'rnmenls hew fk>xibllity to 
rXIlt'rimcllt with rtqIJirillK wella", appli· 
('ants to ulJ.dt>rtakf' Job training or commu· 
nity wort, 

Abullt Si'Vf'n stairs hay(\' stat('Widl' (',_ 
for~ 10 provldf' somt' Iypo> of mandahlry 
wmij a("tivilil'S tOf rltlployabfr ~'lfllf(' t(\" 

ciJ»t111.s: nnolhr(' 31) art" ('xJX'rilfll'nlillJ: 
with StIMl pml:ral'll$, MUS! ortrf '''trtld
panls hi'lp In Umhng JHbs ur !n t:l'mUf: t'du
("alII'll) bPfort' rt'qUlrllll:' IMm 10 'WU1't for 
Itwlr lHuulbly asWsllllW"I', 

"Wtilarf monn and )iniart' to jOb 
Iralmnl is Ii malltf of tremt'OOoos Int~rt$l 
II) tbp public," said nep. Sand,r Levin, tht 
Mi('hif(.m Drmocrat \liOO draflPd the bilL 
"J! will bt' a poiltlcnl imle bc'faUSt' irs :.1 
public' issup," Despite budget t"Mstraints. 
he .saId a full Hoost" vote "Is posslble"lbl' 
ypar. 

http:propos.al
http:dt-ft'.Wd
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Is welfare reform's time at hand? I 

Democrats offer bill stressingjob training to reduce welfare rolls 
Br Robert P. Hey 

Sal! .....,\1'1 oI1he ChrISt..... Sc.oeoca Montor
WI_ 

Welfare refonn has been 8 topic of 
intennittent discussion for at least 
20 years. But 1987 may actually see 
action on the issue, Some here believe 
that next year welfare reform may 
.be what tax. refonn is today: the 
principal domestic issue in the na
tion's capital. 

By Dec, 1 • White House task 
force is to report to 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 on wel

. fare reform by earty next year. 
But this week a group of congres

sionallJemocrats, led by Sen, Daniel 
P. Moynihan or New York and ~ 

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

Under the proposal, fOttr current 
federal welfare programs would be 
combined into 11 single program 
called the Work Opportunities and 
Retraining Compact. States woulO be 
required to establish a slngJ<! job
training an<\.ooueation program, 

For the first time, all welfare re
cipients, except those with children 
under six years old, would be re
quired to enroll in job training and 
counseling programs as a condition 
to receiving benefits, 'I'll< federal 
government would rover 10 percent 
of !he job-training oosts, With the 
stales paying ror tile 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 l 
order to take advantage of education : 
or training opportun.ities. II 

The Democratic propooal is in part 
an attempt to seize the political ini
tiative on an issue that appears to be 
ripe for public attention. There has 
been increased talk both in Congress : 
and in the ad.ministration aOOut the i 
need for welfare reform... ' 

The Reagan admlnistratlon is 
thought to fav'or a reduction in fed· 
eral job training and counseling pro
grams and increased emphasis on 
"workfare," under which aU welfare 
recipients would be requ.ired to take 
publie-service jobs in order to "work 

Please see WE1.FAAE next page 
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oft"" Uttif grants. 

The Democratic' proposal, while not alwgther re
jecting workfare. would put increased emphasis on 
job tnining and education for welfare recipients. 
The sponsors hope their approach will be regarded 
more favorably by the public, and fr.:y may see it as 
a campaign issue this year. 

The Congressional Budget Office estimates that 
the additional job training provided in the Demo
crath~ bill would cost the federal goverrunent at least 
$945 million -over 6ve years, But the hill's supporters 
assert that by getting welfare recipients into produc
tive jobs and off tM welfare rolls, their program 
would cut federal welfare outlays over the long run. 

The Democratic plan seeks to build upon the 
successes of several states that are reducing 'their 
welfare rolls by offering substantial education and 
job-training programs to adults receiving public 
assistance. 

Welfare experts often cite Massachusetts as a 
leader in this area Bay State officials say that as a 
result of the state's programs, more than 20,000 
welfare recipients have been able to move off the 
rolls in three years. (Some observers believe, how
ever, that Massachusetts's boomingeeonomy is also a 
pr:i1\cipaJ reason for the state's success In cutting its 
welfare rolls.) "". 

fOr the past five years the agenda of deba.re in 
Washington on many domestic social prog:rarns has 
been set largely by conservatives, often including the 
administration. Conservatives in general have 
&ought to cut back on federal welfare funding, while 
liberals have battled to maintain the status quo, 
. Rwnors about the direction being taken by the j 
President's welfare cornrnissioll-iead liberals to con",.
dude that the salne.panem:wru be repeated next. 
year, Ube.-.Js sus""",, that tlie Mmlnistration 'will

reoommend letting the states run welfare programs

as they wish, with the federal government's role j 


. limited to providing a Jump-sum payment each year 

for distribution by the states.. 

The administration repeaU!dly has oaId 00 _

sions have yet been reached. Nonetheless skeptics 

fear the net effect of admin1stratiOn proposals will be 

to reduce the amOlmt of money Washi.n#on provides 

10) welfare recipients,· including funds intended to 

help them become oe!l"uPportin&yr,:1 . 


Uberal DemO<:11ltS hope to <:!>ani' Ws _ by 
their action this week of putting their ideas on the 
table first, rather than permitting conservatives Ortee' 
again to define the boundaries of serious discussion, 

Over the two decades that welfa.re reform has 
been debated, the issues have draStically changed. In 
the late 1960s, when reform first was hailed as an 
idea whose time had come, di.'K."U9Sion revolved l 
flfOund providing a guaranteed llI'UluaJ wage, or jobs, \ 
to: welfare ~ipients, Th~~.~~ loot favor in the mid· 

19705, however. when results: of .several test pro
grams indicated that a guaranteed income tended to 
reduce the dtsire of recipients to get off welfare and 
obtain work, just as oonservatives had warned. 

FUr the past dec.ade there has been what some, 
observers here describe as Ii truce between OO1I.Serva~ " 
dves e.nd'liberals on welfare, 'With each side not 
wishing to reopen debate about reform for fear the 
other side would gain the upper hand in any changes, 

During the 19S1ls the initiative In change hubeen 
with the states, which ~ conducting a number of 
t!lsparal< experimental programs ranging In type 
from Massa.chusetts's education·and-training ap
proach't.o California's emphasis on 'Workfare. 

http:welfa.re
http:Ube.-.Js


Welfare:Revised 

More States Now Ask 
Recipients of Aid 
ToTrainand TakeJobs 

Mas.	...chusetts and California 
Abo Provide Child Care. 
Freeing Mothers to Work 

Reagan's Workfare Memori," 
' 

-Sidfl K ..pu~l("t ufT'I'~ \'II ..1_'. STI<•.•:, ;t", '"...., 
BO$TON- [)orma {)(>shail'$ tt'i'l'ntly cd, 

l'l.lralt'(f lht> fiDei annlvl'r;o;ary of JWf (rrt" 
oo/tl-frt"f\dnlll .frum ttw bilhWOI thai 
many rnmtwrs on ,",'I'!!arl' Ml!it>r. In April 
(If 1.%:" Slw bP(ill1 wor),; II! Inp Il.lynlll dt" 
Il..H1mf'nl of ~'assa('husl'ns Ijt'lwra! Hf'Spi
MI, a Jub she gut .".Ith IIw nt'tp lit Iht' 
Slilt"'!. Eml'loymt>f11 and Tralnim: pro· 
gram. . 

Ms. Df'shalf'S, who is Xl yean: old, 
Irlliw !Ilr tnt> jobdLlritlJ: a \6·wt"ft tOUI'S!' 
Ihat rll\'f'tM nrn: jll$\ elt'r!c,!! Skills bill also I 

j 
surh subJf'{'l$ as inll"rvlt'Wm:: for:t job and 
t:ll't'5$jnj:! JlrflJlf'rly for work. l1urinj? tlpr 

I 

{(;lining. sil!' runlinuf'd In Kt't hc>r weU:;,... 

rht't'I\, "luttl (':Ift' ;1011 InlllspO:JflaUOn t'~. 


fll'Il)t'~ 'ilWh' Il:Uti b~' liw ".:1' pragtllm. 

