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sotuosl Respori and Mubysl Respoosiblilicys \

panily Indepssdence Agesucy Visios Skavemont —
Adoptad April 1995 \,&}&2‘"#

The state of Wickigae hes kad considarsble suooess under ite first two \J\
aete of waivers in moving inddvidusle sad fanilies towards salf. {\Nx" ﬂ
sufficiency. 'The ADC canvload has dropped frowm 321,854 casop in

Heptemler 1932 vo 176,634 cases ix May 1IP36; a drop of 45,250

canow, APDC chine with aavned incdsd pesked in Janusry 1996 s

IL.3%., The Bapiember 2952 percentegs way 15.7¢, As of the end ot May

1985, 25.1% of the cutslosd hkd earnings. .

axing Fiseal 1954, undzr & new partaorship wikh the wisatgan JSobe
taminsion ko provide employnant and training essvices, nsarly 32,000
individuala ware Pliaced into employment with S&.7¥ retalning
eeploymens at lsadst £2 dayp. In support of thle atrong cwphasiys o
place individuale into employmens,  rthe dapapomend, yndar walver,
japsivuted & tov peDalsy: rxéduction of 45k of the wentday ANDC
banafit for| up 2o 12 mouwns for noncomplyisng clisnte. AXMiticzally. a
ease would clogs $£ exe nemooepliance axceeded 13 wonths. This poliey
was inatitubed im cenjunction with & rensvad reconsiliatica effert to
dstermine why individuals would not comply. AR of April 11, 996, 180
caasn cloged due to 12 mamths of nonesmpliance.

Puriay Lase of 439%, the Nichigan Stage leagislature, folliowimg the
isadexshiy bf Governor Iohyn Bngier, enacted Public Act 22% in
ansicipetion of Slock Jvant ¥Walfayrg Hefors. Thiz Act changed tie nava

!:mt im eme Daparcmant of focikl Barvicas (D55) €2 tha

dapa {PIA}.  FEA iv charged with epactmant of &
DUDST OF tcm, many of which axs includsd i» chie packege. Cne
ehange, vhiph does not reguire & walver, will rename AFDC Lo the
Fanily indepandence Program (FIP). effective Ootober 1336€.
Expaditioun approvel of tha T3MP 1996 package will enadble Michigan o
pulld on ite ourvert reforms and forxge the pridge seedad o further
streagthen To Atrengrhorn Michigean Familiesn (TEM9].

The proposed chansos srs as follows:
A, AFDC/ ly Iodapendence Prugram

1. Reguire attendance at & jsiny sriantstion beld by Xichigas Jobs
Conmisgion aud the Femily Isdspendence Agancy for all aguly APDC
appili s/recipients (oxcept ineligible gemutees) o8 & condisdan
af wiigindlity, P0I1oy ‘% consisient among drave Pamlly
Ansistance, Pood Ssnmpe And Refuges Assistance Cash Drogrusne.
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3., Modifty penalties for soecocperstica with JUBS ss followe: -
Pailnred o comply with Prgployment and Training {(JU88) requizreemnis
by vhe Bnd of the Fivet two menthe of initial eligibilicy will
pagyll An loss of tha enciXe Zamily's APDC/PIP donalics for o
rdadrme &t opo month and wRiil compliance with the ODBe

T

& Modily

s. Policy is consistent among Htate Family Aasistance,

mz:g m: peaslty policies by xoducing frowm 32 mouths
o 4 m*;hn the 28% AYDE/TYP and P8 benefits veduction for
mcmxpiime. I1f at the end of ¢ wonthy the cliesc is still is

acoconpliance, the ARC/¥LY and FS caee would close.
man tha ubc‘:f#:p and PA-¥F8 pmsot limdy bo 53,000,

Count only sioh avsots (1iguid resourceg) of the AFDC program
group (polisy sicplificationd.

Eiiminate by €-wmenrd rodetsrmiracion regulrevent and
sdopt 8 l3-nonth face-to-face review.

My mczrzv banafiks tO persons who have sntered thoe state
BpIOYMEnt purposes DUt do not fntapd te yomain i

t‘a.c:hi . A pravicus walwer, dropping of tbs id9 hour par

mt:h linit oo -oeploveent contribgted o tzagm:zxz:y for this
m:a waiver will vecuify that usnintendsd i@m of the

Mﬁi?

Provide ifoy the immad{aze afisct of nagative wovions. (Hote:
Clients believing the acwion srroneous oduld requoest an
sdmintotyative hexring within ten days and have Demctics
reinscatied Lo the Fforomy lewvsl pending the outcone Of tha
nearing] #urther, allow specific case changes to be reflected in
Lhe mh followiag the month of changs apd incresse the agensy
Srarph T standard For rocovery purpodes ke 1,000 igolicy
aimplil .iitmt:ion).

seing AFUL/FIP group composition palliey to:

JAllow!a depemdans child to live with am unrelatsd caretaker.
Jigallow nonpavent: carobakarn from eligibiiicy when cthe
w2 cthe depentant 4uild is in cthe bewme (exoept in
eaged involving & sduor parent). ,
stappazants and svepsidliogs.
the spousa of the nodparant caratiker,
- Xk a ¢hild ags 18+-19 attending achool Tull-Livme
and stod Te graduate by soe 30,
« Inolude sha Epouss of 2 PRAGOAGE woman.
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te thw 135% test and the §30 expensos of
¢ and dapandernt care deductions,

6! The dopandant care deduction will bo replaced
{eh paywamts basaed on tha Coild Day Care Sorvices
*an eligibilivy raquirsmonta. Fayment Wil ba
de on behelf ofF che client to rhn providar,

Migpr Pazents Lo llve with xa agult and arceud aghodl 83 &
on of aligibility ror AFDC and Food Stamps. A separats
vaiver cubmittad 4/95. Modify the atars date o 10/1/85.

11, If the custodisl parsat is noneosperative with oxild support.
thelr sseds will be removed from the grapnt. If the custesial
POmAINgG ROnCouperative an child wuppoee insues for 4
sanse t:,.{vg acnthA, the family's AFDC/PID ¢ase will be sloped
until cocpllance iw demmstrated. This change achisves policy
eonsistenay with w}mm and training {SORE) pmitias

i3, xnninar deprivation as an aligirilicy sriterica,

33. Provido AFDC/¥IF benefits to a prognant wiaman startiog st any
point ip che proguaney zather than Just tha lags teimsstor.

4. Uss 1048 Title IV fumds to provide the advanse Barned Incoma
Cxedit to aligible, employsd APDC/PIP resipients,

15, Budger pacual sponssrts coueribution to & spenaored alisn wiwn
dase the Clicab’es AYDC and Food Stamp eligibilivy. Tha
contrilmrion wilX be txesced as unesraed inoome of the sponscrud
alien Padgeied agxinse the noeds of the group. (Polioy
cemnd g betwoen AMN and W8 .}

1%, fwvend AFOZ a:igib&kit;y only Lo 0.8, citizens and to mhe !‘&lm
aliens:

lleg&! permanant residsats
.rafugees and othor aliens flesing persecuticn, iimited ko:

L .eafugess adnitted uadey section 297 of the fmuigration and
Wagiemality Aot (YHA)

L, SORMICACHRL anTYane rerugses granted stetus uwnder sectiom
20383 {7 of the IHR .
o RIIENS granted peilcical seyiws wader mection 208 of the
IR .

. gllone granted temporIAry DAXels SCabus wder seccion

21244} {3] of the DA

Ol and Badtlien antrasuwe

Np2E1908 14135 D17 TE eaSy .04
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22.

a2,

ol the following types of Suoomo

. tizl incave ther is unpredictable, irregular, and of
2o spprecisble atfecrt an contimuing nmeed {(a%. Cash gifce, yard
#5le procewds). This would not include lump-surs of
ne ated benciivs.

Sesaricds ox woney roceived from a privaie, monprofis
o pst it baned o need.

.5 ngs of & depandent child, regardless of schsol acvendacss.

. for subelidy xasistanse paid vo the sdsptive parent.

Lndid support rafunds and seisbureemenix.

STxalBing PEymeats (suchk as incaneives and atipendsi. Only oo~
bhadich payments would be troasted as earnad income,

Fanilide must Teport tl) gross income changes of 5188 or more.

Detine dopendeanr child ag a chiid v ls unemengipated acoording
s& state lav,

Dafine dupendent child ae including enildren win ave age 18 or 13,
ase Rigs sckool fullstime, and reascnally eaxpovted o
graduatie defars age 20.

Allow u depangess #3834 1iving with az wm::awé cazxetakezr L0 o
wiigibiv,

Prorvida law anforvenent officers with the addiress of an &FDC ox
rood stampe reciplent who g 2 fugitive felon or who the low

enforcdment officer believas bas a fugitive felon iiving in the
bome .

Do RoS [pequize that lav exforotmient officsrs provite the
reciplant®s social sevurisy surber toc the wgensy whon malisg a
regoast for s recipiant’s addvess.

Seny aguistance to any i applimt oy vecliplent who is
Mlantz iod o o fugivive felen. The agency 1s 5ot required to
date 42 1 weolplont ip w fugitive felon byt will sppiy thin
polisy 1€ At oomesy T Sux gregnrian through 2 law enfazosmmne
inguiyy 6r ocher means rhar g client {9 a fuginive Zelam.

cur nonthily suppert collactions will de palid dirsctly to the
family and budgeted agailgst tha A¥DD grant. (We will comtigue So
Slerey WP to BEC s¢ Teguired by 45 ¥R 233.20{a} (3] (ivi (6.
Arresse eollinmeicns will continue to DU Tetained Dy whe STRte to
OLLBOt [(PONT AFUC pRYREDLS.

aktribulead Lo the guITest Donsily cuppore mbiiqacim. chm

Thé %ﬂ of esliecrion will by adiuvted to maximize the suoamt of
incraaging the smount pa?&&it to the Family.
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¢. Trent 2ll lump sume ag cash sssets (liguid repousvee) rathay than

.

B

Y

ingoma

mmww nonpazrent cazenekers from eligidility wann a parent of
tha de?endmr cbiid ix in vhe hasa, that dic, assunms that a parext
in tho hows ia the osrsesker of his o har dopondent child [with
the excoptios of minor parents living with their own parents--soe
our w;wz Tequast regarding winor parents!.

:

roRs &

P8 applicancs co parvicipats in » Solur oriescasipn
a¥ a tian of aligibility. (Consigcant wich AFBC (PIPF) sad

Refs Aopigvanse Cash Program (RAR).)

-Homcomplinnse with Rmploywent amd Training durlug the Sirav

twe oanthis of eligibility wiil zeewlt in loss of entire
family!s ¥6 Dunefits until complisnce with the JOBE
compondénty. (Conaintent wish A¥DC, 8FA, and AAY.}

Hiy 16 tha need 5o piyn an RaT regiavyration fogwm.
Regioteation willi bo dens a5 part of the applicatisn and
radatsitainetion proagesy, {Consigtent wich »edd, SFA, and EAL.)

i ify an adulr fpiling co onoberate with CRild swpport far up
to 4 ths and close eorive cppe after 4 conussentive manehs of
|l dfication. Aftar ane monklh of disgualificariom, rho vase
will opened sgain {2 the adelr demonabrates cooperation.
{Comgistent with AFDC child mygpport and mlaymt apd trastaine

mouflm pepaltion.)

Prowide for the imredists nffect s nagetive actisas, {Note:

Clienrg dalieving the aotitn exrMisous could Isguest an

adminietzative Desring withiv ten dave and bave bonefitp

tod to tha formsr Jeve! panding the sutaome of the haaring.

. 8llew epecific case changes to Da rellacted in the moauk
the month of ¢hange aad increase the nyessy

for recovery purpesas to §1,000 [policy simplificett

Chengre | reporiing regnuisrvmont fzom $38 or mere to 3100 or wmore.
Households may report changss of less chaz $100. 1IN thoge changes
are 8Xb6GOTHd TO vombinue for wora than 36 days, tho agency will
act onl the reported chesges., (Tonszstent wibh APDE, &FA, and
RAY.) .

Bxcludh & variety of GuFTently counted inests soureas such

an inconsgquential (nsowe, aftoptiom subsidiey, sducationzl
ioone,  PIX commodicy, rxaining swpansss, ate., [Congishame wvith
ASTO, §FA, and RAR.)
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8. ITasres coanined commuabls assete limic tvo $3, 000,
{Comaiktant wizh AFDC/PLP.)

$. Couct vy onsh ssxeta (ligeld resousees). {Consistent wish
WJ?J:P.}

10, Modify icertification snd yedetermivarion requirenssss,

1’.3..'!:«:!&5« ptrikess, their spouses, and Children from tha Food Stunmp
Group. | (Conslotent with AFDC policy.)

22, Provide 3 flat por diem pusritios sllotwunt rathexr whan fotd
(- 3 for eaadh residant Of & sotprofit group living arrangenent.

A3, Providd the HRichigan Deparcment of Community Healeh wich fimds
egual sur satimated F§ sxpendilusres in substance Aise
THaA £ Centexs. HOH will distribvire outriglon to the
T T without having 0 make individual eliginilivy
determinations for residencs,

4. Bxeepr [Svom BT omly thoes {8AAVIANRlE aged €5 or oider, thoue

o A7 LAASY 20 ROULS OF MOre Py wask, Or the oaretoker of
a chiid under the soe of % menrins, {Policy conststant with AFDC.)

15. #id e the divestment policy,

16, Modifyiths elfginility requirements for studenta in poat-sacondary
educabion: Xt least coe @f the Ioilowlng sondizioms st exigt:

A sive PIP

B, loyed ot loset 20 houls par vwask

. cally dieakled

D, Pavedoipating in ax ewployoent progran which placed thms in
ol

B. Participating im a giate or fsderally funded work study

progERn,
17, Pliminacsd the dependest care sxpanse deduction fix all Family
Promsas (VIR/AFDO! vosew, 'The AFDC program will be
moditigd through a Scate Plax smandmwnt to ellmipate the depundent
e. Child care costs will be Coverod (within program
by whs thild Cary progran.

168. Make tlo beatr msd ucility and utility oniy standayds mandssory for
a1l ¥8 housensalds that qualify for the deductiom.
3. Adspr tory standardg O cover pasie shelter that includes
™nti, ngage, taxss, and Anrersoos.
FE 26 00 1114 817 335 45838
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0. Pudygbt sstusl sponsor‘p swmatriMution Lo 4 sponsored slian when
determining vhe client s AMSC and Food Gtamp eligidilivy. The
BEOLT ion will be trentsd ap uyranrnes incooa of the sponpovaed
alien dnd budgweed sgainst the nesds o the group. (Policy
consisfensy betwaan AFDC and P8}

21. Pzrevidg lav anforcement officers wich the addrzess of an &F0C op
‘Food Btlamps reviplest vhe 4z a fugitive falom or who the law
enforosmant officer believes has 2 fugitive feles living in the
Doma. | (Comsiptent with AFDC, SFA, and AAP.)

Do ot irsquire that law muforcement officurs provide the
reclplént’ g social wacority nusber to the sgensy wben waking &
zequest fox a recipient’s sddress.

237. Rugeise Winor Parents to live with an adult snd steend school as a
oonal of oligihiiity fox XFDT and Foud Rtarp®. A sepsrate
waiver was sudmitied 4/96. Mpdify che wtard date to 10/1/96.

23, H¥aks n.Jy Food Stanp racipiest and/or applivant idenrified su &
fugitive folem insligible Xor ¥ood Stanp benelies. The Agaucy i
not ¥ red o deternizne if o recipient is & fugivive felon 2ut
wilil ly thin pelioy if it comesd o oux attensidm through 3 lav
ool $ iOQUATy or othor msaps thalt a ragiplent iz 2 fugitive
falon, | (Conglscent vivh APDC, E¥a, and FAR.)

Ce MEDY

i fa t 5o undaratind shat sisplitiontion of Hedicaia policy
iz owirl to tha succeass of phe goale of To Shrengtban Kichigan
Pomiidas. 'mMaddicaid reforms will allow seaff repcuzoss to work wich
Tomiddoe :i hecoem selfogufficlent and pupport families in those
efforts. & sajor bazrior to self-yufficiency 1s lack of health cazw
coverage. The burdsnecos cuastzainte of fsderal law impeds our
abilicy o jaddresy this loouo.

1. Siuplify groups aligible for Medicald.

2, Recond ¢reasitional Medioeid {THA! fir AVEC cases that clogo due &
support paymears frowm 4 to 12 maschs, {(Conplsteney with THA for
APFDC capes closed dun (o sdaned LHRcms.! WMALVE the rugulIemant

that a family recalwe APNC iz at least Lbree of ths six memehs

imsediately preceding the Tizes wmoathk of APLC Ineligibllity.

3. Allow an age veat 20¥ childwen {(e.g., under syt 1€) ratber than a
2ireh dhte rest (a.g., bLorn afrer Septenbex 39, 19461},

TIN2E-195 11337 S 358 845 PGB
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4. Simpiify Kedicaid aligibility for mewborms.
Plisd individusis, aa defined In sceonion 1Sia(a) {2} of the

a fanmily*s fiaspcisl alligihility by recogmising that »
fanily sparntes as & pingle sgonomic wsly, Define ondld as an

unsrried pexsen under age 18.

7. Tog ingoms and resourse atandaré£s based on fanily cowpesicion
rathar! than ssparete standards for individual mandbere. Limin
mligibi lity cutcomes t& ome per fweuily.

£. Tas M{a ser of siiag defining iascos and incoms diszegurds., Braak
the liak beatwesss BEr Zipancial wethodologien for soue Madieaid
Imnilite and AFDC sarhedalogies for otharw, Bupperts cue
eligikiiicy cutcome por famlly, ’

. 8. Use oue oot of rules defindng resturces snd iesource axclusiens.
AYesx iink betwoen %3 Tinanciol mathodologier for aems
sadicald familiss and AVDC sothodologies far octhern. Supports wos
aligzb;u;y outecme par family.

18, Toeveshe personal responaidilicy by m&itying funswal m.-mgwen:
poiicias,

4. HEroour pecpia wirk subarasvial sasety o provide for some of
thaly ilemg.varm care needs through purchase of insuwandss soversge.

4%, Imcyeass personal Tecponsibilicy by modifying txust policy,

13. ¥Waive Mller tawee provisica of swotion 1817{4) {4} (B} of the
14, smzié adminiperarion by allowing FIR’E Aleadility and blindoess
dotornisarions for conessn lionks 2o be Linal.

38, Walive Lthe requirement of an gdvance notive of adverse acticos.
{Consisventy with ovher benefit progrema’ roaquiremants.)

1¢. Mlgi?ﬂﬂ?!? parcieipants whoss TMA bzs axpived to pay 5 premium
e fager Medicsld covevago.

TGO 998 11130 527 33‘5 L4533 Peg
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2.

%,

¢hild Pry SaMM/AFDO~OA

1. Bxtend rraosilbionsi ohild care te 24 monihs. Waive fhe regulrucant
that a family receive AMM in at least thres of ths six months
inmediately proceding the fipet tmth 5 APOC igeligibilicy.

2. Mlow the stave 2z aot child cars reimborachant rates which
repTEn reagonable ohild care markst rates. Eliminsts the 750
perventiile zuls,

3. ¥alve veviaw of deprivation factors is all active APDC/¥IP
CEuas.

i. Pioce £ Titls 3v-E fundicg {axtepr adoption sghaddy payuentsi
in a bleoox gzast. :

. :

Cae JOBS :Ind.- to provids, pay for, or rsimdumes tiyarsporrating and
other angoing and ca-time rolited work mxperisnce to ssadlis an APDD
recipient o tmaistain eployeent.

REsign viduais to comunity werk experience [(CWER) for
20 houry per weak irrespective ¢f the famdly‘s APDC/PIF
banallt lstel or recaips of child suppore.

~OR8

Incivde inithe “countahle coepspents” used to cxlsuiote Lhe
AVDC-U peyticipation vates, all mandutery snd spticnal JOB3
componants |

Redatine “Toxget Population” s “an agplicant or recipient
&7 AFLC, a forusy recipient of AFDC whose sase closed
within 50 days of the ourrens sench.”

Hnfoges Asaistasoy

Raguire mpplicanns o participats in Joliur orientatien wirh the
refugee cggtzmtar as a condivien of allgibiliry. (Comsisrent with
APDC and ¥8.)

chwlﬂm!sm wivh XeT after the first Swo memths of eligibility
wil)l result inm 1086 of the antize familyrs Penefics unril
compliance iwitkh the JOBs auwpounente. {(Consistant with APDC/¥ID
wnd 8.}

Naive scployment and sraining axetpticons for RAF participancs wnich
nagalies ANFDC waiver granted to NMicshigun Jctober g, 1584,
{Comilotunt wivth ANFOC/FIP and 78.)

Adonst tha tfmc waiver reqarding earned incone disregards.
{Compiscunt with AFDC.Y )

JN2G=1938  11:37 $17 335 64Ty
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MEMORANDUM FOR: Bruce Heed, Elena Kagan, and Terry Edmonds

FROM: Cynthia Rice
DATE: March 3, 1997
RE: Possible Mention of Welfere in Michigan Speech

Artached is a one~page description I wrote of Michigan's successafir] welfare to werk program.

For your information, s brief official Michigan document says wnder the Engler's revised plan
“mont legal alicns are eligible for cash assistance from the state but not eligible for federsl food
stamps or S81.% T am trying to find out exactly what this mesas —i.c,, aEaglx’spohcymmd
legal immigrants worthy of praise from the President. In general, I'm afraid the Prasident’s praise
ofEngiwwouldmeameeducaﬁmmmagz 1 should have an answer tomorrow moming if
you want to sun with it.
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Over the last four years, welftre rolls have declined dramatically in Michigan snd child
suppert collections have increased. Between January 1993 and November 1996, the number of
paople on welfhre in Michigan decreasad by 30 percent or 208,274 people; nationwide, the -
welfare caseload declined by 18 percent or nearly 2.5 million people. Michigan's percentage
reduction renks 16th among the states {Wisconsin's 44 percent decline iy largest).

Michigan increased child support collections by $165 million, or 21.2 percent, from fiacal
year 1992 to fiscal year 1996, At the same tims, the state doubled the number of paternities
established, from 29,087 to 60,827, .

. Some of Michigan's success can probably be sttributed to its robust economic recovary.
The state’s unemployment rate, 7.0 percent in 1993, fell w0 4.2 percent in November 1596,

At the same time, President Clinton's reform-minded waiver policy allowed Michigan to
impoaemhmwdfemnﬂes In both October 1994 and June 1996, President Clinton granted
waivers to expand Michigan's “To Strengthen Michigan Families” program. The program
encourages work and responsibility by:

= Allowing welfars recipients to keep more of what they eam (increasing the
“income disregard™),

» Curting grants by 25 percent for those who refuse 1o work or go to school and
eliminating assistance for those who refuse to cooperate for 12 months;

+  Requiring minor teen parents 1o live in epproved, sdult-supervised seftings and
attend school a8 conditions of eligibility.

The latest figures released by the state of Michigan show that as of January, 31 percent of
welfare recipients had samings averaging 3466 s momth. A June 1996 evalustion of the To
Stengthen Michigan Families program conducted by Abt Associates found that welfsre recipients
randomly assigned to the program had sarmings 11% higher than those assigned to a control
group, half the impast of the GAIN program in California. A pilot project in six counties of the
state, called Project Zero, &mkinshumveiyu&thwmmmmththemmaf

achieving 100% employment.

Michigan will continue it wslfure reform program, with some minor changes, under the
new welfere law. ‘The state pians to use its own dollars to provide assistance to all adults who
comply with program rules {daspite the five ysar limit on use of federal funds) and will use state
dollars to halp most legal immigrants who become ineligible for SSI and food stamps.

