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TO; 	 Welfare Reform ~Working Group Leaders 
Issue Group Li4tsons 

FROM: 	 Transitiona'l Support Issue Group Co"'chairs 

Attached are the papers from the Transitional Support Issue Group 
promised for October 1. They are bundled into one package with 
each paper topic representing a separate chapter, as follows: 

I. 	 Basic Principles and Featuresi 

II. 	 Evidence from Employment, Education, and Training Programs; 

III. 	Providing Education, Training and Other Supports; 

IV. 	 Rules for Time Limitsj 

v. 	 Early Intervention Strategies; 

VI. 	 Sanctions; 

VI I. Teen 	par"ents; 

VIII. AFDe Families with Disabilities; 

, ~ ~;,..,.~IX. 	 AFDC-UPi ,,~:\..w."""''''' 
~ v~l,~ 

X. 	 Reinventing Governmenti and z 

XI. 	 Component Cost Tables 

In reading: these papers, We ask that you J:<:eep the following 
things in mind: 

A. 	 In order to be helpful to the Working Group and its 
liaisons~ we have tried to include recommendations in the 
papers where possible. However, yQ'U should not assume that 
the Transitional Support Issue Group reachea a unanimous ~ 
decision on these- recommendations. ~ 
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Page 	2--Working Group Leaders.­
o 	 On many of the issues there were diverse and wide­

ranging opinions as to what direction we should be 
taking. 

. 
o 	 To be honest, we were not working towards wrapping up 

this phase of our work by October 1. Therefore l most 
of the papers were pulled together and reviewed'"under. a 
very expedited schedule. While group members were very 
cooperative in working'within the required timeframes, 
not all had a reasonable opportunity to weigh_in fully. 
(This is especially true of the recommendations~in the 
early intervention paper and the potential shore-term 
changes in the E&T paper and the Reinventing Gover~ment 
paper.) FUrther t while we circulated draft pa~rs and 
considered and addressed the comments we received l we 
did not have the opportunity to share our specific 
respon~es to the comments. 

B. 	 We felt some discomfort in making recommendations 
because: 1) the research results are not definitive; 2} 
we have not had the opportunity to run various policy
options through a model to see what the implications 
would be in terms of reCipient effects, costs, and 
savings; and 3) .we did not know the specific 
recommendations that would be coming out of other issue 
grcups in related policy areas. These limitations 
clearly affect the quality of our recommendations and 
our security in offering them. 

However, we did try to take the 'overall budgetary 
situation and the political landscape into account (as 
best we understand them). 

C., 	 We recognize that we have left a lot of options on the 
table, and that it is probably not feasible to test 
everything we have 'suggested. However, we did not see 
it as our responsibility to foreclose options at this 
point. 

0, 	 We make little more than passing reference to important 
issues like financfng and 'child care. These areas 
obviously need more attention as the overall package 
takes further shape. Special rules for the Tribes and 
territories also need some attention: 

We did not focus much attention on the SUbstance abuse 
issue because we are waiting for some ASPE staff papers 
to come out. We understand that these papers are close 
to completion, but are being held'pending additional 
data validation work. Finally, we decided to forego· 
full development of the. labor market attachment and 
revised JOBS models as prototypes. Given that we did 

, 



Page 	3--Working Group Leade~$ 

not foresee Federal prescription of a particular model, 
we thought our time ~i9ht be better spent working on 
SO~e of the other education and training issues. 

E. 	 As delibe.rations on these issues progress, we suggest' 
that it might be helpful to get more involve~ent from 
the Office of Community Services;-the Administration of 
·Children, 	Youth-and Fa~iliesi the Administration for 
Native Americans; the Bure~u of Indian Affairs; and the 
Office of Information Systems Management., 

F. 	 ,As the note on the cover pa~ of the cost tables 
indicates, the figures on the cost tables should be 
viewed and used with some c~ution. Our most complete 
and relevant data SOurce is JOBS program data, but 
States are still refining their data collection and. 
reporting processes, and we have some concerns about 
reliability. Also z we have a lot of variability in 
JOBS cost data because states have different methods of 
allocating their staff and overhead costs to 
components. 

~ 	 In bringing in data from other programs, we introduce a 
lot of additional program and reporting variables; it 
is impossible to achieve true comparability. 

G. 	 During the preliminary review of the background paper, 
questions were raised whether it should be more 
thematic and more folksy_ Also; there were questions 
raised whether program and participant profiles should 
be added and whether program-profiles Were otherwise 
being developed.' Both Jeremy and Demetra have offered 
to revise according to your wishes, but they would need 
some guidance from you as to the major points you want 
to make (e.g., limited impact of programs; importance
of participation; mandatory vs. voluntary; different 
service strategies; importance of management & TA role 
for Feds). 

H. 	 We cannot guarantee consistency among~all the papers in 
how the policy options are discussed. Differences 
exist because some of the papers had different authors 
with different assumptions about how the overall system 
would be fitting together~ We made some attempt to 
bring everything together" but did not feel an urgent 
need to do that at this stage~ 

In submitting these papers, we would like to acknowledge the high 
level of participation, patience 'and support we received from 
members in our issue group. While we hesitate to single ~ut a 

·specific set of individuals, we do think we should· give special 
re:cognition to: steven Bartolom,ei-Hill and the members of his 

• 



page 4--Working Group Leaders 

disability SUbgroup~ Nancye Campbell and'the members of the teen 
parent subgroup; steve Hagy and the members of the cost subgroup; 
Toby Herr; Demetra Nightingale; and others who made special ,­
written contributions to our efforts. 

We would also like,to thank Howard Rolston, Oiann Dawson, Jeremy 
Ben-ami, and Patricia Sosa for their advice and counsel, and 
their ~or<"!,l and 'logistical" support. 

We hope these pape~s are helpful to you in your deliberations, , 
,,-,~,and we await your-further instruction. 

,.. 

Ann Burek Mary Ann Higgins 
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EVIIJENCE FROM EMPLOYMENT, EDUCATION, 


AND TRAINING PROGRAMS: 


BACKGROUND RELEVANT TO WELFARE REFORM 


, 

INTRODUCTION 

The nation has many years of experience attempting to help disadvantaged adults and 

families become selfwsufficient. Much of the experience emanates from,programs., demonstrations 

and initiatives t.hfit provide education, training and employment services to working.ag~ 

individuals. This paper addresses what is known about these services, as it relates to welfare' 

reform. Evidence on individual impacts. aggregate program outcomes and costs is briefly 

summarized, and policy-relevant issues are highlighted. 

A number of books and articles have summarized in detail the findings of major 

demonstrations and evaluations. and those reviews are referenced. The pwpose ?f this paper is 

to synthesize the major conclusions that can be drawn from more comprehensive reviews, 

EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING PROGRAM IMPACTS 

For three decades federal policy and funding have supported various education. training 

and employment activities targeted on welfare redpients and other e<:onomicaIly-disadvantaged 

persons. Specific'interventions can be categorized into four groups: direct employment services, . . 
job training. education. and subsidized emp!oYll'lent. There arc many different objectives that 

such interventions ~e intended to achieve, but three are most unportant for welfare policy: (1) 

assist public assistance recipients in obtaining regular employment, (2) as.sure that recipients 

n-l , 
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perfonn some:. work l}crivities as a condition for receiving welfare. and (3) invest in ,~kil1 

development to improve the chances that an individual or family can become economically self­

sufficient. 

The r~"earcb evidence in general shows that program, have made modest. but only 

modest progress toward both objectlves. In reviews of employment and training programs for ­

AFDC recipients. Sunless (990), Gueron (1992) and others conclude that: 

• 	 Society can impose work-oriented obligations on welfare recipients at fairly low 
cost and in :-vays that recipients feel are fali, 

.. 	 Program.;; that involve employment-oriented activities of fow to medium intensity 
and cost {like job sear~,h assistance and shon·term work experience} can increase 
employment and earnings and, in some cases, reduce welfare' costs. 

• 	 More intensive' and costly training programs can produce greater impacts on 
employment and earnings, 

• 	 Even the best interventions. though. produce small gains. meaning that they have 
not generally been able to move individuals, children and families out of poverty 
and permanently off of welfare. 

More specifically. a few patterns emerge:! 

• 	 Positive net impacts on rates of employment range from about 2 to about 10 
percentage points. A number of programs, though. have shown no impact on 
employment. even though they may have other positive impacts. such as increased 
wages. 

• 	 Programs have had more consistent impact on earnings. where net impacts are 
• generally positive and range from about $250 to $700 a year for low-intensity 

services to as much as $l(xx) O( $1500 a year for more intensive services, such 

• 
lPormal evaluations of employment., training and work~welfate programs use vanous 


methodologies in estimating net impacts. Most experimental desig'n evaluations I1le3sure net 

impacts by co~paring the'impact for treatment group members to the impact for control group 

members. regardless of whether an individual actually participated in any activity, Unless 

otherv.ise noted. this is the measure of net impiu;t rcporuxi in this section. 
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.as the. Homemaker-Home Health Aide and Supported Work Experii:.:!l\:e 
" demonstrations, 

• 	 Some substantial portion of increases in earnings reflects an increase in hours of 
work rather than higher wages. . ... 

• 	 Even when programs. show po:;itive impat:ts on employment and earnings: Ihere 
is little ~onsistency in welfare impact.", either in terms of durlluon on welfare or 
grant levels. Earnings and emp!oymem impacts have nOI always produced 
concomitant welfare saving:;: in fa...:t. in some case~ pankipants have stayed on 
welfare longer. When there is a short-term redu..:tion in welfare, it generally doc:) 

. not remain the long-term. 	 L •• L_ f ".,...,"­
I.~' ,..0 ~ 1'" 

M~	 f,"- w' 

~;FFECTIVENESS OF SPECIFIC SERVICES 

There is much variation in impacts across programs and demonstrations. as evident from 

~he above sUtl1.Ina!Y, But in general. as Glteron (l992) sununarizes, the programs with the 

greatest employment and earnings impacts tend to provide m~re intensive and costly services. 

or an integrated mix of services. The s.mallest impacts, even though generally positive and 

statistically significant. have been for job search assistance and for unpaid work experience. The 

greatest impacts have been found for intensive programs such as supponed work experience or 

the Teen Parent' Demonstratl\?n that combine staff counsel!ing and case management with 

provision of. or access to. education. training and/or work preparation. 

The most corrunon types of services are job search assistance, occupational or vocational 

training (in classes and on-the·job). education (remedial an~ post,-secolldary). and, subsi,dized 

employment (paid and unpaid). There is a great volume of information about the effectiveness 

of low~intensity services. much less about high intensity services, and even less about the impacts 

of education for adults.. 

.. 
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Direct Employment and Job Search Assistance 

The tOP priority in many programs has been to maximize the number of welfare recipiems 

who enter employment Before the mid 1970s. programs used a variety of counselling and job 

development to help clients identify job openings and .sometimes contact employers, dire..:tly about 

possible jobs. About 10 to 15 percent of program clients became employed. Starting in the mid· ~ 

1970$, there was a proliferation of group instruction on .how to find jobs. some Q( which 

increased the job entry rate to 25 percent or higher. In aggregate numbers Ihi;) seemed !ike a 

substantial improvement, but, as. discussed be!ow, sophisticated net impw:t studies found that 

many of the people who found jobs through these programs probably would have gotten jobs on 

their own even without assistance, 

. Since {hen, various models of job search assistance have been implemented, ranging from 

low~intensity effens (e.g.. '-5 days of counseHing or group instruction followed by J·8 week.s 

of independent job search often found in food stamp job search programs) to more intensive­

efforts (e.g .. 2~4 weeks of class instruction followed by up to eight weeks of 3ssi~ted job search, 

as in Job Clubs and in the Employment Opportunities Pilm Projects (EOPP). The outcomes for 

these programs generally are similar to those reported above for net impacts in general, mainly 

because most of the studies before the J990s were of programs built around job search 

components~~small increases in employment ra~s (less than 10 percentage pointS) and modest 

initial increases in earnings ($150-$700 a year), which tend to decay somewhat over time. Most 

of the MDRC work-welfare demonstrations included job search assistance as a major component. 

Guemn and Pauly (1991) conclwed that job search assistance generally increased employment, 

but had no significant net effect on ~ages or hours of employment 

Several Food Stamp demonstrations that emphasized either mandatory independent job 

search activity.or provided'job search instruction and assistance for non-AFDC food stamp 


recipients found greater net increases in ef!lployment than the AFDC programs: discussed above 


(up to 40 or' 5{} percentage poi!J.ts), but sm.Uer inc"",ses in earnings (e.g., $[00·200 • year) . 


. Analysts and FNS staff feel that one of the positive effects of aggressive job search requirements 
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is that it purges the caseload of persons who are already engaged in employmem. either fomm!ly 

or informally, and persons who have no intention of working. 

More reCenr programs have job search assistance as a central component but abo ,offer 

other services such as work experient..:e or access to education or training, The- SWIM program, 

in San Diego. for example, required job search assistance- and then work expenerli:e if the 

individual did not become employed or participate in an approved education or training program. 

Over half of the diems participated in job search assistance. Early result:;, of the evalu'ation 

suggested impacts after two years were simiiar to those noted above: about $500 a year net 

impact on earnings. about a 7 percent lower AFDC rate, and about 9 percentage points higher 

employment rate. The positive impacts remained for the next two years, but then declined and 

were not significant by the fifth year. (Friedlander and Hamiltotl, 1993) 

More instructional and assistive job search componenL<:;. such as the Job Club, have bad 

more positive impacts on earnings. The EOPP demonstration in the late 19705, which­

emphasized intensive job search and supportive services found fairly significant earnings impacts 

for welfare women •.nearly $1500 per year per participant. Like other studies. though, even in 

EOPP there was: no reduction in welfare dependency, and some evidence that welfare entry may 

have increased slightly as a re,ult of the perceived attractiveness of EOPP. (Burtless, 1989) 

It seems, then, ilIat job search assistance components are often sufficient to move large 
/'

'numbers of clients into jobs. Those that are more intensive in tams of pre-employmen~ 

counselling and provision of labor market infonnation and occupatiorial planning may also 

con_tribute to longer employment retention. ,Those that arc less intensive and mainly self~directed 

increase the rate and speed of employment, bur often have little clear and consistent long~term 

impact. There is no evidence that job search assistance significantly reduces welfare dependency. 

Occupational Training 

Vocational job skills training is av~ab'e through a variety of federalty-funded programs, 

[l·5 , 



especially JT~A and vocational education. The two major methods for providing occupational 

instruction 'are (I) in a ~Iassroom and (2) in publidy-subsidized on-the-job training. mainly in 

the p;ivate sector. 

Vocational education programs traditionally provide job skills training to adults and high. 
school students in a classroom setting. According to the Deparunent of,Education, persons who 

participate more intensively in vocational education or complete programs are more likely to be. 

employed and more likely to get a job in their field of training. They therefore earn higher 

~ages. However, low income persons have lower rates of program completion than more 

advantaged groups. In addition. low. income person-s are more likely to e~ol incfOPri~ 
schools. which tend to charge higher tuition and offer lower quality shorter-term training than 

public institutions. Those from proprietary schools are more likely to subsequently experience 

periods of unemployment. (USDOE. 19S9) Thus. vocational education can have positive 

employment effects. b~t effects vary depending on a number of programmatic factors. 

There is somewhat more specific impact data from work-welfare and job training 

programs, which also fund vocational training that also suggests positive impacts of vocational 

training, especially for women. For example, the evaluation of the Massachusetts .ET Choices 

program found that occupational training' (c!a.ssroom and Off) produced strong impacts on all 

measures analyzed--earnings, employment. welf~e duration, and welfare grant levels. In 

addition, the recent JTPA evaluation found that classroom training, which in that study included 

both basic education and vocational training, increased earnings for. women, even though it had 

no impact for men. (Bloom, et al, 1993) Barnow (1987) suggests that longer training programs' 

may have greater impacts, citing one study which found that earnings impacts for persons who 

were in training that lasts 40 weeks were five times as high as earnings impacts for persons in 

the more typical 10-12 week programs. 

Of the various types of occupational training, OJT has generally been f~und to have the -strongest impacts.- In his review of CETA. Barnow concluded that participation in orr had a 

greater impact than classroom training-- classroom trillning raised earnings by about $500 a year - . 
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(in Ins dollars) and.OJT, by about $750, As early as the mid 1970s, an evaluation of WIN 

found the largest impacts for participants came from OjT~-$i<SOO a year after one year and about 

$.1200 ;,thee three years (Surtless. It)89)" And (WQ early MDRe demonstrations that included an 

on-the-job component, in Maine a~d New Jersey. found large earnings'impacts. 

It i~ not clear what features of ~OJT produce the impacts, For example. WIN OJT ,., 

contracts. unlike CETA or lTPA, induded an employer commitment to hire the individuaL and 

Chis probably increased the rate of employment after the subsidy period which may, have 

contributed to higher earnings impacts, at least in the short run. Another theory is that the actual 

,::ork experience ma~ ~J~l least as important as any formal training Ihat might be provided. In 

any case, the positive impacts of OJT appear consistently. The benefits, though. come at a fairly 

high cos~ employers generally receive a subSidy equal to about half of the individual's wages 

for up to one year. 

Thus, of all the education and training approaches tried over the years, the most positive· 

net impacts are found for vocational training. particularly OJT. The earnings impacts. though •. 

are still not high enough to move people off of welfare and out of poverty. nor are'they strong 

enough to reduce welfare expenditures, 

Education 

The economic teturns to education have been extensively analyzed. Persons who 

complete 12 years of school earn more in their lifetimes than persons without higb school 

diplomas, and persons with college degrees earn mote than persons with no education beyond 

higb school. Not surprisingly. there is also a clear correlation between low literacy levels and 

poveny. According to the National Adult Literacy SU1Vey, adults in the lowest level of literacy 

are ten times more likely to be in poverty than adults in the lUghest literacy level. (US DOE, 

....... 1989) This further suggests the importance of ed~carion in increasing economic security, 


Given the low educational levels of many AFDe ~edpients. education activities have. in 
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fact. been an important component of programs aimed at improving self-sufficIency" l\-:cording 

to the Departmen: of Education, about 43 percent of all students in adult basic education (ABE) , 

and 14 percent of ESL students receive some form of pubUc assistance (or have within past year), 

Reasons adults: give for going to CED and ABE programs are mainly employmenHelated: 10 help 

them keep their current job or to get a better job. Many cducationally-defi;.;ient adults. then. are . " 

de;rrly motivated and interested in furthering their education and believe it will help them in the 

labor market. 

In addi!ion, over 300,000 persons in AFDC families receive Pell Educational grant.s for 

post-secondary education. This represent~ 10 to 15 perct?~.~ of all Pelt Grant recipients:\ And 

anmher 170,000 AFDC recieients receive higher education loans under the Stafford Lo~n 

~ogram. The Department 'Of Education's 'TRIO" programs provide support services to help 

economically ~isadvantaged students to enter and su(.'ceed in post secondary education, (USDOE. 

1991) Thus. a Significant number of AFDe recipients participate in federally~funded adult and 

post-secondary education activities. 