"j .....oo1;ln·t h;\\(' ht",u aul .. h) P'IY {(If 

illY (I\I,n IraininJ:." slw ,S;lyS. And (>Vf'n had 
1:>1l<' f!lund ;Ut{jou lUHllt'j" rhiltl'(a,(' ('}" 
,,,'HSI'S {el hf'r IWP,),,'ar'oJd HaUl:"hlt't, 1':1' 
tall:\, t,rriult1 h.H't' t."'11 IlfJ;lff!lroabll'.I TI,.j.lY, lih.' till (.mj(l'r 1). <111 \I."'I/:lf1', I 

Th\' M~H'huw!l~ i'WI·tilth'U! IS An ..... 
an1l11t' "r Ii!'W df!lrtlr. loy illa!!'iI 10 rl'S(ltvt' 

I 	 I 

I 
i ",... !I;\f"« Ptubl!'ll~, l'ali!HrnJ:1 lS just brgin, 

PinK il progrnm callt>d {;rt':!I.'t AVi'tlIle5 fot I 
Ind"fH'fWknr(>, orGAIN, thaI, Ilk!' £T. uses

• 	 lrainjnlt to ~ P'oplf' fiU pubhc assistant!' 

and Into jOm.. And lik;' £T, (fit. Califorma
I protmm oUf>rs rtti)d'r;Jn:> :lid. whtch IS 
rrurlal ill a natkm III which two-l hints or! 

j thto II tmltlOlI j:Ji'llpl!' tin Iht' main it'dt>t:ll· 

I, lolal!' wt'lfatt· program al'l' ('hiW¥,(,n. 


working for'thf> Muor)' 
1 JUSl 	 ab<:lul f'\'f'rylxldy aJ,l'rN'S that !hE' 
('um>nl wdfaN' SYSI(,1ll rn't'ds r('p.llt, If /h'1 

rl'pLIn'Rwli!. It) .hIS SlaW (11 tilt' Uninn ad· 

t!11'loS Ihis yt'Ut, Ptl;>sidt'nl Rl'lti:ll.n said hf' 

was insttlJc!lng his Domt'Stir Coundl 10 


,I f'\'31U:ltf' ff'dt't.ll progrJms for lIl(" poor and 

todt>vt>roj). by J.:lt<:, I. "it strategy for 1m·
1 

j 
. nWl31t> :I;(,liop," nl:"(BUS<' Mr. Reagan of· 


If'" mak.t's tlpur his b(oJiI'i !ha: wtlfaN' rf" 

dpients should .otk tor Itwir m~, th(' 


'. 

\\luli' Hm;w :!>lrau'J:Y is i'XI~tt'd II. lfI,
, rloot' II ~H'aUt'l:1 '1wrkran' program. 

WOrt:f;l1 t' is ('Onttm','r"I:Il, but tht' ~t;llt's 
lUay 1:1~t' th .. If"ad ht'ff> :\$ '+\"('11. III a rnm 
pro~l1t... , '~'" I If'(! hi ('ahfornia 's adOI!! I" 

JULY 23. 198(, \~l\LL STREET 	JOURNI\L 

.t tHan. hht>rals agrf'I'<llo d fmm HI -.;nrk· 
!;\W so IlllIJ! .IS rhUd l'atf' "'"s ,oar! nt Iht' 
pros:rallt. Some Olf'mb(>r.; oJ Cvngri':!>s l!!>fl!:' 
lhat li Similar fi'deral {';lffipnlmiM' might 
kat! to rrfashloning Aid 10 F.urulh-s With 
I~'prndf'nt Chllrlrtn. a l!;' b!lllon'a'~t'ar 
prugram, 

Jot. rrratioo and rhlld t3rt' art' ('ntH'al, 
thOl1~h f'xJlf'nSivf'. f'1f'ffit'nlS in rhangm):: 
,.'1')1:111'. sa~.s Harbnr:1 Blum. ttlt' pn'wiV1ll 
11: Iht' AIllt'fkan Publk Wrlf;lw AW>ell.' 
Jih)l >Iud of Iht M;mpolwl't l}(>munliU'"dtmn 
Rl'St'arrh Corp .. whkh v\'alualf's ::.~<tfF wI'l· 
tar.. pr~rJms. "I: d<lf'S ttl dnwn In 
\,:hl'tht'r w;,'rr wllhn~ In Ji!!tlw till' frnt]1" 
('nd Ulft'stnwll! fM >l lllUj('krm ~nE'IJ1:~ 
!lets, Hlum saYli, 

Sp4'odiJ'lg and Savin;: 
t7T's t)O million annual bhd:,:,'1 n'pH" 

Sf'nl.s a f'llnsio!'rnbly hij:!'h('r illlt'!>!n!<.'111 

(IHUl thr $12 million M\l$$ll"h\iSt'!ts :;1*'111 
00 wf'lfarl" In 1982. thf' }'t'llT twfotv r;T tit·· 
Ran, i:M ET's job'plllcemtn: ('{i.!ltli alv 
ubulIl n.l!f thfi&f (If tilt' fvtnwt prn~tum. 
S<ly& Charles Aikins, thr S\'Jlt' puhlll"WI'!· 
far" rommj~jmwr, "For t'wry dullar "';' 
il1vpsl in ET, we SU\'t' twu dollars in n" 
d!lt'ftI wflfart' \){'nrfils and Jnt'rt'a5M 1;1), 
tl'\'l'llu"," lit says, Half (If £1"s blldgl1li> 
sppnl through child-cart' \,oucnfrs thai p;w 
vms, usuall)' motht>t$, itan uS{' at any It
rI'nsro facility. Tfk' stah' t'{!nlinut'::. 10 ray 
fur day cart' fDr as Ion}; :is ont' yt'ar a[(I'i" 
1111' wi:'Har¥ rt'('ipi!'nt gt'ls a job, 

Connir Parks pays: only $11,00 of Hit' $60 
wt'f'kly daYf"lItt bill {or hl;'r thttt'-yt'ar'uW: 
SCln, JHnlL "if I h<id 10 p.lIy !$tiO hlrl d,IY 
r;lN' {'wry w....t. UWtt' wouldn't 1,'" ltny 
l>I'lIst> in wotktl1ll'," sli#' says, t.'ntiJ I,IM {I('. 

lntwr, Ms, f'"..rks, 3i, had bl>{'n on \l.4·!!;m' 
sinN' another~. nnw 1:', W.lS bonl, Alf", 
lW many yNl'$ 011 public i\S!:iist:HH t', ~J;" 
tlflds it somr-whal bard In bt'!i"vI' that nto.... 
shr is erup!oyPd In Ihr ttlu!.· pnlCt'»inj! IlJJi! 
Ilf lioston's Gnm> Hal1v,l!'lfan: Ilfri!'!'. 

Llltl' Ms. P<lrks, o\lll'(lo hal.'" ' .... 'II 
"mUPd t)v.-r" from wt,tiaN' Ihruuj!i! ET'
on,tne·jub {,"ifling projl't't Itr.HWJl Ji::. 1-\(jl 

porti\,t' "'{(lrk .and Into rvgular, fulHmlt' 
rmplnymrn! In privatI.' indnstry. 

'A OUfi'l'{'nl ?(>rson' 
Thl' supportiw,work i'ptloll is ,,!;,' \'1 

St'\,.'ral a\'uila!ik W E:T dlt'lIls. ,l;WJ!'\' 

I't'rrymall Chillil' Inslt'ad to r~rn twr IH}!,i!' 
schoo! t'quivalt'nfY diploma :twlt'llk: ET\ 
2K,wt'tR Offlt'(' Skills Trainillt: Pn'f(r:1nl !II 
Roston's l1nltf'd South End &'111(0011'111$. 
Bl'yond till' t)/ping and w!inl'pn){,"S$III~ 
:;.kliis thaI Ms, l'I'Trvman IS 1>';:;']110):, slw 
~avs sill' iii mllr .. Sf'lhlssllrMj ;wc] Um~ h:l~ 

11 bt-Hrr fl:'l;di!)flshlll with hl'f t'hl!drl'!:. 
"N~w ttU'y rao It.S~ ml' qlw:,:l hillS >I.'ilh fOli' 

fldNIt'('," :;hr saylo, "R¥tnN" Itwy wnulu 
say, 'Sht' dup't know: I'm a difff'ft'nl Ilt'f' 
son, so lht'Y'tt' diJfPtt'nl. I()(I," 

Af1f'. Ms. Pt'tr>'mat1'~ trainin£ IS cnm' 
pit'ii'd and ('mplOYffi('nt lX'gins. stw <Iud 
bpr chlldrrn w!J1 br f'llglblt" flor nnt' yt'ilf 01 
il11Ilp'PJid ht'.allh Sf'T\'¥~ tr tU':llIjl 111:;'11],' 
<111(''' isn't zrailablp from twr jilt. 