35t
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WELFARE REFORM IN MICHIGAN

Over the last four years, welfare rolls have declined dramatically in Michigan
and child support dollections have ingreased, Between January 1993 and
November 18985, the number of people on weifare in Michigan decreased by 30
percent or 208,274 people; nationwide, the welfare cassload declined by 18
percent or nearly 2.5 million people. Michigan’s percentage reduction ranks 16th
among the states {Wisconsin’s 44 percent decline is largest). Michigan increased
child support collections by $165 million, or 21.2 percant, from fiscal year 1992 to -
fiscal year 1896, At the same time, the state doubled the number of paternities
established, from 29,087 1o 60,827,

in the state there is a great political battle over credit for the tower weifare
caseloads. According to staff of Speskar Mertell, Assembly Democrats think the
good economy, for which they think the President is greatly responsible, ig the
primary reason for the caseload decline. {Michigan's unemployment rate, 7.0
percent in 1993, feli to 4.2 percent in November 1936}

Democrats re-took the Assembly last fall and their major welfare-to-work
proposal this sassion is a stale earned income tax credit. The measure proposed by
Rep, John F. Freeman of Roval Gak, would aliow a family of four who claims a
$2.400 EITC on their federal income tax return 10 claim g $240 tax credit on their
state return, The measure was reported out of the committes on Wednesday,
February 28th and is expected to pass the Assembly {but may not pass the
Republican-controlled Senate]. State Democrats think praise from the President
could give this proposal legs.

The one thing Governor Engler and the state Democrats can agrge upon is
“Project Zera”, a demonstration project in six sites around the state which provides
intensive social services {child care, education, transportation, job placemeant) with
the goal of achieving 100% employment. in January 1897, 54% of welfare
recipients at these sites were working. [n this pilot, welfare recipients receive
intensive case management {including home visits if they don’t attend work). The
state spends extra funds for staff, child care, and transpartation at these sites and
the Governor’s budget proposes to expand it to an additional six sites. The
President could use Project Zero as way of arguing that as we move people otf
welfare into work and insist they take responsibility for their own fives, we must
ensure their child is cared for, that they don’t lose theair health care, and they can
get to their jobs. Child care spending ir Michigan has increased 300% since 1881,
Governor Engler’s staff say. i

Michigan is best known not for Project Zero but the tough new wellare rules
imposed under President Clinton’s reform-minded waiver policy. In both October
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1884 and June 1998, President Clinton granted waivers to expand Michigan's “To
Strengthen Michigan Families” program. The program encourages work and
responsibiity by .
*  Cutting grants by 25 percent for those who refuse to wark or go o
school and eliminating assistance for those who refuse to cooperate for
12 months;
*  Requiring minor teen parents to live in approved, adult-supervised settings
and :
attend school as conditions of eligibility.
» Revaoking drivers' licenses of parents who don’t pay child suppart or don’t
allow the ather parent visitation rights.
While Michigan's program allows them to subsidize jobs for welfare
recipients, it is not a widely used option.

There is strong evidence that Michigan's program has been successful
state-wide. In January, 31 percent of welfare recipients had earnings averaging
$4886 a month. A June 1998 evaluation of the To Stengthen Michigan Families
progeam conducted by Abt Associates found that welfare recipients randomily
assigned to the program had sarnings 11% higher than those assigned to a control
group, half the impact of the GAIN program in California,

Michigan will continue its welfare reform program, with some minor changes,
under the new wellfare law. The state plans to use 18 own doliars to provide
assistance to sl adults who comply with program rules {despite the five year limit
on use of federal tunds). The governor’s siaff says the state provides cash
assistance {using blook grant dollars! and Medicaid to those legal immigrants in the
U.B, before August 22, 1896 and who were eligible for AFDC or Medicaid. They
do not use block grant dollars (o provide cash assistance to 881 or food stamp
recipients cut off because of the welfare law meaningly, generally, that poor
families with kids will gat cash assistance and other disabled individuals and other
aduits will not, Legal immigrants who arrive in the U.S. after August 22, 1998 will
be banned from assigtance for five yvears as required by the federal welfare law and
then will be eligible. Currently, in Michigan soms legal immigrants banned from 551
may be eligible for a state-funded disability program. The Governor’s budget would
prevent this, banning legal immigrants cut off of 881 from the state disability
program, He neesds legislation to accomplish this, and Democrats plan to fight him
every step of the way. Because of this brewing battle, 1t may be best not to praise
Michigan's immigration policy but simply to simply say the welfare bill's ban is
unwaorthy of a great nation of immigrants,
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‘The Honorable Dorisa . Shakla

Department of Heakth and Buman Services |
200 Independence Avenus, SW.
Washmgton, D.C. 20201

Denr Madummne Secretury:

immmm@mwms«mmm'mm
the Seate of Michigan an smended weltare reform package in which the State soeks modifications

- 40 several wabvery pesviously spproved by the Execitive Branch a3 well as waiver spprovalsin g

mwhuofmalm

MMWWWWWMMMWM there b
1o date been no therough public amalysis ot the Sederal lovel of the requests or thafr potential

| “impacts. Qur reoent expesience in the House with the Wiscansin welfare weiver requests — in

which the House leadarship peecipitoasly scheduled legislation approving the Wiscondin recuuests
for Sebate and 3 vote befhre adequate information on their teyms, Gupacts, oosts, snd benefits was
available to $i] Memiyers — jeaves me concerned that the ssme process might be employed fior

these Michigan watver proposals.

Amgy T requiest that the Departnest of Health end Human Services, in its capacity
as lead zgency, undestake immedintely # comprehensive study and anatysis of Mickigen's
recuests, particularty as they relats 1o Medicaid, Aid 1o Pamities with Dependent Children, and
fiseod gt and including answers to the fllowing questions:

« 'What indrvidoals or classes of individuals would be helped or hurt by each of
thoss proposals -- ecescasically, owtritionally, or i tenns of their heghth and the
_availabiity 1o them of sffordable bealth care?

< -
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Thes Honorahle Dorna E. Shalala
Pagel

" e What would the ipace be of these proposals oa Federal spanding, o
Michigas's state and local spending, and on private sector spending or costs?

L egisiation 1o fmplement the Mickigan waiver requests has boen mtroduced and could be
scheduled G fioor consideration at 2oy thne, perhaps as early 23 pext week. Therefore, Inust
PERUEST & RIOIIER respostse Sum the Dopartaeat 1o these questions and scck your answers and
analysis by the earliest pogsbie dute.

By copy of this letter, I am requesting Secretary of Agriculture Dan Glickman to
mmmfwmmmmmmmmmmmmm
respond 10 mry questions ax they relste 10 food statp issues. '

I any of these issues and questions require further claification, plexse feed fiwe 10 comtact
Beidgenr Taylor or Alas Roth of the Committee’s Minorizy staff xt 226-3400 of 2253641

respectively. Thank you in advance for your, coepemtic

o mnmmmm%
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Dr. Juos B, "Nl

Director

H2-402 Ford House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Dx. O'Nedk:

1 am enclosing & copy of the rdevent portions of Mickigan's 159¢ amended welfare

reform package, in which Mickigan seeks modifieations to seversl waivers previously appeoved by
t&mﬁmnduwwmmam&mm

Although these wiver requests were defivernd to the Exocutive Branch lase seeek amidse
mach publicity, there kas to date been 1o thorough amlysis a2 the federal Jevel of the requests or
their potemial fmpacts. Omr recent experience in the Fouse with the Wisconsin welfire watver
requests - in which the Flouse leadership precipitously scheduled legistation approving the
Wisoonsin requests for dabate and s vors before sdequate information on their terms, fmpacts,
costs, and benelits was available to all Mogbers — leaves me concerned that the same process
might be employed for these Machigan waiver proposals.

Accordingly, I requast thae the Congressionat Budget Offioe underiake srunediatcly a
WMWM&MWWMMyuMW&Q
wm»rmmwmmwmmmmw

the following questions:

- What individuals or siasees of individusls would be Relpod of burt by ¢ach of
thess propossls — econontically, nutritionally, of in terms of their health and the
M%M&MMM’

—mmmmefmmmmmm
Mickigan's state and loesl spending and on private sector spending or costs?
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Dr. June E. O"Relll
- Pagel

Legislation to tmplerent the Michigan walver requests has been imtroduced and could be
scheduled for floor considemsion az any tiow, purimps a3 eardy as next week, Therefire, |aous
Tequest 3 prompt response from CBO 0 these questions and seek your answers and anslysis by
the eartisst possible date. If sny of thess issues and questions require finther darification, please
Mﬁmwmwrwwmmwmcmsmmﬁnm&m
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THE UNIVERSITYY OF MICHIGAN
SCHOOL OF SOUIAL Wik
108% FRIEZE St oivg
ANN ARBOR, MIZHIGAN 40100-1285

DFFICE OF THE DEAN
€313} 784-5240

INFPORMATION (313) 7643340
FAY NUABER (213} 38-1H8)

April 29, 1994

Dear Colleague,

Enclosed find a copy of the Second Intenim Report of the General Assistance
Termination Project. This project is funded by the Ford Foundation. It is g
collaborative effort between the University 6f Michigan's School of Social Work
and the Michigan Depariment of Social Services.

Two errors in the report are:

« Page 8: line 6; paragraph 2 should read "minority (14%) has stayed off all..”
« Page 15 line 3, paragraph 3 should read "oldest group reported ...”

We appreciate your interest in this policy research.

Sincerely,
u 3 N
Cud tige [ el
e
Sandra K. Danziger Shetrie A. Kossoudji J
Associate Professor Assistant Professor

enc. I report
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What Happened to Former GGA Recipients?

The Second Interim Report
of The General Assistance Termination Project

Sandra K. Danziger
Sherrie A. Kossoudji

University of Michigan
Schoot af Social Work

1063 Frigze Building

Ann Arbor, MI  48109-1285

April, 1994

We gratefully acknowledge the support of the Ford Foundation and cooperation of the
Michigan Department of Sccial Services in making this research possible. We wish to
thank the Program on Urban and Regional Affairs, UM-Flint, for excellent survey field
operations. For invaluable research asgistance, we thank Alowin Moes, Julie Henly, Jim
Kunz and Gema Ricart-Moes. We are grateful to Geri Randall for secretarial and editing
assistance and o Kay Sherwood, Jeff Lehman, Michael Sosin, Stephanie Shipman, Mary
Corcoran, Paula Allen-Meares, and Mark Elliott for helpful comments on a previous draft.
Robert Lovell, our co-principal investigator and Director of Planning and Evaluation at
MDSS, provided important consultation and review of this report. The opinions
expressed are those of the authors alone and not of any sponsoring agency or institution,
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Chapter 1: Intreduction

1. Background

In the first report of the General Assistance (GA) Termination Project (Kossoudi,
Danziger, and Lovell, 1993), we described the fiscal context of the program’s elimination,
provided a summary of program and benefit changes between 1990 and 1992, and presented
descriptive profiles of the March, 1991 GA population. Proposed by Governor Engler, the
program's elimination was debated in the state legislawre throughout 1991, and it was
terminated on October 1, 1991. This policy change was designed to reduce the state’s budget
deficit. it was not based on changes in GA population characteristics or need.

At the time of termination, General Assistance provided a maximum of $160 a month
to income-eligible adults with no dependent children. Recipients also recetved medical
coverage under a state medical program and Food Stamps.  Over 80,000 people lost benefits
when the program ended. Just after (A was eliminated, the state initiated the State Family
Assistance program (SFA) to provide assistance {or two-parent families who are not eligible
for Aid to Families with Dependent Children - Unemployed Parents (AFDC-UP}. The state
also set up the State Disability Assistance Program (SDA), a program thar requires medical
certification of disabling conditions of 80 days. Two months after GA was eliminated, the
state re-instated GA-Medical with a new name, the State Medical Assistance Program (SMP}.
Wayne county kept iis own medical coverage going for former GA recipients and virtually all
former recipients were allowed to remain on the Food Stamp rolls until their next
recertification date (occurring every six months). The state also changed its Emergency
Assistance program so that one-time financial assistance would not generaéiy be available for
this population.

Michigan's GA terimnation was one of the more drastic state budget cuts that poeprred
across the nation in 1991-1992, but many other states made significant cuts in their programs
for the poor (Shapiro et al, 1991; Center on Social Welfare Policy and Law, 1994}, Ofthe 28
states with statewide programs for this population, 17 made cuts in either 1991 or 1992 (Lav
et al, 1993}  Among states that cut aid 1o "employable” adults over this period are Ohio,
Hlinois, Pennsylvania, District of Columbia, Massachusetts, Minnesota, Connecticut Rhode
Island, Maryland, Wy@rmng and Virginta,. Many other states have no income support for this
population at all.

The budget shortiall causing states to target these relief programs may not be long
term problems. The most recent Michigan estimate reveals 3 budget surplus for the 1993
fiscal year that 1s roughly equal 10 cost of the GA program at its elimination. In January,
1594, the Michigan Senate Fiscal Agency Darector reported that the state will finish the 92~
‘@3 vear with a surplus of 3292 nullion. The costs of the line item of GA benefits that were
eliminated in 1981 wag approximately $240 million. ‘
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Aside from the costs of these programs and caseload sizes, very hitle research has
been conducted on the recipients of general relief programs. There are a few extant studies
that suggest that access to GA income support staves off or reduces homelessness rates in
communities {(Burt, 1992) and that very few recipients who lose benefits are likely to become
employed (Halter, 1989). However, stereotypes of these recipients sbound in the media and
public apinion, suggesting that they tend to be young, abia«»bod:ed men who do not seek or
maintain employment,

Our project’s evoiutimz and methodology are reviewed below to set the context for
this report. :

2. Project methodology.

Shortly after the elimination of Michigan's GA program, faculty at the School of Social
Work of the University of Michigan, and staff members of the Michigan Department of Social
Services {MDSS) began exploring ways to assess the impact of these changes. Afler
discussions with Ford project officers, Mark Elliott and John Lanigan, a multi-faceted strategy
wag developed 1o analyze the impact of GA termunation. The project has three research
approaches: ‘

1. To use state level MDSS administrative data and Michigan Employment
Security Commission employment data to analyze welfare and employment
participation over time.

2. To conduct random sample surveys of former recipients {one and two years
after termination} to explore more deeply the health status, employment
seeking behavior, and coping strategies of former recipients.

3. To collect n-depth case study data on & subset of those surveyed to
understand the process of how they cope and get by and whar alternatives they
have in their lives,

3. First interim report,

The first report provided a basic descriptive analysis of the GA population (Kossoudji
et al,, 1993}, The data were drawn from the MDSS administrative records and represent the
entire GA population in March of 1991 that was "at nsk” of termination. Recipients m GA
Family or Disability categories were excluded from the analysis because they were
automatically transferred to other programs, These data revealed the following facts.

« One-half of the state’s cases were in Wayne County, one of the highest
unemployment and concentrated minority poverty areas of the state. Detroit,




Michigan's largest city, with a high proportion of the State's minornty
population, is in Wayne County.,

» The stereotype of the young, able-bodied, inner city minority male on the GA
welfare program was a very small minority. In fact, African American men
under age twenty-six represented only 5% of the caseload in‘the state.

» Two of five recipients were women.
« Two of five recipients were people over age 40.
» Recipients had extensive barriers to employment, including:

-- only half had a high school diploma.
-- one-fourth had applied for disability benefits at some point.
-- recipients over the age of forty had been on GA for an average of
nearly three years.
-- fewer than one in five had reported earnings while on GA, so work
' expertence, if any, was prior to or intermittent with public assistance.

+ The GA budget cut coincided with a continuing severe recession in
Michigan's economy, making employment an uncertain option for low-skll
workers,

In short, the data gave little reason for optimism about the former recipients' capability to
replace GA income.
4, Regional comparisons.

Because of the question of the possible wide variation in patterns in the caseload
across the state, our first task was to explore urban/rural differences in the GA caseload.
QOverall, GA recipients in more rural regions of the state may have had fewer barriers to
employment. A more detailed description of urban/rural comparisons is in the Appendix
attached to this report. Some highlights of these comparisons are:

« Only 1% of rural adults were on GA (compared to 3% in Wayne County).

+ The unemployment levels and poverty rates varied greatly in these rural
regions, but both were generally lower than in Wayne County.

« Rural recipients were more likely to be high school graduates than the GA
population as a whole.

» Rural recipients were much younger than the GA population as a whole.



+ Rural recipients tended to have shorter spells on (GA and a higher
percentage reported carnings while on GA. One-third of the rural
recipients reported earnings while on GA. In contragt, closer to one in four
in the urban areas outside Wayne county, and fewer than one in ten Wayne
County reported earnings while on GA.

8 The first post-GA year.

This report begins to assess the irpact of General Assistance termination by examining
the well being, economic outcomes, and changes that have occurred in former recipients’ lives
since the program ended. Nearly all evidence in this report come from two sources. The firgt
15 a2 10% random sample of the March 1991 GA population.  This caseload sample containg
sixty-six months of MDSS administrative records on each former recipient, covering the
period from January 1988 to June 1993,

These state administrative records allow us to document and track each individuals'
welfare history, along with selected other outcomes (like job training, employment, and
residence) that are likely to change over time. The state administrative records, however,
. while rich in the information related to outcomes, tell us intle about the backgrounds and hves
of individuals. We also conducted a stratified random sample survey of 530 of these former
recipients (im five Michigan counties) to help us analyze the "whys" and “hows® of the
outcomes observed in the state administrative records, and 10 help us accurately access the
health status and health-related issues associated with personal well being,

Table 1 presents demographic characteristics of the GA population and the survey
group in both unweighted and weighted figures. Weights are used in all analyses presented in
this report to adjust for sampling proportions. The survey group and the population have
roughly comparable proportions of men and women, African Americans and whites, Wayne
county residents compared to the rest of the state, and people with high school diplomas. The
survey has fewer younger respondemts than the population ag a whole, The age range in our
survey is from 19 to 62 (at the time of interview in 1992). The survey includes 10%
minorities who are neither African American or white. Most of these other minorities gre
Native American or Latino/Latina.

Further survey sampling information is presented in the Appendix of this report. The
survey recruitment procedures resulted in our inferviewing former recipients with more stable
residential situations and those most likely to continue receiving public assistance of some
kind. It is possible that the survey results, with proportionately fewer voung people than the
GA caseload as a whole, underestimates homelessness but overestimates poor health and
disability. :




Table 1: Time 1 Survey Sample Compared to GA Population Characteristics
3/91 GA Time-1 Survey Weighted
Population Fall, 1992 Survey
Size: 106,812 530 530
Ager
% 16-258 20 139 143
% over 40 38 48.1 519
% Male 39 592 57.9
Y African American 53 58.9 529
Y% in Wayne County 49 511 435
% w/High School Degree S0 320 82.5

This report is organized as follows. The next chapter summarizes generalized findings
and draws out the potential short and long term implications of our research results. After
that, we present specific findings on health status and health changes, work experience,
housing changes, welfare participation and quality of life in the first year. The first three
chapters are based primarily on the survey data with oceasions! reference to the state level
data. The chapter on public welfare program participation uses state administrative data from
January 1988 through June 1993, Comparisons of state program use both before and after the
GA cuts allow us to assess changes in reliance on public assistance. The last chapter of the
report on quality of life after GA uses survey indicators and in-depth interviews. These
measures include coping behaviors, and the extent to which financial and social resources are
available. Three case illustrations demonstrate very different patterns of reliance on General
Assistance and coping after program termination.  The appendix has two sections, one
describing our survey sample methodology and the administrative data, the second providing
urban and rural regional comparisons of the GA caseload.
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Chapter II: Overview
Findings and Implieations

Thizs overview provides readers with a summary of results in this report. We also
integrate specific findings to explore some potential short and long term implications of our
analyses. Each of the findings highlighted here is discussed in more detail in the following
chapters.

1. Finding: Many Former Recipients Report They Are In Poor Health.

The majority of former recipients are neither heaithy enough 1o be attractive job
candidates nor disabled enough to qualify for disability benefits. More than 58% of all survey
respondents report one or more chronic health conditions for which they need medical care ag
defined by the International Classification of Diseases (ICD).  OF those over forty years old,
about 77%, or more than three out of four, have one or more chronic health conditions. One-
third of the respondents say they are in poor heaith and one third report deteriorating health
status since GA eaded. One-third report no health problems for which they needed 10 seec a
dostor.

In addition, 5% of the survey respondents reported that their health affected their
ability to work., About 23% szid their health completely, and 33% said it partially, affected
their ability to work.

Despite their probable eligibility for state medical assistance, a large number of former
recipients, particularly outside of Wayne County, reported no coverage for health care at the
time of interview. Over half of former recipients in the rural and other wrban counties were
not covered. In addition, over one-third of the overall sample cited difficulties in recetving
health care. At the same time, use of medical care, particularly for expensive forms of service,
is high - for example, over three.quarters of the chronically ill had gone to an emergency
room at least once since GA termination.

Short term implications. If a universal health coverage system is passed, the funciional
health of these former recipients may improve, increasing their attractiveness in the labor
market. For many of them with chronic illnesses, however, public service employment,
subsidized employment, or pubhc assistance may be the only wviable paths to economic
subsistence in an economy where employers consider health in hiring and firing, and workers
with health limitations may not be able to maintain full time employment. Only one-fifth of the
chronically ill had worked at all since GA tersmnation.

Long term mmplhications, While more former recipients who are in poor health
probably qualify for disability benefits than are currently enrolled, many will neither qualify nor
realistically gain stable, full time, adequate-paying employment. Even with a universal heaith
coverage system, employers will seek out the healthiest job candidates at every skill level. As
the population ages and age-related chronic diseases become more prevalent, the chronically

é



ill may become a larger share of the poverty population, Other states with general relief
assistance programs would be wise to ascertain the magnitude of this group and consider
realistic alternatives for them when debating welfare reform.

2. Finding: A Bignificant Minority Of The GA Population Is Disabled.

The analysis of the state-wide GA population focuses solely on those who werfe
classified as "able-bodied” in March, 1991. This was the population at risk of termination in
" October. After termination, however, disability recipiency (prmmpally SSI) burgeons for this
group, About 2% were on 851 rolls in the termination month; in June 1993, however, 15%
were enrolled in a disability program and nearly one in five of these former recipients had
recetved SSI disability or state disability for at least one month 1 the post termunation period.
The majonty of these disability recipients were not newly disabled. More than two out of five
GA recipients had an indicator of potential disability on their GA records some time before
program termmation.  One half of those who had enrolled in disability programs in the post-
termination petiod had been denied disability status in the past.

Short_term implicaions. It is likely that a high proportion of post-termination
disability recipients were already disabled before GA. was terminated. Significant savings 1o
the state could have been accrued, and the GA population could have been reduced in size, if
more GA recipients were assessed for disabilities, if more were appropriately directed to $SI,
if the timeliness of the S8 application process were trimmed, or if such a high proportion of
$81 applicants did not have 1o reapply before being deemed disabled. Other states, when
considering whether to eliminate their general relief programs, should first underiake a review
of the disabniity status of their recipients to see if significant cost saving can be attained
without the elimination of the program.

Long term implications. The rate of growth of disability recipiency shows no sign of
abating nearly two years after GA termination. Assuming this trend continues, and that at
feast some other states will also termunate their adult public assistance programs, the federal
government should expect a great morease in SSI program application and recipiency, and the
attendant budgetary problems associated with that growth,

3. . Finding: Post-Termination Emplovment Is Speradic,
Most former recipients have been unsuccessful at maintaining self-sufficiency through

continuous emplovment. We draw this conclusion from several results.

¢ - Locking at the entire March 1991 GA population for the 1592 calendar
year shows that while 38% of all former recipients worked in the forel




sconomy at some point over the year, less than 20% was employed in any
single quarter and less than 5% was employed in all four quarters of 1992}

» Looking at the period from GA termination (October 1991) to June 1993,
we find that while two out of three former recipients have been off all
public assistance for at least one month since GA termination, only a small
minerity {14%) has and stayed off all public assistance the entire time since
termination.  Over half {32%) of those who left the rolls for at least one
month were off less than 12 months out of the entire period.

e Of the former recipients in the survey sample, one of every three who
found employment during the first year foﬁowmg termination was not
employed at the end of the first year.

Implications:  Alternating  spells  of employment and  welfare
participation were also present before GA was terminated. The principal difference between
the GA and post-GA eras is that fewer resources are available from the state if they receive
public assistance now. As a result, either their well-being is significantly reduced, or friends,
family and private charities have borne (along with the recipients, themselves) the cost of GA
termination,

According to the survey sample, reliance on friends and family has increased since GA
ended. However, only a minority reports receiving any money from these sources in the last
year - 12% from a partner, 25% from relatives, and 14% from friends. Food paniry use has
also increased, but again, just over one third (35%) of the survey sampie went to a food
pantry in the last year.