Traditional adult education programs:. though. do not have employment outcomes as: a 
~~~~~~~~~. . ­

goaL It is not surprising that much of the research to date on welfare recipients' experiences. in 

adult education suggest little effect on emp10yment and earnings. In the work-welfare program 

evaluations in Washington State and Massachusetts. for instance. participation in basic education 

and ESL had no net imp~t on employment o,:_~~jn&.S and tended to ~ase the length of time 

one remains on welfare. This makes some sense, of course, since persons in education may delay 

, entry into a job. These studies thQugh did not distinguish between perSOns who enter education 

versus those who actually complete a program. Impacts are probably higher for persons who 

complete .. program. 

There is really very little empirical research on the employment effects of adult education. 

Ana,lysis using large scale data bases;"though, coorum the ~ employment impact of GED. 

Pavetti (1993) found Illat while AFDC women with higher basic ·skills are more likely to leave 

welfare and stay off welfare. ~uiring a GED had no independent net effect on these welfare 
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outcomes. Cameron and Heckman (1991} found similar results for men~·obtaining a GED bad 

no effect on basic skills development and no net effeci on earnings. Maloney {1'J92}, however. 

suggests that secondary education··either ?btaining a high school diploma or a GED--can 

significantly increase an AFDC woman' $ employment and through that redut:e welfare receipt. 

A number of other studies are now underway to examine the:-;e issues further. and future reports 
" 

will beJp clarify the relationship between adult education, GED and employment 

Case studies and program analyses suggeSt that a number of operational factors within the 

decentralized adult education system may limit irs potentiaL Most importantly, the median hours 

an individual spends in an adult education program is only about 43 hours. and slightly higher 
, 

for welfare recipients. ,About 20 percent of those who enroll never start instruction, Employed 
. 

!>tudents. who make up about 40 percent of all students, are even more likely to drop out: ESL 

students are more likely to complete their programs. Skill levels are so low, especially for those' 

who enter ABE classes (8t~ grade level and below). that even completing some ABE programs 

cannot substantially r~ise skill levels. Adult education is particularly limited because of the' 

minimal funding available, which translates into about SIOO per student 

There is much discussion about the difficulties the adult education system has serving . ' 

their target population, Several hypotheses have been suggested: Persons who have had 

difficulty in traditional schools are not likely to do well in adult schools using traditional 

methods. A sizable proportion of persons in adult education--as many as 80 percent according 

to some estimates--are learning disabled and thus unresponsive to traditional instructional 

approaches. Finally, many adults have family and work ,responsibilities which divert their 

attention away from education, 

The Department of Education is implementing strategies to improve the quality of 

programs for adults and considering ways to better serve the most disadvantaged pOpulations. 

These strategies include encouraging courses that integrate basic skills with occupational training, 

more contextual learning, and more work -relevant courses, and by providing supportive services. 

The current federal focus on improving the skiUs of the future workforce are reshaping the role 
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that education p'ays. in preparing individuals for productive empioyment. The types of 

improvements being initiated by the Department of Education may mean that more adults 

complete and benefit from education progmms in the future, 

Work Experience 

In addition to "OJT, which. provides subsidies to employers 'who agree to provide training 

in the workplace, there are at least three other types of subsidized employment; short te!m work 

experience (WE), workfare or community work experience tC\llEP), and public service 

employment (PSE), 

, 
Short-term work expertence, tlslJally lasting about 13 weeks, was commo~ly used in the 

1970s in \\'1N. lOBS. and other employment and training programs. It has generally been 

targeted on women who have no real job experience or no recent job. The purpose is to provide 

a real-worM opportunity to get accustomed to tbe wor1d of work-~regular hours. supervision: 

attitudes, and routine. Clients receive their regular welfare checks plus an allowance. which 

under WlN waS $30 a week. This type of WE has been a very small component (e,g" fewer than 

10 percent of \\-1N'clients), but is considered important for persons with little or no wQrk bistory. 

, lTPA. and CETA before i~ funds a form of short:tenn WE for adults and youth. but 

individuals generally receive minimum wage compensation. There is little evidence about the . 
impact of WE, but Bassi found that under eETA. adult women had a net increase in earnings 

in 1977 of between $500 and $800 a year, (Barnow. 1987) 

The other two types of work experience--PSE and CWEP-bave been the most 

controve,rsial of all E&T activities, 

Under CETA PSE. unemploynd and disadvantaged adults could be placed in a fully­

subsidized job in the public or non~profit sector, receiving regular pay, At its·peak in the late 

1970s; about 700.000 persons were in CETA PSEjobs, Like the Works Progress Administration 
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jobs in the 1930s,'PSE was intended to counter ~igh unemployment. At the same time there was 

an expectation that disadvantaged persons would also benefit from the job experience. 

CETA PSE was surrounded by controversy mainly because o.f adrninistrative p~oblems 

encountered in mounting the very large-scale program. Reports of misuse of funds. favoritism 

in hiring, and'substitution of jobs led to major program changes in 1978 that limited wages. 

targeted jobs on the most disadvantaged and tightened fiscal accountability. By then. though. the 

public image of C;::ETA PSE was quite poor. When Congress enacted JTPA to replace CETA in 

1982. PSE was prohibited. 

Despite some of the early management problems, though, CETA PSE had fairly positive 

impacts, especially for low-income women. Barnow (1987) summarized. a number of non­

experimental studies that found (in 1977 dollars) overall positive net impacts on earnings (about 

$700 a year), with the strongest impacts for white women (as much.as $1200 a year) and welfare 

women (as much as $1700 a year). Impacts for men were not consistent, with some studies 

finding small negative impacts and others finding modest positive impacts. 

PSE, then, aside from the administrative difficulties, is a component that has had some 

fairly positive impacts for participants. Subsidized jobs continued to be provided extensively in 

the Summer YoJth Employment Program, the Native American JTPA programs. and in several 

programs for dislocated workers. And the Milwaukee New Hope Project is formally testing 

among other components, subsidized jobs for adults. 

Beginning in the 1980s, eWEP, a very different form of work experience emerged in 

welfare programs. CWEP was proposed by the Reagan adrylinistration as workfare--welfare 

recipients were to work in public assignments as a condition of receiving their welfare checks. 

".',1}1e number of hours was .. detennined by dividing the welfare grant by the minimum wage. 

Theoretically. the CWEP obligation could continue permanently . 

.­
In reality. while most states have a component called eWEP, it is generaUy quite sirriilar 
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to the old WIN work ,experience. lasting about 13 weeks and involving only a small number of 

clients, While the concept of eWEP has aroused much criticism from advocates. uniofll> and 

others. there is less vocal opposition to the component as it has actually been implemented in 

most locales. 

Some of the-major \1DRC work-welfare demonstrations included short-term WE oi~ 

C\VEP, usually, in combination with some form of job search assistam:e. MDRe reports that 

programs did succeed at mounting eWEP programs, even large.scale one5. and enforcing the 

work obligations, But they conclude that mere is no evidence thaI shon-term WE, either alone 

or after job search assistance, has any net impact on employment or welfare. (Guemn and Pauly.. . 
1991) 

Combinations of Services 

The current understanding of those in the field is that the most effective education: 

training and employment programs include a combination. or integration, of various activities and 

services. Historically. the Job Corps program for disadvantaged youth has been the 'mode! of 

comprehensive education, training and suppOrt services, and that program has been found 10 have 

positive impacK 

Comprehensive Services.. Other programs with a comprehensive ,mix of services plus 

staff case management or counselling have also shown positive impacts: the CET program in 

San Jose, the Supported Work Experience Demonstration, Project Redirection for pregnant and 

parenting teens. the Teen Parent Demonstration. the San Diego WIN Demonstration, and the 

Massachusetts ET Choices Program. Project Chance in Chicago is a prime example of a client~ 

oriented intensive services mode) where all participant,; engage in some activities that will move 

. them forward on a path 10 self·sufficiency. (Herr and Halpern, 1991) " 

Such programs recognize that (1) many welfare recipients require supportive services' if 

they are to succeed in education or training or in a job, and (2) programs should have a number· 
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of different componel]ts (e.g .. not just job search assistance or CWEP) to meet the needs of the 

diverse population. 

Wurk-Based Learning. There is also a trend toward·integrating vocational.and basic 

education training in one program. like the CET program in San Jose. (Gordon and Burghardt. 

1991) This type of instruction builds on the concepts of work· based learning. which describes 

education and job training provided within a work context, either on the job (work experiem:e) 

or in a classroom. The expansion of work· based learning efforts is based on past research 

originally focused on literacy in the military. Sticht found that rraining that included job· specific 

materials produced more positive competency outcomes and performance than did training that 

used general academic material and [[aditional cunicula. He found that "six weeks of intensive 

job-reading training translated into a two· year increase in specific job-reading skills." (Adelman. 

1991) Presumably. students also had t>etter attendance and .higher rates of course ~ompleti~n. 

In the civilian sector. workplace literacy projects funded in the last decade by the· 

Department of Labor and the Department of Education emphasize developing work-related skills 

in a functional context, both for vocational training, worker skill improvement and worker 

retraining. 

The concept of ~ork-based learning is now also expanding as the nation aJ.ms at 

improving the skills of the future workforce. The Clinton administration's proposed School-to­

Work oPportunities Act would provide/apprenticeShip) style paid work experience that combines 

basic education, job training. work experience on the job. mentoring, case management and job 

develop·ment 

Intergenerational Services_ There is also increasing attention on the needs of children. 

in welfare families and the interactive effec!S that education. training and work have on both the 

mother and her children. (Zaslow) Some policy analysts are calling for more intergenerational 

services to assure that the needs of children and families are considered simultaneously. (Smith • 

et ai, 1990) 
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There is very linle research on tne effe.:t of intergenerarional services, Evidence that does 

< exlst liuggests that intergenerational programs can be effective for children, even if'there are no 

positive impacts reported yet for ~heir parents, Even Stan. for example. is a federally-funded 

program that provides high quality early childhood education to children in low-income families 
• 

(50 percent are on AFDC). and adult education to their parents. Early research shows positive . ­
development and cognitive impact';: for the children. There have been no positive impacts. for 

, their parents in terms. of educational outcomes. but some evidence that they remain m, {he 

program longer. presumably because they respond to the positive experiences they feel their 

children are having. They want their children to remain in the high quality early childhood 

. Mucarion program, so they remain in the adult education program to assure their children can 

continue. (USDOE, undated) Presumably, improvements in' adult education programming, as 

described above, would improve Qut..:omes for Even Start parents. 

EH'ECTIVENESS FOR SPECIFIC POPULATIONS 

Demonstration and program evaluation reports aiso provide a growing body of information 

about serving specific popUlation groups among the welfare and disadvantaged population. The 

literature on the effectiveness of educa~i0!l and training for specific population groups, though. 

is much more limited that the effectiveness of services or the effectiveness of general intervention 

programs. The welfare population is not homogeneous. and even from the limited research that 

does exist. there is fairly dear evidence that national policy must allow for a broad range of 

services~~education, training, employment.. counselling and supportive; services-~and program 

flexibility to ensure that any unique circumstances or needs of' particular groups can be 

con~idered. 

A f~w.populations. are of particular interest, even'though we still know little about how 

to improve their employment prospect~, 
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~on-custodial PareJJts 

Even increased child support enforcement efforts: will have little effect on welfare 

cniidren's inc();ne if their fathers h~ve limited earnings capacity. Several demonstrations are now 
. 1 • , 

fo~u$ing on non-custodial parents (usually fathers) to both increase regular payments of child, 
supIWrt and mcreas~ their earning potential. ~ 

) 

Children First, operating in sekxted Wi,s~onsin counties. is designed to motivate non­, 
custodial parents who are delinquent in child s.upport payments to find jobs. It has a heavy 

mandatory work requirement--pay child support. perform community service. or go to jail. One 

county {Racine) aiso proviQes skills development 

Early rep<Jrts from Children First indicate that there is a high "smoke OUt" effect. The 

'requirement evidently identifies fathers who have "hidden income" and motivates others to find 

jobs when they are faced with the threal of jaiL (DHSS, 1991) 

The Parents Fair Share Demonstration program is also targeted on non-custodial parents, 

h also has strong cbild support enforCement along with intensive support and training. The 

training includes parenting skills as ~ell as job skills. Like Wisconsin's program, Parents' Fair 

Share has found a large smoke effcel About 35 percent of the fathets referred to Parents' Fair . . 
Share actually have 10 be served; the. re,t find jobs or already have jobs and start paying child 

suppon regularly. (MDRe. undated) 

Both Racine and Parents' Fair Share suggest that support services may be imPortant for,­

non:'custodial parents just as they are for custodial parents. Fathers reportedly enjoy and benefit . 
from regular support groups~ parenting classes and. counselling if the components ate designed 

to be sensitive to the n,eeds of men, This presumably will translate into positive impaCts 011 their: 

relationships with their children. their parenting skills and regular compliance with their child 

. supPQn obligations. 
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Other prografl):i. that have tried to work with non-custodial fathers have had. difficulty 

recruiting and keeping faIhers in the program (Watson. 19(2) Children First and Fair Share . . 
suggesl tha( a strong .~hreat is one way to gain the cooperation of fathers. If a high proportion 

of non~.;ustodial fathers of ;"FDC children can be "smoked out" by strong enforcemeot then 

limited resoun,:es can be devoted to more intensive training and servii.:es to improve the earning 

" pot,ential of the rest, 

Persons With Disabilities 

Education and training programs have gradually recognized that many persons with 

disabilities can work, As evident from the long history of vocational" rehabilitation programs. 

persons with disabilities, particularly medical or physical disabilities, generally need special 

services during their rehabilitation. SOH1e may also need reasondble accommodations on the job. 
-

and are entitled to such accommodations according to federal law. The Department of Education 

estimates that about half of the persons with disabilities have· learning disabilities possibly as well' 

as medical disabilities. 

The AFDC population probably has few persons with medical or physical disabiliries, but 

the caseJoad may include many persons with learning disabHlties. HHS estimates that nearly 20 

percent of AFDe women'may have a self·reponed physical disability of some type, but only six 

percent have a "severe" disability, as measured by their ability to perfonn certain daily living 

activities, The vast majority of these physical disabilities involve back problems. which may 

temporarily impede some training or employment Although there is little inforri'lation on the 

severily of such d~sabilities. as many as 40 percent of AFDC adults may be learning disabled. 

(Nightingale. el al; 1991) 

There is moch research about what employment-related services are needed for persons :-" 

with a range of medical and physical disabUities. but considerably less about what is needed for 

adults with le~ing disabilities. Counselors in, vocational rehabilitation and developmental 

disabilities programs, though. offer seve~ suggestions. First. once the disability is correctly 
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diagnosed, t.::ase management is ~ritica!, to ii3surc: a proper course of rehabilitation,· When a 


person begins a job. foHow-up services can help make a successful adjustment. Some period 


period of supported employment with job coaches helps many people 'With disabilities. 


Other vocational training programs are just beginning to address the needs of persons with 


learning disabilities, - Programs like CET in San ~ose and in many community colleges now­


emphasize contextual instruction, integrate vocational and basic skills instruction, and use multi" 


sensory instructional approaches to reinforce diverse learning styles (e.g., video and hands-on 


instruction as well as paper and pencil work), 
. 

If the proportion of persons on AFDC with physical and learning disabilities: is as high 


as current estimates suggest, their special circumstances must be considered if work-welfare 


programs are to succeed in making large numbers of persons permanently self-sufficienL To 


date., however, there is very little understanding about what specifil; servIces person~ with 


learning disabilities may need. 


Housing Assistance Re·cipients 

Welfare recipi~nts who are also receiving housing assistan~e may face additional barriers 


and disincentives to work:. Rents are pegged at 30 percent of countable income. posing an (at 


least symbolic) disincentive to increase wor~ effort. Persons living in large public housing 


projects may have multiple -barriers, including geographic and social isolation. crime, and lack. 

, " 

of sUpJXlrt services, 

In the 'past decade especially, more anention has been paid to· this population. One 

approach that program operators feel may be promising is to ~ave the training ~Q..~g.~ prQgra:n ~ 

,'oJXlrate on-site. Family SUPJXlrt Centers, with HUD, JTPA and HHS funds, are operating in 

many bousing projects and provide a range of support services that should help people participate 

in employment--oriented, activities. Project Chance in the CabriniwGreen housing project in 

Chicago comhines intensive client-oriented assistance with individual initiative and empowerment. 
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A series of HUD initiatives from Family Self-Suffiden\:y to Operation Bootstrap and Economic 
•

Empowerment Demonstrations lin.k: housing assistance to participation in programs that can 

include education, training and work experience.-the Self-sufficiency and Bootstrap projects were 

targeted on both public housing residents and recipients of Section 8 rcnt sub"idies. and the 

Economic empowermem Demonstration was limited to p~bHc housing residents. 

Unlike general work-welf~e .,.nd employment and training programs, there are still no 

rigorous evaluation findings 011 programs for housing assistant recipients, 

PROGRAM PARTICIPATION 

While several demonstrations have shown promising results at actually pJa~ing recipients 

a into work or educationltraining activities. most programs have not engaged substantial portions 

of the welfare c."eload. The Work Incentive Program (WIN) (1968-1989) was targeted on about 

one~third of all recipients, those designated to mandatOrily register with the program, mainly 

women with no children under six years of age, WIN actively served about 25 percent of its 

registrantS or about 10 percent of all AFDC adults. Most of the MDRe work*welfare 
. 

demonstrations of the 1980s also served between 5 and 15 percent of aU AFDC adults. 

It is important to note. bowever, that there was no federal policy emphasis on achieving 

high rates of participation before ~e mid to late 19805.2 There are now several ,examples of 

, 
The Family SUpJl<lrt Act (FSA) of 1999 changed work-welfare panicipation policies in 

two ways ..Firs~ before FSA, about one,}hird of AFDC adults. mainly those without children 
under six years old. were mandatorily required to register and cooperate with WIN. FSA 
increased the mandatory pool by (I) including all persons without high school diplomas or a 
OED regardless of the age of their children and (2) allowing'states to lower the "age of youngest 

"" child" provision. Second, there was no federal policy emph~is on achieving high rates of 
panicipation before the Family SUPJl<lrt Act (!'SA) of 1988; now state JOBS programs are

• 
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programs that serve s~bstantiaUy higher proportions of the AFDe cuse!oad than generally were 

ser.'ed in the 1970s. The San Diego SWlM program, for example, engaged 64 pert'ent of the 

mandatory population (i.e., those with no children under six), or a little over 20 percent of the 

total AFDC <a,doad. 

In general, though, the participation by AFDe adult women overall 'has been quite lo,w 
-, 

because most of the programs and demonstrations !>erved primarily, 'or only. those persons 

mandatorily required to register with the work program (i.e" excluded aOOm two-thirds -of the 

I;<iseload whkh consist') of cases headea by women with young children). This means that even 

programs for the mandatory population that served a high percentage of the target group, say 50 

or 60 percent (like SWIM). reached only about 15 or 10 percent of all AFDC mothers. 

Some programs do better with meo--West Virginia, for example, registered 100 percent 

of the males in AFDC-UP .ca'ies in their WIN demonstration program that Included a workfare 

obl1gation, 

There has been som~what more su..:cesS with new teen mothers on AFDC, as evidenced 

from the Teen Parent Demonstration Program. Ninety percent of the teen mothers required to 

participate in the program did,enrol~ Sixty-five percent went through assessment, 60 percent 

participated in at least one major activity (school, training, or employment) and 27 pe,rcent 

became employed within two years. 

There is recent evidence, then. that mandatory work-welfare programs caD seClie 

signifl~~nt portions of ~ mandatory popu1ation SWIM. the Teen Parent Demo,· and other 

programs like Kenosha~ Wisconsin's have shown that it can be done. One important aspect of 

mandatory programs is that the requirement undoubtedly reaches individuals who might not 

otherwise, on their own, enter the program or, as with the non-custodial parent demonstrations. 

required to serve specific proportions ~f their mandatory clients. 
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behave in desired ways, 

. 
But voluntary programs C'IO also attract large numbers of participants. It seems that 

marketing and infonnation are key if voluntary programs are to engage high proportions of the 

population. While the EOPP program in the 1970l\ and the more rer.:en! Washington State FIP 

program-did n~t substantially increase partkipation in employment, training: or education. there . 

is some evidence that many clients: did not know about or fully understand the availability of 

program servi{;cs. In the well-publicized voluntary Massachusetts ET Choices program, (hough. 

with a heavy emphasis on information and aggressive marketing, higher percentages participated-­

about 70 percent of all AFDC adults in 1987 (not just the mandatory poon had enrolled in ET 

and about 50 percent of aU AFDC adults participated in at least one major activi[j\ 
, 

. There is ongoing discussion about whether the financial in.::entives in AFDe can be' 

changed to encourage more participation in education, training or employment Several states 

currently are making vanous changes. to the be~efit reduction rates in AFDe and are testing the­

effects of cash incentives and penaltIes; According to labor economic theory. one would expect 

that by providing individuals with incentives for certain behaviors should have the desired effect. 

But the evidence is not that clear, In New York State. the Child Assurance Program which had 

employment incentives was expected to also have some impact on partiCipation in education and 

training, as- individuals desired to become mOTe employable. Evaluators, however, found that 

CAP had no effect on participation in education or traininenaoout one third of CAP participants 

and controls participated in SOme education or training in a year,' Similarly, in Washington 

State's Family Independence-Program (FlP), which had incentives for either employment or 

education/training. there was a slight initjal increase in education, but no substantial difference 

over time. (Long. et ai, 1993). 

In part,. clients may not respond to incentives because they do not understand them. 

Evaluators suggest that this may have been one of the problems in FlP, In Ohio's LEAP 

program which pays cash bonuses to teenagers who attend education and penalizes those wh6 

do not. many clients may not have really understooo the "carrots and sticks." Staff feel that the 
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positive effect LEAP .had on increasing school auendance m:.ty have reflected other aspe.ct~ of 

the program and not the incentives and bonuses. 

ORGANIZATION ANI) IMPLEMENTATIUN 

As Gucroii (1992) explains, the major evaluations of the past twenty years dearly show 

that well-executed employment. training and education programs can have positive impacts- on 

individuals and can be cost~effective. The important point, though, is that they must be well· . 	 . 
executed. Not all demonstrations and programs evaluated have been found to have positive 

impacts, and'the impacts on programs that appear similar vary across sites and over time, The 

local economy and labor market play some role, but successful implementation and management 

may be a major key to success. 

In a study of high- and low-performing WIN programs in the late 19705: between 30 and 

50 percent of the variation in perfornt3:nce could be explained by labor market and demographk~ .. 	 . 
conditions; most of the rest of the variation was: due to program operations and management 

distinctions.) (Mitchell, et .al, 1979) High-performing programs were morc likely to: 

• 	 have a broad range of employment. training and supportive services available: 

• 	 have dear management and staff consensus on program goals and purposes.: 

• 	 emphasize a balance between obtaining a high quantity of job placements and 
seeking high quality jobs; 

• 	 have program managers who understood the priority for the program within their 
• 

lA weighted index of performance was created using the WIN program's standard criteria: 
job cnnies per staff, starting wage rate, job retention rate, and welfare grant reduction. Statistical 
analysis contrQUed for state and local socio·ecooomic conditions to estimate expected 
performance given those conditions. High*perforrners were programs wh~e perfonnance was 

* 	 at least one standard deviation above expected, low-performers were those one standard deviation 
below expected. 
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host agency and adapted accordingly (e.g., buffer and protect integrity of the 
program in hostile agencies, leve-rage orsanizational resoun;es in friendlY 
agencies); and 

• \~ dient-orientedJ,oth in staffing and services delivery . 

,. 
Experiences in many recent prograrrys are eChoing some' of these findings. Some of the-


success of SWIM, Riverside GAIN, Kenosha County. Massa~husetl<; ET Chokes. New York 

CAP. and the Teen Parent Demonstrations. for example, has been attributed to organizational 

culture, management. clear Objectives, goal consistency, and management priority, 

The importance of management and irnplememation may help explain why programs that 

. seem similar h3ve different impacts in differen~ sites. but it may also explain why different types 

of programs have sirnil~ impacts, Transferring the technical management expertise across 

programs can help improve programs even if the specific service models are different. 

Technology, transfer may be one means by which the federal government can improve program' 

management' 

CONCLUSIONS 

The dear conclusion of work~welfare and education and training studies to date is that 

programs can increase earnings some. and maybe increase the rate of employment initially, but 

they have less effect on welfare receipt. and no real effect on poverty. Furthermore. some of the 

earnings and employment impa::ts are shol1~term. dissipating over time. 

A number of factors contribute to, the limited impact of employment and training 

programs, including labor market conditions, resource' constraints, implementation problems, and 

barriers that make interprogram coordination difficult (EHwood. 1989) 

Much of the program impact evidence comes from demonstrations and evaluations of 

programs that primarily focused on direct employment services. particularly job sean::h assistance. 
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Many analysts- and program operatOrs feel that more intensive interventions. particularly those 

that include supportive seI'Vices, more $taff~ciient interaction and a combination of rraming, 

education, supportive services and work may :;how somewhat stronger positive impat:ts" The 

empirical research, however, On more compre~ensive programs and on programs that emphasize" 

education is limited. 

There is still room for optimism. The management, operational and research experiefKI!' 

suggests many ways that services and program:; could be improved. For example, it ;;;ould be 

that components like OJT and public service employment which have fairly positive net impacts 

could be even more effective if targeted on less-skilled persons and combined with case 

management. post-employment followup, and other work supports, The Department" of Health 

and Human Services, Education, Labor and Housing and Urban Deveiopment are making 

progress in developing comprehensive interventions that should help improve education and 

training outcomes. 

But we have no evidence yet that education, training and employment programs are very 

successful at actually moving poor adults ,out of poverty. 1uere are undoubtedly a number of 

reasons for this. including less than optimal program operations as well as limited wage 

opportunities in the labor market. Regardless of the reason, it seems clear that employment, 

- education and training alone is not enough. It is critically irnportanl 10 view these interventions 

in combination with other strategies to "make work; pay" and raise income levels. Education and 

training cannot alone be the engine that moves substantial numbers of people "off welfare and out 

of poverty_ 
-, 
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TRANSITIONAL SUPPOST DRAFT PAPER, POR DISCUSSION ONLY, 10(1/93 


BASIC rSINCIPLSS AND fEATURES 

OF A TRANSITIONAL SUPPORT SYSTEM 


:Baokground 
-By definition, under a transitional support system, welfare' is 

not a way of life for families or for generations of families. 
Instead welfare becomes a system of temporary financial support 
for families which cannot currently support themselves.' ~ It 
provides cash assistance for a limited period"of time and 
provides a variety of services families need in order to better 
suppor~ themselves~ There is a system of mutual responsibili~ies 
between recipients and the welfare 'agencies~ ReCipients are 
expected to cooperate. in helping secure support from absent 
parents (if any), to support themselves it pOSSible, and to 
,improve their capabil.ity for self-support through participation 
in appropriate activities,: The welfare agency, "in turn, has the 
responsibility lor ensuring that recipients understand their 
responsibilities,and for providing recipients with services such 
as child care they need in order to meet their responsibilities. 

It is not easy to establish policies and rules which will 
,automatically turn welfare into a transitional support system•. 
It is not easy to develop a set of rules and programs that will 
fairly apply to a diverse set of States, localities l and 
individuals. For example, while some recipients are capable of 
self-support with little or no assistance, some recipients have 
health problems or have family members with health problems which 
make self-support unrealistic in th.e short. run. 

In order to be fair and effective, a transitional support system 
must recognize that the circumstances of families coming into the 
welfare system varies widely_ Even'under ~e current system I 

many welfare recipients get jobs and go off welfare in a fairly 
short period of time (i.e' l less than one or two years). 
However t many of these cannot sustain their jobs, and they come 
back on welfare over time. Some welfare recipients face multiple 
Obstacles to becoming self-sufficient (stich as illness or 
disability in 'the home l non-supportive institutions and living 
environments, low skill levels. lack of employment histories, 

'child care problems, limited joh opportunities, substance abuse, 
lack of spousal support; and discrimination). Most recipients 
want to work, but they may have trouble overcoming the obstacles 
they face. 

Transforming AFDC into a transitional support system will requi;e 
changes both ·inside and outside the AFDC system. Changes outside 
the AFDC system will be focused on the following two principles: 

1-1 
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1. 	 Making Work PaYt The capacity of AFDC recipients to 
support themselves will be substantially enhanced by 
changes the Administration has made and is proposing 
which will help make work pay. These changes include 
better income supplements through the ,tax system and 
universal health coverage", 

2: ... Ensuring Support From Both Parents. AFDC families will 
also be helped! substantially by changes being proposed 
to make the child support payment system more 
effective~ 

Based on our research and experience, we do not believe these 
changes will be sufficient to get all recipients into the labor 
force· and self-supporting within two years. Therefore, changes 
must also be made within the welfare system to help make it more 
of a transitional support system. The two principles guiding 