ET is widd)' pmiSf'd. Hl"lwl.."U Orlnllt'l 
whl'n 1<:1 b'1:';u). and .Jallu;lIY 19M;. 

http:ff'dt't.ll
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\~ALL STREET JOURNALWelfare Revised: More States Ask 

Aid Recipients to Do Some Work 


Cl1l1i1'mA('d Pn)m Arst' Pag!' 
rhusMt:. authnriuP$ t"StimalP thp Castlrul~ 
V<!luld Ill! ,I[ It'as! 93.2filt ; 

But thrh' art' Skl'plies. T~ aVt'ragl' an
!lUdJ Ma$Sill'h~·tl5 wp[fare irant of UJ!OO 
[raw:;: r .. cipit-nb> we-II t..t>low tht> poyerty 
Uflt'. whkb is IrUt' o[ wrlfare rt>Clplt'ntS In 
all thl' slall"S. EVt'i1 nw' ytarly incllnw 
lr\lnl Un' I\\'l"ragf ET fulHiml" job-$iL
tnI-i$ wp!) bdO\\' "brt'adwmru.r's W8fcS," 
romplains [)()rothy St('\'ens, a Boston wl"l· 
fart' reeipJPllt and acti ..isL AS of July l. 
~1<l1t' oWrials woo't pay C()ntrarlGTS who 
If.un ~T CljM~ If tht' rl'ctplf'8ts atf'n't 
plart~1 in )ubs fMyiilg at le.asl $:' an 
tmur. 	 • ' 

I'r.'!>icio'lll R • .",,:u:'s 1~7 rl'dt'r:ll bl.ldl:{'t 
pTnp(l~a! ",I!lS (ot' HI!' "work incf'ntivr" 
!WJNl pnl{:ram Ihat finanet';. Ot'xlbJI' Sial!' 
ini!wtlvf'S !iilrfl as £1 to bf. rtplaced by a 
rilt'3lX'r "won: O!'J!'Jr!unitie>s" projt'('L ET 
,.'ould I"~" al....ll! 1" ml'liull ,mdt>r Hw R!'a~ 
can pruplt!o;ll. ;w,'pram!! !II Gov. Midllit'J 

Uulwkb, whn :m)'» ttl' woultllry til [llul thl' 
mOl... )' j'/l>f'wht'tc' r;Jlll.-r th.m let Ihi' JIm· 
f:'ram dif', 

Thf' Ht'agan proposal Yo'ould tl'Quir(' thai 
up III 7[,"', of ablf"lwJdif'd wt'lfan- m-il!i' 
j'nts. f')H'lutling molh,'n: of )'OUIlJ: dnldr('n, 
rnmlt in 11 ...-.-ork'N'j:lh'd ul'tivity. TJu> Na' 
(mnal Cuunti! Ilf Slalf' LRgblalUrf'S bas 
ttlkl ('onxr('ss it "OpfJiV,S till' imposHiml of 
a n;Jlivnal, rrclIld:.ltory work pr;lgl".ml tw· 
('a~ $1Ith a pn'l!'ram fails to t('(tlgnizl' 
spt'('ial stat,· and foc-al tOMltlOm::" 

L'ultlllj;: (,llStli whill' mcrt'asins:- bE'lWills 
to Hw "trilly nl't'{\y~' loog has ht>t>n a (,i'n, 
ttll! f'1('l11l'1I' uf Mr, Ht'llg;m's wt'liaN' ph.
hl$f1J1hy, lJudgl" Cllts maW.' in fiscal 1981 
rt'uurro Uft" t~ million AFOC cast'$ by 
;lh.1U1 H1J¥lu. aff'nrding (tl tlit Gf'lWral Ac' 
('Imnllll!; om,., (if Cllllgrrss, Yfl tt'a! tn' 
('nIW' fur ft'npit'flts cootillUrd II) drop. us It 
b:tU 1)O't'll ~flinl: fOT yeats, From lSiI II> 
l~•• ttl!' Arne lwntii! ftll by onl"ll1ird 10 
('unsiafll d<JtlaTs, Wht'o food stamps. art' io
t'h!df\l innk' rOOlPUI;lljoo. trw drop sldlls 
20''';, 

Mr. H";IK;m'~ "wws Oil weliarl" havf' 
tM~'n 1011<1111'0 10,J !<lI1!t' f'xlenl by his t'XI)t" 
Flrm'!'s as 1.'~IVf'rnur of California bt>!wf't'n 
!%ti and 19H. HI! :md lh(' statf' 1f',gisla!Uft' 
d!'o't'lop!'\I a '>1o('Harf program tbat Uk' 
prt'sitWnl nmtinu('s to citt' as a "lrl!lIlt'!!· 
dous!y 5utt't'SSltd" n,oof'1 of wNfart' rf'o 
form thaI lodudt'il w(lrktarr,,
Rf>port rot Work 

111 B pm~s nmlf'rrntt' t'arllt'r !hls Yt*:H', 
Ill' dt>lmt'd workfare- ill drscrtbing !rw pm· 
j!t,tm's 1001- "\\'t' an' golng to orril'T abl,., 
bnlilffl w<"lfarr ft'\'iplt'flIS hI rf'pt:lt! ((If 

Ihl'$1" oSt'ful jobs, , , , They-l"f' doinK it lI\ 
n'turn fur trwir ,.·t'Jfar(' graots:' HI" statl"(j 
III;iI Ihl' pnlf!ram rt'tlucf'd. in.- wf'lfar" 
cast'hmd by :fW,lnl fJt'I1pl{' an~ (umwlfii 7&,
6(Xl t?rlpit'nts lfitn ptl\'alf-Jndllstry jQbs, 

O1ht'rs $;I)' tilt' C:allfnmia IJI"J.:ratu 
W<W1'j as $uecpssful as tlu' j)!I'SilJI't11 rt', 
nttmbrrs. A 191~ Cahfnrma aw!!wr gf'll' 
..ral's r~m 00 workrdr(' said Utlt "al th~ 
rnuxJmum" 2JH5 ellents panidl1,llt'd 111111\' 
progT;un during th!' firsl 21 .If its 3t. 
monthS. Gl'raJd Haw(>s. all auUmr of Uw 
rt'porl, says Ihallt Is "jlll'oucf'ivah!I''' that 
mort" than 3,000 ill.'{)plf' \1,'1'((' plarPd 11}' 
'II.'urkfart'. RCSf'archf'f'S say Mr; Rp:Jgan's 
program aetowI!i,>(J for far !t'ss of lhi' ras€'· 
lrud df('lioi' tMn be rla.im£. 

Robi'r1 Carlf'Stltl, who was: tnt stal;:'s 
soci:t!'w~lfaft' dil'f'('"lor undt'T Mr. ne;lgan 
and woo was a Wbitt' HnuS(' adviserdutiog 
the pN'sident's rlrs1 term, says work'are 
was just an t".lp¥rlmt'ntal projf'cl, 1M !w 
ttrgllt's lila! the Rt'agan pr~rJ.m was n 
SIgl1iflr:mt larlar in thf ('asdoad dt'\'!\Ii(', 

Nt) Pain. No GAIN 

Prt'Slfif'm Rf':tgan firmly 0Pp05i'S 'lUlo' 
, 	malic rosl,oHlving In<'n'ilbI'S in AJo'J)C 

grants, bUI (hat is Of... of ilis Jl'garil'S 11l 
California's program, In ordl'r to gl'l hl~ 
revision fl<\d;age p.a.ssro by thi' slate ll'~is' 
latutr, he agreed 10- Index 1l-t'lfar.. grants 
to Ihe inrlauoo ralr, Largt'ly bN.'ausl' (If 
that, Californla'smoolhly grant of $587 for 
a family of thJ'ff is higMr lhafl almust ('v
pry othl'r stair's. 