Long Term Implications: Given their skill and health deficiencies, and the volatile
nature of service sector employment, long-term employment may be unlikely for a majority of
these former recipients. For some, friends and families may continue o bear the cost of GA

* termination. Others will have to rely on available private charities. However, many private

charities are at least partiully funded by the public sector. In addition, recipients’ health may
deteriorate because of inconsistent access 1o resources associated with fluctuating
employment and participation in less lucrative welfare programs. The state funded medical
plan may find claims increasing. Hospitals, too, may bear additional costs,

4, Finding: Skills Increase The Probability Of Post-Termination Employment,

Regression analysis allows us to predict the probability of post-GA employment for
people with specific characteristics. The "baseling™ probability of working is 34.5%2%  This

P Thess figures are based on required quanierly employer’s raports 1o the Michigan Employment Securilies
Cormmission. Al employers are identified for 1ax purposes. These data were merged with the Michigan
Department af Social Services records (0 identify those who had been employed..
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figure increases to 55.2% for those otherwise similar former recipients who have ever
participated in a job training program. Job training increases influences the odds that African
Americans are employed in the post GA period. The "baseline" probability of employment is
12.4% for African Americans. Those with job training are two and a half times more likely
(28.4%) to have found employment.

In addition, having a high school degree is a crntical component of predicting
employment for African Americans (but not for whites and other minorities) and having recent
work experience is a significant predictor for whites and other minorities (but not for African
Americans). An otherwise average African American recipient who has all three skill
characteristics has a predicted probability of employment of 54.2%,; it is 79.5% for non-
African Americans,

The implications of this potentially important finding need to be substantiated with
other data. If these results hold, one interpretation could be that the conditions under which
former recipients find employment may differ by race and ethnicity. African Americans
successfully find employment when they acquire skills and educational credentials from
outside the labor market. Non-African Amenican former recipients successfully find
employment when they recently have been engaged in the labor market, or, possibly, have
acquired references from a recent employer.

Short term implications. If states and the federal government are committed to
- encouraging smooth and more rapid transitions from welfare to work, and if our results are
valid, then incentive packages while on welfare may need to recognize labor market realities
faced by racially identified workers. African American recipients may gain more from job
training and education programs, while non-African American recipients may gain more from
decreased benefit-reduction rates (the loss of welfare dollars if a recipient works while on
welfare) or subsidized employment in order to accumulate more recent work experience.

Long term implications. The perception of public assistance as a safety net is being
recast. Welfare programs are necessitated by the realities of labor markets with involuntary
unemployment and discriminating hiring by age and race, along with the personal and social
failures associated with high drop-out rates from our education system. Current reform
efforts are retooling public assistance as skills and work preparation programs; if these
reforms are ineffective, we can expect continued reliance on welfare from a permanent and
destitute underclass.

2 The baseline prediction is for males who did not live in Wayne County, never worked intermittently with
GA, have no health problems that limit their work ability, have no job training, did not graduate high
school, were not black, and had first gone on GA nine years before,




5. . Finding: Employment Does Not Necessarily Lead ts Seif-Sufficiency.

Many former GA recipients were employed in Michigan's industrial sector in the past.
There, with unionization, low-skilled and semi-skilled workers could maintain a relatively
secure life style with expectations of 3 comfortable retirement. Now employment is no longer
necessarily a path to self-sufficiency. The average recipient who has worked since GA
termination has gross earnings of only about $650 per month, which still qualtifies him or her
for Food Stamps.

Comparing the characteristics of jobs held since GA termination with the
charactenstics of the last job held for recipients who have not worked since termination
reveals the cost of deindustrialization in the Midwest. While more than one-third of the
previous jobs of former recipients were in the relatively high paying manufacturing sector,
only 9% of post-termination jobs are in manufacturing, In addition, nearly three out of five
post termination jobs are in service occupations with one out of two workers earning wages
as a jamtor or kitchen help. Finally, job benefits are scarce in post-termination employment,
Only 12% of post-termination jobs provide health insurance. Furthermore, only 6% of post-
termination jobs have retirement programs. These jobs are also much less likely to provide
life insurance, paid sick leave or vacations than jobs held in the past,

Short term implications. If deindustrialization continues, and if one effect of NAFTA
is the accelerated loss of manufacturing and factory assembly jobs, then poorly paid, low
benefit service employment may represent the extent of labor market opportunities for these
iow-skilled former recipients. In the short term, we can expect a steady growth in the federal
Food Stamp program because even the working poor will qualify.

Long term implications. If wages for these unskilled workers are insufficient for
current subsistence, and if retirement benefits remain at such low levels for the jobs that they
hold, then even if these former recipients maintain steady employment over their working
fives, they may fail back into weifare reliance or unsupported poverty when they reach
retirement age. Overall, the long term imphlication (especially considering the aging of the
population) will be a renewed rise in poverty among the elderly and, depending on social
security support and health, rising welfare dependence among the elderly.

6. Finding: GA Termination May Have Aftected Housing Stability.

Qur ability to assess bousing stability in the first year after GA rermination is relatively

sweak due to the nature of our survey sample (see the appendix). If we ignore Wayne County,

however, where these problems were most pronounced, and compare our other urban and the
rural sample, we find stark differences in both housing status and stability in the post GA
period.  Nearly one-half of the urban residents moved at least once in the year following
termination and one half of the movers moved two times or more. In addition, more than one
out of four of these urban residents was in a transient hving arrangement one year after GA
termination, primanly doubled up with friends or relatives. By contrast, only one in six rural
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residents moved in the year following termination and 16% were in transient hving
arrangements.  For both urban and rural residents, however, these figures represent an
increase in mobility and a decrease in housing status, Of the entire sample, one in seven
surveyed has had their utilities shut off in the last vear and one in ten has been evicted for non-
payment of rent. Housing stability and quality have declined since GA.

Short term implications, If these results are indicative of true changes, then it is clear
that once GA cash (which was tvpically used to pay rent) was no longer available, many
former recipiemts were unable to maintain stable and independent housing. In a shelter
provider survey conducted in Detroit, we find evidence that shelter capacity has doubled since
GA ended and demand has greatly outstripped this increased availability of beds (Park et al,
1994}

g i stions.  The lack of a cash assistance program and the relatively low
;}:‘ospects of‘ mnunueﬂ aat% se%f-suﬁic;ent empioyment suggest that the mumber of homeless in
Michigan will continue to rise, transferring at least some of the state’s savings from GA
termination to other budgetary line items and to other fiscal jurisdictions. This substitution is
expensive: the current per diem for shelter 1s $300 a month (310,00 per day).

7. Finding: Prevalence of Public Assistance Use Not Affected by Termination.

The public perception of the success of GA termination is influenced by two publicized
findings. The first (and already discussed) is that at_some point in 1992, 38% of these former
mcipients was employed in the formal economy. The second is that over time, a gradually
nising percentage of former reczpiems is not receiving public assistance. In June 1993, this
figure stood at 43%.

These findings do not support an assumption that public assistance recipients are
welfare dependent unless they are forced off the rolls. We must emphasize that, contrary to
these assumptions, our figures do not indicate a strong behavioral impact of termination. The
impact of GA terrmination can only be assessed by analyzing the change in behavior as a result
of the loss of a public assistance option.

We examine the behavior of the same recipients before GA was terminated to make
this comparison. In June 1993, 43% of this population was not receiving any public
assistance; this is exactly twenty-seven monthe after March, 1991 {when the GA population
was measured - see the appendix). We examine the same figure for the same people for
twenty-seven months before. In December 1988, 43.5% of these same former recipients was
receiving no public assistance. In between these two months, non-participation falls and rises
symmetrically, there is no shift at the time at termination. The termination itself, then, had
virtually no impact on the prevalence of public assistance participation.
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People move onto and off of public assistance in accordance with fluctuations in the
economy and with their own needs and abilities. Publicity aside, the termination of GA was
not a prerequisite for getting recipients off the welfare rolls,  Also revealing, if carefully
interpreted, is the participation histories of these GA participants. We divide the months from
January 1988 until June 1993 into two periods -- before and after GA termination, Nearly
53% of the popolation had at least one month of non-participation both before and after
termination. Another 19% had at least one month of non-participation before but not after
termination. Only 11% received no welfare benefits after but not before GA ended, and 17%
have participated in every month {see the participation chapter for charactenistics of these

groups).

The principal impact of GA termination is that fewer public resources are now
available 1o these former GA recipients when they do still recetve public assistance. Because
these recipients are only eligible for cash asmistance if there is a status change (like becoming
pregnant or disabled), most gualify only for Food Stamps or a basic medical plan.

hort term unplications. The termination of (GA was not a prerequisite for getting
recipients off the welfare role.  While the termination may have changed the behavior of a
small fraction of these former recipients, the vast majority have histonically gone on and off
public assigtance as needed. We cannot tell from our evidence what the consequences of GA
termination are for people who did not need GA in 1991 but may need it now, For example,
new entrants to the Food Stamps and Medical rolls may have greater housing problems now
than in 1991, Other states considering welfare reform measures can draw from our evidence
to produce well informed policy decisions,

Long Term Implications: Policy changes such as Michigan's need to be assessed i detail
in terms of their net benefits and costs to taxpayers. In addition, public policy makers need (o
be held accountable for the consequences of ending these programs. GA termination did httle
to change recipient behavior, it may not save the state much in the long run, and the quality of
life has declined for people unable to support themselves. Carefial analysis must guide future
welfare reform measures if they are to successfully save public sector funds and take into
acocount the needs of the poor.

8. Finding: Needs Of Rural And Urban Foor Are Different.

In Michigan, public assistance reliance is primarily an urban phenomenon. However,
about 15% of the former GA recipient population resides in a rural area.  Rural GA recipients
were much younger than urban recipients; about one-third of rural recipients was under age
26, In addition, rural recipients were much more Bkely {(than urban recipients} to repon
earnings while receiving GA. More than one-third of all rural recipients reported earnings
while on GA. Among rural recipients, the oider the individual, the more likely he or she was
10 report earnings. In addition, two out of five rural recipients in the survey sample found

- employiment in the first year after termination and nearly all of them were working at the end

of the first year.
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11 ications. Qur tentative conjecture for the age discrepancies between
rural arzci uri:an mc:pwms is that rural residents may have a more difficult time finding first
jobs {perhaps because of the relative scarcity of service sector employment) than de young
urban residents.  As a result, the former recipients in rural and urban areas will have different
needs reflecting their different age distributions. In addition, rural recipients (especially older
rural recipients), were more likely 1o have used (GA as a supplement to, rather than a
substitute for, employment, suggesting that below-subsistence wages are a more pressing
problem than lack of jobs in rural areas.

Long term implications. If voung rural residents bave a difficult time finding first jobs
and public assistance is no longer an option, we can expect a continued depopulation and
aging of the rural population. Other aspects of rural communities, such as the lack of food
pantries and shelter services, imply that there are few long term altermatives for public
assistance.

Overall welfare policy implications

A national willingness to target public assistance cash when making budgetary
decisions rose throughout the 1980's and is escalating in the early 1990's. Despite evidence
that economic cycles of the last decade drove a deeper wedge between the advantaged and
disadvantaged, the federal and state governments are Jooking at the budgetary toll of their
means-tested programs. More people are in need of public assistance while the public sector
is attempting to provide less. At the same time, without public safety nets for some of the
poor, we risk greater costs in shelter or other institutional expenses, and in health care and
eventual disability provision.

Michigan's policy shift was bold and risky. It stemmed from a budgetary crisis and it
reflected public misperception of the behaviors and characteristics of the GA recipient
population. There was little public support for people who in fact had few alternatives.

Even if GA termination were inevitable, state policy makers failed both taxpayers and
former reciprents by not providing timely transition assistance based on a sound knowledge of
the people whose lives were affected most directly by the program’s termination. At the time
of termination, state and federal disability programs should have better facilitated a transition
to SDA and 8§81 for those who lost GA benefits.

What former recipients need now is what they have needed all along: more investment
in jobs, more jobs for minority and older workers, adequate health care and job skills training,
expanded disability criteria, and greater targeting of resources for community development in
impoverished areas. - The quality of life after GA ended generally declined for former
recipients. The majority of people were unable to replace benefits with adequate alternative
means of support. Rather than terminate programs abruptly, states should base welfare
&égat cuts on accurate appraisals of need and should provide transitional resources and
services.
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Chapter YH: Health Status, Disability and Health Care Use

Health status among former recipients is critical to assess for three reasons.
One presumption underlying program termination was that the recipients were mostly able-
bodied, that the small minority who were disabled were perhaps on GA only temporarily, 1n
the application and certification process for Supplemental Security Income, (881). We lock at
the number of people with chronic health problems and disabling conditions of long standing
duration to assess this assumption,

Second, we examine changes in health status as a potential impact of losing GA
benefits. Do former recipients suffer health declines in the first post-termination year?
Finally, because receipt of GA mcluded ervollment in the GA-Medical program, we examine
what happened to health care after termination. To what extent are former recipients covered
in medical programs, and do they get medical care when needed?

Indicators of former reciptents’ health, disability, and access 1o and use of health care
are based on questions in the survey where respondents listed their bealth problems, and
appraised their health status and extent of any health-caused limitations in functioning. They
also reported current health insurance coverage, any disability benefits applied for and
recetved, and their use of health services.

The chapter is organized to first present the data on health problems. The second
section compares our survey sample with findings on health status in other studies, We
compare the prevalence of poor health among former GA recipients with that found among
older people, low mcome populations, and low income African Americans as & whote. The
third section focuses on disability status and the extent to which those who are in poor health
become categorized as disabled. The last section of this chapter examines access to and use
of health care. (Given the extent of poor health and disability in the post-terminagtion vear, is
health care perceived to be available? Is it being received, and what kinds of care are being
used?

1. Extent of health problems.

By many measures, our survey indicates 3 high prevalence of poor health. First, we
used a self-rating scale of how healthy a person ig, a2 measure used in many studies (see
below). Almost a third of the survey respondents {30.2%) report they are either not very
healthy or are in poor health. With respect to changes in health, we asked whether their health
(on a S~point scale), had gotten better, worse, or stayed about the same compared to two
years ago (a point in time definitely prior to GA termination). Qver a third (37.2%) reported
declines in health, while about one-fifth (21.3%) said their health had improved over this
period. Two-fifths (41.5%) reported no change,

When asked two items about how health affects current functioning, often used in self
reports of disability, the former recipients described a high prevalence of perceived limitations.
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Over one-half of our sample said sickness often (29.1%;) or sometimes (27.0%) interferes with

their activities. Similarly, a quarter (22.7%) of the respondents reported that their health

completely reduced their ability 1o work and another third (32.8%) claimed partial reductions

m ability to work, Thus, less than one-half reported no limitations in activities {43.6%

_ reported rare or no limitations) and not having any health effects on their ability to work
(44.5%).

While these single-item self reports show compelling consistency, we also used g
measure of the types of health or mental health problems that respondents listed as conditions
that have required them to see a doctor or get a medical prescription within the last two years.
We identified the number of chronically ill people by those who listed having one or more
heaith problems that matched a chronic disease classification used in medical care utilization
review {International Classification of Diseases, Sth edition, 1992), Of the 100 or so total
different conditions people listed in these open-ended questions, where they could list as many
conditions as they had, thirty-five conditions fall into the chronic disease category (listed in
Figure 1). Less than one-third of the survey respondents (31.3%) named no health problems
eccutring within the last two years at all. On average, people lsted 1.5 problems, and of the
people who listed any health problems at all, most had at least one chronic condition, Of the
364 respondents with health problems, only 62 (17%)) did not report a chronic condition.

Overall, 58.7% of the samplc had at least one chromic condition. There were
important differences by age and race. Figure 1 shows that over three-quarters of the
youngest group reported chronic illnesses. African Americans were less likely than whites or
other minorities to report these conditions; however, over half of African Americans suffered
from chronic illnesses.
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Figure 1: Percent with Chronic Health Problems by Age and Race
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Note:

A persen is categorized 1o have chronic health problems if he ar she report at leagt one
of the following probiems for which they need to see 2 doctor:  hypertension, arthritis,
gout, fupus, back problems, heart problems, diabetes, epilepsy, uicer, asthma, respiratory
problems, bronchitis, stroke, migraine headaches, kidney problems, AIDS/STD,
glaucoma, cataracts, pacumonia, emphysema, TR, cancer, thyroid problems, anemia,
gail Bladder, liver probloms hepatius, cirrhosis, pancreatitis, stomach or bowel
problems, schizophretia, manic depression, anxiety disorder, post raumanic sieess
syndrome, alcoholises or drug use. These ars listed in ihe International Classification of
Diseases (9th edition}, which is ustd in uiilization reviews and health care financing.
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2. Comparisons of health status.

How bad iz the health of this population relative to other groups? In terms of
perceiving themselves as unhealthy, 30.2% in our survey rated their current health in the worst
two categories. By comparison, in 1984 a national random survey of people between the ages
of 55-64, 25% assessed their health as fair or poor {(worst two categories), (Dunkle and Kart,
1994y, S4ll another comparison from a 1989 survey indicates that only 20% of people with
anrual incomes below $14,000 reported fair or poor health (Wolfe, 1993).

More precisely, in a sample of low income Aftican Americans in 1985-87, (less than
$10,000), only 18% rated their health as poor or fair. Among African Americans in our
sample, 28.8% gave this rating. Al of the figures in our survey suggest much higher
prevalence of poor health compared 1o levels found amang groups known to be at risk of poor
health. The data here suggest that older people, low income people, and low income African
Americans are typically far more healthy than these former GA recipients.

In addition, levels of perceived functional limitations in this sample exceed those found
in other studies. In a 1989 survey, 23.2% of low ncome persons reported limitations of
activity (Wolfe, 1993}, compared to over half of our sample. Even if we restrict our definition
to often experiencing limitations (reported by 29.1% of our sample), we find higher-than-
average levels of health problems.

Using the chronic conditions listings, we can compare these former recipients’ self
report with the numbers of General Assistance recipients in an Qhio county who were treated
for, or prescribed medication for, the same set of chronic conditions. According to Verma
arxd Coulton, 27% of Cuyahoga's GA recipients had medical documentation of one or more of
these chronic conditions {(Verma and Coulton, 1992), which is about half the rate of the seif
report in our survey. This may reflect the degree to which people get care when they have
problems; but it could also reflect poorer health of our sample. In fact, in terms of care
utilization, our rates are lgher, While in Ohio 1t was documented that 16% had gone 1o an
emergency room within the previous two years, we find that 37.9% of our respondents had
gone to the emergency room at least once in the year since GA ended.

3. Level of disability,

Given their poor heaith status, it is not surprising that exactly haif of those we
surveyed reported having applied at some point in their lives for disability benefits. Of those
who had ever applied, 82% reported a chronic illness within the last two years. In terms of
current receipt of disability, the rates are much lower. Only 12.7% of the sample were on
disability at the time of the survey {approximately one year after termination) and another 2%
had been approved but were not yet receiving benefits. Of the 67 people who were on either
federal (881) or state (SDA) disability, 13 began their benefits in October, 1991 or before the
GA termination. The overwhelming majority had to begin the application process after losing

17



GA. Thus, most of these people were not in the process of being transferred over 10 2
disability program despite their health problems,

Who were the disabled? Those receiving (or approved {o receive) benefits were more
hikely 1o be older than the sample as a whole. Over two-thirds (69%%) of the disabled were
over 40 {compared to 52% of the sample}. Given the older group’s poorer heslth status, this
would be expected. However, very few of those in poor health were able to get on disability,

Table 1: Percent Disabled By Health Status

Percent Carrently
Sample Approved for or Receiving

Size Disability Benefits
Survey population as a whole , 530 14.7%
Self-report of one or more chronic ifllnesses L3 21.5%
Self-report that health affects their work 252 21.2%
Self-report that sickness limits activity T 297 22%

Table { shows a pattern that only one in five persons with chronic or disabling
conditions were approved for disability. Only 21.5% of those with 2 chronic condition and
22% with work or activity imitations were getting disability. Of the 265 people who had ever
applied, only 90 had ever received benefits, which is an "uptake” ratio of .34. By comirast,
Social Security Administration figures indicate that one in two disability applications
eventually get approved (Kochar, 1993). These data suggest that many disabled former GA
recipients are likely to be eligible but are not receiving benefits.

Finally, when we group the survey sample as a whole by level of disability or illness we
find that 14.7% of former recipients are disability recipients, another 46,2% have a chronic
iliness but are not on disability, and only 39.1% are neither chronically ill nor disabled. this
latter group is on the whole very healthy by most of the self report questions in the survey.
For example, of those who neither receive disability nor report a chronic condition, 73% listed
no health problems, only 17.2% report their health deteriorated in the last year, and only 8.3%
report being in poor health,

4. Health care access.,

It 1 important to clarify the medical benefits that impoverished adults not on AFDC or
SSI can receive in Michigan. MDSS reinstated a medical program for all who were income-
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eligible, but its service coverage is rather minimal, even below Medicaid. It requires prior
authorization for outpatient care and minimal co-payraents. Hospitalization is not covered in
thig program, but counties cover in-patient care in some areas, sncluding Wayne, Wayne
County issues a medical card authorizing eligibility each mounth and as of late 1993, enrolled
about 40,000 people, a number roughly equal to the aumber of people in the county who were
cut off of GA 1n 10/91,

Despite these programs, a large number of former recipients, 42.3% reported not
having any current health coverage. While 70% of Wayne county respondents reported that
they remained coversd, less than half of the rural and the urban former recipients were
covered. While the state has reinstated this coverage, many people are either unaware of i,
have not re-applied, or do not think they qualify.

When asked whether they had bad any problems getting medical care since GA
termination, over one-third {34.7%) reported difficulties.  Ancther 42.3% reported that they
currently owed money for medica! bills. It is important to note, then, that the majority of
respondents were not experiencing problems in oblaining health services.

In fact, and consistent with the prevalence of poor health, the use of care in the last
year is quite high. We mentioned earlier the high rates of emergency room wisits in our survey
compared to the Qhio GA caseload. Over one third {37 9%) of our respondents had been to
the emergency room at least once, and 18.6% had been hospitalized at least once in the last
year. Of those with chronic illnesses, over three-quarters (75.5%%) had been to an emergency
room {(but 23% had gone to cmergency 2-4 fimes), and one-quarter (24.7%) had been
hospitalized since GA. In general, two-thirds of our respondents {63.3%) had seen a doctor
it the post-termination year. High rates of hospital and emergency room care may reflect,
however, a lack of access 1o outpatient and clinic services,

Given the very widespread need for medical care information at the time of the cut off,
we asked respondents whether thewr MDSS case workers bad offered any informational help
with medical care. Cases with higher rates of utilization of services, such as those who had
chronic illnesses, might have been more likely to receive this information. Only one-quarter of
the respondents (26.2%) reported receiving this help. Ironically, 2 third of younger (under
age 26} former récipients (32,2%; reported this assistance.  The chronically ilf, on the other
hand, were no more hikely to remember getting MIDSS help than the survey sample as a whole
{27.1% vs 26.2%); nor were those who had ever applied for disability benefits. Only a quarter
(25.1%) of those who had ever applied for disability recewed medical care information at the
time of GA termination, ;

In sum, this chapter indicates high rates of iliness and disability and consequently high
utilization of medical care among former recipients. Only two in five are neither il nor
disabled. A significant minonty report problems in access o gare, and many (particularly
outside of Wayne County) are without health care coverage. The number of respondents who
have gotten disability assistance is low relative to reported levels of disabling conditions,
One-third ©of respondents also reported declines in health since losing GA. These results
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indicate that poor health plagued many recipiemts while on GA and continued to limit their
functioning in the first post-termination year. While access to care was not a problem for the
majonity of respondents, many were without heslth care coverage despite their probable
eligibility, The extent to which these problems affect employment expenences after GA ended
is one issue we turn 1o in the next chapter.
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Chapter 1V: Employment Since GA Termination

Much of the current welfare reform debate revolves around work requirements after a
limited time on assistance. In general, policy makers have accepted that many recipients will
have a difficult time acquiring private sector jobs, Many of them do not have the skills and
training to obtain existing jobs and many reside in inner city areas where few jobs are
available. A less obvious concemn, and one about which there is little concrete evidence, is the
role of health in employment and welfare participation decisions. People with health problems
may, because of their condition, be less likely to seek employment, If they do try te become
employed, they are less likely (than a4 similarly qualified but healthy applicant) to be hired by
employers, who must consider scheduling, physical and mental ability to routinely perferm
required tasks, and, if they provide employee health care, the costs of medical coverage.
Finally, policy makers are grappling with the perception that welfare recipients may not want
to work, many never have worked, and must be forced 10 become employed. Again, there is
little concrete statigtical evidence that this is a prevalent phenomenon. Nonetheless, the
perception needs to be addressed.