changes to the welfare system are: ' 

L 	 Providing Egucational and Training support. Under the 
Family 'support Act of 1988 1 the Federal government made 
sUbstantial'new sums of money available to pay for 
education" trainlng l employment and support services 
which would help AFDC recipients become more self ­
sufficient. However, because of funding shortfalls, 
rising AFDC caseloads, and other demands on state and 
local budgets. the Family Support Act has had 
difficulty living up to its promise. As the President 
said in February, we need to provide recipients with 
more opportunities for job training; child care they 
need to go to work, and 'opportunities they need to go 
to work. At the same time, we expect welfare 
recipients who can go to work and support themselves to 
do so. 

2:., 	 Making welfare a PrograJD. of Temporary SUDoort. 
One of the major frustrations the American public has 
about the welfare system is that it is seen by many as 
providing a ttfree ride._ If Instead l the public wants a 
system that demands responsibility from families in 
exchange for financial support. 'In response I the 
welfare reform package includes changes that will 
require most families to work after two years on 
assistance~ . 

Starting with the four major principles of welfare ,reform, and 

our understanding of how the current system functions', the 

Transitional Support Group generally agrees 'that 

converting welfare into a transitional system will require~ 
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changes of the following types: 

a) significant expansions in participation to cover a much 
larger share of the caseload and a more diverse group of 
individuals; 

, 
b) a broader view of acceptable participation, with more 

._ attention paid to strengthening the family and communit.y 
involvement; 

c) more attention to program effectiveness, with greater 
attention paid to whether education and training activities 
result in employment and earnings gains; 

d) closer relationships between the welfare agency, other 
governmental, and community-based organizations which 
provide related services (including better coordination of 
services and service plans, better referral systems, and 
greater willingness to undertake team efforts which support 
individuals and families); 

el greater support, for those going to worK, including 
subsequent access to education and ,training services for 
those leaving welfare to accept jobs; and . ­
f} more emphasis on the notion of §~ial contr·;~tl with 
clearer policies and,messages about the impor ance 0 self­
$UPpo~t. At least some recipients may be expected to 
participate more fully in community life and to as'sume more 
responsibility for their fatcily·'s well-being. In return for 
greater efforts by recipients~ government will better 
provide better financial and personal support. The Federal 
government will provide better funding support to help 
states and localities pay for needed services. 

In light of the number of unk~owns and variables we are dealing 
with, it does not make, sense to prescribe a national transitional 
support system at this time. In certain areas, we need more 
information, and we should support strong evaluation projects to 
provide us that information. We should also continue to provide 
States with broad latitude in developing their service. 
strategies, with the expectation that continued State 
experimentation will supply information which will lead over time 
to the design of increasingly more effective strategies. 

Because it iSI infeasible to convert all applicants and reCipients 
to a time-limited system at the same time. we are proposing. a 
phase-in strategy which begins with a subset of the "eligible 
population. Research on welfare dynamics and program irupacts 
suggests that the best strategy would be to target on ~ 
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applicants. 

Healthy individua-ls who come into the welfare system and accrue 
two total years (i.e., 24 ~onths worth) of welfare will be 
expected to work at that time, if not before. Families who reach 
their limits~ but face subsequent setbacks and cannot work I might 
qualify for Emergency Assistance as well'as other types of 
assistance. ¥ 

Longer time limits may be provided ~for the most'~at-risk families, 
. but they, -will still be subject to expectations about work and 
other -forms of participation associated with removing' impediments 
to self-sufficiency. 

Consistent with this Administration's commitment to re-inventing 
government. our long-term strategy will be to change program 
funding from an open-ended matching and entitlement basis to a 
~formance-basea systewwhich rewards states based on their 
effectiveness in converting to a transitional support system-­
one that decreases dependency on cash assistance and guaranteed 
jobs and that increases labor force participation. We propose 
this as a long-term rather than short-term strategy because we do 
not feel there is sufficient agreement about the goals of such a 
program or sufficient information available on which to estimate, 
what would be re'asonable performance expectations. " 
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PROVIDING EIll!Cl\TIO!!AL. TRAINING....!>I!!l OTHER SUPPORTS 

overview. The third major principle of the welfare reform agend~ 

is to provida welfare recipients the education, training, and 

other services they need to qat a job and to support themselves. 

Without such supP9rtE time limits on cash assistance are 

untenable. ~ 


While there is wfdespread agr'eement that additional education, 

training, employment and support services are needed 1 there is 

considerable disagreement as to how much investment is required. 

The debate is both philosophical and empirical. It reflects 

differences in opinion about what the goal of" these services 

should be and about how to achieve different goals. pn one side 

of the debate are individuals who feel the program should be 

streamlined and strongly oriented towards job placementi on the 

other are individuals who believe such programs should invest 

heavily in human capital development. Some believe the same 

general approach can be successfully applied to a very broad 

range of recipients; others believe that the approach should be 

highly individualized. The dimensions of the debate are 

numerous. 


The purpose of this paper is to present some of 't.he major polic·y 

issues which should be addressed in developing a service strategy 

for a transitional program. The first section reviews some of 

the major philosophica~ questions. The second section identifies 

some of the more specific concerns that have been raised about 

the JOBS program and discusses some policy options to address 

those concerns. Appendix A presents a possible new set of 

exemption rules, consistent with a full participation objective. 

Appendix B presents three prototypical models of welfare-to-work 

programs_ ~ 

There are several companion papers which address issues directly 
relevant to this discussion: 

1} 	 an overview of the basic principles for a transitional 
support systemi 

2) 	 a review of what we have learned about education, 
training, and employment services; 

3) 	 papers on special;~subgroups of the AFDC population: 
teen 	parents, people with disabilities, and AFDC-UP 
cases; 

4) 	 ~ paper on early intervention strat~gies;' _ 
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5) possible rules for a time-limited program; and 

6) 	 creating a transitional "support system in the spirit of 
- - .relnventlng government. 

***** 
--SECTION I--MAJOR ISSUES 'N STRUCTURING A SERVICE STRATEGY 

~', ~- ..... 
We start with the premise that no guarantee of educational and 

training services (or continued welfare benefits)" should exist 

for families whQ are currently able to support themselves. 


Issue 1: ShQJl14 participation be man!1AtOry or voluntarYl 

OPTIONS: 

A. 	 participation is voluntary, and no sanctions are 
applied when individuals fail to par~icipate~ 

B. 	 PartiCipation is mandatory, and sanctions are applied 
when individuals refuse to participate. 

RECOMMENDATION, OPTION B; ~andatoEf' 

Discuss ion. , 

1) 	 In a program with serious time limits, 'there is some 
question whether participation should b'e mandated. Facing a 
time limit could provide adequate motivation for recipients 
to participate and seek work. Also, the service system may 
have difficulty handling a truly mandatory program. 

2) 	 There is very good evidence that sanctions can be an 
effective tool for managers to use in achieving
participation and impro~ing program impacts. Also, the 
risks to both the recipient.and the agency are too great if 
individuals do not take advantage of appropriate 
opportunities. 

J) 	 A laissez-faire ·'approach towards work obligations seems· 
politically vulnerable. If the public feels that jobs are 
available, or that participation in education, training or 
other activities would be efficacious; it would probably not 
find a voluntary program acceptable. 

3) ~ 	 A laissez-faire approach could be biased towards welfare 
recipients . who are most "on-the-ball. II It 'COUld result in 
resources being spent predominantly on these more motivated· 
recipients, while -highly disadvantaged recipients are 
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neglected for two years and then face a work situation for 
which they are totally unprepared. 

4) 	 Given our understanding of caseload dynamics and the 
experience of welfare-tn-work programs, we are concerned , 
that a voluntary program might result in more people on the 
rolls who will require jobs after· two years~, ' 

=>' A mandatory"'program would_probably be.. more effective in <\>­

terms of bringing people-in the door who· might otherwise not 
come. , 

5) , A purely voluntary approach would establish'AFDC as an 
"entitlement" program in which governments could not demand 
that recipients undertake responsibility for their self­
support. It could have significant "'entry effects," 
especially if generous services are available to those who 
enter the.system. 

6) 	 The risks of a voluntary program could be reduced by 
incorporating one or more of the following policies: 

a) 	 ensure that strong orientations and on-going counseling 
of applicants and recipients encourage participation 
~nd/or early entry into the labor force; 

b) 	 provide incentives for participation and/or entry into 
work. These refinements could include one or more of 
the following items! 

(i) 	 credits to extend the time limitj 

(ii) 	vouchers for future education and training 
servicesi 

(iii) stipends or ~ther financia-l rewards; 

(lv) 	 eligibility to participate in an alternativ8 j 

more prestigious assistance system (e.g., NY CAP 
or a Work Support Agency); 

,
(V) more generous transitional child care benefits; 
and 

(vi) more generous income or asset rules. 
, 

c) reserve or prioritize the Itbetter" post-transitional 
"job opportunities for those who earn them through 
participation or work; or ' .. 

d) 	 be very clear and very strict about enforcing the time-
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limit. 

Issue 2: Who shoUld be exempt from partioipation requirements! 

OPTIONS: 

A. 	 Include all existing exemptions; among others, these~-._. cover some teen parents and other" youth, adults with 
substance abuse problems and generally those with':' 
children under the age of three; 

B. 	 Modify the eXisting exemptions to take care of some of 
the worst problems (e.g., the provisions which make it 
difficult to work·with young teen parents or to·· 
continue service when individuals get pregnant) ; 

C. 	 Minimize the number of Federal exemptions 
-

(with the 
understanding that the nature of participation 
requirements may be quite different for some newly 
mandatory categories, of individuals). 

RRCOHMENDATION; OPTION c; minimize Fe~eral ~xemptionB. 

Discussion. 

1) 	 The current system exempts the following categories of 
individuals from participation and work requirements! 1) 
those who are ill, incapacitated or of an advanced age 
'(i.e., over age GO); 2) those needed at home because of tne 
illness or incapacity of another family member; 3) parents ' 
or relatives personally caring for a child under age ~ (or 
at State option, under a specified age between 1 and 3); 4) 

'parents or other relatives caring for a child under age 6 if 
the state cannot assure' child care is available and 
participation amounts to fewer than 20 hours a week; 5) 
someone working :30 or more hours a W'eek; 6) 'children under 
16'or attending school elementarYI secondary, or vocational 
school full-time; 7) women in the second or third month of 
pregnancy; and 8) those in areas not covered by the program. 

Teen parents who have not graduated from school do not get 
an exemption for having a young' child, and States are not 
required to provide an exemption for care of a young child 
in AFDe-up cases';' , 

2) 	 State.agenc1es and others have expressed concern that some 
of the exemption provisions-thwart 'their efforts to serve 
the most disadvantaged groups of reCipients. 

~ , 
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There are several t~chnical .problems with the provisions 
affecting teens and teen parents that affect the States' 
ability to serve young people at risk of long-term 
dependency. They cannot: a) prohibit teens who are in 
school from dropping out; b) require participation by teen 
parents under age 16;1 and c) require further participation 
by· teen parents who are in the program,-but become pregnant, 
finish sc~oolf or reach age 20 (if they hav'e young 

...... children) * 	 .' 

Also, the exemption criteria (together with the 
participation rules) limit the interest of state agencies in 
getting individuals with treatable conditions (such as 
certain disabilities and substance abuse) into those systems 
which will help them enter the mainstream of society. 
Examples of appropriate participation might be substance 
abuse treatment for substance abusers, referral to a 
vocational rehabilitation and compliance with a 
rehabilitation plan for the disabled, and volunteering for 
Head start or participation in parenting classes for young 
mothers struggling with young children. 

3] 	 There is some concern that 'the exemption criteria may work 
to label people as .. "unemployable lt ; reduce their access. to. 
service"s; reduce their self-esteem, as well as their own and 
others exPectations about their potential to enter the world 
of work; discourage any inclination 'agencies might have to 
accommodate their needs; and help institutionalize their 
dependency. 

4] 	 Eliminating exemptIons does not automatically result in 
assignments to activities or change the level of services 
provided 'to different groups. Ho-wever, it does sand a new 
~~.ge about expectationss- Once exemptions are changed, 
further decisions need to be made about what services are 
available and what subgroups of the caseload are targeted 
for service intervention. 

5) 	 Under the J08S program, it is estimated that about 50 
percent of, adult AFOC recipients are currently exempt. If 
no change is made in the criteria, it would be hard to argue 
that, we were going to change welfare as we know it. 

6) 	 Minimal exemptions help to maximize participation and reduce 
the number of recipients who can avoid work. At. the same 
time, a minimal exemption policy should not ere.ite hardship 
for families with sp~cial needs when the system cannot 
accommod~te them~ 

7) 	 It has been suggested that the concept of exemptions might 
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be becoming obsolete in' that it implies w~ would have no 
expectatiqns of individuals~ It may be that .we should come '-It> 
~p with new terminology to deal with the new expectations. J 

I~sqe 3: Hov speqifio should Fe4eral exemption policy be? 

OPTIONS: 
, -	 , 

A. 	 'Federal rules_.should establish a minimal set of 
exemptions and""give States options in some additional 
areas. 

B. 	 Federal rules should specify the exemption categories. 

C." 	 There should be no federally established exemptions; 
States should' be allowed to require participation by 
any individuals given appropriate support systems. 

RECOMMENDATION: OPTION A, minimal Pederal exemptioDs with state 

flexibility in additional areas. 


Appendix A contains one possible set of rules consistent with 

this recommen4ation~ 


Oiscu$sion~ 

1) 	 The existing set of exemptions was designed to identify 

individuals who could not be expected to participate in 

work-related activities or take a job. The exemptions may 

be appropriate for that purpose t but they tend to reflect a 

rather narrow I short-term view of PQople's employment 

potential; they work against our goal of making the welfare 

system a second chance rather than a way of life; and tl'ey 

~re exclus~onary, rather than inclusive. 


2) 	 The existing exemption sys'tem could discourage state efforts 

to work on improving other aspects of· family life, such as 

ensuring that children receive their immunizations and other 

preventive health care. Changinq the exemptions could help 

facilitate a move in the system to more of~a two­

qe~erational-approach. 


3) 	 The minimal exemption approach implicitly assumes that 

States will be reasonable in setting participation 

expectations for families at riSk. Under the existing 

system, with more Federal exemptions, the Federal government 

assumes more responsibility for protecting needy families 

from inappropriate and detrimental State actions. 


In suggesting a new approach, we would assume that State 
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welfare agencies will consult with other parties (both 
public an9 private) deliverinq health ,and social services 
and listen to their professional judgment in deciding what 
appropriate participation would be. ' 

4) . Under the JOBS program, states have an incentive to exempt 
individuals because exemptions reduce the total number of 
people. they must have participating in the ,Joss program. In 

_looking at changes in the exemption rules, it is important •. 
- to consider whetner other program provisions inadvertently 

encourage States to be either liberal or conservative in 
their exeQption policies and practices. 

5) 	 Under a minimal Federal exemption policy, targeting and 
deferral policie~ become much more significant (especially 
if resources are constrained)~ The existing JOBS program 
sets some general targeting expectations, but enables States 
to make many of its own participation, referral, and 
deferral decisions; as a matter of resource allocation, it" 
is common for states to focus on participation by those with 
the fewest service needs# Since service resources will' 
continue to be an issue, participation patterns might be 
very similar to those currently in effect even if the 
exemption rules ar~ dramatically different# . 

6) 	 A full participation model, where "everybody does 
something," would greatly expand the number of individuals 
expected to be served and could have very serious cost 
implications. We might anticipate significant cost 
increases related to case management and tracking even 
though the hope is Ithat such a system could keep costs low 
by linking into existing systems and services. In theory I 

this model would: 1) do a much better job of linking to 
other service delivery systems and obtaining access to those 
services (e.g. t community-based services, substanc~ abuse 
treatment_ programs, and child protective services); 2)
recOgnize participation in other programs and systems (e.g./ 
Head Start family literacy or HIPPY programs) as acceptable 
and appropriate; 3) be more creative in terms of identifying 
and developing activities and services which are more 
appropriate for welfare recipients and responsive to their 
particular circumstances (e.g#1 community-based activities 
and activities during school hours)~ . 

Issue 4: It resource constraints make full p ... ~ticipation ¥. 

~ossible, shciuld Federal p~licie8 dictAte who gets priority f2r 
services? ­

. ­
OPTIONS: ." . 
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A. 	 Require States to give priority to teen parents and 
those facing the time limit! but otherwise give them 
discretion. 

B. 	 Require States to give'priority to teen parents and 
those facing the time limit and continue other 
requirements for targeting 'to potential longterm 
recipients. ~ 

.. ..~ 

• 	C. Require States to give priority to tee~ parents and 
those facing the time limits and require that States 
provide equitable access to other groups of 
individuals~ 

RECOMMENDATION: TARG&T TEEN PARBNTS' AND THOSE PACING THE LIMIT,'! OK
BOT UNABLE TO MAKE A RECOMMENDATION BEYOND THAT 

'Discussion. 

1) 	 The existing JOBS rules require, as a condition of enhanced 

Federal match, that States spend at least 55 percent of 

their JOBS funds on longterm and potential -longterm 

recipients (which are further defined),. It is difficult to 

argue against .this provision in principle. It was put in. 

place in response to two major concerns: 1) employment and 

training programs had little impact because they often spent 

their resources on' those individuals who could get off 

welfare on their own; and 2) research in the 1980 l s on 

welfare dynamics had shown that longterm welfare' dependency 

was a very important factor in the overall problem of 

welfare dependency: 


However I the impl~mentation of the provi'slon ,-has been 
problematic. In particular, states that are successful 'in 
accessing education and other community services for their 
longterro reCipients face a much more difficult time 
qualifying for enhanced funds. Also, it can be difficult to 
identify how much JOBS money is spent on a specific 
individual when the JOBS program works out a mutual service 
agreement with another agency which shares costs on a~ 
program versus individual basis. 

2) 	 Research on welfare dynamics, the Ohio LEAP program, and the 

Teen Parent Demonstrations all suggest that targeting 

towards teens Is. appropriate. 


3) 	 While it is difficult to argue with the notion of equitable 

access l Federal and State governments also have an interest 

in targe~ing of resources on those cases where they exp'ect .,,, 

the biggest return!. 
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4) 	 Welfare-to-work research can provide insight into what 
targeting'strategies might provide the biggest return. but 
the results are not'definitive~ Earlier programs had a 
smaller target population (i.e., they did not include women 
with children under 6) and tended to have a narrower service 
strategy. If different service strategies are in place, a 
different targeting strategy might be-appropriate.-'..... 

5) In the pUblic hearings JOBS, child support. and AFDC 
programs received some criticism for their failure to meet ~ 
the needs of their diverse service populations. Perhaps the 
most common complaint was lack of access to appropriate 
services and to a diverse staff who could effectively 
communicate with a culturally diverse population. However, 
other types of access problems related to geographic 
location! transportation, language (in terms of written 
materials}t and literacy,exist~ If a Federal policy of 
reasonable and equitable access. and/or Federal complaint 
process were established, these problems might be 
alleviated. 

6) 	 If the entire case load faces the time limit, the above 
options are not helpful. These options assume a phase-in.of 
the time limits~ 

Issue 5: To Yh~t extent should the Federal ~vernment direct or 
encourage particular assessment strategies for deoiding whioh 
activities are appropriate for individuals? 

OPTIONS: 

A. 	 .Encourage States to follow a particular' specified 
approach. 

B. 	 Continue to let States try alternative approaches. 

C. 	 Continue to let States try alternative approaches, but 
sponsor a few experiments. 

RECOMMENDATION: OPTION C; provide state flexibility, but try to 
gatber additional information on wbat is effective•. 
Discussion. 

1) 	 There are two prototypical approa'ches to this issue. One 
invests little agency staff work upfront in assessing an ' 
individuallg employability, but relies on onets abi1ity to 
get employment through a job search program; in other words, 
it relies on a labor-market~ real-life test~ The other 
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prototype is to conduct intensive r upfront assessments to 
identify barriers to employment ,and to set up individualized 
service strategies to address those barriers. From a 
philosophical view, it dan be argued that either approach 
makes sense in a time-limited, full-participation context • 

.. ' 

To some extent, the labor force attachment and general 
education and training models in Appendix B reflect these 
proJ.;otypical approaches. Tho·'.human develoRment model ':-"' 
discussed in Appendix B provides an alternative approach 
that relies upon participant's real-life,experience in 
different activities to help assess employability and 
determine appropriate services strategies~ 

2) 	 The research findings from applicant job search programs 
suggest that a labor market sift should continue to be an 
option to states~ While results are not consistent for all 
populations and programs I 'in many cases, such a strategy 
appears to be cost-effective~ , " 

3) 	 While the second strategy has appeal, especially i~'the 
context·of a time-limited, full-participation program, 
experience with upfront assessments has not been entirely 
satisfactory. For example, they have often been used to . 
screen out individuals who can benefit from program 
participation while' focusing resources on those best able to 
achieve employment without extra assistance. 

4) 	 The current JOBS program does not invest significant 
resources in assessing for the presence of disabilities. 
Also, the context l's entirely different. Assessment is 
primarily done for the purpose of exemption determinations 
rather than for developing an app~opriate service strategy. 

5) 	 While a minimal exemption policy would reduce the negative 
connotation of existing' disability determinations, there may 
still be some risk 'that the process may negatively foeu's on 
deficiencies rather than strengths. Also, it may not 
sufficiently recognize that some less serious disabilities 
'might be alleviated by work; i.e. ~ such 'Work can produce 
secondary benefits '(SUCh as 'greater self-esteem, reduced 
social isolation l and reduced substance abuse, depression 
and anger) that improve onels employability. 

Issue 6: Should the Federal government enoourage ohanges in the 
mix of servige! provided through the JOBS program? 

OPTIONS; 

A. 	 Enco~rage more spending on case management, 
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orientation, coaching I counseling , peer support, 
mentoring and other activities to help motivate and 
suppor~ recipients to Jlplay by the rules" 

B. 	 Encourage more spending on employment-directed 
education and training 

-c. 	 Encourage more :job place~ent activities and assistance 
in finding and 'keeping jobs -.... 

D. 	 Encourage more supportive services expenditures, 
including substance abuse treatm~nt# rehabilitation 
services, transportation, medical screening and 
services (e.g., eyeglasses and dental work) 

E. 	 Maintain current flexibility 

RECOMMEND~TION: OPTION E, but in the context of more support for.! ? 
a ranqe of activities. 

1) 	 There are numero~s areas where JOBS programs could he 
strengthened~ 

Putting more emphasis on the activities specified in 
Option A would help address concerns about the 
organizational culture, the need for agencies to 
produce strong' and consistent messages, and Project 
Match's experience with the problems recipients had 
!<.eepin9 jobs. 

Putting more emphasis on option B activities would 
address the concerns about the effectiveness and return 
we are getting from current education and training 
expenditures. 

Putting more emphasis on Option-C activities would 
address concerns about whether the program is 
sufficiently employment-focused and supportive~ 

'Putting more emphaSis on Option 0 activities would 
address concerns about the program~s responsiveness to 
individual emplo~ent barriers and to the most at ­
risk. 

From a Federal pers'pective, it is hard to know which of 
these ,areas, if anYt should be singled out for special 
attention. Thus, continued flexibility ,is probably ~. 
appropriate~ 
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Contrary to many people's understanding, the JOBS rules give 
States great discretion about paying for necessary 
supportiva services (including eyeglasses, etc .. ). Most 

'State JOBS plans cover a broad range of services and are 
written ·broadly enough to give flexibility to meet 
indiyidual.needs.· " 

" 
~"'" ., 2) 	 Based on Federal rules, JOBS plans generally layout l·imits. 

for the amount that,can be spent on individual items. , 
However, the rules could be set up to give some flexibility 
(e.g. t allowing a higher amount based, on second-level 

'review) . " 

3) 	 It is possible to target some of these areas for special
attention without requiring a specific funding commitment. 

4) 	 The existing system discourages support services funding in 
Ithat 	it provides a lower matching rate for such expenditures 

than for certain other activities. A flat matching rate J'7
(and different~particlpation expectations) might'make the 
system more responsive to support services needs. 	 I 

5) The appropriate policy decision in -this area will depend < 

upon 	 the nature of the transitional support system we design 
(in terms of it mandatoriness, exemption policies, etc.). 

Issue 1: Should the Federal governme~t ~ncouraqe a fu11­
PArticipation, "everything cguntti!'t policy? 

OPTIONS: 

A. 	 Encourage as a general policy. 

B. 	 Encourage, under the aegis of 'a demonstration. 

C. 	 Do not encourage. 

RECOKMEHOA~ION: OPTION B; encourage demos 80 that we oan learn 
more about the implications of '·Bueh an approach.. I.n the 
meantime~ allow states to pursue such an approach to the extent 
their resources pexmit .., 

Disqussion: 
: 

1) 	 The full participation, Ueverything counts U approac,h is 
designed to respond in a more holis,tic way to the 
fragmentation in the social~service deliyery system. It 
gets 'the welfare system 'involved· in broader family issues 
(besides employability), provides a framework for greater 
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cooperation among social service agencies, facilitates 
greater consistency in the expectations imposed on families, 
and responds more directly to the special needs of the most 
at-risk families, i.e., those who cannot perform adequately 
at regular jobs or succeed in traditional education and 
training activities~ Such at-risK families would face an 
escalating set of expectations (e.9~, similar to the 
graduated stress concep~ used in supported work programs). 

• "Lower-rungn assignments, for those-unable to m-eet work 
expectations, cQuld,include things like parenting classes t 

getting children to school and vaccin"ated, and voluntary 
activi ties I in Head start and other community progra,ms ~ 

, 
2} The major concern about such a system is how to maintain an 

adequate focus on family self-support. Will too many 
resources be devoted to issues which might seem peripheral? 
Will families who are not at high risk be diverted from 
employability goals? 

3) 	 Another question is whether the local welfare agencies will 
be able to set up the working relationships and mechanisms 
with other local agencies necessary to make this viable. 
The implications for case management and automated data 
processing systems could be enormous. E 

4) 	 Federal funding will go further if activities not paid for 
through JOSS are accepted as participation. 

Issue 8: Should the Federal government promote t4yeation and 
training activities which are more directly oriented towards 
'mplo~~nt 'e,q" througb greater use of pertormanoe-base4 
contracting, york-based an~ contextual learning programs, and 
programs "'hieb integrate"@!.1ycation anet training servioes? 

OPTIONS: 

A. 	 No; continue to provide State flexibility in this area. 

B. 	 Ye?; provide a set-aside for this purpose. {Additional 
questions follow ~hether the set-aside would be new ~ 
money or part of the existing JOBS allocation J and 
whether the set-aside would be allocated on a 
discretionary or formula basis.} , 

c. 	 Yes; provide higher match for such activi'ties. 

O. 	 Yes,; promote through discretionary funding of new 
models and technical assistance activities. 

E. 	 Yes, but do not target monies specifically for that 
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purpose. 

RECOHKENDATION. PROMOTE SUCB ACTIVITIES. (NO RECOHKENDATION ON 
APPROPRIATE STRATEGY POR DOING SO, BUT SUGGEST CAUTION WITH 
RESPECT TO <!';?O~C:I!.!I\S~~ C,,"TItIICTS. b ('25 

1) 	 There is substantial evidence that independent programs 
designed to improve basic skills, but not directed at 
employability or .specific occupations (e.g., GED and adult 
basic education) h~ve little, if any, impact on improving 
the employment outcomes for welfare recipients. 

2) 	 On the other hand, some model programs (such as CET in San 
Jose) which integrate basic and vocational skills have 
produced very promising results. 

-
3) A model which integrates basic and vocational skills also' 

provides a promisinq strategy' for dealing with recent 
immigrant populations with both low English proficiency and 
low educational and .literacy levels. For these individuals, 
it mi9ht take years to achieve basic skills at the level 
needed to qualtfy for more advanced education and training 
.services. However, an integrated pro9ram might provide 

. enough work-related basic skills to move them into the labor 
market within the standard timeframes. The refugee program 
has some experience with such models. 

4 ) 	 The use of erformance-b ed contracts in the stem! k 
has been somewha controversial. We should be sure that the *" 
problems have been aqequately addressed before embarking too 
far down that path•. 

issue 9t Should t'bere be Federal expectations set regardipg the 
guality of jobs states Aim f9r? 

OPTIONS: 

A. 	 -Specify that states should try to educate and train 
individuals for jobs that pay enough that so they do 
not need any further pub+ic assistance. 

B. 	 Specify that States should try to educate and train 
individuals for jobs that pay enough that they no 
longer need cash support (other th'an the EITe). 

~~ 	 Let the time-limit rules drive State objectives in this 
area. 

, 




• 

. " 

TRANSITIONAL SUPPORT DRAFT PAPER, FOR DISCUSSION ONLY, 10/1/93­

RECOMMENDATION, OPTION C; do not set separate Pederal 
expectations in this area. 

Discussion~ 

1) . EV~tl~.~~.ough we might hope that all individuals could 'a£ttj~~ve
high-wage, high-benefit jobs, based on our research, it','does 

.. not seem "realistic based on the research generally to expect 
such results from participation in 'education and training. ~,:: 

.- Health care reform and other proposals related to-making'~­
work pay make entry-level jobs much more"rewarding for 
individuals. . 

2) 	 BLS projections on occupations with the largest project 
growth indicate that, with the exception of certain health 
occupations, such growth is like~~~ccur primaril~ 1~ . 
low-w?qe occupattons (in order of new jobs expected: retail 
sarespersoni registered nurses; cashiers; office clerks; 
truck drivers; janitors and cleaners; nursing aides, 
orderlies l and attendants; food ·counter workers; waiters and 
waitresses; receptionists; food preparation workers; child 
care workers; gardeners and groundskeepers; guards; teacher 
aides and educational assistants; licensed practical nurses; 
home health aides; restaurant cooks; maintenance-repairersi 
secretaries; short-order cooks; and store clerks~) 

BLS has identified the following occupatio~s as good 
candidates for training if higher-paying occupations is the 
objective: registered nurses; licensed practical nurses; 
truck drivers; medical secretaries; legal secretaries; 
"carpenters; electricians; painters and paperhangers;, and 
automobile mechanics~ 

3) 	 While there is substantial agreement that upfront 
investments in basic education (as a stand-alone activity) 