TodllY. California again b eXpt'nnwnl' 
ing with dmnglnj; weJtatt'_ The- program 
called GTt'att't Avt'nues for l~ndpnct' 
was enacted last year, and count)' admlms' 
1m'of'S now are drawing up plans fa put iI 
into t'[(t'ct. GAIN is similar 10 f:T but has 
.a workfat(' cOTnptmffi!

How Califurnia's n('w wurkfart' Is ('fUI· 
struclH! was lilt' "ke)' to mmpwmls('''' 
lhat allowro liberals and eonSt'fvath'M> in 
t/w sla({' legislaturt> to pass tilt' wt'lfart' 
paclutgl', says AssfmhlYlllan An AJmUS. a 
S:tn Francisco Dfomocrat Under GAIN. a 
tft'ipk;nllsn't plaCfd In worktart' until var
ious training and t'mp~nt programs 
han' fx>f>n exbaus{p(t And tb('n th<' place· 
ment IDUSf bt- in n jt>b for which ttw client 
was tratnN. 

II wriltt'n roJ'ilrnCI betwt't'n Hit' cUml 
and tbt' system OIlllines till' rerJpit'nt"s 
bef}{'filS, including rood stamps, Medicaid. 
('bUrl ~art' and transportation Si'rvicf'S, It 
Illso $tJptllatf's the wvlfam ft'Cipi!'nl'$ rt" 
s:pol15ib1lities. including a wort llctivlfy, tf 
a disputf'!iOOu1d <ie¥f'rop OVf'f ('arrying nul 
!.hi' contract. it may bt> resolvt'd by arbl' 
tralioo. 

Thf' p-rotr'Jm has Its rriU('s, Ki· ...m As' 
tanian, uI Ibf' (',oa,lition ot Wf"If:m' RighlS 
Organ!lAUt:ms in Sacl1Unt'hlo, s.ays nAIN 
will Ipad to <k>ad·t"fld Jobs that v,'nn'j ('n' 
t'OI.Iralt~ indPprnlk'tK't' from wl'ifart', 5:at(' 
Sen, Dimlf' Watson says $hI' Vulf'd aKaiMI 
GAIN bt>callS(> II provides no funds tnr job 
f;k>vPlaplllt'nt, Which ::oht' f1 ..'I:. b ('I'Uf'iall! 
redpit'Als art' 10 moyt> off Iht' wl'lf<lft> 
rolts, 

Spann, thr ChUdtt>" 
Mr, AR'llO$ say<: hI' volrd 3R,linsl .111; 

fnrt prpviollS!Y tl'('1':lIJ;.t' h(' btht'vf's I: 
gPfWrolty puniti~f' and sm"rks of m;l~ 
W\lrl;, GArN, huwt'VI'r, na:; its IIWn IIUUl;) 
t'1f'JlWfIf. II 11 '-"('iJ*'1I1 T!'P!'.!tltll), fal~ 
kN'p ,an agrt'rnwnl WIlli Uk' Wl'flllfl' ~) 
Il'm, rhf'Cks can til' Sf'lli !{I a ihm! pt'rv 
5urh as a fmud or mllliSI(>f, wbu pays: 
clirnt's bills. "Till' ('mphasis heft'," ~ 
Agnus says. "is not l<! pU!1Ish Iht' <'hild;> 
who arf the r('aj recjpit'nts in AFOC." 

Major child'can' Prtr:WmlS Wf'((' an It 
porlant element in allf'J.cling lIb(>r""ll Sl:. 

port for GAIN aod II COR(l'ssiOfl COflst'fY 
lives realurd t&y hild 10 rw.!<t'. says Col 
Williams, califurnia's drpu!y dih't'tot t, 
SOI:lal Sf'rvires. whu hrlJ1t'd nrgutj(l'p II 
CAIN COmpTo-lllIst' for Ih!' conM'rHitl' 
Republican ;ldrnillistr.Hioo uf Go~·. Gt"Or) 
Df'uKffif>jian. 

Uberals arl.",~wlt·tlg1'd thill wlJrid.. 
Ot'Pdn't b<> s!avt> lilb()r und aJ.irt't'd It, 
ffiotll'y ('an lk> llOl.lrH.! Intel Ih.. 'W1'!fMt' 5)' 
tt'm wrthoul gPflt'raUng M'lf'rt'li.wrl', SJ: 
Mr, Williams, wh" alw WQfkE'd on Go 
Rt'agan's workfarr program, COOSt"" 
UVtS recognili:'d ttl,it wurltfare isn'lltu' i' 
tiff' answer and tikll mmpatill!\'I'ly I':>'pt' 
SIV(' programs for trainill.!! and sUi'VOr1l' 
Sl"rvlcps mUSl be considrn'll pJr! of th~ s 
lulilID. "So Wf' !Oo.,:fd a !(lng. InRI: way 
our viI.'W," Mr. Williams 5:1)'1> uf t'llfl~l'n 
tivc~, "'We w('f'('n', willing (0 Iln Ihal un' 
rrnmtly," 

Rrp. Harold Fnrt1 of TI.'mh'i>l>t'\.', II 
chairman of tM HOlCit' Ways ilhll MI'O\. 
sub(>ommIUf'f' 00 Imblir'aSSI5l11m"1' fll 
gnsms, bt'lwvt>S "Uu' <l11tlUSpill'fl' is tlwn 
for rOllSf'rvativt's ;lOd htwrHlli In \\'as!;m 
ttln shmlilr!y til dt'vi'lup :, mm')f~jmiSt' 
~If.u.., 
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!HE WELFARE-TO-JOBS MOVEMENT: BACKGROUND AND ENDORSEMENTS 


The recent history of federal efforts 10 assist tow~income AFDe recipients ....mcstly women~' 
to qualifv for at\d find employment began in 1967 with the enactment of [he Work IncentIVe 
(WIN) program. It was establi$hed;n the Social Secudty Act to provide training. work 
experience and pubfic servke employment,' Since that time the emphas~s ,o,t the progran:' 
has ahered. p1aci!l8 ~e streSS on direct Job placement rather than tralnmg and educa t Ion. 

WIN is now administered jointly by tne Department of Labor and Health and Human 
Services. Federal fUnding for the WIN program has declined sharply. from S3b.l million in 
1981 to S211 projected for 1987. Because of the decline in resources~ the services provided 
in WIN have been foCu~d almost exclusively on those within the AFOC casetoad best 
qualified to find emPloyment, rather than on those whose job~readiness is at a low level. 

Srnce 1961 there have been major chaOges in the work program. That yeat the Reagan 
Administration prope»e<i mandatory "work fare," or requiring employable AFDC recipients 
to "work off" their grants. The Congress~ through the Omnibus Budget Reconciliatton Act 
o.f 1991 and $ubs.equent legislation. made ·workfare" and other approaches optional for (he 
states. The 1981 budget legislation authorized states to undertake "WIN Demonstration" 
programs. administered so'ely by the 5tate welfare agencies with oversight by HHS. 
Between 1982 and 1985 twenty~si)( states initiated "WIN~Demo" programs in which the states 
receive warver$ o.f some WIN program requirements. and speCial funding to operate what 
have developed into innovative approaches to promoting self-sufficiency for AFDC recipients. . : 

The WIN demon$tration programs usuaUy offer a mix of elements including educatton, job 
search, work e)(perience. classroom and on·the job training. Day care and transportatlot'! 
are generally included as they are under the regufar WIN ptQgram.. The authorization 
for WIN demonstration prQgrarps~ including those in Massachusetts, California, ConnectICut, 
Michigan and Arizona. expires'in 1987,. . 
As It nt)w exists. WIN is the only SQurce of federal money 5Pe<:ificafiy dedicated to helping 
recipients of Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) achieve self-svfficienc..·. 
It provides states with an indispensable resource in their efforts to establish efficient and 
effective employment and training programs aimed at redUCing welfare dependency. 
Elimination of the program as has been previously proposed, would severely damage the 
employment efforts and work program innovations now being undertaken by the states, 
further eroding Ihe limited system now .available to heJp low~iocome families attaIn 
economic independence through employment. Th's would be especiallv unforwnale in hgh, 
of the rising number of poor' famities headed by stngle women who ml,Jst turn to AFDC for 
support. Without adequate work program resources, states cannot effectively combat thlS 
regrenabh! trend. 