We discuss, in this chapter, the emplovment expenences of former GA recipients, the
characteristics assoctated with employment in the first year, with job search for those who are
not employed, and the characteristics of those who are not in the labor force at all. We also
compare the characterigtics of post GA jobs with the last job held before GA was terminated.
For some recipients, the loss of that job was the impetus to participating in General
Assistance.

' The evidence in this chapter comes from our survey of 53¢ former recipiemts. The
survey questions include information on employment history and post GA employment
experience, as well as the types of jobs, wages, and benefits acquired, and Job hunting

‘behavior, To carefully distinguish between jobs in the formal economy and casual or sporadic

lzboring activities, we use the concept of the steady job. A steady job is defined in the survey
as having been lired in a job for pay that could have lasted 2 month or more.

First we present a very rough measure of employment histories.  Next, any
employment since GA termination and labor force status about one year since termination are
compared for gender, race, age, and health groups. Following that, we examine the
determinants of post GA employment, and, for those not employed, the determinants of
actively Jooking For employment. Detall is provided on job quality by documenting benefit
levels and job charactenistics of the most recent job.

1. Employment Hizstory
Figure 1A divides the respondents into four groups according to employment

experience before and after GA termination? The expectation of Govemnor Engler's
administration was that GA termination would increase employment levels and force people to

3 On some figares in this chapter, the sample size is less than 530 because we could not calculste exact
fiming of some cmpioyment
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find employment. The question of whether more people are working since the program’s
termination requires knowledge of their employment history both before and after termination.
Over three-quarters of the survey respondenis worked at some point prior to program
elimination (Figure 1A: 375+ 19.9%).

Figure 1A: Employment Experience of Survey Respondents

Everyone
(o =522)

Work Both

Before snd
Work Neither Afer
10.5% 19.9%

Work After
But Not Before
i2.3%

Work Before
But Not After
57.0%

The 12.3% who had not worked before, but did work after the program was
- terminated may reflect the administration's expectation of increased employment. This group
accounts for only one of every nine former recipients.

About one-third of the respondents have been emploved in & steady job since GA
termination (19.9% + 12.3%)}. A majority of these people also worked prior to termination.
In addition, an overwhelming majority (84% = 37% / 57% + 10.5%) of those who have not
held a steady job since October, 1991, do have prior work experience. Some of this prior
experience reflects jobs held several, or even many, vears ago.  About two of five people who
have not worked since GA termination were working within the previous five years, Job loss
and unemployment are the principal reasons given for applying for General Assistance, And,
as this figure shows, some employment experience prior to GA termination is, in fact, the
norm. o

The relationship between health and employment experience is very telling. Later in
this chapter we examine the relationship between health and post employment while
controlling for other factors likely to determine employment. First, however, we want to
document the correlation between health and employment experience. The panels in Figure
1B exhibit employment experience for people in three health categonies: receiving disability
payments, chronically ill but not receiving dissbility, and having neither of those two
conditions.
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Figure 1B:

Employment Experience of Survey Respoadents

By Health Statas

On Disability {(u=76)

* Chronkeally RYNot an Disability (n=240)
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8E%
Neither (n=206)
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5% Work 2oth Before
and After 283 8%
Work Before Bat
N Afler 41.3%
Wosk After Bat

Nt Before 19.0%
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Respondents who are currently receiving disability are most likely to have worked
before GA termination but not after, or to have not worked at all. Similarly, two-thirds of the
respondents who are chronically ill worked before but not after. Respondents in either of
these two categories are unlikely to have worked since GA termination. The chronically il
who are not receiving disability are, however, twice as likely to have worked since GA
termination than those on disability {24.9% vs 13.5%). Without the cash resources provided
by the disability program, those with chronic illnesses must support themselves or find
financial support from private sources.

Respondents who fall into neither of these categories (fwo in five people in the
sarmple) are surely in a better position to find employment in the post GA peried. The
mimbers bear this out: one-half of thes group has found employment since GA termination
and nearly three-quanters worked prior to termination. Further, only 43% of them worked
before GA termination but not after. For this group, GA may have been a stop-gap during
periods of unemployment.

Z. Employment since A Termination

Figure 1A sbove documents that sbout 32% of the survey respondents worked in 2
steady job at some time between GA termination {October 1991) and the time of their
interview (July to October 1992}, In this section we explore post GA employment for
_different groups within the sample. Figure 2 displays the percentage of recipients that have
held a steady job since GA termination for everyone, men and women, by race, by age groups,
and by health status.

Figore : Post Termination Employment for Survey Respondents

a: Everyone

(n = 522)
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Figure 2: Post Termination Employment for Survey Respondents
b: By Gender
Men (n=300) Women (n=222)
Yes Yes
No 31.3% 33.5%
68.7%
c: By Race
African American White (0=200) Other (n=48)
(n=274)
' Yes
23.9% . G o Jo O Yes
am 51.5%
No
Ta.1%
d: By Age Group
25 or Younger (n=77) 26 to 40 (0=176) 41 or Older (n=269)
Yes
No 16, 9%
Y
4.9% Yes No 41.?% . @_
65.1% LG
No
, 13.1%
e: By Health
On Disability (n=76) Chronically [ll/Not on Neither (n=206)
Disability (n=240)
1;;3 Yes
¢ MG X
@ 523% L%
No No
86.5% 75.1% '
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Who is likely to have held a steady job at some time since GA termunation? There
appears to be no employment differences by gender. About one-third of both men and women
worked in a steady job at some time in the year after termination (see Figure 2, Panel b).

Race is correlated with post termination employment. Affican Americans are least
likely and other non-whites most likely to have been employed at all in the first post-program
year. Just over one-quarter of African American respondents (25.9%), one-third of white
respondents (36.3%), and one-half (51.5%) of other minorities worked at some time in the
year following termination. The reasons behind this race correlation are difficult to assess
with our survey data, We established in our first report that race differences in working while
on the program disappeared once we controlled for residential location. But the survey
sample size is too small and respondents were clustered in too few labor markets to explore
race differences by residence. A resolution of this issue will have to await further analysis of
the state administrative data.

As expected, age is correlated with post GA employment experience (see panel d).
The association is very dramatic: The majority of the youngest former recipients (65.1%) but
only 41.3% of those aged twenty-six to forty and a mere 16.9% of those over forty have been
employed in the post GA period. This strong age correlation may suggest a need for
transitional aid for older former recipients.

Simularly, the pattern of post-GA employment by recipients’ health status highlights the
degree to which poor health interferes with employment opportunities. Probably because of
their relative access to cash resources, recipients currently receiving disability are highly
unlikely to have worked (13.5%) in the post-GA period. The chronically ill are twice as likely
to have worked since GA (24.9%) than those who are on disability, but only half as likely as
the group with no obvious health problems (47.8%). The chronically ill, not all of whom are
older, will have a difficult time finding employment in today's economy. Appropriate means of
smoothing their transition off welfare will need to be devised.

Have these former GA recipients successfully made the transition from welfare to
work? The figures in this section document employment at any time in the past year. In the
next section, we briefly review and summarize employment at a single point in time -- the date
of the survey -- to see if employment has become a stable feature of these former recipients'
lives.

3. Labor Force Status at the Time of the Survey.

The panels in Figure 3 are like Figure 2 but present labor force status at the time of the
interview. The interviews were nearly all conducted between the end of July and October of
1992, Labor force status is categorized as working, looking for a job, or neither. By the
standard definition, those who are working or looking for a job are active in the labor force.
Those who are neither working nor looking for a job are inactive. The unemployment rate is
calculated by comparing the number actively seeking employment with the number of active
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labor force participants. At the time of the interview, only one in five (20.9%) former
recipients was employed while more than a third {38.5%) report actively looking for a job.
Thus, most of the respondents (59.4%) are categorized as labor force participants but the
unemployment rate is 65%. The proportion who were neither working nor fooking for work
at the time of the interview was 40.6%. Comparing the percentage employed at all since GA
termination (32.2%) with the percentage that was working at the time of the survey (20.9%)
reveals that 35% - or just over one-third - of the survey respondents who have managed to
find employment have already lost or left their jobs.

Figure 3:: Labor Force Status at Time of Survey
a: Everyone

(n = 530)

Working

Neither
40 6%

Everyone: 20.9% working, 53.4% in labor force
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Figure 3:

b: By Gender

Men (n=306)

Labor Force Status at Time of Survey

Women (n=224)

Working
19.8%

Neither %
52.6% .Lookms
' Bi1%

21.1% working, 66.3% in labor force
19.8% working, 48.9% in labor force
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Figure :

d: By Age Group

" Labor Force Status at Time of Survey
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Women are shightly less likely than men to be working, implying that more wemen lost
or left the jobs they found after GA was terminated. Men, however, are more likely to be
looking for work (45.2% men, 29.1% women). Over half of the women (52.6%), but only
one-third of the men (33.7%), are not in the labor force at all.

Racial differences in current labor force status are shown in Panel ¢ Whilte African
American respondents were least likely 1o be working at the interview (11.8% had jobs
compared with 28.7% for white respondents), white respondents had the lowest labor force
participation.  Close to half of the white respondents {46.7%) were neither working nor
tooking for jobs. Hispamics and members of other ethnic groups or races (inchuding Arab
Americans and Native Amencang), were most [ikely {0 be emploved at the interview. These
statistics raise some perplexing questions about the race differences in the labor force behavior
of these former welfare recipients.

To summarize these outcomes for African Amenicans, we find that just over one.
quarter found employment in the post GA year. Since only 11.8% were working at the time
of the survey, more than one-half of those who found employment have already lost or left
their jobs -~ indicating high employment instability. At the same time, Affican Americans are
most diligent about actively seeking employment; nearly two-thirds of them are active in the
labor force, but the majority have not found a job in the year since GA termination,

On the other hand, just over one-third of the white recipiems found employment in the
post GA year and the vast majonity of them (79%) were employed ai the time of the qurvey.
This indicates relative employment stability. A much smaller percentage of the white non-
workers (when compared to African Americans) is actively seeking employment, Are non-
working white respondents less optimistic about future employment prospects than Afiican
American respondents?

Just like emplovment since GA termination, differences in labor force participation by
age categories are again more pronounced than race and gender differences {see Pansl d).
Over 80% of the former reciptents under age twenty-five were either working or looking for
work. These young lsbor foree participants are evenly split between those with jobs and those
without. Naote that this employment rate is double that for the sample as 2 whole. This
contrasts with the group aged forty-one or older, where less than 12% was employed. Of
those in the middle age range of the former recipients, about one in four (24.8%) had jobs at
the time of the interview, The proportionate dechine (about one-third) between those who
worked at all since GA termination and those who were emploved at the time of the interview
did not vary by age.

The correlation between health and labor force status stands out  Nearly all
respondents on disability are neither working nor looking for work., The clwonically il also
have extremely low rates of labor force participation -~ nearly half of them are neither working
nor looking for work, Those who meet neither of these two conditions, on the other hand, are
overwhelmingly likely to be in the labor force (83.8%), but stll have a very high rate of
unemployment. This group, while not constrained by health, may have a difficult time finding
employment because of their lack of skills.
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We focus on the survey sample in this chapter to be able to exploit its information on
recipients’ health. At the same time, it is important to provide subsiantiating evidence about
the inability to maintain stcady employment. Employee records must be filed quarterly 10 the
Michigan Employment Security Commission for tax purposes. These records were merged
with the MDDSS administrative records for the entire March 1991 GA population to identify
those who were employed. Looking at the entire March 1991 GA population for the 1982
calendar vear shows that 38% of all former recipients were employed in the formal economy
at some point over the year -- a prevalence consistent with our survey findings for the year
following GA termination  In none of the indmidual four quarters of 1992, however, was the
employment rate as high as 20%, suggesting movement into and out of employment. Less
than 5% of the entire population was employed in all four quarters of 1992,

4, Predictors of Post GA Employment and Active Job Search

a. Post GA Employment

The descriptive figures in the previous sections are validated by the population data,
Now we want to address the determinants of employment m the first year following GA
termination and the differences between those who were looking or not looking for work.,

Welfare reform discussion at the state and federal level s currently focused on
mandatory work requirervents afer g limited time on welfare. One way to clarify the issues
associated with this debate is to examine the empirical evidence on the probability of finding
employment for recipiemts with different and identifiable characieristics. We present, in this
section, our analysis of the probability of working since GA termingtion by using regression
analysis, Regression analysis allows us to examine these probabilities for people with various
charactenstics and to calculate which charactenstics significantly determine post GA
employment,

Ten different individual characteristics are included in the regressions. The variables
mmclude demographic statug {gender, race, age, residence in. Wayne County), skills {recent
work experience, job traiming, education), welfare history, and several versions of health
limitations. Each of thess variables is defined in Table 1. .
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Table 11 Variable Definitions for Regressions
Variable Name  Description ,
Woman Dummy variable - respondent 15 a women .
Wayne Dummy variable - Wayne County residence
Workinter Dummy variable - worked while on GA or intermittently with GA
Hithwork Dummy variable - respondent claims health completely limits ability to work
Hithwork?2 Dummy variable - respondent claims health partially hirits ability to work
Chronic Dummy variable - respondent has a chronic health condition
Digabled Dummy variable - respondent 15 receiving disability benefits
Jobtrain Dummy variable - ever enrolled in a job training program
Age Age i September, 5992 : | :
Agesg Age squared
GAStart Number of years since first went on GA ‘ X
iiSG‘md DMy variable - has graduated from high school or earned GED

African Amersican  Dummy variable - respondent 15 an African-American

Te see if the determinants of emplovment were different for white and African
American respondents, these (probability of employment) regressions were analyzed once for
everyone and once for African Americans and non-Affican Americans separately. We also
analvzed the regressions separately using several different health measures, each of which has
advantages and disadvantages. A respondent’s self report that his or her health affects the
ability to work could be a good gauge of the physical Bvitations that narrow a respondent's
job options. But, it could also reflect an ex-post rationalization of an inability 1o find
employment. Receiving disability, on the other hand, provides substantiating evidence on the
degree to which a2 respondent i3 unheaithy, but the disability cash benefits reduce the
incentives to find 2 job. Finally, chronic illnesses, while less subject to respondent biases for
employment purposes, are varied enough in the way they impair the ability 1o work or be hired
{compare a mild heart murmur with severe rheumatoid arthritis, for example) that their
presence may only roughly correlate with the sbility to find employment.
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Within this section we discuss the results of the analysis. At the end of the chapter we
provide appendix tables for full documentation. In the Appendix tables, asterisks indicate that
a varizble is & significant determinant of post GA employment.

This svidence suggests that, while health, age, and skills are generally significant
determinants of employment, the specific factors associated with employment for African
Americans and non-African Americans do not necessarily coincide,

To facilitate the discussion, we present the predicted probabilities of employment for
people with different characteristics. The regression we use for the predictions contained the
self-reported health limits work variable. In the first column of Table 2, we report the
predicted probability of working, using the regression that included evervone, and allowing
only one characteristic to change at 2 time. First we calculated 2 "bageline® probability. This
"baseline” person i & male who did not hive in Wayne County, who did not work
intermittently while on GA, who had no health limitation that affected his ability to work, who
had never had job training, who was not a high school graduate, was not black, and had an
average welfare history. The probability of post GA employment for this person is 34.5% (see
Table 2).

Table 2; Predicted Probabilities of Post GA Employment

Everyone African-American Non-African-
American
Baseline! ) 34.5 . 12.4 424

Having Each of the Following Characteristics

Hithwork1 , 9.3 4.3 101
Hithwork2 23.0 23 29.5
African American 187 e —en
Warkinter 49.2 : 16.9 64.9
Jobtrain : 55.2 28.4 6.7
HSGrad | 4422 227 448
Jebtrain and HSGrad 65.1 432 63.1
Jobtrain HSGrad and Worklnter 77.4 54.2 j 705

. i .
S N NN . 4 W NN WHE S N e

1 Baseline Prediction - Male, non-Wayne County, son-intermittent GA worker, no heglihAsork Hmit, no job
training, average age (400, average wellnre stant 9.2, not high school graduate, not black,
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If this person reporied that he had health limitations that completely hampered hus
ability to work, for example, then his predicted probability of employment is only 9.3% - a
dramatic testament to the role of health in the ability to become employed. If he reported that
his health partially affected his ability to work, then his employment probability is 23.0%. The
other versions of health limitations all produced the same qualitative results: indicators of
poor health are associated with a lower probability of employment,

A lack of skills acts as a barrier to employment for these former recipients. If our
“baseline” person had some recent work experience, then his employment probability rises
from 34.5% to 49.2%. If he had panicipated in a job training program (but going back to
having no recent work experience) his employment probability is 55.2%. And if he had a high
school diploma, his employment probability is 44.2%.

To recognize the importance of skills to the ability to become employed in the post
GA pericd, we also calculated this probability if our "baseline” person had some recent work
experience and a high school diploma gad had recent work experience. His probability of
employment (77.4%] is double that of a similar individual without those three characteristics.

Finally, even after controlling for health and employment related skills, older recipients
are significantly less likely to find employment than younger recipienis. We cannot say at this
point, whether demand or supply is more important to this outcome, Older former recipients
may be unwiling to work at available jobs, unable 1¢ search, or employers may be less likely
to hire them, or some combination of factors may be influential.

We also present these calculations for African Americans and non-African Americans
based on the separate regressions by race (see the Appendix table). The significant
determinants of employment are different for these two groups. While job training and high
school diplomas (formal credentials) are significant for African Americans, they are not for
non-African Americans. On the other hand, while recent work experience is significanmt for
non-Affican Americans, 1t is not for African Americans,

How do these differences affect the probability of working? First, according 10 the
baseline probabilities in Table 2, an African American (12.4%) has a predicted probability only
one-gquarter that of a non-African American (42.4%). Compare the probabilities when each
"baseline® individual® has both a high school diploma and has participated in a job training
program, The African American's probability of empleyment (45.2%) is now nearly three-
quarters that of the non-Afiican American's (63.1%), The skills training and educational
credentiais have a stronger impact for the African American's success in becomzzzg employed
{everything else bemg equal),

-

3 ‘e only difference befween the two “baseline” individuats 1s that ane is African American and one is not.
These “baseline” calculations differ from the one discussed earlier because, in the separale regressions, all
characteristics are allowed fo affect African American and non-African American employment differently,
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b. Looking for Employment

. Finally, we discuss the results of job seeking behavior among those not employed. See
Appendix Table A2 for the actual regression  Interestingly, only three characteristics
distinguish those who are looking for a job from those who are not. Women are less likely
than men to be seeking employment {(everything else equal), Those whose health affects their
ability to work are less likely to be seeking employment than those who report no health
limitations, and, finally, African Americans are more bkely than non-Aftican Americans to be
actively looking for 2 job.

To sumumarize, while education, training, and better health predict employment
experiences of African American former recipients, health, age, and recent work experience
predict employment for whites and other minorities Jooking for employment. None of the
skills and experience vanables predict job search for those not in the labor market.
Unemployed men, African Americans, and people with better health are more likely to be
locking for work than are women, those with disabling conditions and non-Afrtcan
Americans.

o Non-labor Force Participants

We know that the group of respondents who are neither working vor looking for work
is dominated by women, by older recipients, and by people with health problems, Health, in
particular 1 associated with 2 lack of post GA Ilabor force participation. Respondents on
disability or with chronic health problems were 85% of non-labor force participants.

We asked respondents to explain why they were not looking for work. While the
reasons for not secking employment were varied, three themes stand out. Over 34% of
responses were because of disability or iliness.  Another 12% referred to the lack of jobs
available, or discouragement from being turned down by employers, Finally, another 10%
expressed difficulties related to their residence (transportation problems, no telephone for
employers to contact them, nowhere to shower). For this group of respondents the long term
prospects of employment are virtually non-existent.

5 The Last Steady Job: The Characteristics of Jobs Held in the Past and Present,

It is important to examine the nature of the employment since GA, and where possible,
to compare the jobs held before and after GA was eliminated. If the jobs obtained since
termination are less desirable than jobs held earlier, this suggests that the labor market faced
by former recipients has deterforated. This could occur either because they were less able to
compete for better jobs because of their own skill decling, increasing age, or amount of time
they had been out of work; or because the kind of jobs available 1o them had changed.” The
data indicate that both of these possibilities are producing a shift in the quality of employment.
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Table 3 shows the proportion of respondents (by whether or not they have worked
since GA termination} who reported having each type of job benefit in the most recent job
they held, For those who have worked since GA termination, these characteristics refer 10 the
job held since GA. For the rest, the last steady job was prior t0 GA termination. Post-GA
jobs provide few fringe benefits; benefits that were much more likely in jobs held in the past.
In particular, health insurance, life insurance and retirement programs are important benefits
that were much more frequenily a part of the employment package in the past jobs of those
.who have not worked since GA termination. Union membership was also more likely in
former jobs than in curvent post-GA employment.

This paucity of benefits suggest that even if these recipients maintain steady
¢mployment over the long run, their prospects for a decent level of economic well being are
slim. Few will retire with any job related retirement benefits, few can afford to get sick on the
job -- they do not get sick pay nor have employer provided health insurance, Few have the
protections associated with 2 urton contract.

Table 3: Benefits with Last Steady Job by
Emplovment since GA Termination,

{percent responding Yes)

Last Steady Job Provided? Worked No Work
Since GA Since GA
Health Insurance 12.4 471
Life Insurance 8.0 276
Retirement Program 6.3 322
Faid Sick Leave 115 368
Paid Vacation 224 40.7
Commissions _ 2.2 | 7.2
ABGI{&SCS 11.2 156
Union Contract 12.6 31.2
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Table 4: Jab Characteristics of Last Steady Job
By Post-Termination Employment Status

Working  Worked  No Work
Now Since GA  Since GA

-t EE mm mk - M e T N A R M B e e

Avg. Hourly Wage $4.68 $5.46 $5.701
% Making less than 3.28 41.1 35.1 42.61
% Making more than $6.00 - 11.9 16.9 2941
Avg, Weekly Hours 35 3335 40.0
% Working less than 25 Hg 30.4 315 16.0
% Warking exactly 40 hrs ©142 20.1 44.3
% Working more than 40 hrs 261 21.6 25.9
+ % Wanting more hours of work 2.6 734 39.0
Avg. Months worked since GA 93 8.4
% Warking less than 4 me. 16.8 237
% Waorking more than 8 mo, 722 61.3
Avg. Months on last job 268 232 508
Occupation
% janitor ’ - 233 176 127
% kitchen/restaurant workers 242 188 7.3
%all service employment 584 §23 28.2
%machine operators 0.1 - 103 344
Industry ‘
% eating & drinking 188 16.6 1.6
% all retail” 283 315 17.3
%auto 0.8 1.4 17.6
%all personal service 20.5 17.1 6.9
%manufacturing 104 9.4 352
Reasan left last job
%Involuntary ‘ 54.32 36.3
% Voluntary - Neg. Cite RE Job 15.62 154
%Voluntary - Health 18.6° 2.1
“%Voluntary « Personal Reasons 13.84 138
Sample Size 109 168 298

! Thisis 2 nominal wage not a real wage. Some last reporied wages were from many years ago.
2 ‘These figares are for the 59 workers who have held a job since GA temunatwn, but were not waorking at
the time of the survey.
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Table 4 documents the earnings, hours, and occupation and industry distribution for
recipients in three post-termination employment statuses.  Here we compare the
charactenistics of the current job (for those working now) with the most recent job held for
those whose tast job was prior to GA termipation. In addition, the second column reports on
the chavacteristics of the last steady job for all respondents who have worked since GA
termunation, whether or not they are currently employed. This table omits the 10% who have
never worked,

This evidence presents a strong case for declining labor muarket opportunities and
dramatic shiffs in job structure. Minimum wages and below are more likely in current jobs.
High wages are scarce in both current jobs and in all jobs held since GA termmnation. Only
11.5% of current jobs and 16.%% of all post-termination jobs paid wages above $6.00 an
hour, whereas closer to a third {29.4%) of pre-termination jobs paid at or above this rate. Not
only are current workers earning lower wages, they are aiso working fewer hours. About
one-third of current (or any post GA) jobs are part time.  Although one in four (26.1%)
current workers work more than forty hours per week -- a rate similar to that of pre-
fermination workers (25,9%) ~ very few current workers {14.2%;} are in traditional forty hour
per week employment and they attain these hours by working more than one job.