would not seem fruitful t there is some disagreement in the 
field whether we can expect welfare recipients entering the 
labor force in low-wage, entry-level jobs to experience wage 
growth over time. DOnna Pavetti's welfare dynamics analysis 
suggests that females see little wage appreciation when they 
take entry-level jobs. However, others feel that welfare­
to-Work research suggests that a focus on early job entry 
can result in'long-term earnings gains for welfare 
recipients. .; . ~ 

4) 	 At'the same time, the public is prohably not interested in 
letting welfare recipients hold out for "good" jobs when the ilJ.. I{f'" 
non-welfare working poor do not have that choice. ' 
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4) 	 State benefit levels and local labor markets will likely 
affect what would be considered reasonable goals for 
employment, but it is not clear how to factor these 
variables in. 

, 	 ~ 

5) 	 There is also an equity question rega}:q:t..~g how much 
investment in the skill levels of welfar'e. recipients is 
appropriate given widespread. needs in the non~welfare 

...... populat ion. -" 	 u,• 

Issue 10: Is there sUfficient Federar."liit"er-est in certain 
occupations to warrant Federal targeting of training funds? 

OPTIONS: 

A. 	 Continue current practice and let state and local 
agencies make such decisions,' based'--ln part on BLS 
in~ormation; 

B. 	 Identify a lfew target categories and encourage state 
agencies to fund programs in those areas; 

c. 	 Require a set-aside for training targeted to specific 
populations. 

NO RECOMMENDATION, pending further discussions with DOL and other 
issue groups. 

Discussion. 

1) 	 The JOBS and JTPA programs have both given ,states and 
localities discretion in deciding what occupations would be 
appropriate targets in terms·of their training funds 
(although JOBS programs· are exPected to consult with 
appropriate agencies on that issue). The underlying 
assumption was that State and local governments were in the 
best positi"on to establish what the job demand would be in 
their local areas. 

2) 	 At the same time, at,the national level, JTPA has tended to 
discourage investment in occupations that had low wages, 
high turnover, and lesser career ladders, even if they were 
in growth areas. 

J) 	 It can be ·argued that there is a national interest in the 
supply of child care and health care providers since there 
is a national interest in: 1) the health care delivery 
system; 2) the competitiveness of the US workforce; and 3) 
moving large numbers lof AFDC recipients into work or other. 
activities. 

III - 16 

• 



--

• 


TRANSITIONAL SUPPORT DRAFT PAPER, FOR DISCUSSION ONLY, 10/1/93 
, 

5) 	 The child.care working group is developing information which 
should help inform this decision. 

Issue 11, Should there lUJ',., lederal polioY regarding post­
secondary eduoation? ,..; " 

.:..~ . 
OPTIONS: . 

A. 

B."~"Allow states to include only post-secondary programs of 
. a vocational nature up to the associate degree level. 

C. 	 Discouraqe State policies which support attendance in 
four-year or_past-graduate programs. 

D. 	 Encourage state policies which support attendance in 
four-year or post-graduate programs. 

E. 	 Require that States include post-secondary education of 
_all types. 

.. 
RECOMKENDATION, OPTION A. defer to states. 

Discussion. , 
1) 	 The ~OBS program allows States to include post-secondary 

education at State option. 

2) 	 The more prescriptive the Federal policies, the more 
difficul't it will be to monitor state practices. Based on 
experience with JOBS, we know that it is can sometimes be 
difficult to categorize post-secondary participatio~ (i.e., <. 

to distinguish between associate vs.·baccalaureate t academic 
vs. vocational, degree vs. non-degree). The institutional 
setting is often irrelevant to the program definition. 

3) 	 If service funding is limited and time limits are strict, 
there may be little State interest in post-secondary 
education. ' 
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SECTION II--POTENTIAL SHORT-TERM CHANGES 

A recent survey of participants, in the JOBS program showed a high 

level of satisfaction by welfare recipients in the services they 

were recelvlng. However I in the report 1 other studies r and the 

information-gathering ph'ase of the welfare reform process, we 

heard a number of concerns about the JOBS program. They included 

the following: 

.' 	

1) In many instance~ the Family Support Act~has not brougnt 

about the change in organizational culture which was 

anticipated. Some welfare agencies are still geared 
 ! 
primarily to the issuance of benefits and avoiding QC ~ 

penalties rather than to helping recipients become 

independent. 


2) In part because of funding constraints, some case 
managers have very large caseloads to manage (sometimes in 
the range of 200-250 cases)~ With these caseloads it can be 
difficult, if not impossible, to give adequate support or 
follow-up to families on assistance. 

3) 	 Funding and staffing shortfalls limit aooess to 
services. Those with special barriers to participation 
may have less opportunity to participate. Federal 
targeting requirements provide some protection for the 
disadvantaged, but still leave substantial room for 
creaming and disc"rimination against the most 
disadvantaged (for ex~ple, agencies can meet"targetinq 
requirements without providing reasonable access to 
services for those with English language problems). 
Exemption rules may foreclose opportunities for those 
with 	disabilities. selection rules may foreclose 
opportunities for those'with child care needs. Federal 

~ 	 targeting rules may foreclose opportunities for more 
advantaged families to get the little help they might 
need in findinq employment. 

4) 	 FUnding and'staffinq shortfalls force welfare 
agencies to rely on services generally available in the 
community even if those services are not particularly 
effective in serving the needs of welfare recipients.. . 
5) 	 Extensive program regulations and expenditure 
constraints may "disempo.....er lt both staff and recipients. 
The current system requires a lot of their time and 
energies to be focused on meeting institutional needs 
{e.g'spaperwork}. It discoura96s individual 
initiative. It may deny staff the time and flexibility 
they 	need to serve families "appropriately. 
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In theory, some of these criticisms would be most easily 
addressed under a~erformance-based system)because such a system 
would focus resources and agency efforts on the quality and 
effectiveness of services and give the Federal government more 
leverage. Also, it would provide a better opportunity to affect 
the organizational culture within the welfare system. However, 
such systems are very hard to design well, and a poorly designed 
system can have quite harmful~-effects. Therefore, we do not l 
think it is possible to shift to such a performance-based system ? 
overnight. . 

The question remains whether there are some problems with the 
existing system which could be alleviated, if not resolved, 
through some interim changes in program rules. Following are 
some possible options. , 

possible short-term chanqese 

1. 	 Increase the general funding for employment and 
training activities and for support services. 
(RECOMMENDED) • 

2. 	 Require states· to contribute a certain level of funding to 
the program as a condition of receiving full Federal 
funding for other programs. (NOT RECOMMENDED because 
there is too much ris~ 'of harm to poor families.)* 

3. 	 Require, as a condition of funding (or of additional 
funding), that a certain percentage of such funding go 
to staffing. (NO RECOMMENDATION. The proposal may not 
work as intended; l) 'funding set-asides for staff could 
negatively affect service dollars; 2) staffing may not 
be a major concern in every program; and 3) there is 
little assurance that,more money will result in 
staffing increases because of hiring freezes and other 
institutional barriers to staff changes.). 

4. 	 Require, as a condition of funding, that agencies achieve a 
certain level of staffing. (NOT RECOMMENDED because 
rates would have to be set at a very high level to 
accommodate areas where case management functions are 
share with other programs; also such a policy could 
negatively affect service funding.). 

5) 'Establish a Federal standard of equitable access and/or 
reasonable accommodation. (This could be for JOBS, IV­
A, IV-E, etc.) (NOT RECOMMENDED; we would like 
additional input. on whether there is a significant 
problem with equitable access.')., ** 
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6) . Encourage welfare agencies to pay for educational and 
training services when the available no-cost options ­
are not expected to be effective. (RECOMMENDED, WITH 

RECOMMENDATION; we would also want to look at ways to 

make eXisting services more effective.)" •• 


7) 	 Encourage the use of performance-based contracts and ..:..,"'('
other service agreeients which layout specific outcome .j~. 
expectations for employment and training services. ~ 
(RECOMMENDED IN PRINCIPLE, but have concerns about the 
JTPA experience 'with such contracts) ••• 

a. 	 Support Federal, State and local reviews and audits of 
educational and training programs to determine whether 
they are effectively serving welfare recipients. (NO 
RECOMMENDATION pending discussions' with OIG, ASMB, OMS I 

DOEd; and DOL regarding their interest.)** 

9. 	 Provide incentive funding for eET-model programs and 
other innovative programs which tie education and 
training services more directly to work. (RECOMMENDeD 
~N PRINCIPLE, b~t need to explore more fully additional 
options for promoting such prograos and to coordinate ' 
with DOL and COEd initiatives in this area.) 

lO~ 	 Provide a pool of Federal R & D,funds for further study 
of effective service models. (RECOMMENDED IN ~o 
PRINCIPLB~ but needs coordination with overall 
evaluation strategy.) 

11. 	 ,Give states more flexibility, and encourage State 
innovation in meeting the needs of participants using 
one or more of the following approaches: 

a) 	 promote use of more individualized service 

plans (whether for the entire case load or 

only for those with special needs) (NO 

RECOMMENDATIOB because do not have sufficient 

information); 


bf) 	 encourage broader use of and referral to 

nontraditional services, at least in some 

cases. These might include relocation, 

family services, peer support and mentoring 

prog~amst sUbstance abuse and mental health 

treatment, ,coordinated vocational 

rehabilitation services, youth interveneions, 

organized transportation initiatives, weight 

control I etc.~ (RECOMMBHDED, but in the 
, 
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context of 'an evaluation agenda because the 
costs. and benefits are uncl~ar)**; 

b2) 	 amend section 403 of the Social Security Act 
to restore authorization for general service 
expenditures under IV-A (NOT RECOMMENDED 
except in the context of an evaluation aqenda " 
because of possible cost implications) •• ; 

c1) 	 encourage innovative practices through a Federal 
incentive system (RECOMMENDED)**; 

C2) 	 encourage State's to 'implement their own 

incentive systems (RECOMMENDED) •• ; 


d) 	 allow (recipient) families to have an automobile of 
higher value when needed for employment, participation 
in employment and training activities, 'or special It' 
family circumstances (such as medical needs) 
(RECOMMENDED; see draft regulation package on 
administrative waivers for potential language.); 

f} 	 allow substantially more flexibility to 
States to pay for services and to provide, 
counseling and other follow-up services to 
former AFDe recipients (RECOMMENDED; see 
other papers for additional discussion; needs 
coordination with recommendations of Making 
Work Pay group) ••. 

Direction would seem inconsistent with the agenda of* 
the National Performance Review. 

** 	 Direction would seem supportive of the,agenda of the, 

National Performance Review. " . 


OOre funding and more fle~~will help alleviate some of the 
problems reqarding service e Sf access to services, and 
staffing, but they might be "less successful in addressing 
problems related to appropriateness, effectiveness, and diversity 
of services. Therefore, some combination of strategies will 
probably be necessary. 
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Appendix A 

Rul~M~" for a Minimal Exemption Approach 

I. 	 The following categories of individuals would be exempt from 
participation: ," 

o 	 Children under the age of 10 or 12; 

o 	 Those with a temporary (i.e, less than, 90 days) illness 
or fncapacity which prevents their effective 

"participation 

States should have the flexibility to require participation 
by older children, but only for supportive services provided 
in the context of an appropriate service system. {Further, 
since requirements on children is a matter of special' 
concern, we could make elimination of exemptions for' 
children under 16 contingent on the state's submittal of an 
a~ceptable service strategy as part of-its state plan.} 

II. 	 Likewise, States 'would have the flexibility to require 
appropriate activities by the following categories of 
individuals. When conditions are serious enough to'prevent 
affective participation in employment activities or work, 
other types' of expectations, including treatment, would be 
sUDstituted: 

l) 	 Those with an illness or disability (either physical or 
mental) ; 

2) 	 Those ~ith responsibility for caring for an ill or 
disabled family member; 

3) 	 Those with a substance abuse problem; 

4) 	 Pregnant women and single parents with children under Iy~
the age of one (a one-time one-year exemption and ~~ 
three-month exemptions for subsequent cases); and 

5) 	 Those subject to service or treatment plans under other 
social service programs, such as chi.ld protective 
services (for the length of the plan or 6 months, 
whichever is shorter). 

III. 	Those employed part-time, but still receiving assistance, 
could be exempt.based on the level of employment and the 
availability of alternative-jobs or services. 
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IV~ 	 The following categories of individuals would not be 
considered for exemption under Federal rules because we 
would want States and localities to work on identifying or 
developing appropriate services for them. However, they 
would have good cause for not participating if there were no 
services available appropriate to their needs: ., 	 • 

1) 	 Non-English speaking; 

2) 	 Those with disabilities; 

3) 	 Those with particularly low basic skill levels; and 

4) 	 Those living in remote areas of the state. 

5) 	 Those not able to access child care. 
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Appendix B 

TRANSITIONAL SUPPORT SYSTEMS 

Edu~_tion and Training Prototypes 

" 	 Three models have been developed fo~ provid~n9 assistance and 
services to AFDC recipients during the transitiqra period from 
welfare to work. These models include a Human Development Model t 
a Labor Force Attachment Model t and a General Education and,' 
Training Model. Each model includes options for providing an 
effective and appropriate level of service to meet a wide 
variation of needs and skill-levels to assist even the most "at ­
riskn 'families. 

As prototypes, each of these models can be adapted or combined 

with parts of other models and are not necessarily mutually 

exclusive. Sanctions could be applied differently, and 

alternative treatments could be designed for specific target 

groups. 


,Duman Development Hodel: 

overview: The basic philosophy underlying the Human Development 
Model is that every AFDC recipient is responsible for and capable 
of working toward self-sufficiency. However, by recognizing that 
AFDC recipients are a heterogeneous group that are at different I 
~evels of job-readi~~si. a variety of activities would be 
available and count as steps toward achieving self-sufficiency. 
Activities in this model would include traditional education, 
training and employment-related (i.e., paid employment, and work 
experience} activities, community activities (e.g., volunteering 
at their child's Head start center or volunteering on tenant 
management boards), as well as activities recipients perform in 
their role as'parents (such as getting child to school.regularly, 
acting on referrals, and meeting their child1s immunizations and 
health care'schedules). Participants would be required to 
participate at a level deemed appropriate to their job-readiness 
level and most closely related to supporting self-sufficie~cy. 

~eetati9ns: This model establishes the expectation that all 

welfare recipients will participate at a prescribed level in 


.activities that will improve their lives and will progress to the 
maximum. extent possible on'moving to self-sufficiency. The model 
also adopts a two-generational, long-term approach which is 
concerned with the future of children of current recipients, 
their move into adulthood, and their progress toward self­

. SUfficiency, following a traditional route of high school, post­
secondary education and employment. . 
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lI.sumpj;ions specific to this HQilel: The Human Development Model 
is based on the following assumptions: 

• 	 For some, leaving welfare is one-step event about getting a 
job but for others, it is a long, difficult process related 
to human growth and development that is characterized by 
false starts, setbacKS ,and incrementa 1 progress. 

• 	 Everyone can do something to improve hiS/her life and that 
of his/her family. Involvement in such improvement 
activities includes work force attachment activities, 
activities related to the participant's role as a member of 
a community and/or activities related to parenting. 

• 	 Welfare policies and 'practices are more likely to succeed if 
they are grounded in theories and knowledge about human 
development. It is important to create policies that strik~ 
a balance between individual choice and responsibility and 
ongoing expectations and support from public agencies, the 
communities and society at-large~ 

• 	 Each person should be given an opportunity to create his/her Iuni ue path out of welfare endenc (a.g. t school leading 
to work, work lea lng to school, entry-level jobs leading to 
better jobs J community volunteer work leading to paid work) 
as long as he/she "plays by the rules" by meeting flex:ible 
participati9n requirements and monthly reporting activiti~s. 

• 	 Full participation must be a requirement in order for the 
concept of welfare as a temporary system to take hold. A 
time limit must also be in place in which activities are 
required in exchange for money and benefits. 

• 	 A two-generational perspective is critical to the welfare 
reform effort to ensure that children of current recipients 
do, not become recipients; therefore, initial steps related 
to parenting and community membership should be supported~ 

• 	 A relationship may exist between what it takes to move 
successfully toward self-sufficiency and what it takes to 
manage parentinq functions successfully. Moving toward 
self-sufficiency and managing parenting involve certain 
predispositions such as. hope and a future orientation, as 
well as a ,capacity to anticipate problems, skills such as 
time management, and self-confidence . 

• r 	 Failures such as losing a.job or dropping out of a GED class 
. must be treated as a learning process for both the 1/ 
participant and the;agency. It should become an opportunity 

III - 25 



TRANSITIONAL SUPPORT DRAFT PAPER, FOR DISCUSSION ONLY, 10/1/93 

to create a more realistic career plan rather than an event 
that triggers a series of administrative actions such as ~0 
conciliation or the establishment of, "good cause U that . ­
seldom serve the function of getting people back on track. " 

• 	 Social sanctions and incentives ·(e.g., public recognition, 
pra.isa from someone you respect) can operate as more ". 
powerful motivators than monetary sanctions~ Social forces 
like peer support and pressure also provide significant 
rnotivation~ 

Assessment; No formal assessment is conducted during the 
transitional period; however, the type and level of activities 
that a recipient participates in during this two-year period will 
deternine the next set of options for the person at the end of 
the time limit. At the end of the time limit, recipients who are 
still unemployed will be assessed to determine who receives 
additional services including education and training, what the 
individual ·participation requirements will be (hours per week), 
and the length of any extension allowed. 

Exceptions: There are no exceptions to participation under this i:--~!' 
model; however, the two-year time limit per se would not be ~ 
operative. 

Length of Assistanoe: Rather than an arbitrary two-year cut-off 
point! all recipients will be required to participate in the 
maximum required hours (e_g., 20) from day one unless their 
particular situation makes that impossible. In those cases, a. 
mut~ally agreed-upon plan (between recipient and caseworker) will 
be created and reviewed quarterly--with the assumption that the 
hours will be increasing over time and/or activities will be 
moving in the direction of paid employment~ By the two-year 
points it would be expected that all recipients still receiving 
AFDC would be actively participating in a minimum of 20 hours of 
authorized activities_ fJ. ~ ve D/k- ,i.(( i. r)\(..r:.- '--t>"1' 

.y.t .f'-" t.'-I,~", ~< L-< h ~ 
scope and Sequence of'seryices: 

From the beginning, recipients would be allowed to proceed on 
different tracks~ One track would be for those who want 
employment. They would be provided with a range of initial 
placement supports (e.g., job development and job club)~ as well 
as post-placement E follow-up supports (e.g., job retention 
assistance and help to find subsequent jobs). A second track 
would be for those who want education and training_ They would + 
be provided with enrollme'nt assistance (e~g.;, in GED or 3TPA)_ 
They too would receive post-placement support to make sure they 
completed programs and made the transition to work. Tf they were 
making_.progress, there would be no interruption in their-
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education after two years; however, there might be a part-time 

paid or volunteer work requirement added at that point. A third 

track would be for those who are not ready for work or school at 

the beginning. They would be allowed to select from a menu of 

!flower rung" activities (e.g~, community volunteer work or 

participation o~ commun.ity advisory boards). If children were 

experiencing problems in school (e.g_, poor attendance or 

failure to respond to referrals), fulfilling those 

responsibilities would become part of the parent's employability 

plan* Over time parents who fall in this group would be expected 

to be moving toward the more structured and de~anding activities 

of school and work. " 


f 

The basic idea of the "Everyone Does Something!! ~' model is / _1.0 
that everyone is expected to do the most that th~n do from ~, 
day one, but there is nO arbitrary, two-year cut-off point~ It 
operates on a_n assumption that self-sufficiency is more likely to 
be aChieved if recipients are allowed to move naturally through a 
sequence o~ activities, without rigid time limits. Therefore s 

there would be no formal break between the transitional and post­
transitional period. Recipients would have individualized plans 
with flexible timeframes fot' entering unsubsidi'zed employment. I 

Some would probably never reach that pointt but all reci~ients- -r,..v"·~/"'2 
will be. moving toward self-sufficiency from day one.~lth the (<:") 
other models, <at the two-year cut-off point, many recipients are 
likely to end up being reqUired to do something that has no 
logical relationship to what they have previously been doing. 

A participant "passportU would serve as the primary tool for 

operationalizi~tne EOS model. Every recipient would receive an 

individual passport each month which would list the array of 

activities in which they could participate and get credit. The 

person would be responsible for taking this card to the various 

programs in which they have participated to collect and record 

their hours. The institution, agency, or program would record 

and verify attendance. An oversight group would certify each 

program based on a set of specified criteria. 


The individual passport concept ,would serve several functions: 

It would give recipients significant power over and 

responsibility for their Own career plans and progress. Also, it 

would give them more control over their lives because recipients 

would no longer be so dependent on welfare departments for 

program referrals. They could take their passports to any 


'program they choose (i.e., which they feel they are getting the 
most help). This approach is more likely to lead to coordination 
of programs and services around individuals and their families 
than many of the current efforts at service integration. It 'also 
serves as a tool for involving other institutions and programs in 

,the welfare-to-work effort (e.g., family support I Head Start, 
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public education, and parent education programs, including 
HIPPY) • 

Labor Force Attacbment Model: 

Expectations: The major goals of this model are to increase the 
rate of employment, to decrease the number of individuals 
receiving more expensive services unnecessarily, and to reduce 
the number of individuals reaching the time-limit. 

Assumptions: This model is based on the following assumptions: 

• 	 Labor force attachment models are not simply'job search but 
rather use job search up front, in lieu of assessment, to 
determine employability. In addition, these models 
emphasize shorter term, work-base interventions aimed at 
rapid "employment over longer term education and training. 

• 	 capacity and cost will be "make or break" issues for welfare 
reform and it will be critical to identify strategies which 
reduce the need for post-transitional work slots. 

• 	 Employment can have positive benefits besides income, 
especially within a supportive environment, by increasing 
self-esteem, reducing social isolation, and (at least for 
some) reducing depression. 

• 	 The San Diego SWIM program (three weeks of job.club followed 
by 3 months of CWEP followed by assessment and appropriate 
services) reduced the percentage of first time applicants 
for AFDC (i.e. those for whom welfare reform oug~t to be 
designed) receiving at least 24 months of AFDC in a 60­
month pe~iod from 43% t 31%. {1-~. J.....y. '-c:i"' .....-..L 

I..JI~ ....-rt... ..... 't;-:..;..... 

• 	 HUman capital development approaches 'in employment and 
training programs have generally had very modest to non­
existent impacts on welfare receipt and only occasionally 
raise wage rates. 

• 	 Raising wage rates will be of less importance with a greatly 
expanded EITC and universal health care coverage. 

• 	 Investments in education and training .will be more publicly 
acceptable when made for individuals with solid work 
histories than for those who have exhibited little work, 
effort. They may alsp prove to be more effective. 

Assessment: For all but the few exceptions listed below, 
b assessment would consist of job search activity for a period of 

time. The kind of,job search would depend on th-e individual's 
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work history. An individual with "recent work. history would be 
expected to conduct an independent job search, however/ if this 
job search proved ineffective, more structured activities would 
be provided. An individual with little or no work experience 
would be placed in a structured job search activity where (s)he 
would be taught the basics of job-seeking and coached in seeking 
employment. For those for whom structured job search_is not 
appropriate or is not working. the more".formal assistance of a 
job developer/placement specialist would be available~ . 
ExceDtions! In a full participation model, there may be some 
categories for whom job search as an assessment tool would appear 
to be inappropriate. This does not excuse them from another 
activity; ·it simply assumes that a job would not necessarily be 
the appropriate outcome (although if that were the participant's 
choice it could certainly be accommodated).15mhHse groups are: 

. . 
1) All teen parents under age 16( 

2) Teen parents under age 18 who do not have a hi9h, school 


degree or 'equivalent, , 
3} Pregnant women in the second or third trimester, and 
4) Women with children under age l~ 

Some people argue that there are areas in Some states where there 
are so few employers or employment opportunities that job search 
becomes a hassle for employers. In a labor force attachment 
model, this criticism would be addressed by having a strong job 
development/job placement component which wouid know 'of 
employment opportunities and serve as the screen rather than 
having individuals all calling a limited number of employers. 

Lenqtb of Assistance--Initial Job Search:· A period of two months 
of job search is proposed and is believed to be reasonable. It 
allows sufficient time to provide services (job club or job. , 	 development/placement) but should not impede an individual who 
needs additional services from getting them during the time­
limited period. It is expected that during the job" search 
period, the participant is actively looking for work (i.e. a 
person cannot just·wait out the job search period to be eligible 
for additional services}. 

scope an~... SeqUence of services: 

Job Search 

Independent job search: 

This mode of job search is for those participants who have recent 
work history or other skill/experience that make 'it likely that 

- the individual can find work on his or her own. 
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An individual conducting independent job search would most likely 
be expected to make a number of contracts and report back to a 
counselor (UI model). This reporting process could be done on an 
individual basis or in a qroup session. 

certain equipment/services that would assist in job search would 
be available~ For example, initial assistance with writing a 
resume would be available as appropriate O~ necessary to an 
individual participant. Assistance could also include copying 
facilities, space to make phone calls and, where necessary, a 
phone number to give to prospective employers for follow-up 
messages. 

Structured job search: 

For those with little 'or no work experience or job-hunting. 
experience I a more formal structure would be provided. Many 
models are available and basically include classroom training in 
job-seeking skills such as world-oi-work orientation, 
identification of skills, resume writing, interview techniques, 
and telephone training on how to contact prospective employers. 

Most models include a period of supervised job search in which a 
coach or counselor supervises participants seeking job leads by 
phone, critiques their approach, provides encouragement, prompts 
continued efforts, and helps cope with disappointment. A 
camaraderie usually develops among participants so that 
individual successes boost the entire group and potential leads 
are shared. 

Job development/job placement: 

,This service actually refers to two types of activities. One 
type of job developer finds job openings in general~ This 
involves contacting employers~ finding out about their needs, and 
deve+oping a relationship such that an employer calls the jOb 
developer when openings occur. In this kind of. job development, 
the job developer is not looking for a job for a particular 
individual although a good job developer always keeps the needs· 
of the clients in mind. 

A second type of job developnent is one in which the job 
developer is trying to place a particular individual into a job 
opening. This requires more knowledge of the skills and 
abilities of the client as well as the.labor market~ This type 
of job development/placement is frequently tied to the· 
participant's completion of a' spe9ific training activity. The 
.training provider ,has staff on board whose job is to place. those 
who complete the training. FrequentlYJ reimbursement is 
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dependent upon succes~jul placement. ­
~. 

other services available: 

For all models, child care would be available while persons 
participated in job search. In addition, reimbu~sement for 
transportat~on would be available. FinallYI a small amount of ~ 

~_assistance would be available if it would enable an, individual to 
accept employment. For example, money for tools or uniforms that 
an individual must purchase would be available. 

Failure to Participate: 

Instead of imposing a financial sanction, a person who failed to 
participate in job search could be sanctioned by a state 
precluding the individual from accessing any further services 
until the requisite job search had been completed. No extensions 
to the time limit would be granted in these cases. 

services Upon Accepting Employment 
, 

An important feature of any mOdeli but especially this model, 
will be the services available to individuals who accept 
employment. Keeping people lIattachedU to the labor market will 
be as important as getting them "attached" in the first place.. . 
Thus. it will be "important to have services readily available. 
Anyone who takes a job should be given the name of a "coach" whom 
(s)he can contact about any problem related to work~ (We assume 
here that the whole subject of services after employment is being 
more fully explored by the Make Work Pay group.) 

,Effect··of Taking a Job on Time Limit 

If taking a job ends eligibility for AFO"C f the "remaining months 
of eligibility could be conserved for future use "if a crisis 
arrives•.However, if t as a result of taking a job, the 
participant loses the opportunity to. ever get additional 
education and training services, then a negative incentive exists 
to not take a job or to take a job the does not end AFDC 
eligibility so that one could work and receive training while on 
AFDC. 

Th~refore, it would see~ advantageous to consider offering some 
inducements to individuals in the form of credits or vouchers for 
~dditJ:"9!Jal ttai~i!1g if one stays employed. At the--sa·me Eime, one 
would not want a system that encouraged sorueone to work and build 
up credits but ,then quit and go back-on AFDC to use" the~. 
Therefore, one would want a system that perhaps gave more credits~ 
for combining work and training or a more limited stipend when. 
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using the credits. Another options is to make the credits void 

if it was determined that. the individual quit a job in order to 

use the credits (this, of course, would be a difficult 

determination to make} . 


. What~if the job would not take a person off welfare? How would 
it affect time limits? ClearlYI it has to count toward the time 
limit'but it seems that the syst~m would want to establish ways 
to encourage part-time employment in a time-1:imited system'; Two 
options appear evident: 1) Only allow education and training if 
it is combined with employment t and.2) Encourage g~tting off 
welfare by making ered;:.l;:.'t;:cs=-lII=o",r",e;.....:v",a:..;l:,:u"a"b::..l=-e=-:.i=-f5~~~f.!?C. 

Service Availability for Participants Who Do Not Get Jobs 

In a labor force attachment model, those who do not get jobs 
would be assessed for assignment to another work component. The 
assessment would focus on identifying strengths, skill 
deficiencies and job interests of the individual with the goal of 
making a placement that meats the needs of the individual and 
might lead to unsubsidized employment. (This option is 
considered more individualized than a post-transitional period of 
assignment. ) 

Note: One problem with CWEP, in particular, as the preferred 
component in a labor force attachment model is whether there are 
sufficient slots to support CWEP both during the transitional 
support period and the post-transitional period. To the extent a 
labor force attachment model wIth a large CWEP component pre.vents 