WIN provide$employ~ent and training 5ervice$ fol' AFDC recipients who are required to 

register for work-related training. loe program emphasizes pladng the maximum number 
of participants in self*supponiog employment to reduce the nation's welfare assistance 
cosu. 



~cg>mPlishme"1S 

Arguments have been made for c.uuing or eliminating WIN funding based on claims that the 
progfam is not Cosr:~effect~ve and that t~e. Job Trai,ning Partner~htp Act UTPA) 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. $tates registered over one million AFDC recipients. for WIN services in FY 8S. 
Roughly one"third of these registrants. )3J,678~ found jobs. . 

Individual state performance funnel" exemplifies this success. 

In Maine 4~SOO recipients have found jobs since the start of its WIN demonstration in 198:2. 
for welfare ~vings of"S11.2 million. In Massachusetts 24.000 got jobs, for S70 minion in 
weHare cos-t saving'_ In Flordia SJ2.S million has been saved by placing 17.513 AFOC 
tecip,enu in jobs. 23.095 AFOC reciprenn have entered employment in Oklahoma for em 
estimated S31 miHion in welfare grant savings. . 

Without WIN many AFDC recipients would not have the _, they need to enable 
them to find jd>s. 

One of the criticisms often cited of WIN is that the majOfhy of AFOC recipients who are 
placed in jobs through ,the program would have found jobs on their own. This conc1usion 
bears no true relationship to the facts. Like the data on mQst employment and training 
pt'ograms, 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 recipient.. 
placed in a job either participated in a WIN activity or received support services, (e.g. day 
care needed by reCipientS to enable them to find jobs). Wilhovt the provision of supportive 
services like day eare and transportation. many welfare reclpienu would essentially be 
denied the opporu.mhy to find jobs. 

WIN saves more than c:txmle its COSt., 
For every dollar invested in WiN. the program produces two dollars in saving. The most 
recent data on welfare grant savings attributed to WIN show that in FY 84 welfare grant 
reductions totaled S587 million, more than double the $259 million in federal dollars 
invested in grants to the states tor the period. The Department ot Labor has not yet released 
complete program statistics for FV 8S but similar achievements are expected. 

,', 

It is tmportant to note that these numbers reflect adjustments made by the Department 
of Labor in response to recommendations contained in the 1982 General Accounting Office 
(CAO) report which asserted that WIN savings were overstated. If anything, these sa.... ings 
figures are conservative, since they do not include savings from weHare grant avoidance. 
redUCtions in Food Stamp and Medicaid e)(penditures owing to recipients who have moved 
oft the welfare rolls and into employment. or the tax dollar5 generated from wages. 

National evaluations point to WIN success. 

Researchers at the Manpower Demonstration Re5e3rch Corporation who have: been evalua~ 
ting the changes to WIN adopted by various 5tates since 1981, have concluded that a number 
of diHerent work program approaches can increase Job placements and welfare savings. 
These programs can be suc.cessfu. in redudng welfare dependency. Quarterly entered 
emplovment rates for experimental V5. control group members increased 2"10"_ in three 
sites that were intenSively evaluated. Dependins on assumptions about future beneffts. beneflu 
exceeded cost for the average experimental compared to control group member by between 
S 100 and S700. 



The Ceoera* Accounting Office In a 1985 report <.:oncluded thai ~tate AFOC t!",?,loyment aod 
training programs financed by WIN are extnbiting encouraging progress in reducing welfare 
dependency. 

The House Covernment Operation, Committee following an examination of state programs. 
concurred wilh CAO~s conclusion and recommended thar funding for WI,N be continued, 

The Department of Health and Human Services in an evaluatIon conducted of WIN demonslfa~ 
tion-s found that in aggregate the number of indhfiduals entering employment 'ncreased . 
within the fint 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. service for AFOC recipient. that JTPA canno'. 

While JTPA can be effective in reducing welfare dependency. AFDC recipients are just one 
of the many c:ategodes of c;ii$advantaged individuals eHgible for program services; JTPA 
cannot be expected to effectively serve the more than 1.S mimo" recipients eligible 
for AFDC emploY'!lent and tratning services. given its funding -restrictions. Moreover, 
JTPA has severe irmitations on the amount of support service-s that <:.an be provided 
participant!!.. Welfare recipients have day care, transportation and counseling needs that 
could not be met by JTPA. 

WIN and ,he Future 

What is needed now is an effort to improve upon WIN successes without diminishing the 
kind of support and fle,ldbility states nOw have to operate constructive. innovative programs. 

There Is overwhelmini public support for effective welfare~to~jobs programs, as evidenced 
by th~ comments belo'w:, 

! The President; 

"Tonight I am charging the White House Domesttc Council to present me by December 1. 
198Q. an evaluation of programs and a strategy for tmmediate action to meet the finanCial. 
educational. social and safety cc"cerns of poor fami1ies. I am talktng about real and 
lasting emancipation because the success of welfare should be judged by how many of its 
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," 

-- Rad,o 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. perh<lps the most critical ptece~ of 
that agenda. We must care humanely for those among us who cannot work and we must 
return to productivity those among us who can.••• We believe that a well-con-strucled 
employment program IS the very heart of any effort to reform the welfare system. Really 
addreSSing the issues of welfare and emplovment means building a system that creates 
ladders on whkh poor families can truly climb out of povertV." 

-- Delaware Cov. Michael N. Castle on behalf of 
National Governors' Association before the AdVIsory 
Commission on Intergovernmenta~ Relations. 
Apnl 18, 1986. 



· "Human servite administrators recognize thJt the ~Jigauofi to provide for the dependent 
indudes the duty fO give them the means to lift themselves QU( of roverty by aq']It'un~ Or" 
regaining seH·sufficlenp,.. Since employment i~ a primary means of escapmg dePt;ndtmcv. 
e mploymeot training al1d education must be an Integral part of welfare programmmg.... 
The National Council of State Human ServIce Administrators belteves that the federal 
government bears an important responsibility for overseeing a sound-national welfare~to~ 
employment program, as well as maimarnin8 a healthy economy that offers ample 
opportunity for gainful work." 

.... New York Social Services CommissionEr 
Cesar A. Perales before the House Ways and Means 
Subcommittee on Public Assistance and 
Unemployment Compensat1on. March 13, 198b. 

"We guarantee every welfare recipient in the state that we will never give up on them·-as 

tong as they don"t give up on themselves. As long 3$ thev~re willing to put forth the effort 

it takes to get a job··"we'li never give up doing whatever it takes to help them succeed. , • 

We need to maintain the level of fundin-g and nexibility that we- currently have in federally 

sponsored welfare-la-work programs.• ~ And rather than more rules mand~uing different 

tVpe:s of programs for recipients of different types of wetfare"~we n-eed the flexibi1itv to 

run a program that addfesses tocal weaknenes--and takes advantage of local strengths." 


.. ~ Illinois Director of Public Aid Cregorv L~ Coler 
before the House Wavs and Means Subcommittee 
on Public Assistance and Unemployment 
Compensation. February 27. 1986. 

"The CAIN program tCalifornia's WIN-funded Gre-ater Avenue for Independence program} 

;s not in-tended 10 resolve aU of the problems in our economy, and does not promise to create 

ne'; job opportunittes. GAIN is inren-ded to make welfare recipients as C'O'rnpetit ive as 

possible for the job opportunities that do become available. in order to achieve the program's 

primary goal; the transition from weHare dependency to self sufficiency through employment." 


~- California Director of Sodal Services Linda McMahon 
before the House Ways and Means Subcommittee 
on Public Assistance and Unemplovment Compensation. 
Febrlla'y 27, 1986. 