From their self reporis, however, we can ascertain that low number of hours worked is
& demand, rather than a supply-related, phenomenon. Nearly three quarters of all current or
post-GA workers reported they wanted to work more hours per week.

The average number of months worked since termination is relatively high (3.3 and 8.4
months} for current and for all post termination workers. This high figurs reflects the fact that
a majority of these workers began their employment before GA termination - perhaps while
on GA. The average length of time on the current or last steady job is approximately two
years for post-GA workers. Those who have not worked since GA spent just over four years
in their last steady job.

Service jobs have replaced factory jobs for former GA recipients. Well over half of
those currently working are restaurant or other kitchen workers or janitors, while over one-
third of those who last worked before termination were clagsified as machine operators.
Industry of employment also reflects these shifts. Less than 1% of current workers, but over
17% of pre-termination workers, were emploved in auto-related industries,  Current
employment is primarily in retail (29.3%) and personal service (20,3%) industries. Almost
one in five current workers (18.8%) is working &t a restaurant compared with fewer than one
in thirteen {7.6%) whose last job was prior to the termination,

The last panel of Table 4 reports the reason for leaving the last job. The majority were

- laid off or fired. For those who left their last job voluntarily, health, personal reasons and job

characteristics are similarly cited, with a slightly bigher proportion referning to their health.

Note that these distnibutions are remarkably similar for jobs held before and after GA

termination. Well over half in each case (54.3% and 56.3%) lefl involuntarily and another
almost one in five (18.6% and 19.1%;) left voluntarily because of health problems.

3%
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We have found that, at least for the respondents in our survey sample, employment is
more likely to have occurred in the past than in the present. Qur estimates for post-GA
employment suggest that non-employment is principaily refated to health and age and also
significantly influenced by skills.

When we examine job search behavior, we find that il health reduces the probability of
looking for work as well as finding work. Neither skills nor age however, once we have
controlled for health, are associated with actively searching for 8 job. These results imply that
2 lack of employment for older or less skilled workers probably results because employers are
not willing to hire them -- not because they are unwilling to work,

When former recipients do find jobs the stability of employment is uncertain, Over
one-third of the respondents who found employment since GA termmation were unemployed
at the time of the interview. In addition, the jobs that these former recipients found are
unsuitable for long term self-sufficiency by any measure. They are low wage, low benefit, low
hour jobs in the highly volatile service sector,



Chapter I'V - Appendix Table 1:

Estimates from Logistic Regressions on Probability of
Having Held a Steady Job Since GA Termination
(Standard error in parentheses)

Variable Everyone African-American Non-African-American
Woman 0.068 - 0.257 0.083
(0.236) (0.335) (0.351)
Wayne -0.180 0,110 0.327
(0.247) (0.334) (0.393)
WorklInter 0.609* 0.361 0.823*
(0.258) (0.356) - {0.398)
Hwork1 -1.634" -1.144" -1.884"
(0.358) (0.513) (0.507)
Hwork2 0.565" 0.450 0.567
(0.258 ©.351) (0.392)
Jobtrain 0.854" 1.030 0.742
(0.249) (0.325) (0.408)
Age -0.184* 0.125 -0.199°
(0.040 (-0.109) (0.105)
Agesq 0.002*% 0.001 0.002
(0.001) (1.001) (0.001)
GAStart 0.016 0.014 0018
(0.021) (0.029) (0.031)
HSDegree 0.411 0.730 0.099
(0.241) 0.333) (0.381)
African American -(.825* - -
(0.238)
Constant 3.916" 1,780 4.453
(1.294) {1.930) (2.027)
Pseudo R2 22%" 20%" 25%
Correct prediction of No's: 89% 92% 86%
Correct prediction of Yes's 49% 40% 61%
Overall correct prediction T6% 8% 76%
Sample Size 514 301 213

* significant at 5% level - two tailed test.
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Chapter IV - Appendix Table 2:  Estimates from Leogistic Regressions on Prebability
of Actively Looking for Work if not Working,
{standard errors in parentheses)

Variable All Non-Workers
Woman -0.722°
{0.25%)
Wayne -0.516
{0.263)
Workinter 0.301
| (0.304)
Hithwerkl ~2.587
(6.364)
Hithwork2 -(.358
.27
Jobtrain 0.376
{0.298)
Age 0.064
(0.078)
Agesq -(3.001
(00010
GAStart 0,017
(0.021)
HSGrad 0.305
(0.252)
African American 0.870
{0.260)
Constant {059
{1.305)
pseudo R2 38%
Sample Size 418

* significant at 5% level - two tailed test.
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Chapter V: Housing Since GA Termination

Has the termination of the GA program affected people's ability 1o maintain stable and
independent housing? General Assistance was often considersd to be a “shelter allowance”
because it was used so often for rent. In the event that former recipients had trouble
maintaining mdependent housing after GA, private charities, friends, and family were expected
1o substitute for state resources. This cost transfer from the public to private sector for
shelter is not complete, however, because a majonty of private charities who are currently
providing temporary shelter to the homeless are funded, at least in part, by state resources
(Park, Danziger, and Parrot, 1994). If the loss of GA support led a sigmficant number of
former recipients to lose their housing, then the state savings from terminating GA will be
lower than estimated. Some GA program costs will simply have been transferred to a
different line item in the state's budget or to federal and Jocal budgets.

We report two characteristics of housing in this chapter. The first is status and the
second is stability, Status refers to the kind of housing arrangements people have while
stability refers to simple movement from one residence to another. In order to assess status,
housing types are assigned to one of five categories: owned house, rented house, rented
apartment, rented room or sigle room occupancy {SRO}, and transient arrangements.
Transient arrangements consist of living in a shelter, on the sireets, in jail {a very few people},
going from place to place, or doubling up with fiends or relatives but not contributing to the
rent.

SROs or transient arrangements are considered lower status housing than rented
apartments and houses; owned houses, for the purposes of our discussion, are higher status
housing, Admittedly, status is a very weak concept here. It suggests that rented apartments
and houses, and owned houses, are potentially roore durable, with more space, more privacy,
and more potential for stability {leases or reptal agreements are typically monthly or longer)
than SROs and transient arrangements. Transient arrangements and SROs have a high
potential for instability. Stability, on the other hand, refers to the actual expenences of the
respondents themselves; whether and how often they move and what kinds of housing status
changes accompany moving.

In the survey, we asked respondents for the type of housing they lived i during three
different time periods: "two years ago”, "one year ago”, and "this last month”. For most
respondents, "one year ago" was before GA termination, but for a few it was after. We
inchude some changes that took place since "two yvears ago" in our analysis to eliminate nming
uncertainty.

* According to our 1993 survey of Detroit emergency shelter providers, 3 in 5 shehiers are fonded from 50%
ta 100% by public funds, Ower half of the agencics meerve fodersl funding specifically duough
community economic development fands, bt many also receive state finds through MIDES programs and
the Michigan State Housing Development Awthority,
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For the survey, potential respondents were tracked from their last known address in
state administrative records. Former recipients who were still at that address were more likely
to be found and interviewed than those who had moved ¢r become homeless. Thus, our data
contain a bias toward residential stability. This bias was particularly acute in the Detroit area
where, at the survey research firm's discretion, mostly for safety reasons, people were less
likely t0 be interviewed if they were not at the listed address (see Appendix for further detail).
The Flint and Saginaw interviewers were much more successful finding potential respondents
who were no longer living at the bisted address. We will often use ¥hnt and Saginaw to
document the typical urban residential experience. Although we will also report the data as it
was recorded by area, it should be strongly noted that the overall rate of transiency is biased
downward and that Wayne County transiency ts particularly suppressed. It is likely, then, that
the proportion of former reciptents without stable housing in the GA population is higher than
we estimate from our survey,

i. Current housing status

Current housing status reflects the housing arrangements at the time of the interview.
Nearly all interviews were conducted between August and November of 1992
Approximately 28% of these former recipients were living in Jow status housing; about 7%
resided in SRO's and about 21% were in transient living arrangements.  About 72% lived in
higher status housing; 25% io rented apartments, 28% in remted houses, and 18% in owned
houses. Those who lived in owned housing tended o be much older than the typical GA
recipient. Over 76% of those living in owned bousing (but oaly 52% of the entire sample)
were more than forty years old.

Men are much more likely than women to be residing in lower status housing. As
Figure 1 shows, more than 36% of the men, but only 17% of the women reside in low status
housing. Conversely, 23% of the women, but less than 15% of the men resided in an owned
home.

Current Housing Types-Men (n=306)

43

. .

- us =y am A




u-uunfmwmm*nmnr‘-m-u-nn

Fignre 1

Current Housing Types - Women {n=224}

Ow?d iimme Transient 13.3%
32% B Room 3.8%

Rented House >
3%

Housing status differs dramatically by area of residence. We do not know how much
of this results from response bias due to variation in contacting former recipients, the supply
of housing stock {e.g fewer remal units of all types in rural areas), shelter space, or differing
resources available to former recipients. Whatever the cause, rural residents are, by far, the
best situated in terms of housing status. Four out of five (79%) of the rural residents in our
survey reside in higher status housing. Fewer than two out of three Flint and Saginaw
residents fali into this category. As predicted, because of poor follow up of Detroit residents
who moved, Wayne Coumy respondents are also highly likely (74.5%) to be in higher status
housing. If Wayne County residents lived in lower-status housing af the same rate as Flint and
Sagimaw residents, then about one-third of these former recipients is living in low status,
potentially unstable living arrangements.

Table 1 reveals that the specific housing type utilized by these former recipients
depends on residential location. Over 38% of all rural residents live in their owned home.
Only 15% of Wayne County residents and just over 9% of Flint and Saginaw residents lived in
owner occupied housing. At the other end of the scale, nearly 28% of Flint and Saginaw
residents, but less than 16% of rural residents fived in transiest arrangements.

Table 1: Current Housing Status by Areas of Residence

Rural Flint/Saginaw Wavae
Transient 15.6 277 18,9
Hented Room 55 i3 6.5
Rented Apt, 203 35.0 i
Rented House 201 i %4
Cwaed House 184 94 150
Total & 100.0 100.0 1806
Sample Size 3 i 176 240
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2. Changes in housing status.

One mmportant question related to the termination of GA was whether there would be
a rise in transiency and homelessness when GA payments were cut off.  Even with our biased
sample, we find a rise in trangient living arrangements over the past twe years with the biggest
jump coming since “one year ago”. Transient living arrangements rose by 24% between 1980
and 1991 and, given the range of interview dates, some of this change may have been brought
sbout by GGA termination. They rose by another 50% between 1991 and 1992, which is
mostly after GA ended. Overall, transient living arrangements nearly doubled in the two year
interval. '

Table 2: Housing Status in Three Time Periods
T Years Ago QOspe Year Age This Last Month

{1990} {19513 {1952y
Transiemt 11,3 i4.3 21.1
Bented Koo 9.6 96 7.0
Rented Apartment 222 308 25.2
Rewted House 35 287 " 28.5
Owned House 154 i3% 182
Total % ' 0.0 . inco - - 1000

Much of the post GA rise in transient living arrangements resulted from a decline in
fiving in rented rooms and apartments. The proportion of former recipients residing in rented
houses declined only slightly (from 31.5% to 28.5%), and the proportion in owner occupied
housing actually rose shightly (from 15.4% to 18.2%;).

The distnbutions in Table 2 reflect only net housing status changes for the
respondents,  Looking more closely at individual housing status changes reveals that one in
four former recipients changed housing status between 1990 and 1992, About one in five
people changed housing status in the interval between 1951 and 1992, We compare the
current housing status of each respondent with his or her housing status two years previously
in Tabla 3. Table 3 does not document all moves (covered in the next section) in the
intervening two years, only moves that resulted in 2 change in housing type.

Of the 112 former recipients iiviag i transient arrangements at interview, the majonity
{57%) were in higher status housing types two years earlier. Nearly 48% of those cumrently in
transient housing used to live in rented apanments or rented houses {see Table 3. column 1).

In general, the table indicates that the majority of housing status changes were
downward. However, some respondents did move to higher status housing. We must
emphasize that we have no measure of the quahty of the housing. In particular, 8.2% of those
now living in rented apartments {column 3) were living in trangient arrangements two years
earlier; §.1% of those living in rented houses moved from rented apartments (column 4}, and
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13.7% of those now in owner occupied housing used to live in rented houses {column 5).
Some of these people may be doubling up, some may be contributing to rent with more
people, and some may have gotten onto §81 and can afford better housing,

Table 3: Past Housing Status for Recipients Currently in Each Housing Type
Current Heusing Status - 1992

Fransient Rented Reated Apt Rented House  Owaed House

, Room
{21 1%) {1.0%) {2579 {28.5%} {1R.2%)

Housing Status

Two Years Ago

Transient 425 2.3 82 4.2 8.4
Rented Room 8.3 4.3 5% 3.0 1.3
Rented Apt. 356 156 81t B 1 30 48
Rented House 121 28 456 867 13.7
Owned Bouse 1.2 80 02 1.9 86,1
Tatal % H} g » 1806 100.0 10,0 1600
Sample Size 1i2 - 37 : 133 151 95

In the urban areas of Flint and Saginaw, which represent our best guess of the typical
urban experience in housing status changes, the current transiency rate rose from 5.5% to
17.7%, nearly a fourfold increase. Overall, 56% of Flint and Saginaw residents changad
housing status in the two year wterval. Again, nearly all of the increase in trainsiency came
from movements out of rented rooms and rented apartmients. The percentage of Flint and
Saginaw residerts residing in rented apartments fgll from 52% 1o 35% and the percentage in
rented rooms fell from 14% to just under 9%,

These regpondents moved much more often than they changed housing status. A
move from one rented apartment (o another does not show up as a change in status even
though the quality of the housing may have changed. While one in four people overall
changed housing status between 1990 and thelr interview date, half as many agam (36%) had
changed residences by moving in the intervening period {whether or not housing status
changed). Once again, this rate of movement is deflated by Wayne County (20%).

It can be difficult to gauge the impact of GA termination on housing stability because
these public assistance participants tended to be highly mobile. An increase in mohility,
however, is clearly evident in cur survey sample. Using Flint and Saginaw as the typical urban
experience, we fnd that 44% of the respondents lived in their current residence for less than
one year, another 12% have lived in their current residence between one and two vears, and
the remainder have lived in their current residence for more than two years. Comparing single
year moving rates (44% who moved in the past year with 12% who moved in the previous
year) produces a nearly fourfold incresse in mobility. This increase suggests that GA
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termination, or other mobility influences arising at t}ie same time, spurred a striking amount of
residential change.

More specifically, respondents were alse asked several specific questions about
housing changes since they were cut off from General Assistance, Twenty-eight percent of
these former recipients have moved at least once since they went off GA. Of those who have
maved, more than two out of fve have moved two times or more. In Flint and Saginaw
nearly one out of every two former recipients has moved at least once since they went off GA
(compared with fewer than one out of eight the year before). Of those who have moved at
least once since cut off from GA, half have moved two times or more. If Flint and Saginaw
represents the typical urban experience since GA termination, then we must conclude that the
loss of GA support has had a devastating impact on former recipients’ housing stability,

As expected, those currently in transient living arrangements have shown the highest
propensity t0 move since GA ended. While at least three quarters of those currently living in
all other housing types have not moved since GA ended, more than 36% of those living in
transient arrangements at interview have moved at least once and 24% have moved two times
Or more.

Qur conclusion is that General Assistance operated as an effective source of housing
stability for these former recipients. According to our survey, 69% used their GA checks to
cover rent of morigage payments. One out of five used their GA check exclusively for sheiter
payments,  Once this resource was lost, however, housing became more tenuous, For some,
evictions spurred their move. One in ten have been evicted since GA was terminated because
they could not pay the rent. .

3 Housing status and work history.

Interestingly, there is a relatively low correlation between current housing status and
the employment histories of these former recipiems, Recall that about 10% of these former
recipients have never been employed in a steady job, $7% have work histories but have not
been employed since GA ended, 29% both have work histories and have been emploved since
GA ended, and 129% have held their first steady jobs since GA ended,

Tabie 4: Current Housing Status and Employment History
Never Not Worked Worked Since Warked Since GA
Waorked Since GA GA & Belore {Only Total
Overall 1046 570 it iz2 0%
By Current Howsing:
‘fransient 10.4 fl.5 17.? 103 100 0%
Rented Room 6 381 219 5.4 104.0%
Rented Apt 11.7 541 210 1L.3 160.0%
Rented House iié 517 02 159 H0.0%
Owned House 6.4 618 H% 129 ¥0.0%
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There is some variation in employment histories for those in different housing types,
shown in Table 4; but dewviation from the overall average is relatively small. A higher
proportion of former recipients who live in rented rooms and a lower proportion who live in
owned houses have never worked at all. A lower proportion of those in rented rooms and a
higher proportion in rented houses have worked only since GA was terminated.

Why is there such a low correlation between employment histories and housing status?
At this point, we do not know the answer to this question. In further work, we will explore
whether the wages of workers are enough to sustain housing and whether continued public
assistance participation, such as turning to AFDC or disability programs, mitigates the
instability of housing arrangements once GA was terminated.

In sum, GA provided shelter funds for the majority of former recipients. After
termination, over one-fifth of the sample were living in transiext arrangements, primarly
doubled up with relatives or friends. One-third of the men were either doubled up, living in
shelters or on the streets, or else renting in single room occupancy facilities. The rate of
transient residency increased since GA ended and half of these former recipients moved from
higher status living quarters. Almost one in two urban respondents in Flint and Saginaw
moved since GA ended, half of whom have moved two or more times. Housing stability and
quality have declined in the last year and employment itself does not correlate with residence

type.

48



Chapter VI: Participation in Public Assistance Programs

We answer four basic policy questions in this chapter. How much have former GA
participants used other state and federal welfare programs since GA was terminated? How
extensive was the welfare participation of these same recipients before GA was terminated?
How has the mixture of program use and non-participation changed since GA was terminated?
And finally, what are the characteristics of people in different participation categories?

We began our investigation by constructing 2 welfare participation history for every
single person who was a GA recipient in March 19915 The evidence in this chapter is drawn
from state administrative records (not from our survey respondents), which contains monthly
information on each individual. The constructed histories contain sixty-six months of data and
cover the time period from January 1988 to June 1993 For this report, we drew a 10%
random sample from this data set. The tables and figures in this chapter have a sample size of
10, 585. '

We examine welfare participation from several vantage points. First we break down
welfare participation (in each month) into six hierarchical participation categories, based on
the extent of resources available 1o recipients in those programs. First are the cash programs,
which include as part of their eligibility access to medical programs and Food Stamps. The
three cash programs sre General Assistance (GA), Aid to Families with Dependent Children
{AFDC), and, considered joimly, disability programs ~- either Supplemental Secunty
Insurance {851} or State Disability Assistance Program {SDA). The fourth category is
medical programs, which also includes access to Food Stamps . People classified in the fourth
category are either enrolled in Medicaid or State Medical Assistance Program (SMP). They
may be recetving Food Stamps but they are not enrolled in any cash granting programs. The
fith category is Food Stamps Alone  People classified in the fifth category were enrolled in
the Food Stamp program that month, but were not enrolled in either a cash program or a
medical propram. The final category is for people who are off all public assistance in that
month. They are enrolled in no public assistance program.  These participation categories are
listed in Table 1.

For each of the sixty-six months, reciptents from the March 1991 GA caseload are
classified into one of the six participation categories, A person receiving GA cash in March
1991 could, for example, have some months of receiving no assistance, some months of
receving mimmal assistance, such 2s Food Stamps alone, and months of receiving some other
kind of cash assistance. We then caleulated the percentage of the sample in each category for
each month. Our analysis adds up these case histories in each month in order te examine the
extent of welfare participation and the type of assistance provided to these individuals over
time.  The figures presented in this chapter document the monthly percentages in each

> See the appendix for information on the construction of data set and for the fogic of using the March 1991
population, - ’
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participation category for the fifty-five months that symmetrically span March 19916 Adding
the percentages in each participation category for a given month totals 100% of the sample.
Our higrarchical participation categories result in 100% of the sample classified as GA
recipients and 0% of the sample clagsified in other categories in March 1991, This does not
mean that these recipients were not receiving medical coverage or Food Stamps in March,
only that their cash benefits took precedence in their categorization,

In addition, the time span we cover is brokes down into two “eras™; before GA
termination (until September 1991) and after QA termination (from October 1991} We
classify people into four new "era” groups: For each of the welfare participation categonies
fisted above (except for GA, for which the division is definitive). Those who were in that
category for at least one month both before and afler GA ternunation, those who were in that
category for at least one month afier GA termination only, those who were in that category
for at least one month before GA termination only, and those who were never classified in that
category. We examine the demographic, human capital, and welfare participation
characteristics of people in these "era® groups.

The figures in this section trace the participation categories for male, female, and all
recipients, Following each figure (except the GA figure) is a table documenting the “cra”
group characteristics,

$  Only fifty-five months are used in the figures for casy visual comparison of equal lengths of time before
and after March 1991, The eleven omitted months (Jamary 1o November 1988) follow the same trends as
the prescuted data, :
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AFDC Axd 1o Families with Dependent
Children (cash}

Disability Supplemental Security Income
or State Disability Assistance
(cash)

Medical State Medical Assistance

Program or Medicaid insurance
but not income support {health
insurance coverage}

Food Stamps  Federal Food Stamp Program
Alone (food stamp coupons}

No Assistance

Table I: Welfare Participation Categories?
Category Name Definition
GA CGieneral Assistance {cash) People enrolied in the GA cash assistance

program. They were also eligible for
medical assistance and Food Stamps.?

People enrclled in AFDIC. They are also
eligible for Medicaid and Food Stamps.?

People enrolled in either of these two
disability programs. They are also eligible
for either Medicaid (if on 881) or State
Medical Assistance Program (if on SDA)
and Food Stamps?

Paople who are not enrolled in any cash
program but are receiving medical coverage
under either of these programs. They are
eligible also for Food Stamps?

People who are not enrolled in any of the
above programs but are enrolled in the Food
Stamp program. People in this category
usually {but not always) do not qualify for
cash assistance programs for demographic
reasons (like not having dependent children}
or for economic reasons,

People who are not enrclled in any of these
programs.

in gach of these cases theve are people who are eligible but choose not to participate. These categories are
based on the highest level at which & person chooses to panicipate. I they choose to participste i
program X then they are ehigibie for the programs categorized with it,

and probably, but not necessarily, receiving these benefits.
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1. On General Assistance,

We know that 100% of the sample was enrolied in GA in March, 1901 but these
recipients could have emered the GA program at any time, GA participation is tracked over
time in Figure 1. Only March 1991 recipients’ participation over time is illustrated in this
figure. To help guide interpretation, it should be read as follows: "of all the March 1981 GA
recipients, 39% were also on GA in December 1988, 40% were also on GA in January
1989.."7 At the beginning of the time series (December, 1988), just under 40% of the
sample was enrolled in GA. The percentage graduaily rises until March 1991, with very little
difference in partictpation by gender. Participation in GA falls after March, in a pattern that is
roughly symmetric with the rise earlier on. In October, however, the program is ierminated,
participation falls to zero, and stays at zero thercafter. Only in the GA category 15 men's and
women's participation behavior so similar.

We now turn 1o the other five participation categories, beginning with the cntical
participation category "off all assistance” and ascending up the hierarchy to other cash
assistance programs.

2. OfF all gssistance.

Much publicity has been generated as a result of the rising percentages of former GA
recipients who ne longer receive any public assistance since GA termination (see Reed, 1963,
and Kossoudji, Danziger, and Laovell, 1993). It has ofien been erroneously concluded, in
media and policy circles alike, that the post GA termination rise in the percent off all

- assistance implies both that the effect of terminating GA was to spur former recipients o

supply labor to the market and reduce their dependency on welfare and that GA had to be
terminated to achieve this cutcome. Many draw this conclusion because they assume that
until GA was terminated, these recipients were fully dependent on the state. It is important to
remember, however, that the impact of GA termination is measured by changes in behavior,

Figure 2 illuminates the behavior of the same people (GA recipients in March,1991)
over the same time period as Figure 1.8 Untif October 1991, GA was an available option for
these people. After October 1991, it was not. Figure 2 should be read the same. way as
Figure 11 "Of all the March 1991 recipients, 43% were not enrolled in any public assistance
program in December 1988, "

7 Note that this figure (and any of the other figures in this chapter) cannot be read that the 39% of 3/91
secipionts who were on GA in Decomber 1988 were also on GA in Jamuary 1989 along with an additional
1%. All we can say from this Sgure is that, on net, more of the 3/91 people carolicd betwern December of
1988 and Janmary of 1989 thas left the program.