people from getting to the time limit, no problem would exist, 
however, history does not inform us on this particular sUbject. 

Availability of Education and Training ~~ryiges 

In a labor force attachment model# education and training 
services would be available. For most participants I these 
activities would be available. in-conjunction with a work activity 
or earned as a result of such participation._ 
.~ 

For te~n parents without a high school degree, these services 

'would be available immediately. (It is assumed that the Teen 

Parents subgroup is dealing with this area more fully.) 


Questions To Be Addressed 

*. 	 What happens to those participants in. self-initiated 

education and training? ­

* 	 What do you do with· those participants who really can not 
function at the level outlined in this'IDodel? {This issue is 
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being dealt with more specifically in the issue paper on 

, scope of service.) 


General Education and Training Model; 

Overview: This model proposes that individuals on AFDC become 
involved in employment or intensive education and trainjng 
services to build labor force attachment and increase human .'~'" 
capital during a two-year period of time~ During this time, a 
contractual agreement .of "mutual obligation l1 between the 
government and the AFDC recipient would be made in which the 
recipient commits to working toward"self-sufficiency and the 
government cor:units to giving her the means and support necessary 
to achieve self-sufficiency. 

Upon contractual agreement between the AFDC recipient and a 
counselor, a service plan is mutually agreed upon that will place 
the recipient into one of three tracks--education l training or 
employment. Strong support services and case management are 
provided throughout the two years, and job coaches and mentors 
are provided to employed participants to support job retention~ 

service priority is given to recipients most likely to remain on 1 
AFDC for long periods of time such as young, never-married women 
and wome~ who enter AFDC as high school drop-outs with limited 
work experience. These high-risk women would receive the most 
intensive case management and training services~ 

Assumptions for the Kodel: This model is based on assumptions 
and conclus~ons drawn from the various education and training 
studies outlined in the background paper and presumes the 
following: 

• 	 AFDC recipients are a diverse group with diverse needs. A 
"ane size. fits alII! approach will not be effective. 

• 	 Job placement services and job search>assistance do·not 
effectively serve the most at-risk groups. 

• 	 Intensive services targeting at-risk groups have greater 
impacts on employment and earnings as well as school 
participation than less intensive programs. 

,~ 

Length of Assistance: This model proposes a maximum two-year 
length of time to assist recipients in building labor force 
attachments and increasing human capital development. At the end 
of the two-year time limit, persons who are employed in communfty 
work experience are transferred to a similar work experience 
position in which their AFDC grant is converted to wages. 
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Caseworkers would continue to try to find private sector jobs for 
these persons. 

, ' Scope and Seauence of services: 
Upon entry into the transitional per~od, all applicants would 
participate in an initial ,.screening process in which a counselor 
would wor1s. with .. the' applicant to determine an individual ser~lce 
strategy. A contract would be formulated in whJch the applicant 
commits "to increasing her self-sufficiency and"'.the government 
commits to providing financial assistance and supportive services 
to assist her in,achieving the goals and objectives ideritified in 
the individual service strategy. Three options would be given 
for' mandatory participation: education, job training or 
~mp~oyment. 

1) 	 In the education track, a combination of incentives, 
sanctions and support services would be used to encourage 

oleparticipants to complete high school. All teen parents 
would be provided m~ntors an? parenting education. For 
adult participants, programs would be developed with 
community colleges and other adult, education facilities. 

2) 	 In the job training track, comprehensive programs would be­
targeted towards participants who are at high risk of long­
term dependency such as young, never-married women and women 
who ar'e high school drop-outs with limited work experience." 
These women would receive training based on the San Jose CET 
program, the home health care aide, or other training 
programs. Women who are not at-r'isk of long-term stays .on , 
AFDC and who wish to receive job training would be referred 
to JTPA or the local community college. 

3) 	 In the employment'track, participants would be initially 
assigned to a" two-week job search assistance class and to a 
four-week job club. Extensive job placement efforts would 
be made for participants who were not able to find 
employment on their own during this initial six-week period. 
On-the-job training placements would also be available to 
participants. After each of these efforts, participants who 
s,till remain unemployed in the private sector would be 
placed in community work experience. Intensive case 
management, mentors, and job coaches would be provided to 
all participants who were determined to be at high-risk of 
long-term welfare depenqence'therefore increasing the 
participant's attachment to the labor force. 

•. ­
4 ) 	 Non-custodial parents who are attached to a never-married 

custodial parent would receive intensive case management 
services with either on-the-Job training' services or' . 
vocational training based on the San Jose CET model. N6n­

" 
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custodial parents who are separated or divorced from the 
custodial parents would be referred to JTPA services or to 
community colleges for training. 

participants who have additional stressors or problems outside 
the' realm of education, job trainin9 and employment. services stich 
as substance abuse or involvement with child protective services 
would be referred to a special family crisis program similar to 
Homebuilders in Seattle and New York City. 
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ISSUES REG~IHG THE BPLES rOB TIME LlMITS 

overview. On February 2, 1993, the President addressed the 
National Governors r Association about his agenda for welfare 
reform. He spoke about the need for a Utime-certain beyond which 
people don I t draw a check for doing nothin9 when they can do 
something. If He reaffirmed the commitment be made during the 
campaign.:to make the 'Welfare proqr.am a second-chance progr.am, not 
a way of life. In his policy paper "Putting People First" he first 
proposed the concept of a two-year limit, indicating his support 
for providing recipients the assistance they need, for up to two 
years~ prior to requiring that they go to work. . 	 . 
One of the major tasks of the Transitional Support Group was to 
explore' the definition of a time limit more fully and to present 
policy options in this area. The following paper responds to that 
charge. 	 . ' 

f?.tart.itla Assumptions. 

1} 	 The President's remarks on time-limiting welfare must be given 
real meaning. The proposal must use two years as the base 
period for the maximum length of time most families could 
receive cash assistance before being expected to work. , 
{Note: Alternatively, a transitional support system CQuid 
require full participation from day one (i.e., without waiting 
two years). Full participation ensures that everyone does 
something to prepare for work 'While receiving assistance. 
Some demonstration programs such as Riverside GAIN and the 
Kenosha ,JOBS programs which support an immediate "immersion" 
approach argue that full and immediate participation 
essentially moves the time limit up. 1n essence then, 
immersion eliminates the need for a time limit since' 
participants are already working for their welfare or have 
moved off welfare as a result of this approach. This approach 
is outlined in Appendix B.) 

2) 	 The system must reward work. and demand responsibility in 
return. 

-

J) 	 The system should allow some opportunity for State flexibility 

and experimentation. 

4} 	 The transitional support system has the following general 
design: 

t:lost individuals are expected to participate in 
appropriate activities I including work; 
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b) 	 certain individuals are exempt at least temporarily from 
participation in work activities because of health or. 
related reasonSj however, certain other forms of 
'participation might be expected; 

c) 	 cash. benefits would in general end after two years; and 

d) 	 Federal law- would establish the basic criteria for 
exemptions from participation requirements and from time 
limits. 

5) 	 States would not be expected to apply the new rules 
inunediately to the whole caseload, including all current 
recipients. The new system would be phased in over time. 

Issue I. WhO is subjec~ to time limits? 

OPTIONS: 

A. 	 Parents 
B. 	 Other healthy adult relatives 
C. 	 Teen dependents 

RECOMKENDATIONt PARENTS ONLY~ Time limits shoUld be separately 
applied and tracked for any parent in a case. Other adult 
relatives who have no legal responsibility for the care of the 
children and teen dependents should not be subject to time limits. 
(Note: The welfare simplification issue group is looking into 
filing unit issues.) 

Discussion: 

1) 	 Parents should each be traoked and have a time limit applied 
to them for any assistance they receive as a- parent~ Durinq 
the,period of assistance, they each have a responsibility to 
work towards becoming self-supporting. They should not have 
the ability to extend their eligibility for assistance by 
breaking up into single-parent households. . 

A significant number of AFDe cases have parents who are in 
the home but are not in the filing unit. This situation can 
occur when the parents receive SSI; lack satisa'ctory 
immigration status or are otherwise precluded from receiving 
AFDC. We are not proposing any speCial policies for these 
cases. Our initial assumption would ·be to say that these 
cases would not be subject to a time limit; (This approach 

~ would. be consistent with our proposal not to ,time-limit the 
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cash 	assistance benefits to children.) However, as referenced 
in the AFDC-UP paper, cases with illegal immigrant parents may"", Yf.).
need 	attention# ' 

2} 	 Adults who are caring for children for whom they have no legal 
responsibility are providing society a valuable service and 
should not be subject to a ·time limit. 

3) 	 Teen dependents should not be subject to a time limit and 
should qualify for assistance as new applicants if they become 
teen parents, regardless of their prior receipt of benefits. 
Although this policy seems to condone teen pregnancy, teen 
parents and their children are at serious risk and should not 
be prevented"from receiving assistance. At the same time, this 
assistance will be conditional upon their meeting' serious 
participation requirements. 

4} 	 Children should not be subject to their own time limits. , 
It is not reasonable to hold children responsible for their , 
own su~port or their parents' behavior. 

Subjecting parents but not children to time limits might 
, 
I encourage movement of the children to different relatives when 

their parents"benefits run out. Allowing a parent to receive I 1 
benefits on behalf of the children (i~e., not taking the 
parent's needs into account when the grant is calculated) is 
a compromise strategy. This would place a time limit on cash 
assistance without denying benefits to the entire family I 
which might be viewed as too draconian. 
Some argue, however, that by time limiting only the parents 
in AFOC cases that the sanction. becomes so minimal that it 
would hardly "change welfare as we know i t.lI. 

(Note: The Post ....Transitional. Support Issue group is also 
addressing the issue of the treatment of families who reach 
the time limit without finding adequately-paying private 
sector employment.)' 

Issue·II. Who is eligible for exemptions or extensions? 

OPTIONS: 

A. 	 Specify
qualify 
limit. 

B. 	 Specify 
qualify 

in detail the categories of individuals who 
for exemptions from or extensions to the time 

, " 

certain categories of individuals who would 
for exemptions and extensions, but give states 

,'the authority to extend the time limit for an additional. 
percentage of families" based upon state determinations 
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of need. 

RECOIIMENDATION: OPTION 8, specified oategories with additional 
margin for extensions at state discretion l at least durinq phase­
in. (See ,item 1 in Discussion.) 


Discussion: .. 


;)' One POSSib~e 'approach would to seQ that in-~he year of -/ f1fr16~ ~ 

implementation, only 30 percent of those entering the system ~ ~~ 
could reach two years and be ·subject to a two-year limit;, for I~WJ, 
those entering in second year,' only 20 percenti and for those : 
entering in third year, 10 percent~ The exact percentages 
selected would dep~nd on what, if· anYt categories_ of 
individuals would qualify for extensions of or exemptions from 
time limits on a categorical bias. ' 

2) 	 It will be exceptionally difficult to develop Federal 
definitions precise enough to ensure reasonable uniformity 
and fairness in the way such definitions are interpreted by 
states. It might be a lot less'difficult to define the roost 
obvious and global exceptions. ' 

3) 	 Depending upon the characteristics of the state' s caseload 
and its program philosophy, different exemption and extension 
policies might be appropriate in different places. Such, 
differences could .be addressed through a discretionary window. 
For example, States might be permitted to grant extensions for' 
completion of selected education and' training activities. 
Recipients enrolled in, post-secondary degree programs might 
qualify for extensions that would allow them to complete their 
degree .requirements I assuming normal progress toward a degree. 
Alternatively t there could be a national extension policy 
which provided; that those who received extensions beyond a 
certain length might then be ineligible for post~transitional 
assistance or have limits placed on their eligibility for such 
aid. . 	 . 

, 
Allowing for state flexibility in this area would' diminish 
the incentive for states to attempt to evade participation 
standards and other Federal mandates. 

5) 	 It is assumed that the special circumstances would need to 
~last at least three~four months in order to qualify for an 
extension in the'time limit; however, extensions could also 
be granted if the circumstances arise closer to the end of 
the time period. Re-eligibility could be established after 
the time limit if certain types of problems (disability, 

.' 	 caring for an ill relative) subsequently occurred which 
prevent 'work. 
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6) 	 It could be argued that States with a more disadvantaged 
caseload should be able to',extend the time lirlit for a higher 
percentage of AFDC families who are not covered by one of the 
categorical exemption criteria. This' raises the difficult 
'question of how each State's percentage would be determined. ' 

• 	 .. 

" 
7) 	 We have no clear preference for categorizing these as 

extensions to the time limit/ tolling of the clOCK! or 
exemptions from a time limit; however, extensions are viewed 

'by some as more consistent with the, basic objective of 
creating a temporary t transitional system in which we make, 
work pay and assist people in achieving self-sufficiency. 

Issue IIX" 	 WhAt cAtegories of individu_lls COU~ aualify t_Q,~ 
extensionl unde~ Fectera,l rules? . 

RECOMMENDATION: The following categories of -individuals could 
qualify when conditions are serious enough to provent participation. 
in work activitiesj· however, participation in treatment, 
habilitation, or other, appropriate activities might still be 
expected: 

Those with a serious illness or seYere disability 
(inolu4inq physical, mental, and severe learning 

" 	 disabilities); 

.. 2) 	 'l'hos.e,witb responsibility for caring (in the home?) for 
a oritically ·ill or seriously disabled family member;. 

3) 	 Those with ill (for a period of 
time necessary ,. 

4) .Pregnant women and single parents with ohildren under 
the age of one (perhaps a one-time one-year extension 

-. and shorter extensions for subsequent ,cases.) ;. , 

S) 	 Those subject 'to service or tre'atment' plans under other 
social service programs, such as child protective 
services (for the length of the plan or 6 months, 
whio~ev~r is shorter); and 

, 

Thos.e employed 	pa~t-timet but still reoeiving assistanoe 7?.(see 	options elsewhere). 

The following categories of individuals should be considered for 
extension or exemption under Federal rules, but we have no specific 
recommendation, pending some modeling outpui=:s." ,.. 

IV - 5 




TRANSITIONAL SUPPORT DRAFT, FOR INTERNAL DISCUSSION ONLY; 10/1/93 

1) 	 Those with loss severe disabilities suoh as learning 
disabilities and. oertain physioal and mental disabilities 
who may' lfmite4 to certain types of work activities or 
who may need additional support services to become job­
ready; 

2) 	 Those with particularly low basic skill levels; 

3) 	 Those in the midst of approved educational or training 11 
activities in which they are making progress; 

4) 	 Non-English speaking (perhaps only in areas where there ( No 
is not a significant number of that etbnic community in 
the area): 

5) ·Those living in remote areas of the State; 	 r~S 

6) 	 Those for whom necessary services could not be secured JIduring the transitional support period; and 

7) Those for whom a place cannot be found in a work proqram 7 
at the end of the time limit~ 

Individuals in both sets of categories would be subject to 
participation requirements~ appropriate to their circumstances~ 

Discussion: 

1) The first set of categories is generally accepted as 
appropriate. Extensions in these cases balance our interest 

. in udemanding responsibility" and intervening more 
aggressively with certain at-risk cases (e.g. f substance 
abusers, women having subsequent pregnancies, and teen 
parents) with a policy which reasonably accommodates their 
sp"ecia 1 needs ~ , 

"Addressin9 disability issues in the context of time limits is 
particularly problematic. An argument could be made for 

"establishing a special track for disabled recipients 
(recipients could be given an option to partiCipate in the 
"mainstream" track if they choose) in order to prevent' 
disability questions from undernining time limits; however, 
this consideration of a special track is controversial given 
current debates focusing on inclusion versus exclusion. 

2) 	 The secondary list represents categories of individuals for 
Which we expect les~ agreement. 

The judgement as to which, if any, categories of recipients 
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from the secondary list are included needs to be iIlade in 
context of other decisions regarding: l} hoW" big a 
discretionary window we would provide states; 2) whether post­
transitional work. includes soms opportunity to receive 
educational, and training services (perhaps in conjunction with 
work)i and 3) whether we can ,reach some level of agreement as 
to the precise definition of the qualifying conditions.­

3) 	 Ther'a will probably be particular discomfort re9arding~items 
5-7 because. we do not want to let states off the hook in terms 
of providing needed interventions and services. Also, we are 
concerned that gran~ing_mextensions based on lack of serti£7' /would suggest an entitlement to services and would increase 
tfie' fikelihood-of admInistrative actions, appeals I hearings, 
and litigation. 

4) 	 The issue of extensions or exemptions for non-English speaking 
participants becomes controversial around the issues of' 
inclusion and exclusion in much of the same way as it does for 
persons with disabilities. By offering exemptions· or 
extensions, non-English speaking persons may not be given
services at all. Also t employment opportunities may exist 
which do not require a proficiency. in English, and in many
communities, English is not the dominant language. 

Some argue, however, that (particularly in some areas) a 
proficiency in English is necessary for achieving self­
SUfficiency, and an extension of the time limit would most 
likely be needed t? attain a functional level of English. 

Issue IV. How is t.be twC!.-year time"'limi~ measured? 

OPTIONS: 

A. 	 As a calendar period of time. 

B. 	 As a twenty-four month limit on. the number of months 
worth of cash benefits which can be received~ . 

C. 	 As the amount of benefits that could he paid over a 
twenty-four month period if a family received the maximum 
paym'ent for that period of time. 

RECOMMENDATION: OPTION D, as twenty-four oumulative months, with 
OPTION c (the cash-limit version) as Zl demonstration option~ "' 

Oiscussion:' 

1) 	 Option A suggests an entitlement to benef its. -- !'lore 
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importantly, it would discourage a family from accepting 
employment before its eligibility for transitional assistance 
was exhausted because any months off assistance would be seen 
as lost opportunities for financial and other forms of 
support. 

2) 	 Under option B, those who go off the·rolls because they have 
.;"> 	 taken advantage of employ:ment opportunities have~.~ safety "net 


and services available to them if they are unable to sustain 

their employment. 


3) 	 Option B is not ideal because not all monthly welfare checks 
are full checks. separate rules have to be developed on how 
to treat families 'Who are receiving partial checks because 
they are working or·for other reasons. option C, the cash 
limit, deals with such cases more easily. 

Under Option c~ the limit is expressed in dollars rather than 
months. A resident of a State with a maximum benefit of $400 
per month would be able to receive no more than $9600 in 

'benefits (24 months worth of benefits at $400 per month). 
Under Option C, an AFDC recipient working part-time would be I 
eligible for th~ same total amount in benefits over her rJO 
lifetime as a recipient who did not work t eliminating the work' vll{C 
disincentive associated with option B. t 
Appendix D provides a mOre detailed discussion on how Option 
C might work. . 

Issue V. WoulCl at;t up-front grace period cQ\!nt towa.rdl the 2:4 
months? 


OPTIONS: 


. A. Up-front period (when participation is not mandatory) 

would count towards time limit+ 

B. Up-front period would be a true grace period. 

RECOMMENDATION: OPTION A; it would count. 

Discussion. 

1) 	 Option B might be viewed as an attempt to circ¥IDvent the 
two-year limit. The extent of this perception would likely 

,. depend in large part on the length and nature of the grace 
period. For examplo, structuring and billing the grace'period 
as a diversion program, perhaps with recent work experience 
as a prerequisite ".for participation t might mute such 
criticism. 
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2) 	 If we have a non-mandatory period for a few months, it should 
probably be labelled differently because advocates have 
properly argued that it is not a true grace period if. the 
clock is running. 

-
Issue VI.·ls the two-year limit a li~~time limit? 

OPTIONS: 

A. 	 The two-year limit is an absolute lifetime limit. 

B. 	 The two-year limit is a lifetime limit, but emergency 
assistance might be available periodically for families 
which subsequently undergo a crisis.. . 	 . 

,c. 	 The two-year limit is a lifetime limit, but emergency 
assistance is available and individuals whose eligibility 
has been exhausted can earn additional months of 
assistance for months of work and/or time spent not on 
AFOC. 	 -= \"...Nb 

-D. 	 The two-year limit is renewable in whole or part after 
several years: 

1. 	 Once the limit is reached, a family is precluded 
from receiving benefits for. a fixed number of years 
(such as five) from the time the limit is reached; 
or 

2. 	 A family could accrue a maximum of 24 months worth 
of benefits in any five-year period l beginning .from 
the date of entry into the program.· The clock would 
.start 	anew at the beginning of the next five-year 
period. 

RECOMMENDATION: OPTION B or C, with Emergency Assistance as an 
available option • 

.Discussion. 

1) 	 Option Band C both give clear meaning to the two-year time 
limit but Option C better ;recognizes that the· jobs welfare 
recip~ents obtain are in general characterized by high 
turnover. According to Donna Pavetti's work with NLSY data E 

,57% of those who leave welfare return within t'!"o years. 
Granting credit only for time spent working t as opposed to 
time~ not on AFDC 1 explicitly encourages labor -force 
attachment~ 
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To minimize the record-keeping burden, we assume that case' 
closure records should contain information on the number of 
cumulative months of assistance received by the adults in the 
case. Also, records might need _to include social security 
Numbers.or some other common identifier (which might_r~present 

- a substantial departure from current policy regarding Federal 
records systems). Better interstate communications would also 
be needed~ ~"" 

2) 	 We assume that assistance would be available to help families 
keep jobs or get quickly back into the labor force when they 
lose a job, although such a work support system has not been 
established. 

J) 	 We are assuming that cross-state tracking is feasible, and \" "' ­
that receipt of assistance in one state would count towards I~v 
the time-li~it in another State. 

4) 	 Option D does not establish a flat lifetime limit, hut it may 
have only limited' cost implications since families who have 
been off assistance for 'a longer period of time are less 
likely to return than those whose exit is more recent. It 
should rece'ive greater cons~ideration if post-transitional 
support proves very expensive relative to support during the 
transitional period. " 

Issue VII .. 	 How should individuals J;:»e enoouraged to aooept 
available employment during tbeir time on APDC7 

OPTIONS: 

A. 	 Extend the time licit one extra month for every two 
months that a "recipient participates in full-time work 
or part-time work at an. acceptable level; or 

B. 	 Provide ,modest cash incentives: 

L 	 Allow States to use retrospective budqeting and 
eligibility determinations when individuals accept 
work (In other words, don't insist that assistance 
be stopped immediately upon receipt of a job and, 
require families to return the last one or two AFDC 

"~ payments); or 

- '2. 	 Allow States to pay cash bonuses for those ~aking 
employmentj or 

3. 	 Encourage States· to establish State Earned Income 
Tax Credits; perhaps by offering to match the state 
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credits with Federal funds (this would be in 
addition to the Federal RITe). An example of how 
this would work follows: 

A ~ingle-parent family of three resides in a state 
that has established a state RITe equal to 10 cents 
for each dollar of "earnings below $5000. If the 
parent 'earned $2000 in 1994, the family would be 
eligible for $600 in Federal EITC payments r $200 in 
State EITC payments, and $200 in Federal match for 
the State EI'l'C payment, for a total of $1000 in 
Earned Income Tax Credits. 

4. 	 Permit states to disregard employment bonuses or 
State EITC payments when calculating benefits and/or 
eligibility. 

C. 	 Allow individuals who have been on AFDC. to continue 
receiving education and training services after they 
leave welfare: 

1. 	 Authorize such services as long as they are 
consistent in scope (but not necessarily in detail) . 
to the original employability plan; or 

2. 	 Create' a voucher system which authorizes payment 
for a particular level of service or gives an 
individual priority for services available elsewhere 
in the community. 

RECOMMENDATION: ALLOW STATES 1'0 EXPERIMEII'l' WI'l'II I>IFFEREII'l' onIONS. 

Discussion: 

1} 'There is some evidence that education connected to work, or 
following work experience, may be more effective than 
education alone. If so, our policies should encourage 
individuals-to work when possible and appropriate. Recipi.ents 
should not risk loss of access to cash benefits or educational' 
and training services as the result of obtaining employment. 

2} 'At the same time, we do not want awards and bonuses to b~ too 
liberal because they could easily increase overall program 

.costs ... Under the current system, many individuals leave 
welfare after only a few months. If we substantially increase 
the costs for these early-out cases without greatly increasing 
case closures, we will be using up resources. which might be 
better .used elsewhere. 

3) 	 Since we have little experience with· these options, States 
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should have the ability to experiment. However, our 
experience to date with bonus policies ha~ been discouraging 
so other options might take priority. 

Issue .VIII,. How should a time-limite!! proaram be ...implemented?.. 	 . 
. ' . OPTIONS: 

A. 	 On a de~onstration basis. 

a. 	 Targeted to a particular category of individuals. 

C. 	 On a schedule of stepped-up expectations. (Sa,e appendix 
C for an example of how this could work.) 

NO SPECIFIC RECOMKENDATION; SUGGEST CONSIDERATION BE GIVEN TO A 
COMBINED APPROACH. 

Discussion # 

1) 	 Option A seems to be an inadequate response to the President's 
charge, unless we expect most, if not all, states to 
participate by' testing alternative time-limited approaches. 
At the same time~ given the number of major unknowns with 
which we are dea 1 ing, an experimenta 1 approach has great 
appeal. 

2) 	 There is evidence' to recommend particular targeting schemes, 
but the appropriate strategy might differ depending upon 
whether the primary objective is to reduce dependency or avoid 
undue disruption and chaos during implementation of the new 
system. Also, the targeting scheme might vary depending' upon 
the Statels proposed service strategy_ With no national 
service model, it makes it more difficult to establish a sound 
national targeting policy. Our general recommendation has 
been to allow experimentation where we lack sufficient 
information to justify a particular national policy. 
Therefore 1 ' we have reservations about setting a national 
targeting strategy. 

3) 	 A stepped-up expectations approach has two advantages: a) it 
recognizes that impleroentation of major change takes time; 
and 2) it builds in time for learning and making adjustments. I~ 
However, it may not be feasible .. It is unlikely that we have 
the baseline data, we would want for implementing such a 
system. Also~ it can be difficult to set specific 
expectations so they are both reasonable (in terms of the 
amount of progress they expect) and fair (in terms of not 
penalizing States which have already made strides towards" 
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reducing dependency). Appendix C outlines an exampl~ of a 
complicatad stepped-up expectations approach. 

-	 .kr 
Issue IX. 	 TO whQm _____~hould the time-limited. program be first 

targeted? 

OPTIONS: 

A. 	 New applicants. 
B. 	 Returning applicants. 
c. 	 Current recipients. 
D. 	 Other categories of individuals. 

RECOMMENDATION WITH RESERVATIONS. TARGET TO NEW APPLICANTS-
DisQH§sion: 

1) 	 Data from the welfare-to-work research suggests that targeting 
new applicants is appropriate for a couple of reasons. First", 
it would allow the states to gradually develop the capacity 
needed to provide transitional and , 
post-transitional services to a much higher percentage of the 
caseload than they now serve under JOBS~ Secondly, there is 
research suggesting that programs 'are particularly effective 
in serving new applicants; therefore I targeting new applicants 
might be the most cost-effective use of resources . 

.2) 	 The selection· of applicants as a target group is open to 
challenge. First, a multivariate analysis done at the 
University of Wisconsin 'suggests that programs serving 
applicants may have done better because applicants are an 
easier group to work with rather than because they were 
applicants. Second,· the available research generally covers 
programs that served recipients with school-aged children; We 
do not have information covering the full range of applicants 
and recipients and programs that incorporate a much broader 
service strategy. We can only speculate that comparable 
findings will result when the nature of the participants and 
interventions change. 

Another concern is that targeting to applicants may contravene 
the goal of reducing long-term dependency_ New applicants is 
the category of individuals least apt to stay on welfare for· 
a period 	 of more than two years. In his remarks to the 
governors 	in February, the President said that the people we 
really need to help are those who stay on for eight years or 
more. 

3) 	 It may take longer to end welfare as we-know it if We defer 
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targeting of the most difficult cases; however ( it is not 
clear that we know how to serve them effectively. Targeting 
new applicants would buy us more time to explore that issue. 

• 
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Appendix A 

TIME LIMITS IN THE CONTEXT OF A FULL PARTICIPATION, HUMAN 
DEVELOPMENT MODEL OF A TRANSITIONAL SUPPORT SYSTEM 

Under a human development model of the type proposed by Toby Herr, 
all recipients would .be required to participate in approved 

~,., activities, but the _inunediate goal of the activity would not 
necessarily be labor force attachment. 

. 
The case plan for.each recipient, including the expectations and 
,goals,"'would be developed by the" caseworker in .conjunction with 
the recipient and would be determined by her circumstances ~ A 
recipient whose family situation 'is volatile might have a case plan 
calling for her to attend domestic violence counseling, take her 
children to school each day, keep their immunizations up to date 
and attend parenting classes. ' 

Recipients with very low levels of basic skills and/or no work 
experience might have a case plan requiring them to perform 
volunteer work in the communIty for a certain number of hours each 
TNeek, as well as, for example I attending all scheduled parent­
teacher activities at their children's schools. 

The ultimate goal for all cases would be economic self ­
sufficiency, but the short-term aims might include improving the 
children's health status and stabilizing the family's housing
situation. The overall goal would be to enhance the parent's 
capacity to handle her full range of responsibilities, in the 
process improving the family's health status and standard of 
living. 

ThIS model recognizes the enormous diversity in the welfare 
population and the difficulty of applying a single set of rules to 
all categories of individuals. It does place a considerable 
responsibility on the shoulders of the caseworker, who would be 
Charged with developing a service plan that was both suitable to 
the family's situation and moved it towards self-sufficiency at an 
adequate pace. Accompanying that responsibility would be the 
flexibility needed to respond to an individual family's particular 
needs and changing circumstances. Such discretion is consistent 
with re-inventing welfare, as discussed in the paper on that 
subject. 

A hUman developmen"t model of the type outlined here is not, 
however, compatible with a single time limit applied to all. 'N\)
recipients. The length of stay in the transitional program would 
depend on a recipient's circumstances and- service plans, which I 
would be changing over time.' ~ 

-. 
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To.help such an option meet the Presidentls goal of ending welfare 
as we know it, requirements could be i~posed on States to keep the 1~1~ 
average length Qf stay on welfare less than two years and/or to ~D~ 