"As you legislate in thiS area, J urge you to allow states the flexibilitY to run programs like 

ET (Massachusetts' EmploymerH and Tfaining-Choices program). They are both cost"etfectlve 

and humane. and have proven that welfare recipients ':!!!ll. to work. if only given the support~· 


through training. day care, and pro.....sion tor talr and adequate wages·~to succeed." 


~. Massachusetts ComrT'lIssioner of Public Welfare 
Charles M. Atkins before the House Ways and Mea:'lS 
Subcomminee on PubliC Assistance and 
Unemployment Compensation, February 27, 19Bb. 

-A nation-wide program of work security rather. than public assistance Should s.erve as the 

mainstay for employable persons who are avaHable for the labor force. for persons who 

are potentially available ;and for (he wade ing poor whose earnings. are below a 

federatly~established minimum need•.• ~ NACo calls upon Congress to establish a Wor)., 

Security Pfogram..... to provide ernplovment opportunities at adequate wagesw •• job
w 

devetopment and job creation serVtces, sk ills training and work experrence, and upgrading 

opportunities•.•• The Work SeCurity program should be wholly financed by the federal 

government•••• 5houtd be built around a decenlfalized, decategorized. comprehensl\,e 

employment and train'og ,delivery system," 


H National Association of Counties. "Human Servjce~; 
Directions for the '80's." 



"The Nationa' Conference of Sta,te Legislatures believe$ that the existing income security 
programs should be replaced by a mOTe equitable and effective comprehensive assistance 
program••.• (which) shoutd (1) provide assistance to aU needy househaldsj (2) encourage 
a minimum Ie 'Vel of assistance equivalent to the federal poverty hne (J) djscoura~e weHJre 
dependency by providing far a strong employment and training component; and (4) 
consolidate all existing income security programs into the rep1acement program," 

~- PoUcy Statement. National Conference of State 
Legislatures, on "Welfare Reform." 

The Experts: 

"Considerable innovation and acti'Vity have continued to occur in the WIN system.as states 
have responded to the flexibi Iity offered to OBRA. These changes are important, ~c,]use 
they indicate that even a relatively small and underfunded program like WIN can be used 
to bring about changes in large enl itlernent programs like AFDC. !n the space of a few short 
yearSl WIN staff hcTVe taken on new roles and functions l redefined program goals and 
objectives* and brought a new sense of purpose to their program. The result is a reassess' 
ment of both the relationship between work and welfare, and the notion that welfare 
receipt should be a passive entitlement," 

". Barbara B. Bh..lm, president, Manpower Demonstratton 
Research Corporation, before the House Ways dnd 
Means Subcommittee on Pubfic Assistance and 
Unemployment Compensati<.m l February 27. 198&. 

·Some wor~ proiecIs arc demonsrr.ttin~ that they can enhance lhe employment and e.lfni"t;~ 
of welfare women~ ••• Projecls 'Such')''S lhese (in San Diego. MasS.)chuselts and Maryl.:md} 
oUer encourains evidence that they can help AFDC mothers reduce their ccooomh; 
depeodencyon weUare••••" 

"Povert'f among single female heads of families and theit children is a serious and grown\s 
problem+ While::' the needs of these families are many and varied# there is agreement that 
some response is required to help them reduce their economk dependence on AFDC ~nd 
eatn enough to become economically $elf~suffident." ' 

-" Ceneral Accounting Office. "Report to the Chairman. 
Subcommittee on Intergovernmental Reiations 

,and Human Resources~ House Committee on 
Covernment Operations, 'Evidence is Insufficient 
to, Support The Adm1nistration's Proposed Changes 
to AFDC Work Program.:" (GAO/HRD 85-921 
August 27, 1985. 

: The Public: . 
•.. A recent 'ABC~~aShin~tc)n Post poll found that nearly three"quaners of the publk··72 
pcrcent·*said that government is not doing enough to get people on public asststance bJ:d 
to work. Only 20 percent sald governmeru is doing enough to accomplish that goal. EIghty' 
nine per cent supported a program that would require abte-bodied individuals on welfare 
to undergo job~lra.ning.: . 

··A year ago a nationwide survey hy (he Los Anseles Times found that 11 percent of the 

re$pondents believe that the "beSt lhing to do about poverty· is to "give poor people job 

training." Answers to another~stion indicated that a majority <63 per' cend belte\l'e: that 

poor people "would rather earn their own living- than "stay on welfare" (25 per cent). 


http:Compensati<.ml
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In the Media: 

"What's needed is a long-term commitment to full-employment progr,ams. Short-term 
pr()8rams~-'hey're bound to faU~ All the evaluations of job-training and manpower programs 
of the 19&05 and 1970s were based on short-term expectations. If we are able to build in 
J long-term commitment and combine that with long-term training and educatiool we can 
overcome some of ~thes.e problems." '. 

"p 	Prof. William JuUus Wilson, chairman of the 
sociology department at the University of Chicago. 
quoted in V.S. News & World Report, March 3, 198&. 

"Research. is beginning to show that well-designed job training and placement efforts do 
work--that once in,a permanp.nt jOOt the former welfare mother continues to work. But such 
success does not come cheap.... WJN-inspired programs can form a basis for progress in ' 
reducing dependency and bolstering the skWs that can make the poor employable.••• Human 
service professiona~s would welcome an opportunity to work with the adm'nistratton both 
on a jobs program that would be effective and on the broader issue of national policies designed 
to break the poverty cycle for all citizens." 

-- A. Sidney Johnson HI, executive director of the 
American Publk Welfare Association. in The Chicago 
Tribune, March 8, 1986. 

"The Stales are serving as testing grounds (Of welfare reform on a basts that involves a 
delicate balancing act by I1berals and conservatives. Jobw(ocused institutional changes to 
reduce the Sl igma of welfare are the essence of the new approach •••• it certi'l inly bears 
close watching: it could be the real welfare reform.... 

- .. 	 Richard P. Nathan~ deputy undersecretary for 
health. education andwelfare in the Nixon AdminlS
tratlon. ~n The Washington Post. April 10. 1986. 

Editorials: 

"If there is one mytt:t that the Times research e)(ploded, it is that there are undeserving 
poor who will not work. MOSt of the poor are women with children or the elderly or the 
infirm. Of the remaining poor6 two~thirds work, and work hard·"deaning shrimp plants. 
making bedsinhotels, picking up other peoples' garbage. Specific steps that the government 
could take to help Lift $Orne o~ the poor out of poverty or to cushion hardships for those who 
are sttH ~oc:ked there indude: .••• Conductiog more intensive experime!'lt~ wtth ·workfare'~· 
requiring welfare recipiems to do community work in return for their benefits checks··as 
tong as they are not 5truCturcrl in ways that punish people for being poor.... Encouraging 
corporations and local governmentS to provide reasonably priced child care. More 
subsidized day care would make entry~level jobs a reasonable alternative to a welfare check." 
Los Angeles Times, AuguSt S. 1985.,, 
"What's needed are politicians \"l'ho WIll be forthright in acknowledging the problem in aU 
of its painful. dange~ous dimenstons; who will admit that not every member of the underclass 
can be reached. but fot many the chain can be broken; who will argue. with hard facts and 
figures~ that providing the resources to break the chAir; is one of the smartest investments 
this nation·s governments and buslI1esses can make; and who will repeat, as often as 
necessary, tnat America C'1O no longer afford this burden on its budgets and its conscience." 

-. ~Ghicago Tribune; December 1, 1985. 
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"Tne most important discussion about welfare, howe....er. should be reserved for ways to get 
recipients out of the system inlo jobs as quickly as possible, and permanently••.. PresH:rent 
Reagan has announced his intent10n (oreform the welfare system. It's sorely needed, 
Welfare expenditures channeted into training programs like WEET (Maine's WIN"funded Welfare 
Employment, Education and Training Program)~~emphasizing long~term employability··are 
a sOt.lal investment with a payoff." 

•• The Sangor (Me.! Daily News, March 21, 1986. 