5 I order to fully access the impact of GA, we would like to have experimental dota that allows us to
compare behavior in the presence and absence of GA during the same time period.  This, of cowrse, is
impossible in light of the state policy changs.
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Figure 2: Off All Assistance

Recipients on GA in March 1891
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Table 2: Characteristics of Recipients in Off Public Assistance "Era” Groups
(Before and After GA Termination}

O 1+ Month  Off I+ Month  Off 1+ Month  Never
Before and Aftert After Only! Before Only! Off All

% of Sample 52.6 10.8 19.2 17.3 100.0
% Wamer® 332 47.5 46 .4 550 41.1
% White? 471 358 413 35.0 427
% African American’ 49.1 609 55.4 61.7 538
% over 40° 251 8§36 424 654 352
% HS Grads® 81.2 458 - 572 393 55.0
% State Training® 477 486 45,1 383 4357
% Disabled™¢ 3440 186 50.7 49,5 4G 4
% Detroit® 378 56.5 46.5 56.7 44.8
Months ofFf 330 8.4 15.0 0.0 211
Monihs on GA? 188 37.8 235 40.4 254
Months off Welfare
Afterdts 125 8.4 0.0 0.0 7.3

1 Before and after = 66 mémhs; afier = 21 months; befare = 43 months,

*2  Percent of sample in each sategory,

3 Percent of people in cach ctegory with that charscteristic,

4 Averages for each category.

5 Number of months off all welfare since GA was te:rmm

& Cateporized as potentially disatded in the recipient’s secord prior 1o March, 1991,
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The data in Figure 2 show conclusively that non-participation was just as prevalent
before GA termination as after. This figure shows nearly perfect symmetry in rates of non-
participation before and after the population sampling month and there is no slufl in non-
participation after GA was terminated. While much is made of the fact that 43% of these
former recipients were off all welfare in June 1993 (27 months after March of 1991), this
figure is only revealing when compared with the 43% who were off all welfare in December
1988 {27 months before March 1991). In December 1988, GA, and any other welfare
program, was an available, but unchosen, option.

Figure 2 also reveals that even though the pattern of non-pariicipation is the same for
men and women, the levels of participation are significantly different. Women are much less
likely than men to be non-participators, Looking at the two extremes of the time series, about
ong-half of men, but only about 37% of the women .are non-participators in June 1993 or
December 1988,

This figure, because it looks at pariicipation ia each month separately, can hide some
important statistics about the dynamics of welfare non-participation. Although there is never
more than 44% of the sample off all welfare in any given month, about 83% of the population
has spent at least one month off public assistance, The difference in these two figures suggest
that many people are moving back and forth, on and off welfare, as their labor market and
health status warrant, :

Policy changes and the overall economic environment will determine, 1o a great extent,
the context of welfare use and nonm use. Before discussing the individual characteristics
associated with patterns of welfare use and welfare independence, we want to emphasize the
strong conneetion between the health of the economy and the ability of extremely poor people
to maintain self-sufficient living. The people in this GA population are in general older, in
‘poorer health, and have fewer job related skills than the population at large. The kinds of jobs
for which they qualify are typreally (like service jobs or factory work) those that are most
subject to the vacillations of economic cycles.

Michigan's economy, partly because of its heavy dependence on the auto industry,
exhibits stronger cycles than the nation’s economy as 2 whole. Monthly unemployment rates
for the state of Michigan and for Wayne County are charted in the box below, The correlation
between this picture and Figure 2 should be obvious. There is an inverse correspondence
between the propensity to be off all assistance and unemployment rates. In our first report we
assessed some of the relationships between the health of the economy, the availability of jobs,
and the size of the welfare population (Kossowdfi, Danziger, and Lovell, 1993), We also
discussed the particular devastation of Detroit’s economy and indicated that differences in
loeal GA population behavior related to local economic differences, In the employment
chapter of this report, we document the changing character and guality of employment. The
shift from industrial to service work 18 substantial.
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Economic and policy context aside, however, the capacity to move off welfare depends on
one's ability 10 be self supporting, or to have friends, family, or private charities to lean on for
support. Given how litile is known about the GA population, we need to paint an empirical
picture of recipients who are relatively more or less successful at gaining independence from
the welfare system,

The characteristics of people who were off public assistance at different points
between January 1988 and June 1993 are portrayed in Table 2. Altogether, 52.6% of the
sample was off all public assistance at least one month both before and afier GA termination
(Table 2: row 1). Only 10.8% was off after termination only, 19.2% was off before
termination only, and 17.3 % was never off all assistance in the sixty-six month period, .

Non-participation before GA termination arises from a different set of motivations and
economic conditions than non-participation after GA was terminated. In particular, non-
participation before termination implies an ability to' find cash support that does not come
from the state {after termination, cash support is not available for most of these people). The
differences in characteristics among the four "era” groups can help us assess the contours of
this ability, Table 2 is best interpreted by companng any number in the first four columng with
s counterpart in the final column. From this comparison, we can draw a detailed picture of
how any "ers” group differs from the overall sample.

For example, & lower percentage of those who were off all public assistance at some
time both before UA ended and after were women (33.2%) than in the overall sample
(41.1%). In addition, they were more likely to be white (47.1%) or less likely to be African
American {49.1%). They are much younger than the sample as a whole {only 25.1% over age
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403, more likely to have a high school diploma (61.2%), less bkely to be disabled by our
classification {34.0%) and less hikely to live in Detroit (37.8%) than other recipients as a
whole, Recipients in this group spent relatively little total time, just over a year and a half on
average, on General Assistance. They were off all assistance for an average of 33 months -
exactly half of the time period under study.

Those who were never off public assistance, on the other hand, were mostly female
{83.0%), more likely to be African American (61.7%;), much older than the sample as a whole
{69.4% over age 40), less likely to have a high school diploma (39.3%), more likely 1o be
disabled (49.5%) and more likely to live in Detroit (56,7%) than recipients as a whole. This
group had spent an average of over 40 months on GA and, by definition, had no months off all
assistance. These people very clearly have different opportunities and abilities to succeed
outside of public assistance programs in comparison to those who left all programs at least
one month, =

As a contrast, consider the average person in cach of these two extreme groups, The
average person who gained some independence from welfare {at least for periods of time) s a
young, healthy, Affican American or white male who has a high school diploma and does not
live in Detroit. The average person in the group that never succeeded in gaining independence
from welfare during the sixty-six months smdy period is a much older African Amencan
female who does not have a high school diploma and lives in Detroit. She may or may not be
disabled. T .

An interesting policy question for other states {(and the federal government)
considening welfare reform is whether a variety of transition strategies should be put into place
for different sub-groups of the assistance population, and for different urban economies.

Less than 11% of the sample was off all public assistance since GA termination but not
before (Table 2: column 2). This group is most likely to include people whose behavior was
‘influenced by GA termination. When compared with the overall sample, there is a higher
percentage of women {47.5%) and a higher percentage of African Americans (60.9%) than in
the overall sample. Interestingly, this group is older than the sample (53 6% over the age 40)
but slightly less likely to be disabled (38.6%) by our criteria {see Section § of this chapter).
Also somewhat contrary to expectations, they are less likely to have a high school degree
(45.8%) but more likely to have received job training in a state-funded program (48.6%).

3. On Food Stamps Alone.

+Of all the categories associated with public assistance, Food Stamps Alone represents
the least involvement in terms of resources. At most, a single individual receives an allotment
of 5111 in Food Stamps ¢ach month, Recall from our first report {see Kossoudji, Danziger,
and Lovell, 1993) that from October to December 1991, Food Stamps was the only public
assistance availabie to most former GA recipients. Figure 3 shows this spike m Food Stamps
Alone use for those months., . o .
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Figure 3: On Food Stamps Only

Recipients on GA in March 1991

80.0
700
o 50.0 b §$
o
L3}
o
i 50.0 b
&,
®
[+
40.0
§ 8
£33
3 30.0 |
{: .
L1]
b
& 20.0
10.0 b
0.0

| { 1 § 1 ¥ H ] T T H
12~88 | 6~89 | 12-89 | 6-90 | 12-90| 6-91 | 12~91 | 6~92 | 12~92 | 6-93
3-89 989 3-890 9-90 3-91 9-91 3-92 9-92  3-93

Date

1 All Recipients + Men ¢ Women



Table 3: Characteristics of Recipients in Food Stamp Only "Era® Groups
(Before and After GA Termination)
On 1+ Month On 1+ Moenth  On I+ Manth  Never
Before and After!  After Only?  Before Only? On All
% of Sample? 359 203 25.0 18.7 100.0
% Women? 38.5 441 39.7 44 5 411
% White? 354 42.5 450 53.6 42.7
% Alfrican 61.8 537% 511 42.0 538
American®
% over 40° 34.0 515 32.0 453 392
% HS Grads® 58,9 477 59.8 48.9 55.0
% State
Training? 50.4 42.7 46.4 387 45.7
% Disabled3# 40.5 363 41.9 42.5 40.4
% Detroit? 494 473 420 358 448
Months on Feod
Stamps Only! 9.1 4.5 34 0.0 —
Months en GA1 237 338 197 273 25.4
Months off all
Welfare Afterts 56 4.0 11.8 9.3 7.5
I Before and after = 66 months: after = 21 months; before = 43 months.
2 Perzent of sampie in cach category.
3 Percent of people in each category with that characteristic.
4 Awvgrages for each categery.
5 Number of months off alt welfare since GA was termingled
& Categorized as potentially disabled in the reciplent’s record prior 1o March, 1991,



While the probability of being off assistance 1s not affected by GA termination, Figure
3 shows that the monthly percent of the sample on Food Stamps Alone exhibits a continued
rise after the transition spike. By September of 1992, Food Stamps Alone use is nearly four
times higher (19%) than it was at any time before termination. Thereafler, Food Stamps
Alone shows a siight decline, although by the end of the series it is still at 13%.

There is no gender differential in Food Stamp Alone before (A termination. After

. termination, however, men are slightly more likely to be Food Stamps Alone recipients. We

can trace the rise in the Food Starap Alone category after termination to three sources. First,
unless these former GA recipients undergo a change in status (like becoming pregnant or
disabled} or a re-evaluation of their disability status, they de not qualify for any cash
programs. Second, although many of these recipients may qualify for the new state medical
program initiated after GA termination, they may not be aware of it, or may not feel the need
to enroll. Finally, as we have shown in the earlier chapter on employment, many of these
former GA recipients are working for wages that are so low that they are still eligible for Food
Stamps.

The characteristics of people who are in each of the four food Stamps Alone "Era" groups
{recetved Food Stamps Alone at least one month before and afier termination, etc.) are
displayed in Table 3. More than one-third of the sample (33.9%) had spent at least one month
before and afler termination receiving Food Stamps Alone. A relatively high percentage of
this group (61.8%) was African American and a relatively low percentage was white (35 4%)
compared to the sample average (All column). People in this group are also relatively young
(34.0% over 40), slightly more likely to have received state-funded training and slightly more
likely to reside in Detront. Otherwise, they are relatively indistinguishable from the sample
average.

Those who have never been on Food Stamps Alone (18.7% of the sample), on the
other hand, are more likely to be white (53.6%), less likely to be African Amenican {42.0%6)
amd are less likely to have high school diplomas (48.9%%) or to have received job training from
the state (38.79%). They are less likely to reside in Detroit {35.8%).

People in the two "Era" groups representing Food Stamps Alone receipt either before
or after termination, but not both, are both relatively similar to the entire sample in race and
gender composition, They represent the extremes, however in several other characteristics.
More than half {51.5%) of those who received Food Stamps Alone after termination only
were over 40 years old.  They also spent the longest time on General Assistance (33.8
months) than any of the groups and spent the least amount of time off all welfare since
termunation {4 months)., They are the group with the least education; only 47.7% have
graduated from high school. Perhaps helping to explain their presence in thig category is the
fact that they are the lcast disabled. In contrast, less than one-third (32.0%) of those who
received Food Stamps Alone before termination was over 40 years old. They spent the least
time on GA (19.7 months) and the most time off since termination {11.8 months}.
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The most curious group in this table is the 20% of recipients who have received Food
Stamps Alone for at least one month since GA termination but did not before  One
interpretation could be that this 18 a group that 1s much older than average and less skilled,
giving them relatively few employment prospects. They obviously were reliant oo GA before
termination but now, because of their relative health, have no recourse to a cash program.
For the same reason they may naot have enrolied in a medical program. Further investigation
into the well being and housing situation of this particular group may be warranted. This
group may be vulnerable to destitution if they are unable to find 2 substitute for GA cash
allowangce. :

4. On any medical program.

. Food Stamps Alone represents the least involvement with public -assistance and,
because it is & federsl program, is the least costly for the state to administer. The next level of
involvement is participation in medical programs {which may include Food Stamp recipiency).

In response to negative pubhicity in the months immediately following GA termination,
- the state created State Medical Assistance Program (SMP) (see Kossoudji, Danziger, and
Lovell, 1993). The transition spike in Figure 4 reflects the creation of the pew program.
Before termination, participation in medical programs without participation in & cagh program
was very rare, In the year following termunation, medical program public assistance covered 2
higher percentage of these former recipients than any other participation category. By the end
of the first year, however, a higher percentage were off all assistance in each month than were
cavered by medical programs. '

It is important to reiterate here that our participation categories reflect actual enrollment,
not eligibility. The state has had a difficult time publicizing eligibility for its new program and
1s considering new strategies for doing so. Many former recipients may be eligible for the
state medical program but have failed to enrofl because of a lack of awareness of its presence
or because its imited benefits are perceived to be "more trouble than they are worth”,

Only two "era” groups in Table 4 cover the vast majonty of these former GA recipients.
Either they have never been on medical programs exclusively (28.6%) or they were on
medical programs exclusively only afler GA termination (38 0%). The "never on” has an over
representation of white people (52.4%) while those "on exclusively after” are predominately
African Americans (61.9%). This racial spht arises because of Wayne County's self.
administered medical program (see health status chapter). Outside of residence, the major
differences in these two groups are in age and welfare use. Those enrolled exclusively after
GA termination are okder than the other groups (46.2%5), have spent the longest number
months on GA (29.7) and the fewest months off all assistance since GA termination (4.1)
compared to the sample average. Those never on medical programs alone are younger
(32.6% over 40), spent only 20.6 months on GA on average, and have spent an average 13.7
months off all assistance since GA terminated,
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Figure 4: On Medical (SMA or Medicaid)

Recipients on GA in March 1991
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Table 4: Characteristics of Recipients in Medical "Era" Groups?

{Before and Afier GA Termination)
On 1+ Month On 1+ Month  On 1+ Month  Never
Before and After?  After Only?  Before Only? On Al
% of Sample? 7.9 58.0 5.4 © 28.6 . 100.0
% Women* 513 40 4 48.4 382 41.1
% White* 52.6 350 58.9 524 427
% African 44.3 §19 375 .43'1 338
American? ’
% over 404 24.6 46 .4 18.3 126 392
% HS Gradst 42,1 534 524 60.4 550
% State
Training? 576 431 556 458 457
% Digabledt? g . 423 38.5 36.9 404
% Detroit® 251 . 886 209 32.2 448
Months on
Medical® 12.6 . 2.1 4.1 0.0 a—
Months on GAS 1.8 | 297 154 206 254
Months off all
welfare afters® 6.1 4.1 124 13.7 7.5

Medical programs inclade Medicaid and State Medical Assistance Program (SMP)
Before and after = 68 months; after = 21 months, before = 45 months,

Percent of sample in each category,

Percent of people in each category with that charscierisiic,

Averapes for each catepony,

Number of monihs off all welfare since GA was terminated

Cateporized #s potentially digabled in the recipient's record prior 1o March, 1991,

=t A S kD e
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& On any disability,

Our analysis of the state-wide GA population focuses solely on recipients who were
classified as "able-bodied” in March 1991. This was the population at risk of termination in
October. Recipients who were already in various disability categones are not in our sample.
In order to receive any cash assistance once GA was terminated, these former recipients had
to either undergo a change in status (ke becoming pregnamt or disabled) or they had fo be
reclassified on the basis of new or existing information. The trends in disability show a failure
in the 85I determination process or in the interface between a GA determination of potential
disability and an actual application to §81, or in GA assessment of disabilny®. More than 40%
of the March, 1991 GA population had some indication of disability on their GA record.
Their GA case record had been opened while their SSY application was pending, a disability
claim had been processed and they were deemed disabled, their claim had been denied or
otherwise disposed of, or they were deemed potentially disabled by GA but had not made it to
the SSI determination process.

The data exhibited in Figure 3, however, show that, with the exception of 3 small rise
just before termination, there is little movement onto disability programs unti] the explosive
growth following termination. In June 1993, about 15% of former GA recipients are enrolied
in disability programs, Altogether, 17.6% have spent at lesst one month in a disability
program {Table 5: column 2j since GA ended.

Our population base for March 1991 sample was almost 107,000, This means that
almost 19,000 former GA recipients have been enrolled in a disability program {either SS1 or
SDA) at some point since GA termination.

Who are these new disability recipients? Table 3 {column 2) shows that women are
slightly more likely than men 10 be newly enrolled in disability programs after termination; but
once again, the major distinguishing characteristic is age (§7.5% over age 40) compared to the
sample average. The newly disabled also spent nearly 31 months on General Assistance.
Their relative lack of high school diplomas {49.322) and job training (39.7%) probably reflects
their age and disability. Three out of five (59.9%) of these post termination disability
participants had historical data in their GA records indicating some disability.

We conclude that if the stale were interested in saving money that was allotted to the
(A budget, instead of penalizing GA recipients, savings could have accrued by expediting and
more carefully processing disability applications or by screening more reciptents for
disabilities. GA administrators or other state officials could also have put pressure on S8l to
expedite and streamline the determination process.

 In response 1o an earlier drafi of this report, one MDSS official wrote "We attempted this at various times
baxt if not pushed by MOST (Michigan Opporunity and Skills Training Program) we didn't discover the
digghility”,
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Figure 5:0n Any Disability (SSI or SDA)

Recipients on GA in March 1991
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Table 5: Characteristics of Recipients in Disability "Era" Groups!
(Before and After GA Termination)
On 1+ Month On 1+ Month On 1+ Month  Never
Before and After?  After Only?  Before Only? On All
% of Sample’ 2.0 17.6 0.2 80.3 100.0
% Women* 50.2 449 41.2 40.0 41.1
% Whitet 498 431 588 42.4 427
% African 44,9 53.6 23.5 54.1 53.8
Americant

% over 404 61.8 57.5 58.8 34,6 392
% HS Grads* 420 493 52.9 56.6 55.0
% State
Training? 333 39.7 41.2 473 457
% Disabled*’ 99.5 59.9 8§8.2 34.5 40.4
% Detroit? 36.7 45.4 41.2 44 8 44 8
Months on
Disability® 22.2 5.6 42 00 21.1
Months on GAS

258 30.6 14.9 243 254
Months off all
Welfare Aftersé 1.5 2.2 14.0 8.3 7.5
1 Disability programs include SSI and State Disability Assistance Program (SDA).
2 Before and after = 66 months; after = 21 months; before = 45 months.
3 Percent of sample in each category.
4  Percent of people in each category with that characteristic.
5  Averages for each category.
6  Number of months off all welfare since GA was terminated
7 Categorized as potentially disabled in the recipient's record prior to March, 1991.



Two out of five post-termination disahlity recipients had no indication of disability in
their GA records. Some of these disabilities undoubtedly post-date GA, but many of them
may not have. The GA population could have been reduced by a nunimum of 108 and
possibly as much as one-guarter to one-third of GA recipients could have been transferred to
SSI (o see this, note that 34.5% of those never on éfsabiiiiy also had an indication of
disability) in their case records.

In addition, where comparing the self-reported health status of cur survey respondents
with disability up take, we found exceptionally low levels of acceptance into disability
programs even after GA termination. On March 18th, 1994, Ingham Circuit Judge Carolyn
Stell ruled that the standards used by the Department of Social Services io determing
eligibility for its State Disability Assistance Program are overly restrictive and have been
ilegally implemented. New applicants will thus come under somewhat broader eligibility
critena,

& On A¥YDC,

Finally, we examine former GA recipients’ participation in AFDC. First, it is fairly
clear that, especially for women, there is a significant overlap between the GA and AFDC
programs. As Figure 6 shows, this is especially true before GA termination. This figure
shows any enrollment in AFDC, whether as dependent children on their mother's AFDC, or as
AFDC heads. Usage of AFDIC after termination is much lower; by June 1993 only 8% of the
women and 2% of men were on AFDC,

More than 18% of the sample had been active on AFDC in the 33 months shown
before termination. Table 6 displays the characteristics of March 1991 GA recipients who had
participated in AFDC also. Most former GA recipients (78.1%) were never on AFDC in the
gntire documented period. . Of those who had been on AFDC, most of them were enrolled
before GA termination only. Those who were enrolied in AFDC before termination only
were, on average, older (37.7% over 40) than those on AFDC after (13.1% and 12.3% over
age 40), This may simply reflect age related childbearing and rearing differentials {young
women are more fikely to bear children than older women, Those who have been on before
and after termination or affer termination only are fairly similar in their characteristics; they are
very young, shightly more likely 1o be white than the overall sample and slightly less likely to
be African American, They wre also less likely to be disabled and less likely to reside in
Detroit than the sample as a whole.

68



Percent of Sample (n=10,585)
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Figure 6: On AFDC

Recipients on GA in March 1991
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Table 6: Characteristics of Recipients in AFDC Groups!

(Before and Afier GA Termination)

On 1+ Month

On 1+ Month  On 1+ Month  Never

Before and After®  After Only?  Before Only? On All
% Sample? 42 3.5 14.2 78.1 100.0
% Women?t 78.3 537 827 346 41.1
% White? 46 8 463 48.0 41.7 427
% African 569 48.0 . 489 54.9 538
Americant
Y over 404 131 128 37.7 42.0 352
% HS Gradst 55.7 52.0 34 557 550
% State
Trainingt 586 531 56,0 428 457
% Disabled®’ 28.3 305 340 42.6 404
% Detroit? 33.5 34.3 377 47.1 44 8
Months on
AFDC(CS 26.3 9.0 16,3 0.0 ———
Months on GA® 156 21.9 182 27.5 254
Months off all
Welfare Afterss 31 4,0 1.6 79 7.3
! Asclassified here, AFDC could be case heads or dependent child recipients.
2 Before and after = 66 months; after = 21 months; before = 43 months,
3 Percent of sample in each category,
4 Percent of people in each category with that characioristic.
5  Averages for each category,
6  Number of months off afl welfare since GA. was terminated
7  Categorized as petentiatly disabled in the recipient's record prior to March, 1991,
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7. Changes in program participation,

We have repeatedly stressed that while the termination of General Assistance has had
little impact on the propensity to participate in weliare programs, the overall mix of programs
has changed dramatically. It is easy to lose sight of this dramatic shift when we examine the
trends in each program alone,

To reclassify this outcome, we compare the distribution of our former recipients
across our six participation categories for three different months: October 1990 {one year
before GA termination), October 1991 {the termination date), and October 1992 {one vear
after termination). The boxed figure below is set up to facilitate comparisons amonyg the three
months,  Along the lefl are the cash granting programs, followed by the participation
categories asscciated with fower resources. On the extreme right side 1s non-participation in a
public assistance program.

Changes in Program Participation With OA Termination

FIISTPS ALONE fil
CFF ALL

In October 1990, the overwhelming majority of the sample was receiving GA cash
benefits, followed by a substantial minority who were off all assistance. In October 1991, the
(A program has disappeared supplanted by a similar percentage who now receive Food
Stamps alone, The immediate and direct impact of GA termination is the loss of the GA cash
benefit and (temporarily only) the GA medical beneft. The transition is complete by October
of 1992, While some people are receiving cash grants, principally disability payments, the
access to public assistance cash has been closed off 1o most of these former recipients. They
either receive non-cash benefits only, or they are off all assistance.
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Summary

When we put all of these tables and figures together, the patterns that stand out for
participation by former GA recipients in other public assistance programs include:

Older recipients are far more likely than others to have never been off public
assistance in the time period studied. They speat the longest time on GA, and once
thus program ended, a high proportion moved to disability or medical program
assistance,

Women are less likely than men {o have been off public assistance in the time span
studied. Women arg more likely to participate in AFDC both before and after GA
and disability programs both before and after GA.