reduce or limit the nu~ber of recipients who spend over two years 
on welfare (see options discussed on page 3 and Appendix c: 
Stepped-Up Expectations). . 

• 

Another option is to restrict .. the range of approved aC,tivities for 

.recipients who have spent at least two- years on transitional 
assistance to activities classified" as work. Work would be defined 
broadly to include not only CWEP, work supplementation and on-the­
job training but also community service and education and training r 
but not the full range of human development activities described 
above. states might be required to enroll in CWEP-style work slots 
only those recipients who have accumulated 24 months on welfare and 
are not engaged in other work-type activities. 

A full participation model might garner considerable political 
support, if dissatisfaction with the current welfare system is 
attributable lar,gely to the perception that recipients are "doing 
nothing I II as opposed to being the result of res~ntment that 
recipients are not working {in nonsubsidized jobs}. 

The full participation model also holds promise of delivering non­
economic benefits, including, for example l improved health outcomes 
for children as a result of regular school attendance and visits 
for preventive care. A model of this type, with its greater range 
of approved activities, might well be less expensive than a model 
in which education and training activities would be required for 
all participants. 

Finally. an argument can be made that the President's public 
statements on the subject of welfare reform imply not only 
provision of education and training services to help recipients 
become job ready, but also two years of additional assistance not 
tied to work.,' A model that minimizes deferrals, maximizes 
participation, requires early intervention with at-risk 
populations, and early job acceptance by employable recipients 
could be' considered more rigorous than the President's public 
position. . \ 
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Apoendix B 

IMMEOIATE IMMERSION WITHOUT A TIME LIMIT 

A few demonstration models-such as the Riverside, GAIN program and 

the Kenosha 30BS~ program currently operate under a full 

participation immersion model in which JOBS participants are 

prepared~for employment immediately.. The focus of these programs 

is to get participants into jobs as soon. as 'possible. These 

prograros argue that a time~ limit is not necessary since all 

recipients are expected to work or prepare ror work in order to 

raceive assistance. ~ Sanctions are applied from day one- when 

recipients do not participate as expected. 


Kenosha county _reports ~hat by using an immersion approach, only I $;) ....\;.1 
r-=.--_a aBS populatlon stay on welfare for more than one year J,.,~lt...;.J 

are off of welfare within two years~. Of the 9% still on I ,,~ ..... 
weI e at the two year mark, 39% of the recipients are ~ (. f 
participating in post-secondary education.r 19% of the recipients h....... ,..... 
are working but are not earning enough to leave welfare, and ~2t 
are reported to be disabled. Some portion of the 9% also inoluded 
persons participating in ESL. With these figures Kenosha arguest 

strongly that the majority of the 9% who would hit a two year time 

limit are making a good faith effort toward self-sufficiency and/or 

might otherwise be given an extension or exemption due to 

disabilities, language barriers t etc. 


It is arguable l then, under a full participation, immersion model 

that an additional two year limit would be unnecessary and even 

administratively burdensome given that this model expects immediate 

reciprocal obligation and that few people would in fact"hit the 

,limit. Those persons that would hit the limit could be negatively 

impaoted (both financially and psycholoqically) by the limit to the 

point at which their long-term progress toward self-sufficiency 

could be seriouslY impeded. . 


-. 
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Appendix C 

STEPPED UP EXPECTATIONS--A Further Example 

Require states annually to reduce the nu.mber (percentage} of 
individuals reaching a'two-year time limit m .... 

Letts say that under current law 30,,'percent of new applicants~_ 
use up 24 months of benefits within 2: years, 40 percent within _. 
3 years, 45 percent within 4 years J and 47 percent within 5 
years. The requirement would be to reduce each of these. 
numbers by 25 percent after one year, 40 percent after two 
years and 50 percent after three years. Then similar goals (in. 
terms of reductions in the number of long-term reCipients) 
would be set for returning applicants and recipients~ 

Simpler schemes could also be developed (see page 3 for an 
example) •. So could schemes which incorporate post-
transitional work following the two-year limit. 

. . 


' ­
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Appendix 'Q 

CASH LIMIT OPTION 

overview. The limit on cash assistance could be-expressed as a 
. cash rather than as a time limit. -The 'totcil- amount' of cash' 
benefits that the family could collect over their lifetime ~.ould 
be based upon the amount that could be paid to~such a family aver ~ 
a twenty-four month period. For example, if a family lived in a 
state with a $400 maximum benefit for that size family would not· 
be able to receive more than $9600 ($400 * 24) in cash benefits. 
The cash limit need not be thought of as a' bank account;' an 
individual would not necessarily'be more entitled to the $9600 than 
to the full 24 months under a time limit system. 

Guaranteed jobs would not be available to individuals who had not 

reached their cash limits. However, such individuals would have 

access to work opportunities available to recipients. 


'. 

ADVAII'I'AGES: 


tJo ­
Employment Incentives ~\ 

The system could provide,incentives for early entry into jobs by 

converting a certain percentage of the unused assistance into a 

savings account (or an education and training account) for those 

who go off and stay off assistance. Taking the previous example, 

suppose the family stayed on assistance for six months (using up 

$2400 in assistance)~ A year later they corne back for four months, 

using up another $1600. At this point they have a maximum of $5600 

available to them., The State could have. a policy that, if 

assistance is not claimed for three years, one half of the unused 

amount can be converted into an account which can be used for 

housing t a car, the adultls education and training, or for their 

children's future education and training: In this case the family 

would have $2800 as a potential account. 


Also, the system could accommodate an emergency assistance option 
by allowing a family to take a certain amount of cash assistance 
"off the top" to cover their emergency needs. This amount could 
be more than a monthly AFDC payment, but would reduce the potential 
amount of future assistance in,such a case. 

~. 

Part-time Employment .. 

The system easily accommodates part-time employment. The 'more a 
family is employed, the more they earn, the less cash assistanc"e 
they need, and the more slowly they draw down against their cash' 
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limit~ The adjustments are somewhat automatic, so the system is 
less complicated than a oredit system~ At the same time, it oan 
easily accommoda~e a more flexible approach to budgeting and 
overpayments than the current AFDC program. For-example, a family 
that takes a job could get a smaller reduction in their cash 
assistance' payment than the AFDC rules provide or could rece~ve"'one 
extra full cash assistance payment before reduction. The cost ... 
implications would not be the same as under the current system; the 
extra small expense at this point could be offset in-whole or part­
at "some future point. 

Rather than,earning additional time for years spent working or ,off 
cash assistance, the amount ~vailable for future cash payments 
could be supplemented~ Extensions would be handled in the same 
way. Payments to families in suspended status would not be counted 
toward the cash limit~ 

Administration 

This system might be easier for states to administer and easier 
for recipients to comprehend. The incentives for earlier and 
sustained employment might be ,clearer to recipients. Also 1 present, 
technology would permit recipients to track their benefit situation 
without having to deal· directly with the welfare system or its 
workers. They could use cards a'nd PINS to get information on the 
amount,available to them that month and over the course of·their 
lifetime. 

Cross-State Moyes 

A fairly simple formula could be used to determine how much 
assistance would be available to an individual who changes state 
residence. For example, consider an individual who has received 
$3000 in benefits from state A, which has a 2~year cash limit of 
$12,000 (maximum monthly benefit of $500), and moves to State B. 
which has a 2-year. cash limit of $7200. The recipient has received 
1/4 of the cash limit in state A-. The recipient is therefore 
eligible for a tot.l of $5400 in benefits from State B (3/4 of the 
total $7200 benefit). 

Education and Training Support 

Education,and training activities could be supported and tracked 
in several different ways. 

1) 	 The education and training rules could be the same under a 
cash-limited system as under a time-limited system. The level~ 
and type of services to be provided-could be established under 
an employability plan. Once approved, "the 
services,. CQuld be accessed regardless of whether cash 
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assistance were received during a particular month. 

2) 	 As state'd previously, unused cash assistance could be. 
converted (in part} into an education and traininq account or 
into an account which could be used for education and training 
for any member of the recipient family for those families that 
qet jobs and stay off of welfare ~ Anecdotal.evidence suggests 
that providing education and_training funds for children might 
work as a powerful incentive for their parents. ' 

3) 	 In th'eory t a separate education and training account could be 
established for families entering welfare. This amount 
allocated to this account could be based on the level of 
deficits the family faced when they come into the system. 
The advantage of such a system would be that it ties education 
and training services less tightly to welfare receipt I 

allowing for better continuity in such services even where 
welfare receipt. is somewhat erratic.. However t there are also 
potential disadvantages. 

First, it will be difficult to define the account. A dollar 
limit would not necessarily work because of the availability 
of publicly funded education and training services. A voucher 
(coupon) system might -be developed which more specifically 
identified, the type and level of services which were being 
authorized. However, if recipients took jobs and their life 
circumstances changed. the approved voucher might no longer
be appropriate and re-authorizations might be required. 

This option tends to look like a speoial welfare-based 
entitlement. It more clearly raises equity concerns -(about 
services available to welfare reCipients versus other 
disadvantaged families), and it could create significant entry
effects. . 

under this sy.stem, it 'Would be more difficult to control the 
types of services or servioe providers which recipients use~ 
Even under the eXisting system, where more controls are in 
place, there ~re serious concerns'that welfare recipients,do, 
not always undertake activities from which they can benefit 
(e.g., because the program is poor, because the occupation.is 
not sufficiently in demand, or because they lack needed 
skills). Unless carefully crafted, this sys£em could waste 
additional education and training resources. ~, 

. , DISADVAN'l'AGE8: 

Entitlement Mentality 	 .-­
IV - 21 

http:occupation.is


TRANSITIONAL SUPPORT DRAFT, FOR INTERNAL DISCUSSION ONLY, 10/1/93 

Under a cash-limited system it ,may be more difficult to keep 
families from eventually reaching their cash 1~mit4 It will be 
difficult to eliminate 
represents an account that 

the 
is 

perception 
available 

,that 
and wh

the 
ich 

cash 
can be 

limit 
drawn 

upon~ 

ReCipient Independence 

To the extent that this system would give recipients more control ., 
over use of their money and might enable them to avoid direct 
contact with welfare workers, there are risks involved. These 
risks could be reduced, but not eliminated, if recipients received 
good orientations, including 'financial counseling, and the state 
paid attention to the quality of its case management system. 

Service to the At-Risk 

It can easily be argued that a cash-limited system could be more 
beneficial'to the most advantaged families and ~ore detrimental to 
the most at-riSK families. The most advantaged families might qet 
more cash and services out of the system than they would get out 
of an alternative system. Those capable of getting jobs early 
might end up with hundreds of extra dollars as a bonus for taking 
that early job. The most at-risk families,' on the other hand, 
might be 'less apt to use their cash limit wiselYL they would be 
less' apt to understand their long-term prospects and to draw down 
their cash prudently. The cash-limit system suggests (but does not 
require) more recipient discretion and less" staff oversight; it 
therefore entails more risk, particularly for th~ at-risk family. 

Policy complexities 

While the cash-limited system seems very straightforward, it does 
raise some policy questions which are not easily resolved. Most 
particularly, what ,access to past, unused henefits does a family 
have? For example, suppose a family draws down its full benefits 
for three months and then draws down only half its monthly benefits 
for the next three months. I~, in month seven, ~he family wants 
or needs to withdraw more than one month's worth of benefits {e.g_, 
because it has fallen arrears on its rent) ( is it free to do so? 
Or I is it free to past unclaimed amounts only up to a certain 
limit? Or is it restricted to, one month's worth of benefits per 
month? The State could flatly limit the amount that could be drawn 
in anyone month or have a presumptive limit, but allow case 
managers ·to waive the limit based on individual circumstances. 
However, this latter option would raise administrative' costs and 
reduc.e the- empowerment quotient for this option.' .~ ~'. 
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lill\RLY XNTERVEIITXON B'1'RlI'l:IlGlI!S 

overYltv~ Individuals coming into the welfare system face a 
variety of different circumstances. All are facing financial 
problems~ For some~ the financial problems reflect a one-time 
employment, family or personal crisis. others are coming in 
because their ability to support themselves is marginal, and they 
need additional assTstance in order to survive~ still others 
face serious, long-term problems in supporting themselves; they 
lack adequate job skills, and their personal or family 
circuIDstances serioUSly limit their ability to support 
themselves. 

In part because of legal pressure and Federal rules, welfare 

staff have traditionally focused their energies on ensuring that 

they get oash assistance out expeditiously to families to 

alleviate their financial crises. This new round of welfare 


- reform opens up the question again whether the welfare system 
should·pay more serious attention to other (nonfinancial) needs 
when families comes in seeking assistance. 

Issue I. Shoula There Be Early Service Intervention? 

One of, the major issues to be resolved in designing a service 

strategy for velfare recipients is deciding what participation 

strategy to follow during the first few months of assistance? 


One argument says that, since families coming in the door 
are going through crisis, the welfare system should not 
compound the crisis by laying additional expectations on 
them. Rather, it should hold off on imposing participation 
requirements, letting these families catch their breath and 
get a chance ·to recompose themselves. Some families will be 
able to restabilize within two-to-three months and get back 
on their feet with little or no intervention. others will 
be in a better position to participate effectively after a 
breathing period# 

Another argument which is consistent with an early grace 
period is the view is that resources for education and 
training are limited and should be reserved for those 
individuals who cannot make it off welfare by themselves. 
Under this view, it makes sense to limit the availability of· 

•services during the first few months so that new recipients 
can naturally sort themselves out. Services would be ,,,,. 
largely reserved for those families who don't find their way 
off by themselves. (see"appendix C for a more fully 
developed model based on this philosophy.) [NOTE: CLASP 

·proposes a similar· approach with a longer lag in service 
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intervention, and a concomitant extension of any time-
limit.] . 

An alternative argument is that the welfare system should / 
begin intervening right away and send an early and 
consistent message that individuals have a responsibility to 
become self-sufficient. Some individuals coming into the 
welfare system are capable of self-support and should be 

'. -directed toward the labor'force as soon as possible~ By 
getting them to depart early I resources are freed up for 
more disadvantaged recipients. other individuals coming in 
have multiple serious deficits and need to begin working on 
those deficits if they are to be capable o~ supporting 
themselves within two years. For example, teen parents are 
in a particularly vulnerable position and ~hould be kept in 
school if at all possible. However, even for recipients who 
do not seem at high risk .there is concern that longt 

lagtimes in referrals may have deleterious effects in terms 
of institutionalizing dependency and diverting the energies 
and foqus of recipients from self-support to meeting the 
myriad demands of the welfare system. There is a related 
concern that switching signals after three or four months in 
terms Of what the system expects and how important self ­
SUfficiency is· has little inherent logic and is likely to be 
ineffective. [NOTE: this concern could be alleviated if the 
initial orientation adequately explained the system's 
philosophy. ] 

In general, there is not SUfficient empirical information 

available to support a mandate of any particular model. The' 

available information does indicate: 


Many recipients can be expected to accrue more than two 
years' worth of welfare benefits over time. However, a 
substantIal portion can be expected' to accrue less. 

As a general rule, those with the longest and most 
persistent welfare stays are unmarried women who lack work 
experience, have low basic skill levels. and have their 
first child while in their teens, However, not all ' 
recipients with these characte~istics are long~tero stayers. 
Furthermore, some two-parent families with strong work 
histories stay on welfare for a long, time. 

The number of recipients expected to exceed-two years on 
assistance goes. down when recipients are. subject to 
partiCipation requirements. ­

Applicant job search.can expedite welfare exits for a 
variety of cases. 
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OPTIONS: 

A. 	 -Provide a grace period for three-four months during 
which participation in activities is voluntary. 

B~ 	 Begin mandating participation in services and 
activities from the time of application. 

C. 	 sort welfare applicants as they come through the door~ 
For many recipients, including the Ujob ready!" 
require applicant job search. For teen parents, 
require school attendance. For those considered highly 
Uat risk, ff begin appropriate interventions including 
family support services, substance abuse referrals, 
medical or mental health assessments I etc. (See 
appendix A for a list of factors Which could be 
considered in determining who is highly at risk.) 

RECOKMENDATIONt Allow states to decide Which approach to take, 
except with their pregnant teen and teen parent populations6 For 
these latter groups, there is enough evidence to support a 
mandatory early intervention strategy. . 

There is also some evidence that applicant job search is cost­
effective for a broad range of individuals. However, there is 
some disagreement about whether it is the best long-term strategy 
to pursue~ _ Administrators from Kenosha, WI., and Riverside, CA., 
strongly argue for universal, early and employment-directed 
intervention~ However, it is possible to refute their arguments. 
Therefore, while we could further encourage such approaches, it 
would be difficult to require .them. 

(Appendices At B, and C provide some,fu~ler"descriptions of three 
alternative early 'intervention strategies~) 

Issue 2: 	 Should There Be An Altern&tiv.~ system for Addressinq 
Family Crises? 

overview~ For many families going through a crisis, AFOC is the 
only program available to provide assistance. However, AFOC may 
not be the most appropriate source of support. First, the crisis 
may not be primarily financial in ,either origin or nature; the 
family may have service needs (such as housing or employment) 
which are more critical. Since AFDC programs have traditionally 
focused their energies on issuing cash assistance, and face 
Federal funding restrictions, many have a 'limited ability to meet -' the broad service needs of families in crisis.. Secondly. some of" .... 	 these families may not be dependent by nature. '~It could be· 
financially and psychologically damaging to put them on welfare 
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as a condition for receiving even short-term support~ 
There is reason for concern that the existing system might 
actually increase dependency in such families. An area of 
particular concern is the strict resource limits (which cover 
both automobiles and liquid assets) in the AFDC program. Many 
argue that'these limits ensure that families become-destitute; 
further, low benefit levels and lack of other "supports may work 
to keep them destitute~ 

A number of States (42) operate an emergency assistance program._ 
{AFOC-EA} which can assist families facing emergencies. while EA 
is more flexible than AFDC in terms of the types of assistance 
states can -provide and the 'families they can serve, States limit 
the amount and type of assistance they provide, as well as the 
circumstances under which they provide it. states have 
traditionally used EA largely for purposes ,related to the ' 
prevention of homelessness. More recently, they have been 
increasing their expenditures for child welfare'and family 
support services under EA. ,Federal matching funds are available 
at a 50 percent matching rate for state expenditures on EA 
benefits and administration. (Therefore for the poorer States 
Federal matching for EA is less generous than for regular Arne 
benefits~ ) 

While the above discussion suggests that the concept of EA should 
be expanded, there are some serious concerns with the current 
system. One concern is that EA is an open-ended entitlement and 
therefore has unlimited potential for growth. A second concern 
is that a feV states <:re u~ing ~~o pa¥ for welfar~~ and 
other exorbitantly prlced and inapproprlate ~emporary houslng 
situations~ Under the present rules, there is little Federal 
authority to prevent or control these types of expenditures~ 

OPTIONS: 

A. 	 Encourage the use of EA as an assistance'system which 
meets the needs of families in temporary crisis and 
enables them to stay out of the welfare system.. 

One way to encourage greater use of EA would be to pay 
the regular AFDC, matching rate for EA expenditures. 

-Another would he to eliminate the requirement for 
administration by the Usingle stz;te agencyfl; the latter 
change would facilitate administration by a Work 
Support Agency or another non-welfare agency which 
provides support to working I low- income" f ami 1 i es. 

B. 	 Authorize and encourage demonstration' projects to test 
whether the EA program can effectively_serve as a 
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welfare diversion system. (See appendix B for a fuller, 
description of how such a system could work.) 

c. 	 Authorize and encourage demonstration projects to test 
whether the EA program can effectively serve as a .c:- ? 
welfare diversion program, but only in the context of a 
proposal to limit the cO.sts of the EA ~program. 

0, 	 Given the -r'isks inherent in the current system, do not 
expand the concept of EA. 

RECOMMENDATION: option B or c, authorize demonstrations of a 
welfare diversion model, if concerns about EA costs are 
adequately addressed. Given our lack of experience with a 
welfare diversion system; a good demonstration 'project, with a 
strong evaluation. component t is appropriate. If the system is 
similar to the existing EA program, but designed'as a true 
alternative to the first few months of welfare, the cost 
implications might be minimized. 

(Note: The State of Utah has a diversion component in its welfare 
reform demonstration project.' The ~ early results of this 
project suggest that further demonstrations would be fruitful. ) 

Appendix A--Welfare Diversion/Family Stabilization Model 
Appendix B--Family Preparation Model 
Appendix C--Breathing Space Model 

'. 
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APPENDIX A 

A Welf4re Diyersio~/Family Stabilization Model 
. 

overview: Under this approach, the short-term period of, 

assistance would'-be used to address the family crisis that causes· ~-. 


the family to seek assistance, 'in the hope of keeping it from 

ever going on welfare.. While such an approach might· not be 

successful or -appropriate ~fpr certain individuals, it would give-­

States greater'flexibility to~meet the needs of families in 

cr1S1S without requiring t~at they become destitute and dependent 

in the process. 


Thi's program is best suited for faruilies whose crisis "is 
essentially financial and/or related to the lack of a job. It ' 
could serve families which have faced. a recant catastrophic 
disruption in their lives (such as the loss of housing), as well 
as those whose crisis has been evolving for a long period of time 
(i.e., whose eligibility for unemployment insurance has expired). 
Individuals who could not be expected to resolve their 
employability problems within four months would not be candidates 
tor the welfare diversion program; they would continue to be 
served through the welfare system. For such individuals f the 
short-term period of assistance would serve as a family 
stabilization program. Individuals who are at modera'te risk for ; 
dependency could be served through either system: {NOTE: The Utah 
program m~kes diversion~vailable to those who agree to a d~ )k­of their AFDC applicatioD and are determined unlikely to need 
ongoing assistance.) _ 

, 	 I 
If a separate Work Support Agency is established (and 
communications with the welfare agency can be worked. out) , it 
would be appropriate to provide emergency assistance through such 
an agency. 

Assumptions for this model: 

o 	 All families entering the welfare system are facing a rather 
desperate financial situation. However, they come to the 
door with different prospects and needs. 

Many of the families have prospects for long-term dependency 
because they have a limited ability to support themselves 
and to cope with life's stresses . . 
For others farnilies l the need for cash assistance is an 

aberration t precipitated by a major disruption in the 


.family's life or an unusual convergence of financial and 

family problems. .,.. 


.. 
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For still others, the situation might be episodic because 
the family's financial situation, coping mechanisms, and 
ability to support itself are too tenuous to fully protect 
it when special needs arise. 

Better supports for working families (e.g.", ·in the form of 
an enhanced earned income tax credit and a~more supportive 
employment service) [possibly- together with child support 
assurance payments] will help families become lItore ,..­
financially stable, make them less vulnerable in times of 
disruption, and less likely to neeid welfare ..assistance'. 

o 	 The financial stresses that bring families to seek 
~·assistance are often associated with other environmental and 

family stresses. At least for some families, it is 
important to_address these latter stresses in order to 
achieve successful participation in education and training 
programs and successful transitions to self-support. 

o 	 To keep families from coming into the welfare system 
unnecessarily, an alternative assistance system should be 
established which addresses not just the family's financial 
situation, but also the social service needs associated with 
its crisis. 

o 	 For families with the most severe family and.e~ployability 
problems, early intervention is critical because it will be 1 
extremely difficult to get them prepared to participate 
successfully in the work force in less' than two years. 

Length Qf assistance: 

1) 	 Short-term cash assistance, in the form of emergency 
assistance l would be available for the equivalent of four 
months. (Utah's payment includes up to three months of 
benefits~) While a three-month limit would probably be 
preferable I some States might be slow in getting services 
together to resolve the family's crisis. Also, a good two­
three months .of job search and development assistance should 
be available before the family is forced into the welfare 
system. 

For those rece~v~ng assistance through ~he welfare system rJO 
(i.e., the family stabilization program), four months could 
be available as a~tlgrace periodu when no work requirements 
or financial sanctions would be imposed. 

-~-
In either case,_the period of time for which the short-term 
assistance is provided could count against the "24-monthU 

time-l~mit. 
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2) 'In the case of emergency assistance, States would have the 
flexibility to advance payments in order to resolve a 
family's crisis. However, they should exercise care in 
doing so because any such payments would count against the 
24-month limit to t'he sarne wextent as assistance paid on a 
regular schedule. Further, if the family ran out of funds 
~and needed to enter the regular welfare system before four 
months had expired, the-family's acces's to other forms of 
short-term assistance- would be curtailed., In no e_vent would 
more than four months wort~of cash assistance benefits be 
provided a~ emergency assistance. 

3) 	 Families needing just one or two months' worth of emergency 
assistance could come back for residual- emergency assistance 
if they are again needy. Alternatively, they could go to 
the welfare system( with 22-23 months of eligioility ,
remaining there. 

Availability of Assis'ta.nce and Services 

1) 	 For those in the welfare diversion (emergency assistance} 
program, the state would ~~ve to provide cash assistance, as 
well-as: 

a) 	 job search services I" including intensive job search and 
development services for those who had recent, 
unsuccessful experience looking for jobs on their own 
(or .in FS or UI programs); 

b) 	 case management, 'counseling and fami~y support 

services; . 


expedited child support services, where appropriat~; 

,d) 	 -financial planning and tax assistance; 

e) 	 housing referrals; 

f) 	 child care referrals; 

g} 	 transportation assistance; and 

h) 	 education and training referrals. . . 
(Utah deems diversion recipierts to be AFDC recipients for 
three months. Thus they would have acceSs to services 
through JOBS.) ,. 

Under all models, the~welfare diversio~ model would'b~ 
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available to those with a recent history of self-support and 

no serious impediments to continued self-support~ However f _. 


in some models, access to the program could be much broader. 

States would therefore have the flexibility to add the 

following additional services, as appropriate: referrals to 

health screening and assessment, medical care, mental health __ 

services, sUbstance abuse treatment, vocational 

rehabilitation services, and referral to community services. 
, ' 

2) Because of budget constraints. only individuals in .need~ 
families would be eligible on an entitlement basis for 
emergency cash assistance, child care, and education and ­
training. Need would be established on a basis similar to 

-the existing AFDC program, using similar rules for-income ,
and liquid assets. However, the family could have up to. '/
$~O(OOO in equity value of an automobile/ and there would _ 
no~ be monthly redeterminatio~s of benefit levels. I 
(Like under the current systern t the asset limits could 
provide some reward to or incentive for families who spend 
their resources rather than save~ It is ,unlikely that there 
will be sufficient budget or political will available to 
extend e+~gibility and services to families with resources 
available I but. modest changes to the general resource limit-· 
should be conside;red.) . 

Only 	two month's worth of emergency assistance could be 
provided before basic verification of income and /
circu~stances. Any misrepresentation of circumstances would 
result in lifeti~e ineligibility for further emergency 
assistance, plus a penalty or fine equal to three times the 
amount of overpaid assistance. 

3) 	 Assistance to pay for child care, education, and t~aining 
could be'authorized for up to two years for individuals who 
would otherwis"e be eligible for AFDC;' on a comparable basis 
(i.e., they could be deemed to be AFDC recipients). other 
low-income families could get such,benefits on the same 
basis as other families served by a Work support 
Administration. 

Families' receiving special support for child care and/or 
education and· training (as would-be recipients) could have 
separate clocks running to track their eligibility for such 
services. If they subsequently needed cash assistance, they 
would be able to receive it, but they would be expected to 
engage in work or work activities if they had received two • 

years' worth of education and~training services through the 
welfare diversion program. Child care wo~ld be available ~ 
for anyone subject to work requirements or guaranteed.~~rk, 
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regardless of prior receipt. 

4) 	 The welfare diversion system would work. best for families 
with a history of self-support and with no.serious 
impediments to continued self-support. It·would not be, 
appropriate for: .. 

teen parents who have not completed school; 

..!?) 	 ~a~ilies which are subject to oversight 'by the 
protective services or criminal- jtisti'(;.e systems'; 

c) 	 individuals with serious basic skills deficiencies and 
no work history;. . 

dl 	 those"~with disabling physical or mental condltions
n 

(inclu~ing serious substance abuse problems); and 

e) 	 pregnant women. 

The above categories of individuals would participate in the 
family stabilization program and be referred by case workers 
in the welf.are agency to appropriate supP..e~t ser~~ces. 

During. the first four months of assistance, case managers 
would work with these individuals to encourage them to 
'uti~ize those services which would put them in the be&t 
position to participate successfully in education, training, 
and work. These would include a variety Of family crisis 
services such as housing referrals I family support 
interventions, and substance abuse referrals_ In addition: 

o 	 Teen parents and pregnant teens. would receive family 
planning and parenting services. and' encouraged to 
attend approp!iate schooling_ 

o 	 They and other families with multiple risk factors 
might receive h,ome: visits as part of a case management 
system. 

~ 

o 	 Pregnant women would receive family planning l 

parenting. health counseling and related services, 
where,~appropriatc~ Those with basic skills 
deficiencies might receive early referral to 
educational services~ . , 

Families who receive their initial assistance, through the 
welfare program would' convert to mandat~ry participants at 
the end of four"months., .They could opt to begin 