Harriet Jones "was able (0 get Qff welfare with the help of the Human Resources DeveJop· 
ment Asenc.y, a smaU anti*poverty program whose sympathetic workers recognized in her 
a potential she couldn't see in herself. •• * Programs like HRDA's mode5t job·lfaining 
efforts cannot by themselves solve these problems. But simply by mak ing it possible ~or 
people like Harriet Jones to believe in themselves enough to try~-to take that first step 
toward self~suffic1ency--they can point the way toward more tasting solutions. They 
deserve the support of aU who. value the future of this state." 

.... The Evening Sun (Bahimore)1 March Sf 1986. 

"Yel, there is a welfare cuhure. YetI it can have peritous effects on families. Yes, a 
decent··'et atong $eU-intereSted--sodety would strive to promote people from welfare 
to work•.. 0" 

•• The New York Time,. February 19. 1986. 

"Helping wel-fare families support their families is surely the best way to cut both welfare 
costs and poverty in the long run. But any bUsinessman wilt teU you that you can~t expect 
a long-term return without up-frOM investment." 

u The Washington Post. July 29. 1985. 



WIN GRANTS TO STATES 


FY 85 FY 86

National TotAl 258,099.200 202.884.000 

Alabama 1.3Z1,898 1.877.n9 

AJuka 9n.761 537.410 

Ari~ona I,B05.973 1,427.026 

Arkanns 1.481.344 1.170.514 

California 35.258.817 21,791.3>6 

Colorado 4.958,003 3~OOZ.891 

Connecticut 3,761.000 t t 944" 908 .. 

DelAware an,831 689,685 

District of Columbia 2,S68,Ill 1.853,071 

Florida 3.879.456 3,065,429 

G~orgia 4.269,059 3,345,981 

341.882 150.160G .... '" 
H••aU 1.353.943 1.190.717 

Idabo 2,349.935 1.331.240 
I llinots 12,691.195 10,028.199 
lndianlJ 3.136.,777 2.636,621 
Iowa 2.710.B18 2.189.416 
Kantal 1.924,747 1,492.760 
Kentuclty 2,327,010 2.001.190 

Louisia.na 1,906.731 1,485.183 
Maine 1,444,438 l,141 • .lSl 

Maryl.... d 4,856,518 3.837,474 

Maluthusettts 8,463,784 6.687.827 

MichiSII1I 18.503,587 14,620.915 

Minnesota 5.159.001 .,Oll.7B 

Miuiuippi 1,789.548 1,S,H,S87 

Missouri 3.657,789 Z.879,3-iZ 

Montana 995.982 933,601 
Neb;'atka 887,460 701.2H 
Nevada 744,789 589,638 
New aampshin . 635,IZ9 419,lbb 

Ne_ Jen.f:Y 9.808,991 7.1$0.768 

New Mexico 1.079.717 845,286 
New York n,I85,463 17,534,185 

http:Louisia.na
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FY as -yy 86· 

North Carolina. 

North 'Dakota 

Ohio 

Oklahoma 

Oregon 

Penns), 1 vania 

Pu,erto Rico 

Rhode bland 

South Carolina 

South Pakota 

Tennessee 

Texas 

Utah 

Vermpnt 

Virgin Islands 

Virsinia 

Wuhington 

West Virginia 

Wisconsin 

Wyoming 

• Fy 86 funding 

4,103.43Z Z.881,185 

718,400 454.396 

14,509,991 11,296,69< 

I.S45.nl 1.nO.987 

7.138,420 5.640.5.4 

11,654.971 9.209.406 

1,575,636 1,240.311 

1.320,866 1,152.571 

1,986.665 1.455.065 

l,U)l.448 870.331 

2.640,ZI0 1,990,969 

5.308.214 4 f 194 ,390 

Z,795.335 3.0n.nO 

1.972.308 1.50l.481 

287,348 206.467 

3.680.904 2.908.539 

10.269.797 8.742.137 

].SB.n6 Z,792.244 

10.111.167 7.989.539 

517.526 316.75> 

levels reflect $10 mUlion Gramm-Rudman cul. 



WIN 

FY 85 PROFILE OF STATE PERFORMANCE 

New Registrants Placements 

Alabama .7,145 2,806 
Alaska 1,959 698 
Arizona (0)* 9,030 3,285 
Ar~an••s (0) 4,852 1,073 
ea I Ifornia (0) 37.185 9.510 
Colorado· 8.450 (est ) 4.473 
ConneC:,ti(:ut 10J 11.449 4.472 
Delaware (0) 3.6'6 259 
Ojstfict of Co I umbia 15,799 1,931 
Florida (0)* 17,S71 8,193 
Ceorgia (0) 2,150 785 
Idaho 2,973 1.502 
Illinoi. (0)" 37, 430 23,847 
.ndiana (o} 14,498 3,498 
Iowa (0)- 6,305 (est) 2,1'4 
Kansas 6,480 1,865 
Kentucky 11.948 2.562 
Louisiana 11,069 1,886 
Maine (0,' 2,771 1,057 
Maryland (0) 39,269 3;898 
Massachusetts (D)· 29.931 '1,083 
MiChigan (0) 106,083 24,845 
Minnesota 18,311 5,272 
Miuiuippi 5,626 1,44() 
Missouri 11,195 2,880 
Montana 3,314 1.046 
Nebra~a (0) 10,044 2,138 
Nevada 2,074 790 
New Hampshire 1,719 798 
New Jersey (0) 93,013 7,155 
New Mel(ico 3.395 1,293 
New York (0) 44.605 8,5H 
North Caro lina 17,621 5,969 
North Dakota 1,855 619 



- New Registrants Placernent~ 

Ohio 71,110 20,350 

001 ahoma (0) 20,962 8,419 

Oregon !O). 20,451 8,471 

Pennsy1vania !O)' N/A 33,271 

Rhode Is)and 3,856 1,559 

South Caro I ina 6,671 2,183 

South Dakota (0) , 2,OS3 899 
Tennessee (0), 13,974 3,153 

Texas (0) • 56,315 6,644 
Utah 5,499 2,075 
Vermont 3,625 2,101 
Virginia (D) 20,091 8,642 
Washington 21,664 8,102 
West Virginia !O) 21,959 4,360 
Wisconstn (0)· 24,400 10,632 
Wyoming 2,100 799 

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

Placemt!nu·~Number ofindividuals who entered wnsubsidized employment expected to last 
30 days or more (For WlN states figure reported inc:::ludes both full and part~time 
employ~ent; for WIN demonstrations only full-time employment tS reported.) 

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

(0) ~~ indicates that the state operates a WIN demonstration program instead of a regufar 
WIN program,. 

(est) -. estimate provided by state. 

tN/A) .. - not available 
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99T.i CON'GIUJSS' H R..·4929 .,', ,."

20 SESSlO!i
" ,e , ' 

. ~. '" " i' ~ 1 
To Ilmlllld title' IV o£ the SooiaJ Security Act-to iruprnve the A1<'DG program by 

requiring endl StRte to establish !l single euml~rchcnl!lvc 'work prngmm with 
n ce;:irnliicd inl~kll ai'ltFr~giilt~;ttinn i;ro~'cs&: 'and I;rovidiug for tim p!lrticipfi~ 
tion of (lach AI-'DO applicant or recipient (through such eomprehensivo 
program) in lln !Jinplo.YlIltmt Dr trainirig program which haS been selei:trn.l'by 
the, ~tftte on the hasis of it~ Ilpp~()P\ia~ner ,for, t.ha~ par~cul:U:'rl.lpplj~:mt"O~ 

rcclpWtlL ' j '. ',' ~, .. 


, " 'II,,-.,.1) 'IJf'Il');; ~ ,jl;f .. · .• I'. h .. :' 'tilt "" ,'~, " ,! "'~ , 'j,., • ' . r 	 " 
• 

/:, 'll .. :'J,"" ":, .Jtj;'l~,4,.1.~B6: II!, ,~·"i , 'hi 
:\Ir. 	 f,gVIN (If ,Michigan (for himself. Mrs. KENNEI,{,Y. Yr, RANGEL, Mr. GEI'

Jf.ARDT; Mr, MlI.L1-:R 'of Cnlifornia.. ,!~rr. YOAK1.EY, lind ~lr. FR.ANK) intro
duced the foll~wing bill; which was' referred to the Co~mittj)e ~n Wa~l! and 
,Mean. ',',"' "','l ,~~ '. "j'; /.... " '. ~ ,! '1.. ' .,' ' , • ~ '. 