White recipients are less likely to be in the group that has never been off all
assistance and more likely to be in the group that has never been on Food Stamps
only. For African Americans, the pattern is the reverse. They are more hikely to
have not left the public assistance rolls, in part because they are likely to be enrolled
in medical programs in the post-termination era.

The overall impact of termination on public assistance participation is minimal,
Despite the change in available cash support, similar percentages are non-participants before
and after GA terminmation. Conversely, similar percentages are errolled in some public
assistance program before and after GA termination. There are probably some individuals
whose behavior was altered by the elimination of this welfare programi, but overall, movement
into and off of public assistance programs appears to be more directly related to economic
opportunities outside of public assistance, and by their own abilities, age and health

A stronger impact of termunation is seen in the mix of programs available to and
utilized by these former recipients. Current recipients have much less support available and
they do not have access to cash support unless they are deemed disabled or have children.

In closing this chapter, we want to suggest that the lack of a strong impact of GA
termination, and the evidence of pre-termination, non-participation by these recipients should
be grounds for optimism and food for considersble thought on the part of welfare reform
advocates. In general, the poor do not rely exclusively on welfare, and do not appear to
require the drastic measure of program termination to push them to seek self sufficiency.
What they nced are jobs, more stable jobs, and jobs with higher wages, a less age
discnminatory economy, and, in some cases, recognition of their disabilities.
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Chapter VII: - Quality of Life Since GA Termination

The processes by which former recipients cope and get by, and how they fnd
alternative sources of help, can be illustrated in three case studies. Using both the in-depth
interviews and survey data, these cases depict in greater specificity how former recipients
responded to losing GA. While each individual cannot typify the cageload in a general way,
their personal situations highlight impacts of losing GA.  Since termination, many people
characterize themselves as living "day to day,” with tremendous unceriainty. By and large,
they do not qualify for further public assistance beyond Food Stamps and the state medical
plan. Most have fewer resources than they had in 1991, Casual and intermittent, informal
work activities are more likely found than steady employment. Nearly two out of every five
former recipients have raked leaves, shoveled snow, baby-gat, or run errands in the past year
in exchange for cash or for rent-reduction.

While few people report resorting to illegal or illicn means of support, unreliable
subsistence strategies have increased noticeably since termination.  For example, going o
pawn shops or food pantries, panhandling, trading Food Stamps for cash, or selling blood or
ptasma are utilized by a substantial minonity of former recipients. All of these strategies are on
the rise. A full 35% report going to food pantries, while 24% report asking for spare change,
14% sold Food Stamps, and 3% stole food in the last year,

An estimate of the financial resources available to people comes from the self-report of
cash received n the last month. We asked this question, along with a long listing of possible
sources of support, cognizant of the fact that in any survey, people across all income
categories under-report income, Most people report having less than $160 per month, which
was the maximum GA stipend at the time of program termination. One third of the sample
report no cash income from any source and of those who report income amounts, 35% receive
less than 3160 in the last month. These sources include income received from casual labor,
steady jobs, transfer programs, spouse’s work or transfer programs, and cash received from
family or friends.

Those who have access to cash from these sources report that they receive more from
them now than before GA termination. However, very small proportions of the sample report
access to these resources. While close to half of the people {48%) had received money from
work or casual labor over the year, anly 12% received support fiom 2 partner, 26% from
relatives and 14% from friends. Their economic marginality contributes to a highly stressful
social and psychological situation and as a result, many people report dissatisfaction and
emotional or mental health problems. |

Over half {53.7%) of those surveyed say they are somewhat or very dissatisfied with
their lives; a third of respondents report that their emotional heaith has gotten worse. A large
proportion {36, 7%} in the survey report that they ofien or sometimes use aleohol, drugs, or
medications when they are tense or nervous. Of these, 38% say they have increased their use
of these substances. Finally, on an item that may suggest an ultimaie sense of insecurity, over
one out of five (21.6%) of the respondents say that they perceived themselves as homeless,
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even though very fow were specifically living in shelters or without housing altogether at the
iaime}v, This perception suggests highly unstable living situations.

It is important to recall that the budget cuts were NOT the result of changes in
~ recipient behavior. The caseload did not change except that it grew in size over the period in
which the program was in existence {2 period of generally increasing unemployment rates).
State politics and fiscal priorities altered the rules for how Michigan's impoverished adults
were expected to get along. This program was as much a fixture within Michigan's low
income urban landscape as was the auto industry and other programs such as Unemployment
Compensation, Workmen's Compensation, AFDC, and SSI. The changes s both the auto
industry and the state’s public welfare programs have left these individuals feeling abandoned
and devastated. The following three cases exemplify these hardships.

1. Case Illustration: A Life oo the Edge

“Sharon” 15 in her mid-thirties, an African-Amernican high school graduate who lives in
Flint. She first went on GA at age 18, after an honorable discharge from armed service. She
reported that she could not adjust to military life. From the late 1970s, she had been on GA
four different times. She reported that she had worked at least two jobs in the mid 1980s,
gach lasting $-10 months. One was a5 a bome health aide and the other was as a cashier at a
drug store.

She had used her (A benefits to pay the utilities and taxes on the family home she had
grown up in, which allowed her to live on her own there for over ten years Afler the cut off
she found it difficult to keep up the payments.

During the firgt year, she could not find work, being willing to search and take most
any job she could find. She said she had done some baby-sitting on a casual basis, for
approximately 30 hours a month to bring in $130 a month. She also occasionally has sex with
someone for money as a means of getting by, and relatives and friends help her out with cash
assistance on occasion.

Less than a vear and a half after her last GA check, Sharon became homeless. Her
father, to whom she had owed "rent”, threw her and her possessions “out on the sireets” in
February, 1993, She wandered from place to place for a month and a half.  She tried
unsuccessfully to stav with some women friends. She then took refuge in a women's shelier
where she stayed "the limit®, which was gbout two months. Her reason for going to the
_ shelter was that she had been "using stuff” while on the streets, so she felt the shelter would be

the best place for her to get herself together. This program connected her with a temporary
work agency, but she does not always get to the sporadic jobs she has been offered.

When she found a job that was located near her sister's house, she asked if she could

stay with her family and walk to work. She moved out of the shelter and i with her sister’s
family but then lost the job. Sometimes her job changes result from unreliable circumstances
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" such ss teouous transportation arrangements. For example, the previous day before the

interview in June, she was 10 go to work at a new place and use her gister's husband’s car.
That morning, he said he needed the car so he would drive her. He quarreled with the sister
over the empty gas tank and was not leaving. Sharon gave up, refused 1o get involved and
said disparagingly, "so that job could have turned out to be a permanent job, or whatever.”

Sharon has no children, which she said meant that there are no people who are
cbligated 10 take care of her. She also claims to have no real friends., As the eldest daughter
who is not, In her words, handicapped or an invalid, she also feels she has no right to be
dependent on her father for support. She has thought about and talked of applying for 58,
particularly when she was at the homeless women's shelter, She felt that it was not a good
idea for her to try for it, however, that it would be “like giving up”. She is in very transient
quarters, doubled up with her sister’s family, with no space to herself. She geis Food Stamps,
goes to soup kitchens, and 13 quite knowledgeable about the process of obtaining prior
authorization for medical care, However, she had yet to use it because, "I'ms just lucky that 1
haven't been sick", .

S Case Hlustration: The Public Assistance Cushion

“Louise” i3 a hard working Afiican-American widow in her fifiies who had raised two
children int Flint. She had been doing nurses’ aide work for over twenty years when her health
began to deteriorate from arthritis. For example, between 1982-1985 she provided in-home
nursing care, full time for 35 an hour, a job that ended upon the patient’s death.

In 1988, she was diagnosed with Lupus and began receiving General Assistance,
primarily for the medical coverage. When the program ended, she lost her benefits, which at
the time came to only $70 per month because she had been able to continue working part
time. She had to stop doing "day work™ -- cleaning houses -- even two days & week because
of her health. It had progressed to where she "couldn't stand the climb® to go up and down
Stairs.

ARter termination, she was provided no further help. However, in February, three
months later, because her health condition was documented, she was notified that she was
cligible for SDA.  She began receiving the medical coverage, Food Stamps, and $246 a
month. This was fortunate because later in 1992, she was diagnosed and treated for breast
cancer. Louise feels extremely grateful for her bensfits and medical care. Because she had
finished paying for her house prior fo (3A and has & son who lives nearby and is employed,
who provides maintenance on her house and chores, and because of two cousins who help by
doing grocery shopping, etc,, she manages to get by,

By the summer of 1993, she had recently filed a claim for her Social Security Widow's
pension and was feeling hopeful about increasing her financial support in the near future, She
is someone who had "never been on atd” and had only "dealt with people whe had jobs”, until
she was in her fiflies. She feels favorable toward the local Social Services and helping

community and the cushioning from her family. She increased her reliance on public
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assistance after GA ended. Her very critical health care needs were met without disruption,
although her SDA income i3 inadequate to meet her taxes and utilities and, for example, she
does not use her car to avoid buying gas.

3

3 Case Mustration: - A Town Without Work

"Harold” grew up in a Afnican-Amernican family in the General Motors' town of
Saginaw. In his mid-thirties, he is attending a publicly-provided eight-month computer skills
training course, for which he applied, was tested, and accepted. When he talked with us in
July of this year, he was living in his retired parents’ home, and was in need of, but was not
gstting, regular medical care. He had no insurance to continue treatrnents for a congenital
curvature of the spine, a problem that was discovered in early adulthood. In 1977,

"When I was 18 I got hired in at General Motors.  That's when I found out
about it,.. they put me on restrictions soon as I got there... T couldn't pick
nothing up over 10 pounds, no repeuted bending and twisting... then they laid
me off about 2z year after that”

With his back problems and the massive numbers of plant closings in the town
throughout the 1980s, he was on and off GA between spells of employment in janitorial or
matntenance services. For example, he worked through a temporary job service for seven to
eight months, and once at a local community agency doing maintenance for one and one-half
years, At this last job between 1988-20, he had benefits and worked full ime, receiving $250
biweekly, However, he quit because of no pay increases. With GA support for several years,
he said it was a marginal existence, "trymg to make 1t day by day”; however, he had had hus
own place, a rented basement, where he lived by himself. He alse owned an old truck which
he used to raise cash by moving people and running errands. He went to a doctor once a
month and was on medication for constant pain.  His truck broke down and he continued to
search for work and do odd jobs.

After termination, he had to move from his apartment and return 16 live in a crowded
" but supportive home environment where other siblings and their children retumed to stay from
time to time, Harold reported that the whole town was in shock over the ending of GA, At
that time, after his rent was vendored for $200, he had been receiving less than $40 per month
along with Food Stamps, He didn't know where he would live or how he would get his pain
pills, He was apparently discouraged from trying to get disability. He says he cannot afford
to get a doctor to review his case at this point, To get by, he helps out his parents’ elderly
friends doing mostly painting and other odd jobs, when he isn't traveling to or attendiog the
classes or studying for a few bours each evening.

Despite these efforts, Harold scems to be suspended in time, like many others in his
community. Everyone he knows does what he does — submits job applications all the time,
but no one s hirng. He noted that one local firm had 400 applicants for 11 temporary
positions. He still fills cut epplications every week and reads the newspaper ads every day.
He doesn't go shopping any more, he doesn't have people over to visit ke he did when he was
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living on his own. At the time of both interviews he was living with eight people -~ both
parents, a sister, and five nieces and nephews. Harold had about $5¢ a month to his name,
obtained from casual jobs and cash given to him by vanious family members. There are several
indications that he might be coping with the back pain and siress through drinking. He had
the "shakes” during the 1992 and 19593 interviews, he reporied using alcohol when he felt
depressed and when he felt tense and when he went out with friends. He was animated about
learning to type and learn programs such as Lotus, but he was vague about future plans.
Upon completion, he said he would have to see about job placement. Family support 1s
Harold's program of last resort.
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Appendix
1: . Research and Survey Sampling Methodelogy.

The Sample Survey

Many of the statistics reported here are based on a survey of 530 former recipients.
They were interviewed between August and October, 1992, All of the respondents were
enrolled in GA in March of 1991 and most of them received their last GA check in September,
1991, A small portion (18%) had left the GA rolls prior to the program's termination.

QOur sample was randomly generated within particular strata of the state caseload and
surveyed approximately one year after the cut off. We focused primarily on the counties with
large caseloads, and the counties with the most detertorated economic conditions. For this
reason we interviewed in the areas of Detroit/Wayne County! and Flint/Genesee County. We
also randomly selected one other urban arca of the state, Saginaw, and two non-urban
counties. These were Osceola county, a rural area; and Eaton county, a rural and suburban
county, partly adjacent to the city of Lansing,

We drew the sample from the March caseload, which was one of the highest caseloads
on record, We c¢hose this population as the base population in order to have a representative
group of GA recipients. MIISS has shown that by September, the last month prior to the cut
off, caseload volume decreased because there were many fewer applicants over the summer
when publicaity about the potential termination was generated. If we had used the September
“terminated” population instead of the March population to generate the sample, the time on
welfare would have been biased upward.

We also restricted our sample to those members of the population who were "at risk”
of termination. March recipients who were in the GA Families program or GA disabled
categories were automatically transferred to other programs when GA was terminated and
were not at risk of losing any state resources. Recipients in the "at risk” population were
officially classified as able-bodied. However, with GA termination imminent, reclassification
of some cases were made over the summer months.

A few cases in our survey who were in cut-off categories as of March, 1991, were
actually transferred over to the “disabled” category prior to the cut-off and thus began to
automatically receive State Disability Assistance without losing benefits. A total of 13 people
in the survey, 2.5%, began receiving disability benefits between April and Qctober, 1991,
They make up one-fifth of those who were receiving disability benefits at the time of our
survey in 1992,

| Within Detroit/Wayne, we randomly selected to sample from assistance payment offices in
the castern part of the city, the western area of the city, and from suburban Wayne connty
districts. We alse sampled from the district office located in the "skidwow" section of
downtown Detroit.  Owr Detroit/Wayne sample was thug drawn from 5 of the 27 distriet
offices within this county. '
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Several response biases are possible in our survey sample. While cases were randomiy
selected from the various regional strata, we aitempted to locate individuals by using their
most recent address and phone listing as documented by MDSS. For some individuals (who
left the welfare rolls i July, 1991, for example), this information was over a year old. The
more recent the welfare participation, then, the more current the address listing.  As a result,
our sample contains more post-termination welfare recipiemts than the population average.
While we made extensive attempts to track people down, we found many instances of no
forwarding information, no informal contact leads, etic. Appendix Table 1 compares the
. number of people we searched for with the number we succeeded in identifying in each area m
the survey. Our success in locating people in Detroit was lowest of all the strata, Qur bottom
line completion rates of the numbers interviewed divided by the numbers of names released for
possible recruitment are found in the bottom row of the table.

Appendix Table 1:  Response Rates by Survey Area

Area
Betroit Flipt Saginaw Eaton Qscenla Totals
# of people in sample poot 773 263 194 37 28 1297
- Mean # atiempis per person . 283 284 4.19 2.46 3.25 2.94
Number Identified: 3457 169 133 33 26 710
O3 thase identified:
# who died § ] 2 1 g 31
¥# in prison 1§ 3 3 0 g 17
# moved out of sample area 6 9 I5 12 5 47
# refused interview $2 28 I8 i & 165
# completed interview 270 129 §7 19 15 538
Ratio of identified to sample LI 169265 135:1%4 3337 " 2628 710:1297
(44.9%)  {63.8%) {68.6546} {89.2%) {92.9%) {52.7%%)
Ratio of completes to identified 34T 1I9E8% O 9TI3S 133 1528 530710
(71.8% (¥ {71.9%; {57.6%:; {87.7%} {74.6%)
Ratio of completes to sample 0TI 129:265 97154 16:3% 528 530:1207
{34.9%) {48.7%; {530%;) {51.49%) {53.6%) {30.9%%)

The ratios in Appendix Table | indicate that, overall, very few people who were

actually contacted and informed asbout the study refused or could not participate, The
incentive payment of §25.00 was very encouraging to former recipients, We could only
officially determine deaths, imprisonment, or moves out of the sample area for a total of 75
people. Inchuded in the 105 refusals were two people whose houses were deemed 100
dangerous to interviewer safety. Thus, for those we received identifving information, we
succeeded 1n interviewing three-quarters, 75%.
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M I EE R T T O e

However, the GA popudation is highly transient and we were simply unable to find
many people who had moved. Some were living in areas where people are unfamiliar with
neighbors or suspicious about providing information about neighbors. In Detroit in particular,
we were unsuccessful in making contact with over half of those we attempted. A large
number of these attempts to locate persons yielded no identifiing mformation whatsosver,
Sometimes interviewers wem to addresses where the buildings had been rotally vacated or
tom down. Sometimes the address was the DSS office which had lost track of the person, or
a shelter which either would not violate confidentiality 1o provide information or else kept no
records tracking individuals that they had served. As a result, our ability to assess housing
mstability is relatively weak and we know that moving and transiency are downwardly blased
in our survey sample. We know this resulted in fewer younger people than in the caseload as
a whole. These are the healthier and more “emplovable” former recipients according to results
in this study.

To reiterate, our sample is probably less transient than those not sampled. Our survey
may sverestimate the extent of stable housing among former recipients, particularly in Detrott.
We can also assume that the recipients in our sample were more successfil in continting
and/or receiving new benefits from MDSS than those not in the sample. We may thus
possibly overestimate the extent of Food Stamp use, medica! benefit coverage, and reliance on
disability or AFDC among former GA recipients when using the survey sample data,

In this report, we present the results for the 530 survey respondents weighted for their
representation in the statewide caseload as a whole, Each of the 270 survey respondents from
Detroit have a weight according to the caseload volume of the nine Wayne county offices
from which they were sampled. The Eaton, Qsceola, Saginaw, and Genesee county
respondents receive weights proporiional to their county's caseload size relative o the state
caselosd as a whole as of March, 1991,

The Admmnistrative Data

Our second source of mformation for this report 18 longitudinal files contaming
administrative information on every single recipient in the March 1991 GA population. A
point in time glimpse of the state's entire recipient population is recorded every thirty days.
¥From these monthly tapes we have constructed longitudinal records containing sixty-six
maonths of administrative records. These records include information on demographics, public
assistance participation, job training in state programs, education, work behavior while on
weifare and problematic budget information. Matched to these data are quarterly employment
records for 1992 (scon 10 be updated to 1993) from the Michigan Employment Security
Commussion. As a result, we know the employment status for all four quarters of 1992 for all
former GA recipients,

These state administrative records are the basic of the evidence in the welfare
participation section, and are also used to provide additional evidence in other sections. For
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the purposes of this repont, we drew a 10% random sample of the March, 1991 GA
population. Thus the sample size for administrative data is 10, 585,

Comparison of interview sa

The source of our survey sample pool was this March 1991 caseload, By rematching
recipient ID's {(encoded to ensure confidentiality), we are able to compare some characteristics
of our interviewed sample with former recipients for whom contact was attempted but not
achieved. The results of this comparison are below in Appendix Table 2. Comparisons are
restricted to information available in the state administrative records.

Appendix Table 2: Survey Sample Characteristics

Interviewed Not-Interviewed
% Women 413 3532
% African American 58.3 63,5
% other non-white 4.2 4.6
% High School Grads 55.5 562
% on 551 post-termination 16.2 10.8
% never off assistance posi-termination 3526 : 32.5
# of people ' 530 767

From this table, we can ascertain that there are indeed some differences in the
interviewed and non-interviewed sample group. In particular, we were less successful at
finding African Americans and men and more successful at finding post-termination S8]
recipients and former GA recipients who had never been off public assistance in the post
termination pentod. The first two differences are probably explained by transiency behavior or
by interviewer's reluctance to continue to seek information in some neighborhoods of Detroir
We captured more S8I recipients and those who had never been off welfare both because we
had more recent access to addresses and because their relative access to resources permitted
them to remain in relatively stable housing. These results fisrther suggest that our survey data
in this report may underestimate homelessness and overestimate disability and reliance on
public assistance after GA termination.
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y+ Rural, Urban and Regional Differences in the GA Population.

As background for our survey sampling frame, we present the differences across the
state in demographics, economics, and caseload characteristics. Tables 3 and 4 present these
regional comparisons, The tables indicate that both the regional economic emvironment and
the skill levels of the recipients are less favorable for post-termination employment in urban
than in rural areas of the state.

Appendix Table 3 Statewide Distribution of Economic Conditions and
General Assistance Recipients

B

MDSS Regional Zone
Upper Northera “Thumb™ Semi- {irhant Wayne
Pepinsula®  Rural Part, Hegion® Urband - County
{lower ?}b
# Connties RS 9 14 14 10 1
Adnit 235,540 442 405 638 494 LO6S 070 2,896,954 1,541,050
Population aged
18+, 1990
# GA cases at 2,961 6,496 8,503 7,086 29,607 oy 4 S
risk, 331
Ratia, Caseste 4128 1487 1258 D066 A1 2339
population
Density of
counties — 3.1-389 13.9-138.2 41.4-251.5 1253984 191 8414933 34387
Range of '
persons/Sq. Mi,
Raunge of 258.170 38-175 48-114 41-%52 53-109 12.4
County
Unemployment
Rates, 1990
Range of county 9.9-21.0 85264 6.0~ 251 4.1+151 5.2-164 21
poverty rates,
1980
Sources: 1998 Cromes and MDSE Cuseload Data
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Appendix Table 3: Footnotes

Michigan's 14 Upper Peninsula counties include,

Alger, Baraga, Chippewa, Delta, Dickinson, Gogebic, Houghton, Iron, Keweenaw,
Luce, Mackinac, Marquette, Menominee, Ontoragon, and Schoolcraft,

Twenty-nine mostly rural counties in the northemn part of the Lower Peninsula of
Michigan include:

Alcona, Alpena, Antrim, Arenac, Benzie, Charlevoix, Cheboygan, Clare, Crawford,
Emmet, Gladwin, Grand Traverse, Iosco, Kalkaska, Lake, lLeelanau, Manistee,
Mason, Missaukee, Montmorency, Newaygo, Oceana, Ogemaw, Osceola, Oscoda,
Otsego, Presque Isle, Roscommon, and Wexford,

The fourteen counties in the "thumb” region of Michigan, in the northeastern section
of the Lower Peninsula include a mix of urbanized industrial (Midland and Bay City)
and rural counties including:

Bay, Clinton, Gratiot, Huron, Jonia, Isabella, Lapeer, Mecosta, Midland, Montcalm,
Sanitac, Shiawasee, St, Clatr, and Tuscola.

The fourteen counties in the southern 1o central part of the Lower Peninsula that have
towns or are adjacent to urban areas are:

Allegan, Barry, Branch, Cass, Eaton, Hillsdale, Jackson, Leonawee, Livingston,
Monroe, Ottawa, St. Joseph, Van Buren, and Washtenaw.

The ten urbanized counties that are all less metropolitan than Wayne county include:
Berrien, Calhoun, Genesser (city of Flint), Ingham (city of Lansing), Kalamazoo, Kent

{city of Grand Rapids), Macomb, \:iuskegon QOakland {cities of Southfield and
Pontiac), and Saginaw,
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Table 3-shows regional differences from the 1990 census that could relate to the GA
caseload across six geographic areas. The counties in the Upper Peninsula are grouped
together as largely rural areas dominated by forestry, fishing, and tourism. The northern rural
counties are located across the top of the lower peninsula and are largely tourism, forestry and
agricultural communities. Osceola (a survey site) is located in this region. The thumb region
in the southeast corner of the lower peninsule is a mix of urbanized industrial and rural
agriculturs! areas. The semi-urban counties in the southern and western parts of the state
contain medium sized cities but also include agricultural as well as tourist areas. Eaton (also a
survey site) is one of these semi-urban counties. The urban counties are those which contamn
large cities, but none are quité as populous as metrcpalztan Detrojt/Wayne county, F‘Imt and
Saginaw are alse counties classified as urban regions of the state.