participation at any point during the~ first' four months. 
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5) Individuals whose employability was uncertain 
~ 

could show up 
,and receive assistance th~oU9h either the emergency, 
assistance program or the"-welfare system. Those who have 
difficulty keeping appointments or fulfilling application 
and verification require~ents would-be b~mp-ed to the welfare 
system. .. -.--	 . 

~. . 
6) 	 Families who participata_in the'welfare diversion program t 

but are not success'fullY_' diverted and stil'+- need cash 
assistance r could obtaln~uch a"ssistance-'oiiry through the 
welfare system. Upon entering the welfare system, they 
would be subje~t ~~ participation requirements. 

(If the, idea of replacing welfare is still '~live, there 
could he an alternative 'approach' here to o~,~_~r up to two 
years of edu'cation and training stipends, along with other 
ed~cation and training supports l as an alternative to 
welfare. Individuals who take this route would be eligible 
for job searoh assistance I financial 'support during job 
search, ~nd work assignments when-their stipends run out.} 

.-.~R~-eligibilitY:: Families whQ_.have not rece;ived ~l1]e.rgency 
assistance in the past two years, and families who have 'received 
less than two years' worth of welfare and emergency assistance 
combined, may receive emergency assistance worth up to two months 
of benefits. . ­

States would have the option to treat any, subsequent emergency 
assistance as a loan program", with individuals expected to pay 
back assistance before qualifying for re-eligibi~ity~ 

States could also ,impose good cause requirements. For example, 
they could deny emergency assistance to a falni~ly which 
voluntarily quit a job E without cause~ 

Model Adaptatiol1LJJnder Ltluman Development Model! Under Toby 1 s 
model, individual families c'ould choose whether to receive their 
initial assistance in the form of welfare or emergency 
assistance_ Both programs -would, provide a full' orientation on 
the two alternative programs, explaining the differences and 

- implications of selecting one over the other~ Those who opt "for 
the welfare approach could choose "either Zl"four-month qrace 
period" or proceed immediately into a 24-month period of 
"intermediate" assistance. ~ 

Model Adaptath;m~pnder'_the Labor Force. Attachmt;!nt Model: 
Education and training support would be "authorized only for those 
wno were .unsuccessful in locating jobs or for those who'were 
successfully diverted and earned education and training credits 
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by supporting themselves. The amount of credits earned would 
depend on the length of time the family supported "itself through 
unsubsidized employment. Also. the range of services provided 
through the'welfare diversion program would be.scaled bacK, and 
there would be no requirement to provide counseling, financial 

"planning ser:vices, referrals to social or health-related 
services, family support services, or education and training 
referrals. Case management and assessmen~ activities would. be 
limited in scope' also. 

liQdel Adaptations for the.....Reyised JOBS Model: Both the Work 
Support "Agency and the welfare agency would conduct assessments, 
including evaluation of basic skills and identification of major 
employment obstacles. If the Work Support Agency is focused on. 
services for "job-readyU individuals, those .for whom significant 
employment barriers and social service needs (or needs for 
medical # mental health. rehabilitation, etc. services) -are 
identified, would be referred to the welfare agency for further 
assessment, referral, and c~sh assistance~ 

. 
Implicat.ioDs for the. Intermediate Term Hopefully t under this 
model, a number of the most employable individuals and families. 
will be diverted from the welfare system. Some, however, will 
come into the welfare system where 'they will be merged with other 
families who have received four months! worth of welfare 
benefits. It will be very important to establish a good system 
for communication, information sharing, and referrals between the 
two systems to provide continuity in services and to prevent 
duplication in assistance. Also , under both streams, many of 
those families facing the greatest instability should- have begun 
receiving services which will help stabilize their lives and 
prepare them to work or participate more su~cessfully in 
education l training and related services. By the time the 20~ 
month period begins, welfare recipients should understand the 
nature of their rights and responsibilities in the system and be 
ready to begin participation at an appropriate level~ 

• .. .'. 
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APPENDIX B 

Family preparatlgn Program 
(Short-Term Assistance "with stringsll) 

overview: This program is one in Which applicants to the welfare 
system would pass through on the way to economic independence or 
intermediate-term assistance~ This is a 60-120 day phase of cash 
and other assistance which relies heavily on: l} orientation of 
the applicant to the requirements of the welfare system and 
services available to foster ,independencej 2) evaluation and 
counseling regarding the short- and long-term needs of the family 
as they relate to economic independence; 3) provision of a menu 
of supportive services which should serve as a spring-board to· 
economic independence for the family. 

This program is not emergency assistance in the way most EA 
programs are now defined. It is designed for those persons who 
would otherwise meet the eligibility requirements for AFDC, or 
welfare as we know it. EWe may wish to endorse a strictly 
emergency program which would make one-time rent or,utility 
payments, or provide food or transportation costs·on a one-time, 
or strictly limited, basis for families who have a regular means 
of support. However, 'such an EA program could .have vastly 
different eligibility and would not necessarily feed into the 
regular assistance program.) 

This program would be very s"imilar to the intermediate-term, 
mandatory. program being considered. It may be viewed as an 
orientation to"the intermediate program; however, if done deftly, 
it could serve as a diversion program because of the quality of 
services and support offered at the beginning of the family's 
contact with tho system. The phase does not require the l ( 
applicant to perform any particular activities, except to go W, 
throqgh orientation and ey.~luation/counseling. Where the family ~~ 

,circumstances call for obvious services (e.g. I child support ' 
enforcement, drug/medical treatment, child care prior to job 
search, etc.), then the family applicant would be asked to enroll 
for those services as a condition. of future support. These are 
the "strings lf mentioned above. No sanctions would be imposed for 
failure to enroll in activities or participate~during this first 
phase. However, the period would be treated somewhat like the 
current conciliation period. It would be used as an opportunity 
to identify and eliminate obstacles to participation. 
Individuals who do not show up would be actively pursued (through 
home visits if necessary) t and staff woul_~ place great e.mphasis 
on the importance of participation-and making progress towards 
self-sufficiency. <Also, they would make note of the prospects 
for future sanctions.· 

, ' 
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Economic independence is defined as non-reliance on cash 
assistance through the welfare system~ 

Assumptions in this model: 

• 	 Families ~hat apply to the welfare system are usually 
in very fragile economic circumstances. While there is 
a proportion of families that come onto welfare and 

.... 	 leave quickly, never to return, many lack the stability 
(i.e., education, work history, job opportunities I 

reliable child support, reliable child care, etc.) 
which allows permanent exit from the welfare rolls, 

, 	 . 
Early intervention with an active and workable system 
of supportive services and psychological support is 
better than allowing a family to relax into a 
"breathing space" of cash assistance from which it will 
be harder to emerge in, 3 or 4 months. 

• 	 Evaluation of the family's circumstances very early in 
the process helps even those relatively independent 
families to plan realistically and with some direction· 
and support. Such planning is often hard to do alone 
and under,the crisis circumstances which brings the 
family to the welfare sys~em. 

Length of Assistance: 

1) 	 The appropriate period of assistance is from 60 to 120 days. 
Persons who have start dates for jobs, or who have not 
worked long enough to have built up a reasonable reserve, 
should receive extensions Qf cash assistance without further 
mandatory activity. 

2) 	 ~his period of assistance will count toward the 2-year 
limit# 

Availability of A§sL~tance and Services: 

1) 	 Besides cash, the State agency would make the following 
services available as needed and appropriate: 
orientation/counseling for applicants, food stamps, job 
bank, day care vouchers or referrals, housing referrals, 
medical caret transportation assfstance, child support 
enforcement" CEO programs, etc. 

These services would be offered to all persons I as needed I 
who would qualify for.ccono... ic assistance under eligibility 
standards. 
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2) Some services would be available to all persons who appea~ed 
,to need them (e.g., child support enforcement, day care 
referrals; referrals to GED program); other services would' 

-be available to persons passing some presumptive tests after 
initial screening (e.g., food stamps, housing referrals t 

transportation assistance, job bank); other services would 
" require verification of eligibility (e~9., day care 

'vouchers, medical care, cash a~sistanee). . 


3) : 	Activities expected of recipients! 

, orientation and counseling - group 
or individual meeting with an 
interim case worker to learn of the 
service menu and expectations for 
participation in the intermediate 
program; 

, participation in an individual 
evaluation session with a case 
manager to outline the ~amily needs 
and develop an independence plani 

, enrollment in-needed services 
(e.g., child support enforcement, 
housing referral, job bank, drug 
rehabilitation, pre-natal or well ­
baby 	treatment" etc.); 

, regular reporting-in on progress on 
the inaependence plan. 

4) 	 This type of short-term assistance should be available in 
general to all recipients. 

The following situations would be treated as spacial case' 
situations: 

• 	 Persons who are suffering from some short-term 
disability, such as late-stage pregnancy I or an acute 
illness, could be excused from some activities. (e.g*E
enrolling in job bank, or child care referral). 
However, if they are able to corne into the welfare 
office and apply for benefits, they'should be able to 
attend orientation and (perhaps) evaluation sessions. 

• 	 (Non-parent) custodial relatives of dependent children 
would he excused from activities, but provided 
inforrnat'ion on available services. 
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• 	 Parsons who are suffering through a time-limited work 
lay-off period with no unemployment benefits would be 
excused. 

5) 	 This is a simple, but highly individualized program~ Its 
success will depend upon the applicant's sense that there is 
an overall expectation of independence inculcated within the 

.~ 	 system. The caseworkerjmanager is there to get the 
applicant started and to offer whatever services can be 
provided to move the applicant in the right direction. 
Thus, there are no special exclusionary rules except one! 
at the end of two years the applicant is expe.cted to work. 
Whether the applicant works in a better paying private­
sector job or in a public-sector job for welfare rates is 
going to depend on the quality of orientation and 
preparation during this initial phase and throughout the 
mandatory period. 

Re eligibility: 

Because families in this economic category are often living under 
extremely unstable Circumstances, it is possible for a family to 
find itself repeatedly in crises through job loss, ,illness, 
pregnancy I loss of child care, etc~ Under such circumstan'ce-s. it 
is likely that families would reapply for welfare after having 
been independent for a reasonable period. 

Blanket rules about recurring enrollment are dangerous. On one 
hand, if 4 or 5 years pass between applications for assistance, 
and it appears that the family has been relatively independent 
during such a period, and if it appears that with a bit of 
counseling and support they get back on their feet; then we 
should consider letting the family have a new 60-120 day period 
without heavy mandated activity. 

If, on the other hand, the family appears very unstable and with 
frequent contacts with the system, then it seems that they should 
be placed in an intermediate status right away, with mandated 
activities and a large amount of support. 

.. 
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APPENDIX C 

Breathing Spaoe Hodel 

overview: Thi~ option minimizes mandates during the first few 
months o~ assistance. AFDC recipients would be given a short~ 
one-time opportunity to receive cash assistance and basic ­
counseling with no mandatory program participation. 

Assumptions: 

1) 	 Recipients should sort themselves out; people who can find 
an alternative to welfare on their own have some time to do 
so. There is'some question whether welfare staff and the 
tools available to-them are particularly effective at 
identifying the most appropriate individuals for 
participation. 

2} 	 Program resources are limited and should be reserved for 
those who need more intensive services over a longer period. 

J) 	 Welfare agencies,may not have the capacity to provide 
extensive servic~s immediately to all new enrollees. 

4) 	 More information needs to be gathered on the value of up­
front intensive services. 

Time 	Period: 

Any family qualifying for welfare for the first time would be 
able to collect cash assistance for a gO-day period on an 
unconditional basis. A family could receive assistance·on this 
basis only once. If they left and re-entered, they would be 
immediately placed under the (mandatory participation) rules of 
the longer-term assistance program« The reason for this Hfirst ­
time only" rule is because people who apply for welfare multiple 
times are likely to require more attention and should begin 
participating more quickly~ By nature of their return to the 
rolls. they would be self-sorting themselves into the category of 
individuals needing intervention. 

Interaction with the Time Limit! 

This period would be counted towards a family's total time on 
cash assistan£e. Including short-term assistance in the time 
limit avoids the accusation that this is just another loophole to 
lengthen the effective eligibility period-. Exemptions that are 
granted on the basis of identifiable~hardship will be more 
defensible. . 
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Access to Assistance: 

States must grant cash assistance using the same eligibility 
requirements as during the mandatory period. States must assess 
the applicant's needs for financial assistance and to provide 
basic information and counseling about available services. 
Recipients have the right to participate in any of the programs 
offered to mandatory. participants· and can be added-immediately to 
any waiting list. states are encouraged, but not required, to 
have adequate capacity to offer assistance to individuals in the 
first 90 days. They are also encouraged, but not required, to 
offer inducements to those leaving early. 

Exceptions to the Breathing space: 

Clearly some classes of participants are very unlikely ~o leave 
welfare on their own in three months. For instance, teen mothers 
who have not finished high school and have no work experience are 
unlik~ly yo benefit fro~ a laissez-faire approach. Therefore, 
program rules could be set up to make teen parents and other 
appropriate categories of high-risk individuals :tneligib'le for 
the normal breathing space. 

At the same timet if the time-limit rules allow re-eligibility to 
be established after a long period of timet such as five years, 
families,might again be given breathing space when they come 
back. 
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SANCTIONS DURING THE TRANSITIONAL SUPPORT pgBIOD 

Backgroynd. CUrrent law calls for progressive monetary sanctions 
against non-exempt individuals who fail to comply in meeting 
requirements under the JOBS program, refuse to accept available 
employment, or quit jobs--unless they have good cause. These 

. sanctions take the form of removal the amount allowed for the 
individualtg needs when the size of the family's AFOC payment is 
computed. When the sanctioned,uindivldual is the parent~ oUr other 
caretaker in the family, the check can be taken away from his-or 
her control and issued to a third party in the form of a . 
protective payment. 

Prior to any sanction action, States must enter into a 
concilia~ion process with non-cooperating individuals to see if 
any disputes about, cooperation can be resolved without a 
sanction. Also, individuals have the right to request a hearin9 
prior to the imposition of a sanction. 

The-first time an individual is sanctioned, the sanction ruhS 
until the failure to comply ceases. Any second sanction must run 
at least three months. Any third or subsequent sanction must run 
at least six months. 

For, AFOC-UP cases, the needs of both parents are removed unless 
the second parent participat,es in the JOBS program or meets 
certain other specific requirements. This policy has proven very 
problematic because sometimes second parents are unable to 
participate due to no fault of their own~ Prior to the passage 
of the Family Support Act of 1988 , the entire family was denied 
benefits if the principal earner in an AFDC-UP case was subjeot 
to sanction. 

sa~ction rates for JOBS programs vary significantly across 
states, and in some States vary considerably from office to 
office. In part, these'differences reflect'differences in the 
extent to which the programs are focusing on voluntary or 
mandatory participation. However, they also reflect differences 
in program philosophy, saturation, administrative priorities, and 
views of the efficacy of such actions. 

The experience of some of the best-known welfare demonstration 
projects, incluqing the Riverside GAIN program, the Teen Parent 
Demos and Ohio's LEAP, suggest that sanctions--especially in the 
contex~ of a strong supportive strategy--can be an effective tool 
for obtaining participation and improving program impacts. 
Results from other programs (such as the Illinois job search 
program) which emphasized sanctions heavily, but provided little 
par,ticipant support, suggest that sanctions in the Wl:'Oi)9.,context 
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can'be unproductive4 

Issue II 8ile or S.nction 

OPTIONS: 

A. Generally maintain current law, but 'remove only the . needs,of the non-complying individual even in UP cases •' 

, '

B. 	 Allow whole family sanction~: 

C. 	 Eliminate sanctions during the transitional period. 

D. 	 Allow States greater flexibility in setting the size 
the sanction~ within certain monetary limits. This 
could include fle~ibility to increase the size of the 
financial penalty for extended or recurrent incidents 
of non-compliance. ' 

RECOMMENDATION: OPTION A, with OPTION D as a'demonstration 
option. 

Discussi9a.· 

1) 	 While some have proposed that whole-family sanctions be 
imposed during the transitional period, stronger sanctions 
should not be necessary under a time-limited system, Where 
individual~ ,face' strong incentives to take jobs and work on 
their employability. 

2) 	 Sanctions affect the well-being of children, as well as the 
non-complying adult. In the absence of any clear indication 
that there is a problem with the size of the sanction, 
restraint in expanding the size of sanctions seems 
indicated. 

J) 	 Families who are unwilling to work may lose all cash support 
after the period of transitional support. Experience with 
this part of the program could provide some valuable 
information about the effects of withdrawing assistance from 
families--in terms of the potential effects on children, 
family stability, and the child welfare system~ From this 
experience, we would have a better basis for deciding 
whether allowing whole-family sanctions would make sense. 

4) 	 The effect of whole-family sanctions would need special
consideration in developing a definition of the time­
limited period. If sanction months did not count as months 
of assistance, the~penalty would be largely mitigated. If 
they did count, then the family could face a substantially 

I, c",,fi
I 'c:;;.-­
\ 
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shorter time-limit. The latter policy would be less 
problematic if the sanctioned individuals' had access to 

j services during tpis period (see Issue VII). 

Our assumption is that, periods during which individual 
sanctions are imposed have no effect on the length of the 
transitional support period. 

5) 	 While our experience with teen parents suggests that"some 
"change in the level of financial rewards and penalties might 

be effective, other evidence suggests that this is,not a 
particularly promising area. Additional information might 
therefore be helpful .. 

, 6) 	 Some' have argued that, 'in a time-limited system, it makes 
little sense to impose sanctions against uncooperative 
individuals since the impending time limit should provide 
~dequate motivation for individuals to participate 
faithfully in activities. However, experience has shown 
that the threat of financial sanctions is a useful tool for 
getting needy recipients through the door. It helps ensure 
that families that are at" highest risk receive early 
attention and get access to valuable resources that might 
otherwise be diverted to families who are' capable of self-. 
support. . ,:; . 

Issue II. Bonuses vs. sanctions 

OPTIONS: 

A. 	 Maintain current law, with its focus on sanction vs. 
rewards. 

B~ 	 Allow some State experimentation, o_n a demonstration' 
basis. 

C. 	 Give States the flexibility to develop their own reward 
and penalty systems. 

RECOHKENDATION: OPTION A. 

Discussion: 

1) 	 The Ohio LEAP experience suggests that soma change in the 

level of financial reward, perhaps in combination with 

sanctions, might be effective. However~ given that the 

impact of bonuses in LEAP appears to be modest at bestl and 

the bonus policies in Washington's PIP and New York's CAP 


-did not produce positive impacts, we would give this area a 
low priority in setting an evaluation strategy. . . 
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In the absence of information supporting the effectiveness 
'Qf bonuses, and aware that bonuses would increase program 
costs, it would be imprudent to pursue use of bonuses~ 

2) 	 It is unclear whether it would be helpful to experiment with 
policies'such as increases in the monetary size of sanction 
for subsequent failures or other variations of current 
sanction policies. ""'" ' 

• 
• psue III. program Interfaoe. 

OPTIONS: 

A. 	 Maintain current system . 
. 

8. 	 Provide that Food Stamp and housing benefits do not go 
up when welfare benefits are reduced due to sanction~. 

c. 	 Provide that Food'Stamp benefits are ,subject to 
sanction when AFDC recipient receiving Food Stamps is 
subject to sanction+ 

RECOl!HE!IDA'rION: ASSlJlIE UNSANCTIOIlED AFDC I!l!1IEPIT AMOOllT WIlEN 
CALCULATING FOOD STAMP AND ROUSING Bl!1IEFITS. 

Discussion. 

1) 	 To a large extent the effect of AFDC sanctions is currently Ij'
undermined because assistance provided under other programs I 
automatically goes up as cash assistance is reduced. 

2) 	 Under current rules E it is very difficult to determine what 
"the overall impact of an AFDC sanction on a family's 
financial status might be. Most sanctioned families benefit' 
from increa'ses in Food stamp benefits. However, other 
changes- are more idiosyncratic because they are less 
commonly received (e.g., 25-30 percent of AFOC reCipients 
receive housing benefits) and often are calculated less 
frequently. 

3) 	 The Food Stamp program currently bas a provision which 
allows Food Stamp benefits to be reduced when a JOBS 
sanction is imposed. However, this Food Stamp penalty is 
seldom invoked because it is only allowed when JOBS 
requirements are comparable to those in the Food stamp E&T 
program. This restriction ~ould have to be eliminated for 
Option C to go into place. 

.-. 4) For non-cooperation cases, Food stamps has no minimum 
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sanction; all sanctions are curable. Also the standard 
sanction period remains at two-months; there is no increase 
in the length of sanction for subsequent failures~ For AFDC 
to have the same sanction period as Food stamps would 
require a reduction in AFDC sanctions. 

5) HUD could be affected by stronger 
sanctioned families might" well be 
paying their rent. 

AFDC sanctions 
more. negligent 

since 
about 

6) An argument could be made for joint Food Stamp sanctions if 
stronger sanctions were desired, the safety net was 
otherwise considered "adequate r and joint sanctions were 
deemed feasible,. However, given the differences in current 
sanction policies, joint sanctions might be difficult to 
implement. " 

7) 	 This is a promising area for review 'by the Proqra~ 
Simplification group. /<:-~. 	 .- ­

Issue IV: sanction Process. 

OPTIONS: 

A. 	 Leave current" process in place. 

B. 	 Allow States to develop expedited sanction processes. 

Put Federal limit on the length of time allowed for 
conciliation (e.q'f two-four weeks) 

Eliminate the requirement for conciliation. 

NO CLEAR RECOKHENDATIOII 011 HOW FAR TO !lOVE HE SYSTBH. 

,Discussion. 

1) 	 JOBS workers have expressed some dissatisfaction with the 
'requirements for conciliation prior to the imposition of a 
sanction. They feel that the conciliation requirements, 
particularly ~hen viewed in combination with the faiL 
hearings and "curen provisions, make the sanctions process 
too time-consuming and cumbersome to be effective or 
worthwhile. 

2)' . It is generally accepted that rewards and punishments must 
~, ,occur reasonably close in time to the precipitating event in 

..... order to be effective. SOme JOBS ope'rators feel the current 
system does not allow this. 

,..' .~ 
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3) 	 A prolonged sanctions process can impinge on thc'ability of 
states to adequately serve the most disadvantaged recipients 
by increasing the amount of *'dow:r:" time between assignments. 

4) 	 The efficacy of a sanction system is undermined if staff are 
unwilling or unable to invest the time needed to sanction 
non-compliers. 

5) 	 So~e,administrators who strongly support sanctions also feel 
the current conciliation and "good cause" processes, when 
used in conjunction with a strong case management system, 
can be successful in promoting participation without 
financial penalty. It is possible that the procedural 
requirements cause a bigger problem in States with staffing 
problems. Changing the process may not be the best ~esponse 
to the problem~ 

6) 	 While States have had a lot of complaints about . 
conciliation, and some seem reluctant to use sanctions 
because of it, we do not know that it is'universally 
disliked. 

7) 	 Any change to the process would need to be consistent with 
due process requirements under Goldberg v. Kelle~. 

S) 	 It is our hope and expectation that stronger sanction 
processes would only he allowed in the context of stronger 
support systems. However t we do not know how to assure 
that. 

Issue v; Le~th of Initial Sangtion 

OPTIONS: 

A. 	 Maintain current law (no minimum period). 

B. 	 Allow States to impose a minimum one-month initial 

sanc~ion, on a demonstration basis. 


C. 	 Give States a generai option to impose a minimum one­
month initial sanction.

0" Create a minimum first-month sanction .. .,/ 
yi,. {.fNO CLEAR RECOMMENDATION ON HOW PAR TO MOVE THE SYSTEM. 
e",,-~~

Discussion. 	 C&LW¢,,.{V-J 
", 	 , 

...... A'>:- , ­1) . First sanctions are now curable at any time. ""Some: States 
kp-,s& 
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have complained that this makes it too easy for recipients 
to qame the systemi it enables them to maintain their 
benefits by complying only on a sporadic basis~ 

state dissatisfaction with the conciliation process has been 
evident before. The vast majority of States which elected 
to operate WIN De~onstration projects in the early 1980's ./

" 	 substantially pared down or eliminated the WIN conciliation 

process. _ .~ . 


2) 	 The current system can be very burdensome administratively. 
If a minimum sanction were available, it might· be easier for 
States to resolve cases of non-cooperation. 

3) 	 The~e is some interest in Option Di however, we are unsure 
about recommending 'it when changes to the conciliation 
process are being considered and we cannot guarantee what" 
kinds of information, case management, counseling and 
supportive services are being made available to recipients~ 

Issue VI, Minimum sanetiqOI for Job Refusal or Job Quits~ 

OPTIONS: 

A. 	 Maintain current- law and apply the same· sanctions for 
job refusals and voluntary job quits as for other types 
of noncooperation. 

B. 	 Apply a fixed three-month sanction for all, incidents. 

c. 	 Apply a standard three-~onth sanction for the first 
such' incidence and. a six-month sanction for subsequent 
incidents. 

RECOMHBNDATiON: OPTION C; impose standard three or six-month 
Siulctions. . 

Discussion. 

1) 	 The current system treats failure to accept a job and 
voluntary job quits.no differently than the failure to 
accept an education and training assignment~ However/ in 
terms of 'their potential effects on welfare dependency and 
welfare.costs, the former actions can be much more serious: 
First, they are seldom reversible; recipients cannot 
normally change their minds and get a job back~ second, the 
consequences may be"felt for several-months because there 
may be no ready opportunity to 'get an alternative job. 
Finally, ~anctions in-these cases, may be easier to "cure" 
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because 
~ 

recipients can easilY, claim willingness to 
cooperate, and their claims cannot be easily tested. 

2 ) 	 The Food Stamp program has fixed 9·0-day sanctions for 
voluntary quit situations. It imposes such sanctions also 
for incidents which occur within the 6o-day period prior to 
application. 

3) 	 In the AFDC-UP.program, if the principal. earner refuses' a 
job within the lO-day period~·prior to application, the 
family is ineligible~ Also, families are denied benefits 
for 30 days follo'Wing the' onset of the principal earner IS 
unemployment, regardless of the ~eason for unemployment. 

4) 	 If the system imposes a serious time limit~ the "need to 
address voluntary quits as a special situation is 
diminished. 

5) 	 While we might prefer a policy which did not sanction 
individuals for actions taken prior to apPlicat-" uch a 
policy would be inconsistent with Food Stamp and UI policy 
and might be rejected on that basis. At the e ime t it . 
could be argued that sanctions for qUitting or refusing jobs 
would only be imposed against those who had been fully . 
advised of the consequences of their actions. It might be 
advisable for the Program Simplification group to look at 
this issue. 

Issue VII, Aooess to services. 

OPTIONS: 

A. 	 Maintain current _law and deny sanctioned individuals 
access to services. 

8. 	 Allow sanctioned individuals who agree to cooperate 
access to employment. education, train"ing, and related 
support services. 

RECOMMENDATION: OPTION 8; allow 9anctione~ indivi~uals to access IN~ 
services. /' 

Discussion. 
~ 

1) Under current law, individuals who are .sanctioned are denied 
access to services. In the case of an 'initial sanction, 
this policy does not create any problem because the sanction 
ends (Le., "is cured") when~ the individual begins 

. co"oper~tinq. However 1 subsequent sanctions run for a 
minimum period of three or six months depending on which 
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number sanction it is. Thus, even when an individual is 
cooperating~ he or she may be shut out from services for as 
long as six months. 

2) 	 Under a time-limited. system, denial of services would be 
detrimental to both the individual and to the State agency 
because it wastes time that might be needed to get an 
individua~ employable in the private labor market. 

. , 

.' 

.. 	 ,' .. • 
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,I§gNAGE PA8EHrS IN A TRANSITIONAL 8UPPORI PROGRAM 

, Through the passage of the Family Support Act of 1988, the Congress 
gave special recognition to the needs of teenage parents on AFOC. 
The Family Support A~t provides that State ··welfare agencies 
specific.ally target teen parents...: for JOBS services. Numerous 
studies have documented that teenage parents often have multiple 
needs - and are at very high risk of long-term poverty and the 
associated neqative consequences. While childbearing as a teen 
dOes not, in and of itself, result in these outcomes for all young 
mothers and their children! it is significantly associated with 
.lower earnings, lower educational attainment, and longer welfare 
use for the mothers and reduced cognitive development and social 
and emotional well-being for their children. 

several recent reports provide_a useful context from which to 

consider appropriate ,programs for teen parents on AFDC. One is 

the recent GAO survey of State J05S programs I service delivery to 

teen parents. The report title reflects the findings: states Move 

\.1nevenl.y to' Serve T~j~:n Parents in JOBS t July 1993. The GAO study 

indicates that in· the 16 ~ states included in the study, ~he 


percentage of teens parents who were enrolled in the JOBS program 

ranged from 7 percent to 53 percent. Further~ the report indicates 

that of the teens who were classified as mandatory! 66 percent had 

never been enrolled in JOBS. The study also indicates' that 

enrollment does not always lead to high school completion -- up to 

35 percent were found to have not completed their education often 

due to another pregnancy or other personal or family problems. 

Howe.ver, .the report indicates that teen parents who receive.d ~a,n' 
 / 

enhanced service such as Earenting classes, were more likely to 

complete their educations than those who"aid not receive' such 

services~ The report suggests that many States have not fully 

implemented the provisions. of the Family Support Act for teen 

parents and may have difficultly mounting appropriate service 

delivery programs for their teen parent population. 


A second report is "the evaluatl"on of the Ohio Department of Human 
Services' "Learning, Earning and Parenting" (LEAP) demonstration. 
In the LEAP demonstration, pregnant or parenting teens were 
required to attend school (high school, -alternative schools, ABE 
programs # or GED preparation programs). Those 'Who attended 
regularly received a monthly bonus payment of $62; those who failed 
to meet the requirement received $62 less than their normal AFOC 
benefit in each month they failed to comply without.-good cause. 
While some counties had more difficulty than others in implementing 
the program~ it was' operated· statewide. The evaluation report 
indicates that· pregnant and parenting' teens on AFOC whoh 

VII - 1 




Transitional Support Group Paper; For ~iscussion Only 10/1/93 

participated in the program were significantly more likely to 
attend high school or GED programs than were control group members. 
The study also found that it is effective to target teen parents 
who are attending school rather than waiting until they dropout 
before intervening with appropriate program services. The LEAP 
program was more effective with younger teens and those .still in 
school than with older dropouts; however, the program was still 
effective in increasing participation.for those who had dropped out 
of'school. Excerpts from briefing materials on the demonstration 
are attached. ~.. ,. 