, ' ., ' . :(. { .," -,-,,"-'-"---'-'--',-,'_::"':,:',:,',:,;'---' 

, . 

;\ .A BILL ,, ' , 

To amend, title IT"of tHe Social -Security; Act to ,improve the . 

AFDQ prog,afll, ,by" r,eq~ifing",~~q~" St'l~~"t,o,;~sta~Fsh >~ 
single comprehensive work program with' a . centralized 


, "io,h ' .. ,u·",ofl ·}t

intake arid registration' process;' 'and providing for the par' 
ticipatio';' 'of e'nch' A~'DC;' applicant "or, recipient (through 

, such, c(Jmpreh~n~ive prograIl1) in, an employ!Ucnt or training 

program 'which has been selected ~y t,he, State on th~ basis 
't -. II ·"1.! "'," I', . ,. ., '.' 

of its appropriateness for that particular applicant or 
;., 	 .recipient: . 

'i !, • ' 

, 

" 

I 
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OMNIBUS JOB TRAINING AND RETRAINING ACT OF 1986 
H.R. 5720.· 

TITLE I - Dislocated Workers 

purpose: to provide a more adequate income maintenance system for· the 
long-term unemployed and to create more effective linkages bet~een 
unemployment compensation, training and other adjustment assistance. 

Subtitle A - Extended Benefit Reform p.2. - This subtitle incorporates 
H.R.4469, (Pease et al.), which reforms the Extended Benefit (EB) 
federal/state 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 proqram accessible to more states. In 
the bill, 18 state would"be eligible today for ED (AL, AK, AN, DC, 
IL, KY, LA, MS, NM, OH, OK, OR, TN, TX, WA, wv, WY), instead of two 
(AL. LA) under the current program. Secondly 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 adjustment
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 
&ubtitle creates a· trust-fund to pay for training assistance under 
the JTPA Title III program. The trust funa'is paid Into by an. 
assessment of up to 1% on all imports and by the permanent extension 
of the current special federal unemployment tax of .2\. 

Subtitle C -Advance Notice and Adjustment Assistance p.2l. This 
subtitle provides for advanced notice of e1ant closings and mass 
layoffs in order to provide employees time to begin training and 
other adjustment 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 D - This subtitle clarifies 
existing "law "worlClbar:ing, U a practice 
by which all employees agree to reduce r hours instead of laying
off a few workers. The unemployment benefits that would have been 
paid are divided up as a partial compensation for the reduction in 
hours~ 

This subti tIeSubtitle Es~-.a~~~~~~~~~ '~~¥l~§., p.26.
eases the -= student aid pr~9rams 

to make it easier for dislocated workers to apply.
-
Subtitle F - Demonstration Projects and Reports p.29. This sUbtitle 
contains 7 demonstration projects and studies including: a substate 
extended benefit demonstration to assist' pockets•.llf unemployment 
below the state level; a demonstration program to improve training
for individuals receiving regular state unemployment compensafion; 
and an unemployment benefit ~~out study. These are modeled 
respectively on prOVisions in~.4469 (Pease). H.R.1947 (Kennelly,),
and H.R.1690 (Wyden). 



TITLE II - Welfare Reform p.62 

This title incorporates H.R.4929, ('l::"e\7'1n '~t a1.), the Work 
Opportunities and Retraining Compact (WORC). This legislation 
requires 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 6 are 
encouraged to participate. Costs would shared, 70\ federal, 30\ 
state. Performance standards will measure th~ success of states. 

TITLE III - You~h p.81 

This title amends JTPA Title'II to create a new Part C - The 
Community Youth ,Learn and Earn Program:' It authorizes $I billion 
annually for the program for 5 years. These funds would be targeted 
to those states 'and areas within each state that have the hii£est 
youth unemployment problems. The funds would be used by the rivate 
I~ustry Councils (PIC) to: (1) reduce the dropout rate (2) increase 
school attendance (3) increase high school graduation rates 14)
increase literacy and aChievement (5) increase employment~ 

The title also authorizes three new initiatives to achieve the above 
goals: (1) Stay in School Program (2) YjWth Cj~eer Service ( 3 ) 
C~mmunity Youth Services Corp. 

, 
-

TITLE IV - Illiteracy p.87 
, 

This title authorizes a "National Campaign to End Illiteracy." The 
bill provides for a two step program. In the first year, funded at· 
$50 milIlani the Secretary of Education would establish a national 
standard of literacy and would than conduct a national survey,' in"'· 
conjunction with the states, to determine the number of individuals 
who fall below this standard. Each state would then su~it a " 
comprehensive plan to eliminate or substant'ially reduce illiteracy 
over a seven year period. 

In the second phase, funds, not specified by envisioned to require 
$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 provide incentives and penalties for 
states that exceeded or failed to meet their goals. 

'TITLE v - Preparing the,Workforce p.lOl , . 

This title would (1) permanently exempt employer paid education 
fringe benefits from taxation, (2) incorporate the Individual 
Training Account (ITA) proposal, H.R.26 (Durbin et a1.) 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.ISS 

This title creates a cabinet level council to examine national job 
training needs. It would replace the National Commission on 
Employment Policy. 



CURRENT LAW 'IS. wane 

Current L~w 	 WORe 

Social Security Act Suei a1 St:-ct.!ri ty Act 
Four" ProQrwns O!"l~ Frogr ;yn 

IVA 	 Commlmity Work E,,:~erience IV WORe 
Work Supplsmantation 

I lie 	 WIN 
WIN Dc~monstri1ticl~l$ 

Federal Divided Betwe~n: Con'S;:,l ida.ted Uljd~r: 

-·-SE;'c:r->-.~tary of HHS ---Secli::t~ry of HHS 
"~-S€':c-reti'.lry of L;::1b!;w 

, Con:301 iduttl'c Ulidcr~; 

--Wel of £\n:~ Ocpartrnent ---WeI-fare DR:;JiJrtment 
--Employment Service 

nil required AFDC reci!1lE:nt~ 	 f.., Llddition. ("Gl'gis'::rll'ln
n-~9i ster 	 ~Ugt recelV~ w~r~ 

reI ated 1;oup:;;;td i ng 
,,\r1d be ref e ..... red to ..1 

work or tl-~lning 

acti vi t.y. 

['[lQ§BDrj B!;'Hl!.llUI§ 

,.,....r.::.'.Juc:a_1C)Mr' ,ra"'\M,' ngo J-b'" S-'rch , "- t"" 	 Same~,"t" • .. =.... plus a~~ivjtieg 
job training, work au tht.1r 1 ',: ~d tW diN'" J rp(~! 
m:pericnce, workf ':U'""t? VucDtionaJ EducLlt.lon. 
and gr~nt diver-uian Emp 1 oylTl£:n t Set' 'I i c t'l' 

anlJ other cm~lloYmcmt 
progr03ITl'Z; 

.< 	 ,,- 11",-

St.ate Optit:m 	 Child C~r£ ~ -rr0n~pcr· 
t,")t! un ~md OUE;r" 
;oc~rject :;;;erv i :::ns iflU::"t 

be provided. 

tVA SOX -Federal EdU(:~.\t i or. 70Y. f edl!.'r<3.1 
SOX st.:\tc Dnd 3<'1. !;jto',ltr:; 

tr-a,-.ni ng 

IVC 	 '?I)7.. federal Adrn.i ri 1str... t i ve 5(l'l. ·f i:~d e ,'. € I 'l 
l·)i: state and Support -S~r v i ce'.5 SOl.. '1tatf) 

51.. bonus -fnl- st,,"\tc'Z> 
th;9:t fl'eet ar e;~c;'J'~d 

p~r'frX'mnrl~:e 'SLi)ndwnj~:;. 

MeaSJ.,tre Ol.ltCOntt? of stu' 
prcgram~, including 
pl~c:(~ment rateD, w~ges, 

job retenti.t:H1. ni~duc:ti' 
irl wmlf~re benefits &n 
~asel~ad5, edlJCation 
j mprlJv'~ment.!3 ":Hld 
pr'ovi$inn 0-1: h(-~-.t\lth 

bcn(!·ft t£>. 
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