Adult population size, along with GA caseloads, increases generally with urban
density, from left 1o nght in Table 3. The exception is that the semi-urban counties have 3
very low ratio of GA cases to population. Detroit/Wayne county's caseload and ity ratio of
cases to adults far exceeds that found in the rest of the state. The ranges of average annual
county unemployment and poverty rates in 1990 are consistent with the ratio of 1991 GA
cases to population with a few exceptions. In general, average unemployment and poverty
rates nise along with GA cascload size and urban density from left to right in the table.

However, both unemployment and poverty rates in a few of the rural counties
excesded the rates for Wayne County in 1990, In alf four cases, there were relatively large
numbers of rural GA cases. These include Ogemaw with 110 GA recipients, Lake with 384
recipients, Gladwin with 461 recipients, and Clare county with 604 recipients.

Appendix Table 4 documents caseload characteristics across the regions of the state
and the data in this table indicate that the Detrot/Wayne County General Assistance caseload
was composed of recipients wath more employment-related problems than the caseloads in
other areas. Detroit cases in March, 1991 were no more likely to bave ever been processed
for disability review than cases in several other regions of the state (row 2). According to
recipient records, however, Detroit cases were less fikely 10 be high school graduates, and
more hkely to be older-aged recipients. These result in much longer average duration on GA
{in the last spell) than in the rest of the state. Detroit'Wayne's overall recipiency is longer, as
is the more specific spell length for the group of recipients in the median age range, aged 25-
40. Finally, with respect {o having ever reported earmings while on General Assistance,
Wayne county recipients were least likely of all the regions to have documented earnings
while on GA. Very few Wayne recipients reported earnings in the population drawing month,

AT



Appendix Table 4. Comparisons of GA Caseload Characteristics by Region of the State,

March 1991
Upper  Northern Rural  "Thamb" Semi- Lirban Wavae

Peninsula {Lywer ) Region Urban County
# Cases at risk of 2561 6,496 8 503 7,060 29607 82,178
termination
% cver applied for 154 6.3 200 233 .3 250
disabilify (puder age 65) ,
% High School Graduates 66.2 64 360 508 533 45.5
%o aged 16+ 25 . 320 271 56 260 237 137
%% aged 41 - 68 34.1 . 378 i 36.8 3.4 4356
# of months average spell 7.0 147 15.6 136 V16 277
(all ages)
# of mouths average spell 138 8 ) 137 it 14.9 213
{ages 26 - 48)
% ever reported Larpnps 370 386 318 -23.6 2246 83
while on Gen. Assistaoce : ‘
% earning in March 1991 168 1.6 12.2 6.2 1.2 28

Source: MDSS Caseload Data. For county listings, see Appendix Table 3 footnotes

The three rural areas, on the other hand, appear to have caseloads with characteristics
distinctly different from the semi-urban or urban areas. The most striking difference s in the
age of the caseload. In most rural counties the youngest age group (16-25) constitutes
approximately one-third of the caseload. One possible cause of this relatively high percentage
of young recipients {recall that GA recipients have no dependent children) is that entry-level
or first jobs after high school are more difficult to find in rural areas than in urban areas.
Given our findings on the prevalence of service sector employment for GA recipients, it would
be useful to further explore whether a dearth of service sector jobs in the rural areas has led to
such a young rural GA population.

On the other hand, a relatively high percentage of rural recipiemts used General
Assistance as a supplement o, rather than a substitute for, work, Comparing the rural and
urban counties shows a much higher rural rate of reported eamings in the population draw
month and for ever reporting earnings while on GA.  Appendix Table 5 looks at the rural
counties only and examines this behavior for different age groups. This illustrates the extent
to which rural recipients combine work and welfare.  Although the voungest recipients have a
slightly higher propensity to be working in March of 1951, it is the oldest recipients who are
far more likely to have combined work and welfare in the recent past. More than two out of
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five rural recipients over the age of 40 have combined work and welfare. Thus, use of GA
may have been more transitional and mixed with employment particular to conditions of rural
labor markets.

Appendix Table 5: Earning While on General Assistance
in Rural Areas by Age Group

Northern Rural
Age Group Upper Peninsula (Lower P) "Thumb" Region

% Earning in March 1991

16-25 19.0 11.9 13.6
26-40 ' 16.3 12.1 11.1
41-65 15.2 11.0 11.8
% Ever Reported
Earnings while on GA
16-25 29.1 292 254
26-40 37.0 345 30.9
41-65 445 41.1 40.0

The caseload numbers and the regional comparisons of skills and opportunities suggest
that the emphasis in our survey on other urban areas along with Detroit is critical. The rural
areas of the state in general have proportionately fewer cases (relative to population), have
generally lower poverty and unemployment rates, and the caseloads are younger, better
educated, and have more work experience while on GA. Given that in our survey these
factors enhance the probability of working after GA termination, these regional comparisons
highlight the urgent need to focus on the plight of former recipients facing the state's urban
economies. Indeed these are where the overwhelming majority of former recipients reside.

However, the distinct needs of the rural population should not be ignored when

considering any new poverty reduction programs or policy changes. Rural public assistance
needs and access to employment appear to be quite different from urban needs.

A-9
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Engler Releases Preliminary Status Report on
Reform Plan: “To Strengthen Michigan Families”

Governor }ohn Engler today released the preliminary status report on the progress of Michigan's

welfare reform initiative, "To Strengthen Michigan Families.”

The Governor spoke at a welfare reform conference sponsored by the National Governors'

, Association in Dearbom He has been appointed by the NGA to0 a task force to work with the
administration of President Clinton on weifare reform..

“I am greatly | heartened by this initial progress ~ the strength of our familles has a direct
beanng on the overall social and economic strength of Michigan, That's why we’ve taken such bold
steps to strengthen fa:mhes in chhxgan, the Governor added. “I'm confident that our efforts will be
rewarded with success.”

Most of the 21 initlatives of "To Strengthen Mmhxgan Families” were hnplemented on Octuber

© 11,1992, The status reppﬂ released today summarizes the progress to date.

Dr. Gerald Miller, director of the Department of Soclal Services, said, T want to emphasize
the fact that this is a prelimmary report, and not a formal evaluation.” |

. Michigan's 21 iwelfare reform initlatives are based on four fundamental values: encouraging
cmployment, targeting support, increasing personal responsibility, and involving communities.

These are a z‘ew of the highlights from the report.

The EDGE pmg:am (Educaton Designed for Gainful Employment) combines uteracy
development with vocational training for AFDC recipients who have not completed high school. Of
the 2,037 people enmllied from January through June of 1992, more than 66 percent have completed the

- programand 23 pement are now gainfuily employed Almost 3,000 students are now errolled in EDGE in
53 schoo! districts. j '

Michigan’'s co:icept of dismgmding a sizeable portion of the earnings of AFDC recipients to

encourage people to hnd jobs has already reaped benefits. Before October of last year, 15,7 percent
(33,589) of the AFDC oases reported income from workmg. By March of this year. that number had

already grown to 18.9 percent (42,657). Tt 18 t00 early to tell whether this increase is the resuit of the
policy change, or if it ié an outgrowth of the recent improvements in the state’s unemployment rate.
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One of the most sipnificant recent changes has been in the number of disabled children who '
have been approved by the federal government to receive S5 (Supplemental Security Income).

Michigan began a concerted effort in 1992 to obtain this additional income for poor families as
the result of a US. Supreme Court decision, Zebley vs Sullivan. ' ,

In early 1990, less than 900 children in Michigan were recemng 851, According to eshmatl:s at
the end of 1992, that number had grown to almost 4,500, an increase of over 400 percent!

Efforts to preserve familles had beena goa.l of DSS even before last October, but this reform
package increased tha: emphasis. Social workers and the probate courts work with families to resolve
the problems which could otherwise lead to the removal of children from. the home. Family
preservation has invo!ved initiatives such as Families First and family-based alternatives for
delinquent youth.

For the past eleven consecutive months, the number of children in out-of-home placements due

to abuse or neglect has decreased. In April 1992, the total was 11,310, and as of March 1993, it was down
to 10,323 - a decrease of almost nine percent. Mlchigan had never befcre expenenced even a {wo-month
decline: the trend had been consistent increases,
| ~ Anoverall des:rease has also occurred in the delinquency caseload over the same time period,
from 3,026 children to 2,?93 {7.6 percent). This has happened during a time when other states are
reporting dramalic i mcmases in out-of-home placements, . '

The phﬂosopmcal centerpiece of Michigan's plan, and the concept whi:h has drawn the most
attention, fs the * sociai contract” - the expectation that reciplents of public assistance wiil become
" actively involved for at least 20 hours a week In self-mprovement activities: employment,
education/training act%vities, or community involvement such as volunteer service.

February was fthe second month of expected participation in the social contract. Reports were
submitted by 58 percexént of the initial group of people expected to participate. Almost 59 percent
reported that they were partxmpabng to some degree: over three-fourths of them for at least 20 hours
o per week. . : o
Miller said, 'It is too early in the process to identify any. trenda. However, this prehmmary
data shows that rec:pxents are becoming productively involved. In genersl, the reaction of recipients
who have been exposed to the concept of the social contract has been overwhe!mingly positive.”

"To Sirengthen \{xchigan Familles” is a five-year project which will be ful!y evaluated by a
| private firm,
: f 30
MEDRA NOTE: Attached is the "Preliminary Status Report" discussed
in the release. Detalled information regarding "To Strengthen Michigan Fammes" cam be obtained

throtgh the Department of Social Services. Call either Karen
Smith or Chuck Peller at (517} 373-73%4, ‘
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| ~AFDC
Cases With Earned Income
Average Amount of Earnings

B Total Caseload B Cases W/Earned Income

250,000
200,000 —
150,000 -
100,000
50,000 - L E -
<3 5 L) ) )
> >
oI B OB O OO R
9/92 10/92 11/92 12/92 1/93 2/93 3/93 4/93. 5/93 6/93 7/93 8/93 9/93
Total Caseload 213,320 | 217,056 | 217,150 | 219,879 | 221,770 | 222,981 | 225310
Cases W/Earned ncome 33,560 | 36,300 | 38,613 | 40,402 41‘.551 41,402 | 42,657
% W/Earned Income-Act 15.7% 16.6% 17.8% 18.4% 18.7% 18.86% 18.0% |
% W/Earned Income-Proj N/A 188% ] 168%| 18% | 17.8%]| 1768%| 173%] 178%| 178%| 18% ! 181%| 170%] 178%
Average Earnings $308 | $3s3 $427 $308 $422 | $304 | $384 ’ i
*Unemployment Rate-State 8.8% 8.6% 7.9% 8% 7.1% 8.8% 8.3%

e Both the number and percent of cases with earned income has steadily increased from 9/92 to 3/93.
- Point-in-time data. ‘

* MESC data--seasonally adjusted. [dnsz/acsze}:g
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STATEWIDE ABUSE/NEGLECT CASELOAD
B Out-of-Home Placements*&J Relative Placements [Zlown Home/Legal Guardiant Other*+

12,000
10,000 -
8,000 -
6,000
4,000
% % e I v ] ] ) [ | A [ ~
CEEBELELEEEBEEEER
T KB EBEEEREEEEEEEEFE
2,000-{K| Kl K| Bl Kl Kl Kl Kl Bl Kl K E
' XAEm % s 3 S X % o <] s
- J 2 > » 4 | d D > » s
xEE % . 4 q P R % o J 4
: % 3 > ” ] < q > [> J 8
XA % 2 g g P N % K | q
S HE B KL KL B B B ES RS ELE
QL MENEL SENE 8N RANE %ENE SAVE SANE SENE SIYE XENH SECH SN
. 4/92 5/02 6/92 7/92 8/92 9/92 10/92 11/92 12/92 1/93 2/93 3/93
Out-of-Home Placements® [11,31011,308(11,180{11,072]/10,024/{10,767/10,773{10,605{10,636[10,455110,373(10,323
Relative Placements 3,415| 3,372] 3,302 3,311| 3,317 3,284| 3,284| 3,249| 3,313| 3,327 3,252] 3,236
Own Home/Legal Guardian | 2,303| 2,419| 2,515] 2,452| 2,420| 2,307| 2,359| 2,380] 2,320 2,233] 2,233| 2,235
Other** 4868] 479 511 508 510| 4988| 477 468 482 475 489 487

e " The total abuse/neglect caseload decreased by 7.4% between 4/92 énd 3/93 (17,584 vs. 16,281).
During the same period, out-of-home placements decreased by 8.7% or 987, and own home/legal guardian
placements decreased by 6.6% or 158.

* Includes DSS foster home, private agency foster homes, DSS group homes, public shelter homes,
residential care center, detention, jail, private institution, DSS training school, DSS camp, mental
health facility, court treatment facility, out-of-state placement, Arbor Heights.

** Includes Independent Living, boarding school, runaway service facility, AWOL. ' [dtjms/place
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SOCIAL CONTRACT PARTICIPATION BY TYPE OF ACTIVITY
| For Those Participating 1 Or More Hours

FEBRUARY, 1993 DATA

Non-Work Combination

10.8% Self/Family Improvemt
‘ 8.2%

Community Service
6.2%

Work Only
20.8%

School/Training
6.7%

Work Plus Other
9.4%

Services Cases
37.9%

e 31.9% of participants were involved in self/far‘nily improvement, community service or training

while 30.2% were inyolved in yvqu/emp!oyment and 37.9% were services cases., " de] scactfeb

Gl# UOTIORIT



To Strengthen Michigan Families
Prelimihar§ Status Report
April 1993

The foll; OWInE highlights the preliminary data on “To Strengthen Michigan Families,” Michigan’s welfare reform program.
Itis not.an: evaluation, but a beginning indication of p1 ogress. The department will contract with a private firm to conduct a

The following data has been assembled from many source documents and may differ from data displayed in various
departmental publlcmons The final data measurements for all waiver items will be gathered, analyzed and displayed by the
private

No conclusions have been, or should be, drawn from the data and its use is subject to careful interpretation.

Direction 1: Expanding EDGE (Education Designed for Gainful Employment)

cctation: An increase in the number of participants successfully completing EDGE and gaining employment will occur.

Outcome From January through June 1992, 2,037 individuals were enrolled in EDGE with 66.1% successfully completing
the pr ogx -am. 23.1% of the graduates from the first EDGE classes were employed. There are currently 2,993 students enrolled

Status::The number of EDGE sites increased from 22 school districts in 1992 to 53 districts this fiscal year. The number of
particip nts increased. Completion and outcome data for July through December 1992 will be available in August 1993.

" |Direction 2: Expanding Entrepreneurial Training

Expectatlon A greater number of Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) clients will participate in the
employment training program. The program will be expanded beyond the City of Detroit to another site.

. Outcome The latest entrepreneurial session graduated 16 recipients. Includmg the 164 who had already graduated, the
progrdm "has now trained 180 recipients. Currently 92 businesses are operating in the greater Detroit area.
Status Thc program has been expanded to the City of Pontiac. This second site should be operational by early fall, 1993.
Addttlogat data will ot be available for some time.

" |Direction 3: Eliminating the Work History Requirement

Expectﬁtmn By eliminating‘the requirement that, in a two-parent family, one of the parents must have arecent work history
for the family to be eligible for public assistance, families will be encouraged to remain together. It is anticipated that the
AFDC-U: (Unemp oyed Parent) caseload will increase. :

Outcome: The AFDC-U caseload increased by over 8,000. The AFDC-U caseload went from 24,250 cases in September 1992
to 33, 220 u\ses in March 1993. Over 4,600 of these cases were transferred from SFA (State Family Assistance).

Status No ]ong, -term conclusions can be drawn from the increases at this ume However, because many families previously
enrollcd in the SFA program are now ehglble for AFDC and Medicaid, the related costs of the 100% state funded SFA and
SMP (S'tate Medical Program) programs is saved.

Direction 4: Eliminating the 100 Hour Work Limitation

‘ Expectatmn In a two-parent family, AFDC policy restricted the number of hours worked by one of the parents. If the parent
wmkcdgmore than 100 hours per month, the family could not receive AFDC. This change will encourage two-parent families
to seck ‘anid increase hours of employment. The earnings of these families will increase over time.

()utcome_:
incomes T

In October 1992, 8,300 AFDC-U cases reported earned income. In March 1993, 10,120 families reported carned
he average earningsywere $461 per family in March.




S.tf.\{us: [t is too early to tell whether the change in this eligibility factor will have a long- range impact on the caseload.

Direction 5: Rewarding Earned Income

Expectatlon New incoime incentives wxll encourt age recipients to seek and increase their hours of employment. The number
or cases closed to excess income will increase over time. ‘

(_)thome: In September 1992, 33,589 (15.7%) families reported ecarned income. By Murch, the number had risen to 42,657
(‘ 1'8;9%). The average earnings in March were $384 per family. :

btatus The increase in earned income cases ucecds expectations. Itistoocarly totell whelhcn itisaresultof policy changes
or lhe state’s improved unemployment mte

Direction 6: Excluding the Earnmgs and Savings of Youth I

Eﬁbectation: More youth will become employed part time and save for their future.

Outcome: We have not compiled measurements for this direction at this time.

l Direction 7: Fostering Family Preservation

Expectation: More families will stay together or be reunited through the efforts of our family preservation initiatives. The
nuimber of children in out-of-home placements will decrease. Families will be strengthened, the risk to health and/or safety
will.be removed, and children will be able to remain in their own homes. Where it is not possible for children to remain with,
orteturn to, their families, parental rights will be terminated quickly and the children will be placed for adoption as soon as
poss;bl

Outcome: For eleven consecutive months, the number of children in out-of-home placements as a result of child abuse or
neglecthas declined and the same general downward trend has beenevident in the delinquency caseload. This isatatime when
the majority of other states are seeing an escalation in out-of-home placements.

Dﬁring 1992, the number of adoptions rose 27%. This was an increase of 66% in adoptions of black children, and a 29%
increase in teen adoptions.

Siétﬁs: It is too early to draw any conclusions from this data.

IDirection 8: Expanding Child Support Initiatives

bxpectatmn Both the number of court orders and the amount of child support collected will increase.

Outcome Of all the methods of collection available, only the percentage of support collections made through income
withholding, has increased. One piece of legislation to pass and become law, to date, is the reporting of arrearages to credit
bureaus. Additionally, over 80 pieces of legislation currently pending before the legislature which will provide the department
with the additional tools necessary to increase collections. The remainder are needed to make this direction successful.

Status: In addition to the lack of statutory authority needed to accomplish this objective, recent changes in federal income
withholding have resulted in decreased tax refunds which will have a negative effect on collections from the tax intercept
" system.

Direction 9: Targeting the Children’s Disability Initiative

Expectations: Increase the income of AFDC families with disabled children by pursuing SSI(Supplemental Security Income)
‘payment for the disabled child as a result of the Zebley vs. Sullivan U.S. Supreme Court decision,

:.Outcome. In March 1990, 890 children in AFDC families received SSI. And by the end of 1992 that iumber had increased
- to 4 485 children. (Numbers are estimated based on a sample).

5S_t;1tus: The trend is clearly in the right direction,




Direction 10: Improving Children’s Health through EPSDT

care progla, 's' has mc:ectsccl by 38 ?3% In Apnl 1992 mamgcd care was GPLI'dIlOﬂdl in 10 coumles and expanded to '%4
counties by Aprl 1993. A recent contract change with HMO’s holds them responsible for screening children covered by these
programs. This frees public health departments to increase their scrct,nmg priorities to children who are not HMO covered.
' "'bf,r of children with access to EPSDT services should increase dramatically.

Direction 11: Maternal and Infant Support Services (MIS) ]

: Provision of MIS services will help to reduce Michigan’s infant mortality rate.

Direction 12: Developing a Child Care Strategy

Expectation: The different child care programs will be combined and a unified payment system will be instituted. The number
of families r necewmg assistance with child care will increase with the help of federal funds. Child-care rates will be increased
and suppoytffm child development programs will also be expanded.

Outcome: 7 \ unified Child Care Services program combining four different day care programs was instituted in July, 1992,

Child care: for employed AFDC recipients remains outside this system and continues to be deducted from earned income. In

FY '92,a monthly average of 14,184 families received day care assistance. In the first half of FY 93 alone, an average of
17,839 famn ies received assistance each month.

Rates will ‘.mcrezised before the end of 1993. Five Head Start programs are being supplemented to full day programs.

Status: More families are receiving day care assistance.

Direction 13: Helping Minor Parents on Assistance

Expectati{) é; _Over time, the number of minor parents living outside their parents homes will decrease.

Outcome: ;To date there is no discernible pattern in the data available.

Direction 14: Improving the Child Adoption Process

Expectation: The number of adoptions in the state will increase and the length of time children wait for adoption will decrease.

Outcome: T h§: majority of the adoption legislation is still pending before the legislature.

Direction 15: Creating the Social Contract |

Expectation: Clients will be involved in productive activities for at least 20 hours each week.

Outcome: Durm g February 1993, forty four percent of those expected to participate did so for at least 20 hours per week. An
additional 1’5.% participated between one and nineteen hours for a total of 59% participation.

Status: Pre : mmary data shows that clients are productively involved. Itis too early to identify any trends or barriers to social
contract pcr‘rormance

Direction 16: Implementing Higher Aims

Expectation: School attendance of Kindergarten through fifth grade students will improve.
Outcome: Two bills are currently before the legislature.

Status: With_but passage of legislation, we are unable to implement this direction.




Direction 17: Focusing on Family Planning

Fxpe(,tatmn. Unpldnncd pregnancies will be reduced by educating the citizens of this state through two messages. The first
is that abstinence is the best way to avoid unplanned pregnancy and venereal disease. Second, we must assure access to
ation about contraception.

Outwme' The Department of Public Health has the lead on this effort. A large inedia cdmpaign on pregnancy avoidance is
undérway. DSS is seeking contracts in |8 high risk areas of the state to provide supportive services and counseling to pregnant
5 and young parents.

There is no measurement instrument for this direction at this time. The outcomes will be more long-range than short

Direction 18: Enhancing Fraud Control

Ex[ﬁ ctation: Fewer clients will commit fraud and the amount of money recouped as a result of fraud cases will increase.

()uigdqﬁe: Through the addition of new staff in county offices and the Office of the Inspector General, much activity has
occurred in this area. The amount recouped grew steadily from $858,603 in December 1992 to $1,443,247 in March 1993,

Sta:t s:. Recoupments are up. Data is not yet available on the fraud component.

Direction 19: Expanding Communities First

Expectatlnn' Services designed to meet the needs of the community as defined by the community will help families access
seryices' more productively and independently. The pilots being developed in Muskegon’s Nelson Neighborhood, Benton
Har bor nghland Park and the Village of Capac in St. Clair County will be expanded by one more site.

Outcome: The original four pilot sites are proceeding in the planning stages with defined focal points of their community
needq A fifthsite, Flint, has been added as a pilot and is being coordinated through the Flint Mayor’s office and the Department
of Pubhc Health.

Stati)‘s’:' A separate evaluation of Communities First pilots will be conducted. Results will be available annually.

Direction 20: Developing Youth Education Alternatives

Exp ( atmn' The state must provide for the education of all youth through age 18, especially youth who are expelled from
scl mol “The state will assure the availability of alternative educational opportunities; funding will follow the youth to the entity
: iding those services. Training school programs will become accredited and the Department of Education will participate
in the-funding of those educational programs.

Ouf‘cofne. As determined by a statewide survey, the network of non-traditional education models in Michigan is strong. The

Iy

Dep‘ rtments of Education and Social Services have devel oped amodel that would target expelled students with a job training
comp(ment

o
(‘-

StatUS’ This objectwe is consistent with the work being done by the newly created Jobs Commission. The model will be
pursued with the Jobs Commission.

‘Direction 21: Increasing Housing Options

Fxpectatmn. Housing resources will be targeted toward communities and neighborhoods that integrate housing with
education, job training, and community-based efforts to increase their families' ability to be self-sufficient.

Suc \u;s will be measured in the number of DSS clients who become productive through training, being hired or fulfilling their
qocml contract expectation through housing rehabilitation.

Outcome‘ MSHDA and DSS jointly awarded $1.5 million to six non-profit agencies for projects that involve acquisition and
rehgxblhtanon of existing housing and the construction of five single-family houses. All projects will use trainees for
cons trucuon Several projects will use DSS clients in non-construction areas also.

R 1e qunmmt of Social Services will not discriminate against State of Michigan Quantity Printed: 1,500
.my individual or group because of race, sex, religion, age, Michigan Department of Social Services - Cost: $285.90 (.1906 eu.)
ional arigin, color, marital stacus. Handicap. or political beliefs. Office of Communications Authority: DSS Director
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