Another recent evaluation report is based on the experience of the 
States of Illinois and New Jersey in the operation of the "Teen 
Parent Demonstration. If 'these programs generally included 
pro~isions which were very similar to the JOBS program provisions 
for teen parents and they were found to be effective ·-in 
significantly increasing the likelihood that. teen parents 
participate in an appropriate education, 'trainfng or employment 
program. The demonstrations involved universal· participation of 
all teen parents' who were randomly assigned to the program 
regardless of age, school status~ or age of child and provided 
fairly intensive case management services as well as other support 
services such as ~hild care, transportation and supplemental 
instruction in life-skills, parenting f and family planning. Teens 

. in the' demonstrations "Were required to participate in -program 
activities expected to promote future econo~ic ,self-sufficiency­
-education, skills training and employment. Teen parents who did 
not comply with program requirements were subject to a fiscal 
sanction of approximately $160 for each month they failed to comply 
without good cause. As with the LEAP findings, early intervention 
was found to be effective. A table on program impacts excerpte~ 
from one of the evaluation reports is attached. 

The Center for Population Options has estima.ted that the. public 
will spend approximately $51,000 over the next 20 years for each 
family that receives pubic assistance following the birth of a 
child to a teen. Such estimates lend importance to the need to 
give teen parents on welfare high priority for services for them 
to attain the educational and vocational skills necessary to help 

;.. them become economically self-sufficient. " Because of the 
youthfulness of these parents, it is important to also focus on 
their needs as parents and the needs of their young children. The 
FY 1991 Charact.~ristics and Financial C1.rcumstances of AfDe 
Itmienl:L~lication indicates that there were. apprC?ximately 

(29 ,000 teenage ·.mothers~ The..., table reflectl.ng thls number 
is'affiClieo. ~ , . . 

Issue 1: coverage·.- . 
Current policies under the JOBS program exempt from program 
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requirements teen parents who are,under 16, attending school full ­
time, in their second or third trimester of pregnancy I or have 
completed high SChool/CEO. In addition; once a teen completes high 
sC,hool or attains the age of 20 1 the exemption, for car~n9 for a 
child under the age of 3 (or, at state option, age 1) often results 
in the teen/young parent no longer being required to further 
participate in the JOBS program. 

OPTIONS: 

A. 	 Maintain current exemptions. 

5: 	 Eliminate current exemptions for parents under the age 
of 20. 

C. 	 Eliminate exemp"f1on of caring for .young child for those 
who begin the pr~gr~m as a teen parent. 

D. 	 Eliminate current exemptions for parents under the age 
ofi2ODand eliminate the exemption 'for caring for a young 
chrrd for those who begin the program as a teen parent. 

RECOMMENDATION: Option O. All teen parents would be required to 
participate in education* training·or employment activities. The 
requirement to participate would continue after the teen completes 
high sch90l or attains a GED or attains the age of 20. . The 
findings from the recent studies of education and training programs 
for teen parents.support this position. 

Issue 2; Transitional Assistanc. 

Under a transitional assistance program, AFDC recipients may have 
a limited period under which to receive cash assistance. 

OPTIONS: 

A. 	 The definitions and rules for the transitional assistance 
program 'would be the same for teen parents as for other 
recipients. 

B. 	 Provide alternative policies specifically for -teen 
parents * Such policies would al'low extensions of cash 
assistance as long as the teen parent was· pursuing a high 
school ~iploma as an initial activity or in combination" ~~ 
with another activity. 

RSCOM:KlarlDA'l'ION: Option. B. The experie,nce of the Teen Parent ~ 1 
demonstration indicates that the averagE age of teen parents when '" 

.. . . they begin to receive AFDC is about" 17 years old. However # from 
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5 to 	10 percent of the, teens across the three sites were below age 
15. Oepending on their age and the level of education achievement E 

it may take several years for a teen to complete high school before 
they can participate in other activities leading to self­
sufficiency~ Extensions of transitional support while they are 
pursuing secondary education should be provided. _ I ~, \. ~ ~~ 

~	\ ...~,~ S If 

~ Issue 3; Two-generational program -. ,". 
Under current JOBS policies, States are not required to provide 
parenting/child development instruction but may do so as a 
supportive service (at a lower matching rate). 

OPTIONS: 

A. 	 Maintain current policy of state flexibility and 
reimbursement at the lower matching rate~ 

B.. 	 Require states to provide parenting instruction to teen 
parents; reimbursement at the supportive services 
matching rate4 

c. 	 Establish· parenting instruction as a required .comporle,nt 
to be provided to teen parents in JOBS with reimbursement 
at the same level as other component activity. 

RECOMMENDATION; Option C. Given that research' indicates that Ok:. 
children in poverty I and particularly those in AFDC families l 
experience a higher degree of risk, for poor outcomes on many 
indicators of health and· well-beinq, including higher rates of 
serious illness, lead poisoning, nutritional deficiencies, and 
developmental delaYt and the added factor of the relative 
immaturity of t~e parent, incorporating social support and, 
parenting instruction into the education, ,training and employment' 
program for young parents is likely to enhance the future prospects 
for self-sufficiency for the next generation as well as increase 

.the probability of higher levels of program participation among the 
teens (see GAO study cited above). States can be given flexibility 
:r;eqardin9~methods of providin'g the serv1ces,~eith,~r in combination 
with other components or as a separate component. 

1 Klerman , L. "Improvi,ng the Health of Infants and Young 
.,.~ Children in Poverty. It Paper prepared for the N~tional Center for 

Children in Poverty; Columbia University, New York, ~9aa. 

smith, S ... Blank, S'" Bond~ J. uone""Program, Two Generations: A 
Report of the Forum on Children and the Family Support Act .. "~'The 
Foundation for Child Development, 1990. 
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Under JOBSt there is no prescribed approach to case management for 

teen parents. States may establish specialized case management 

units to serve teen parents exclusively ·or teens may be served by 

the same case'managers who serve adult'participants. 


-OPTIONS: 
. 

A. 	 Maintain current policy of State flexibility~ 

B. 	 Require states to provide specialized case management for .­
teen parents. This may be specialized units whose case 
managers serve only teen"-' parents or selected case 
managers .who are' assigned the teen parent cases. Such 
case managers should be provided with training to help 
them meet the needs of teen parents. 

RECOMMENDATION: Option Bw GiVen the relative level of immaturity 
of the parents I the multiple needs of teen parents and their young ·77,
children, and the lessons learned from the studies cited in the 
Background section, providing case managers who are specially 

. 	trained to help meet the needs of teen parents and their childrsn 
is likely to increase and promote full participation. 

Issue 5; Bonuses or Sangtions 

Under current law 1 teen parents who are in the JOBS program are 

subject to the same sanction provisions as are adults who do not 

comply with program participation requirements~ The Ohio LEAP 

demonstration' provided bonuses when teens .complied with program 

requirements and sanctions when they did not. However, the study 

design does not, allow Us to assess the independent effect .of the 

sanctions vs the bonuses or the financial provisions alone since 

there was a' fairly strong case management component with the 


,program also. The Teen Parent demonstrations which produced 

statistically' significant impact on' participation included. the 

equivalent of the current JOBS sanction~ i·.e.~ removal of the non­

complying in~ividualts needs from the AFDC qrant calculation, but 

allowed that the grant amount be re~tored upon compliance 

regardless of whether it was a first or subsequent sanct~on. While 

sanctions were viewed as important in gaining teen parent 

participation, there was no test of a sanction vs non-sanction or 

sanction/bonus combination approach. 


,,'OPTIONS: 

A. 	 Maintain current policies, 
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B. 	 Allow states the option of providing bonuses which would 
be matched as AFOC benefit payments: 

c. 	 CondUct demonstrations to test the effectiveness of 
sanctions vs. bonuses. 

RECOMMENDATION: OPTION A. There is not sUfficient evidence to 
support a change of policy. Secause the relati~e effect of the 
bonus or sanction would be expected to vary based on the State AFDC 
payment level and because there is~'obviously, no way to test all 
combinations of dollar values for the sanctions and bonuses, 
demonstrations would still leave many unanswered qUestions related 
to the appropriate level and mix of the bonuses and sanctions which 
could be expected to be effective. Sanctions and bonuses also need 
to be considered in the context of related programs policies., 
Under current lawi the reduction in, AFDC - due to a sanction is 
offset by increased Food stamp 'benefits, and, in some instances 
perhaps, decreased housing costs. These program policy 
interactions should be given some attention. 

Issue": Teens Who Are Not Parents 

Under the JOBS program, dependent children under the age of 16 who 
are not in school are not required to participate in any activity, 
including school~ 

OPTIONS: 

A. 	 Maintain c~rrent policies. 

B. 	 Require dependent children .to attend school regularly~ 

C. 	 Allow states the option of including teens who are 
dependent children and who have demonstrated high-risk 
of being school dropouts as mandatory JOBS participants, 
requiring school attendance, and providing them and their 
families with necessary support services. 

RECOMMENDATION: option C. There.have been no research findings ,to 
date regarding the effectiveness of a school attendance requirement 
for non-parent dependent children in AFOC families2. However, many 
of these"children are at high risk of dropping out of school and, 
for many, of becoming teen parents. Given the findings of the 

Z The 	Wisconsin Learnfare d~monstration is now being evaluated 
based' on a random assignment research design. Early findings 
should available within the next year to 18 months. Several other 
states have implemented demonstrations including school attendance 

'requirements but the findings will not'be available 'for'some time • 
. 
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studies discussed in the Background section that early intervention 

with young parents is effective, a targeted school attendance 

policy operated in conjunction with school district drop-out 

prevention programs could help reduce the risks of school· dropout 

for non-parent teens on AFDC. 


Other Issues 

There were other' issue areas considered in relation to transitional~' 
assistance for teen parents for which there was not adequate time 
to fully explore or which may be addressed in other subject areas. 
These include: mandating, rather than making optional; the \ 
requirement that AFDC be provided to never~married minor parents, ~GS 

.. only if they liv.~th a pare!1t or other adult or in an adult- t,.::.­
." .supervised, supportive settings, with limited exceptions; linking 

transitional._ assistance eligibility or payments to other 
responsible social behavior, such as obtaining appropriate 
~v..entive health care and im.w.un.t~.atioI:ls for young children or ye;s
limiting eligibility for increased benefits for additional 
childrenj or liberaliz'ing the UP prior workjschool history '7 
requiremen~s for minors who are ,married. 

Attachments 

A -. Table 21 from FY 91 AFDC characteristics data 

B - Excerpt from LEAP briefing materials 

C - Excerpt from ,Teen Parent report 

D - Subgroup Members 


' . 

..­
• 

'. 
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Attachment D 

Transitional Support Group 

Teen Parent Subgroup 

Members: 

, Karen Armstrong, ASPE 
David Arnaudo, ACF 

Nancye Campbell, ACF .1 


.Mareia Cromer, os ' 

Audrey Pendleton, DoEd 
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PERSQijS WITH PISAQILITI!StH APDC HOOS~BOLPS 

This paper discusses the extent to which people with disabilities 
participate in the AFDe program r services they receive, and 
policy options for welfare reform. 7he first section provides 
information from several studies that estimate the number of 
people with disabilities who are"AFDC recipients. The research 

.' 	 reviewed showed that estimates range from one in three families 
to one in nine families on AFDC include at-least one member with 
a disability. However, because the research focused on 
functional, physical E and sensory impairment, it likely under 
reports hidden disabilities such as learning disabilities and 
mental~impairments. In most AFOC households the person with the 
di'sability is the female caretaker. The'second section"outlines 

, assessment practices and the array of services that are currently 
available under__ the AFD9 and JOBs programs. In--the final section 
of the paper broad policy options are presented. 

-
The primary'purpose,of this paper is to focus atte~tion on the 
prevalence of disabi~ities among AFOC recipients I and to 
highlight that under the present system their service needs are 

. not being. addressed. The hope is that this' information will 
.assist the Working Group in deciding how to address the needs of 
, this popUlation. Beaause there are substantial knowledqe qaps 

reqarding the Dumber or AFDC recipients with disabilities and 
their servioe needs, the most prudent'option at this time may be 

.to conduct demonstrations', 

Because many AFDC recipients with disabilities will need a 
transitional period that exc.eeds two years, some of the issue 
group membe"r.s believe that it would be best to have a separate­
"track for people with disabilities. Keeping those with 
disabilities in the two-year transitional' system~" but allo"wing 
extensions becausQ of greater service needs I may undermine the 
time limit •. However t it is the view of most of the staff-­
involved in compiling this draft that having a separate track. 
would be counter to the principle of inclusion that has been 
guiding:dlsability policy in recent years. 'There would ,be a ­
great deal of mistrust in the disability community of a separate 
traCk.. ".. Keeping ,p~ople with.disabili·ties .in the transit(orial-.. I-­
system but allowing extensions where, treatment'and rehabilitation 
plans indicate that more time ·is n'eeded would emphasize -the' 'v:. 
expectation that all clients can,work. 'Note, that under' either' 10 
case, people' with disabilities, would not be eX81llpted from - . . . i '1, 
participation~ .. , This would be cons.l.ste'nt with a program model .. ___"i \Y 
based -on the 'philosophy that ev~ryone~'can and should oe doing-- _.-_5~'1; 7 

Isometp,ing 'to move towards self-sufficiency. How~ver _thls "Would .' 
. re"quire a _SUbstantial commitment of 'resources to conduct' - ... 
,~ppiopr"iate assessments and::insure that treatment and haDi'lita­.. 
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tion slots would be available . 
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I. 	 MDO'Receipt Among Persons with Disabilities and Tbeir ' 
caretakers 

This section presents information on the prevalence and type of 
disabilities among AFDC heads of household"and other members of 
AFOC households. _. " ., -
Administrative information on·'AFOC recipients who have disabili ­

..... ties is limited. While udeprivation due to incapacity" is' one of 
the eligibility categories for AFDC , administrative data' identify 
incapacity as'a reason for eligibility o~ly if recipients do not 
qualify for another reason (for example~ as a single: parent). 'A"s" 
a result, the.-number of AFDe recipients with disabilities is 
underestimated.~ For this reason, administrative data are not 

-," ,used 	for··this paper. " .. ' 

A. -	 Prevalence of Disability Among Heads of AFDC Households 

The prevalence of disabilities among AFDC recipients is examined 
in three studies -- Zi11 et a1*r 1991, Doyle et al. r 1990, and 
Michele Adler, 1993. In addition t a limited number of other 
studies discuss the prevalence of specific disabilities among 
AFoe recipients and their families. 

Doyle and Adler used self-reports of functional limitations to 
estimate disability.' Zill also used"seli-reports to determine 
prevalence rates .for various conditions that may limit employ­
ability. 

Doyle's {1990) estimates were based on the 1984 SIPP. In brief I 

she found that: 	 . 

o 	 approx~mately_.~~~.Q~ of adults receiving AFDC had" a 
-"­

severe disability. A severe disability was defined as 
needing assistance.wit~ ADLs or IADLs. 

tActivities of :-Daily Living (AOLs) include dressing I eating 1_•• 

or personal hygiene. Inability to perform"any of these without 
lltssistance is generally "proxied· to_ indicate a seyere disability ~~ 

Instrumental Activities of ~Daily -Llvi'ng,_ (IADLs) . include light 
_.~ housework,. meal preparation, taking-a walk. In~"bility-f'to perforlIl 
-' :th"ese is proxied to indicate a less severe disabilIty . 
. ...."'sensory/physical functions include 5eein9".: hearing, lifting 19 

~" pounds and climbing a flight of'stairs .. _ Inability to perform one 
-or more of these "'is p!='oxied to 'indicate a moderate disability ... 
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o 	 An additional 12 percent were unable to perform one or 
more physical or sensory functions, or had difficulty 
in perform,ing two or more sensory functions. 

o 	 16.7 percent of adult AFDC recipients had a substantial 
functional limitation. 

o 	 13.7 percent of adults" receiving AFDC reported that 
,..fhey had a limitation that prevented._W,.Q.I:k. Anothe.rr.=.4 
percent reported that they were unable to work full 
time or wor~:regularly. 

Adler (1993) used 1990-data and the same definitions of 
disability as Doyle. She estimated that: 

- " o 6 percent of wo"inen on AFDC had ,a se"vere disability. 
This'" compares to a '1.8 percent prevalence rate "among 

.- women age- 15-.4.~___ who have never received AFDC'. 

, o 	 Another 13 percent had a substantial functional 
limitation, resulting in a total of 18.8 percent of 
women on AFDC having a disability. 

Adrer described other characteristics of AFDC recipients with 
disabilities. For example, nearly 60 percent of those with 
disabilities have not finished high school compared to 44 percent 
of those without disabilities. However, there is no difference 
in the percentage of AFDC women ever employed based on the 
presence of a disability. 

Note that the number of adults reporting that they had conditions 
that limited work was' less than the number estimated to have 
disabilities. Only 60 percent of those estimated to have a 

--disability reported that they had a health condition that 
prevented work. Also,·6.7 percent of those who'were estimated ,to 
have no 'disabilities reported having conditions that limited ' 
worK. For this latter group the work. limitations included-':'mEmtal 
ill~_es.s, mental retardation, or episodic conditions"such" as 
cancer. 

,...... Neither ,Adler nor Doyle ,analyzed in-depth the type~of~ disabili ­
.ties that were reported. Adler found that "bad back'\'was the, ~ 

: mos~t.,prevalent condition reported among those who.spe'cified their 
disability. Other conditions reported were arthritis, respirato­
ry trouble, and "other".' '.- ',. 

" 
Zill., ,·et· al. (1991) used the, Current Population Survey, ~tie 
National' Health Int,erview Survey, and the National 'Longitudinal 

"' .. .: Sur.vey 'of Youth to estimate ,t.I}.~ employability' of- AFDC .In?thers. 
_.,~Th'ey found:. '. ., ,-.'~ ..J.' 
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o~ . Using the CPS, that 5~ 7 percent of ArOe mothers had a 
disability. This estimate is the percentage of AFDC' 
WOmen who reported that 'the reason they did not work in 
the previous year is because they were ill or had a 
d.isability. 

Using the National H~alth Interview Survey, that 5 
percent of AFDC mothers stated~that they were unable to 

" ~'perfor1n a "major activity", usually defined 'as working 
at a paid job or housework, depending on the labor 
force attachment of the respondent~ 

o 	 An additional 6 percent reported that they Were limited 
in the kind or~amount. of the.major activity they CQuld 
undertake. . ... 

. 
Using the NLSY, rough!y five llercerit'of-AFDC mothers 
were 	estimated to· have a health limitation that 

-~~ prevented work I and- another five percent had 'an 
impairment that limited the kind or amount of work they 
could do~ 

Note 	that in each case these estimates are lower than those 'by , 
Doyle et a1.# and Adler. 

B. 	 Prevalence of Disability' Among Other Members of AFOC 
Households 

As mentioned above, Doyle and Adler both estimated that roughly 
one in six adults receiving AFDC have a disability that may be 
severe enough to limit work. However, many households that " 
receive AFDC include another member with a disability. In such a 
case, the AFDC recipient may need to care for this other-person, 
thus making training and' amployment)n>?re dfffi'cuit. Currently, 
caretakers needed in the home to care for someone who is ill or 
incapaci tated are exempt from participat'i~::;n" in :1'O'B5. 

---. 
Adler estimated that: .­

o 	 "'''almost one-quarter"of-:-AFOC' women with:di;'abilities"~also.',. 
have a' child with a d.i_~ability -"~," .,' , . -. -' ~ . 

-",-,,-~ ... 
o 	 10 percent of AFDC women without disabiiities 'have a 

'-"Chil?, with. a disability. -:' .,. ... 
.:::-.." ,­

When_the disabilities of other adu~lts- ~re' considered, 3.8.6 ..."" 
"'_ percent of AFDC women with qisabili,ties and 19 percent of AFOC . 

women without disabilities have anothe~r disabled person in the. 
household. _, _ . ~L : ,:, "j ". 

VII-I·<-_ 5 
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Estimates of the number of other household members with.3 

disability, using a different definition of disabilitYf yield 

similar results. Another method of determining whether another ( 

person in the household has a disability is to examine the extent 

to which others receive benefits from the Supplemental Security 

Income (SS1) program or the Disability Insurance (OI) program. 

The definitions of disability in these~programs is generally 

regarded as being difficult to meet. Thus, receipt of S5I or" DI 

indicates the presenc'c"of a severe-disabilitx.-· 


,AFDC Quality Control data indicate that roughly 7 percent of AFDC 
households include a person who receives 5S1. u~ished 
analyses by ASPE staff uslng SIPP estimate that children 
receiving, SSI ar!Lpr.e.s~@tJIL...l.::t-pe..r:ce.nLoLAF.OC-househol&1s, ..·which 
is £.o~pa_r;ble to Adler I s estimate of" 12.8 percent of AFPC~:____ :'" -, 
households including a chi'ld with. a disability. When•.adults 
receiving "DI '~re includep. .,in, the analysis, a total of 16 percent' 
of AFOC households receive incom,e"from the SSI or··OI programs, .,. 
indicating the presence of another person with·a.disability. . ­
This is less than the 22 •.7 percent estimate by Adler. 

While SST administrative data do not identify households that 

also receive AFDC; SSI data on income and family structure 

support the- survey data. According to unpublished data from SSA, ._-_. 

more than half of the 623,000 children who received SSI benefits 

in DeCember 1992 lived with one parent'. Of these, 80 percent 

lived in families in which there were no parental earnings (Le·., 

they pad either no income, or had only unearned income). This' 

suggests that many of these households may be eligible for and 

receiving AFDC benefits. 


Using tabulations from the CPS, Zill estimated that a household ~ 

l:l(~mber other:- than the mother ,had a disability in roughly 5.5 ~_"'-"­


percent of -AFDe households. This compares to an estimate of 2'.5_ 

percent for all families with childr~n. . ~ 


Total.Number of ArDe HQuseholds in Wh;ch Someone Has a --' .. 
pisability 

,~, .~" ..~....~ 
Chart 1-, from-~;Adler:':(1993), illustrates, the,~number of AFOC' .' ',,:!:_!r_ ".-- ­

households where' at least on'e" person has a- disability. This --.: '-.. 

chart. uses._the'-self-report~ of the 'abil~~y to perform ADLs and '~:;-"_,.." 

IADLS, and phys'ical and-sen'sory ~functions to estimate disability:. 

Adler 'estimates that,o~er' one in throe AFDC households include ___ 

someone with a ~'isabiliti. I_D,one in'five'~households~ the femal'e _._ 

caretaker is ·th·e_p,~rson. !iitJ'l_.the disabil,i.ty. ~ .. ~ 


. ,-' 

• •• • ...-......,-- T •• --". ­ . -:- ­
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HoweVert zill ,reported disability prevalence rates substantially 
less than Adler. osinq-tabulations from the CPS, they estimAted 
that ne in nine APDC households included someone witb a 
disab11 ty. n half of those cases, the person was the AFDC 
mother I and in ~alf another person in the household had a 
disability •. :... ...._ 	 .~. 	 ; -.> - .-.- ~. 

. , 	 Note that the presence of another ,person with ~ disability mayor I / 
may~not have an impact on the deqree to which women receiviilg_~ , 
AFOC can engage In training or work~ For ~example# -children with I 
disabilities generally attend school during the day. Similarly, 
the presence of another adult with a disability does not • 
necessarily mean that the AFDC recipient is needed in the home to 
care for that person; .' 

C, 

"'-~The studies.-by Doyle and Adler' did not include in-depth analyses 
of the types of disabilities ,that AFDC women have~ I ndeed # there 
are few studies of any type that examine prevalence of parti9ular 
disabilities among AFDC recipients. There· is some data on 
alcohol and other substance related problems of AFDC recipients, 
as well as data on the prevalence of learn'inq disabilities amoI}g 
AFDC recipients. ''1'he~dat.. pre"ellted below 011 these disabilities 
is importAnt, bec:tlu.se_,thes8 are likely highly under-reported in 
Adler and Doyle, wbo tended to focus on pbysical or sensory 
impairments. Of note I reports of prevalence of drug use may not 
be valid for estimating whether alcohol or other drug usage may 
be disabling or limit wor~, or if treatment may be warranted. 

In general, it is estimated that· 2% of the general population 
over age 12 have prOblems related to substance abuse that are so 
severe that they require long-term and perhaps- permanent 
intervention due to the-- ch~9n"ic, relap~ing ~ature, of the 

,disorder. There are no estimate.s thllt .rel!te 'specifically to_., 
AFDC. Nonetheless, given the higher incidence of use reported hy 
AFDC r~cipients, it is l'ikel'y,. 't:..~at'., more th~J'1 2 ~ percent ~f_~AFDC 
recipients'have severe problems related to SUDstanCEl abuse. ' 

.-	 -",-,!! .-~... - - - •. ~. - - ~ .. ,. 	 .. ' w· - ' :7 _ _~ ­
.,. .. ,~ illl_reported that 12 percent- of-"AFDC moth~rs'ha't.~ three-or~ more 
',,' - ,'" alcohol-related problems. ,An alcohol-related"prot;lle:m is-~def-ined'.'M ... • 

•• ;_ t'~ .~.- as~_an affirmative response to~the follow~n9"':jypes_'of_questions: 

_._ ","Has drinking- ever j ..nterfer~d 'with your"~.wo;:,k~,,:;on .a..;j·ob?'*; o~ t 


.'" '," ,'"During"' the 'past year f have yoif~awakene'd' 'the' next tday not-+)::Ieing 

::··able-~t:o..:remember things you' had done -while-drinkln-q?.!<" --.~ ­---- . -,--;-' -:c. .~ ~~, 	 , 

-.--	 . - ~,-......."~~"-- -.
' 

--. -~i)l did not report on'Tllici1;:ifrug USEl I ex:cep.t;~'marijuana~ 
~ - .Differences between:. AFOC a'nd 'non':="AFDC mothers in '''first. :r~ported 

use- in- adolescence1f'_or, ~Iever ,used..maiijuana~. were not statisti ­- . . , , .., 
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cally significant. 

A draft study by Colliver, caces, and Quinn reports on the 
prevalence of substance abuse among AFDC recipients. This study . I . 
reports that 12~6 percent of mothers in AFDC·households report 
past month illicit dr:ug~ (most frequently -ma-rl.)uana) ," compared 1 r 
to 5.2 percent of all ~others (note,·however l that AFDC mothers-
tend to be younger than "all- mothers", and that younger_ mothers, i­
have-higher rates of usage). OVer 1 p~rcent of AFDC mothers •.,,:­
reE:orted weekly cocain~M_J.!~~ over the .past_year. In addition, 9.1 
percent of women in AFDC households report-binge drinking three 
or mOre times in the past month. 

Again, these statistics do not necessarily indicate addiction o~ 
,th~:need ~for treatment., _ However., _they do suggest that substance' ........ . 
abuse is ,3 barrier_. t.Q~ self-sufficiency for 'many' AFDC~,r~cipients ._...___ 

. -,that ·:nee.ds~ to be addressed- either _before or -simultaneously :with 
education, .. training, and.employni'ent;' - ~ ~_ • '.'1 

~. 

D. Learning Disabilities 

The number of AFDC recipients with learning disabilities is 

unkn~wn, p'rimarily due to a lack of formal investigation int9~~he' 


"question. However, a 1990 Department of Labor Research-and 

Evaluation report"statos that, 


~ •• non-empirical studies suggest between 50 and 80 percent 
of students in adult basic education programs (generally 
those reading 'below the seventh grade level) probably have 
learning disabilities. 

The report also states that there is evidence of a high 

correlation between learning d~sabilities and functional 

illiteracy., . especially-:..among those who are economically-

disadvantaged,_ Given these two_factors, and combined with. " 

proporti0,n, ,Of ,A:FD~recipients who are estimated to have depres!?ed_~ 


. 	reading levels~ the" report estimates that approximately 25,to 40 

IL~_~.£amt ,Of all adults on ArDe and in the JOBS prQ-gram may'have"" _ 

learnibg d1'Sabilities. .-':.~~' - ._ .:-.". 


"I<-~!, •••., -~ - '._<-'"C""--	 -;-'''":':';'' ""'.. ..>-=.---::.._. 

A report by, ~he MRS Inspector',General ~supports the cQn<;:lusion­


-that'manY·AFOC recipientsc;..have- lear:ning-disabilities. Given the 
magn-ltude of the estimates-of- tl1-e number Qf recipients with " _ 
learning-·disabilities. and the "'fact' that in many cases. these ~ 
disabilities are undiagnosed and unknown. peoRl.~m_~ith' learning; 
disabilities-probablY .. are under-reported in the studie$ Qn the -7- .,-....L ... 

Qverall Poi~Y':-::4,1,~nce- Q"L~UJ'HlQ_i"lities ~ in'_ the AFDC population. ~:;~.". :'~~. _ . .: 'n
" . -	 _ "'" ~,-""'" ,..-..-........ ,--. 	 -;... " 


---~. ~,...Other .DIsabilities· 	 -"-~'. - ,- .......... 
.; - ~ ".. " 	 ~ 
,~ . 	 . -VIII - 9 . . ", 
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It ·is~important to note that much of the research discussed does 
not capture many conditions AFDe recipients or their children may 
have. These conditions include fetal alcohol syndrome, fetal 
alcohol effects, lead poisoning, and depression and other ~ental 
illnesses. These impairments also limit functioning and need to 
be included in the ,.as$es:sme~nt process. 

- F., - One State ,'s' Experience 

Utah recently received a waiver which allows that State to remove 
most.participation exemptions under the JOBS program. One'of the 
exemptions that was removed was the 'exemption due to incapacity. 

'~....... ..", As~a result •. 0 Utah has been making; 'efforts to:detect. the 'presence,,, 

. ___q~f ,3 disability among its AFDC reci-pients.- Early.._~erience 

, indicates' that the following percentages of clients have the . 
~,·listed ..tfrisk factors":' Of note, the p-er.centages 'are' ~not .. 4 

,i .additive, :since recipiE!!nts can have mote. t:han: one risk· factor. < 

" " .... .•... - - .... "~" ,0. " 

• 

Rl§k Factot Percentage 
History of Chemical Dependence 6.2 
Developmental Disabilitiesj .4 

Mental Retar'dation '" '.,.­ " Family Illness 5,4 
,.- '3 _ 5 Incapacitated.,.Person ". ~.,-,,,. 

Learning Disability 2.6 
Mental/Emotional History 10.7 
Physical Disability 5.4 
Applied for SSI/OI 3.2 

• ~These risk factors indicate a lower prevc:tlerice .of learning 'and 
physical disabilities than the research previously reported 

''',. suggests •. Much of the differenc.e in li!'a·rn1ng disabilities may be 
• .4, in;the ~ f1lcreens used to detect the presenc~!:of a" disabi-li ty,. and 

which recipients receive those screens.~_ Of note,. the highest 

, . risk was' for mental health conditioris-,_:which",has:not .been 


~- .. " _.. ' ",,- - .. extensively explored in other researctC-~:"overal1~7" the difference 
_.."... between these risk factors and the -previous _prevalence estimates 

::~.: ;'~~.~' indicates':the uncertainty surro.unding how ~any AFDC recipients '. 
~,::::" .' "'"'';''~' haVe impairments~that may limit work~:"'::-=-~' .. ---.'~'-'" -..W":.• ,::::.::...:..:..." _ 

. -. - - ."- ....- '. " 

'---- ­

. -. 

............ _.' 
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II~ current Practices in Assessment an4 Treatment/Rehabilitation 

A. JOBS participation 

.AII non7exempt AFOC recipients are required to participate in the 
_\....:r9B~' 'program. 'Reasons for--exe.mption include ~'illnessf :.incapacit-· _. 
:a~ion, or needed in the home to care for ·a- family member who is 

-, r 
-~ 

,., .... " 

ill or'incapacitated T or caretaker of a child less than age 3 (1 
·at·~state option). As a result, large percentages of"AFDC~ 
~·recipients ·ar~ not required to participate in the' JOBS p·rograms. 

B. Assessment 

An interview_ is- conducted oy. intake personnel_when an ini tiar""·· _. .;" .."'_'~~ 
application for.. AFDC is fil~d.~1n some Jnstances this, interview --,,-:: ­
may incl\lde questi~;ns about. barriers to employability .. , Ho:wever;-' -~<": 
.this screen generally focuses on financial_eligibility+. ~ .. 

~ ~ -.' . .. . ' 

AFDC recipients who show.up 'at th"e·JOBS office ~usually';r'eceive a .. ­
more thorough assessment. This assessment includes questions on 
barriers to employability. For example,. 55 percent of states 
surveyed by the HHS Office of Inspector General (OIG) included 
questions on substance abuse t 'and 4S percent included quGstion~ 
on emotional health. problems. Because JOBS programs vary by 
State, the rig9~;_of the screening devices varies substantially.· -:,,,,., .. . .:;' 

Note 'that the screening is either self-admInistered or is 
conducted by cas~'managers. Although the case managers generally 
have college degrees, it is likely that many do not have training 
in assessing the presence_of a disability.' 

Information provided by some regional offices on state programs 
indicates that there 'is little effort' exerted by" States to look 
for non-visible disabilities (such'as. learning disabilities) as 
part Qf the intake evaluation process.' ..' .. :' ' ", 

.... • • .ho' 

c. .. 

..As stated above, reC:ipi~~~s".~ho".a"rs· ill, incapacitated-, or caring :',"':'-':;::';'

::-':"".::. _':;"" for a person ..:.,.with·a -dis~bil~ty_ are exe~p.t.frQm_"par~icipat:;.ion in;;- ­
::,:C":"~'f,jf~'."~-.,----.~t1'le JOBS program. ~P5!refore, if·ths":inJt,ial>::.'.:screenlng detects 

. ';.~.'::b_ ..,;' :-'~;~.:.the' presence of a cond;.tion· that may ';-imp~ir-< tlj.~e ~re<;!ipient' s -" '. 

::..::- -..-----';~.:r~::~ ..... ability to work t that." recipient- may-:res:eiye", Il~~.~\lrther ser:vices.~ 


_••__ """!""',.M_, ___ _ .... .:;..~ _~ 

~. ~--.'" ~~-,~':When a work i~p-ai~e~t »is detected',- th~ qeneral~procfidure -is to 
~.,~ -;' 'i -:~~:- -refer '-the recipient ,!o.,:..t!1e ~relevant j.ervices; .f?9Ch-as· substance 

• -:.0:. • ::.. _~:..... abuse treatment, physical 'o'r' iIuantalb heal th services, or 
_~ "1..s."~. ",,;:.' :'::;,voc-ational rehabilita.tion :-j According: tq;-~the.~OIG, in most cases ._ ~ 

. ~_ ~_,-. -referral con'sists solelY"''if_gi~ihq 'the clfent_·a,.-~telephol!e number -~~; ~ 
_ - - <?r _mak.ing a ·telepho-ne· cal'~" ..".There ,may -,gr may not be ~additionar'M -.';. , _ .... . .... ­'~.;;-' 

~;-' . .........::­
. ". .. Vr'II:- 11 ...._". t. -. , _"""':- '"'L' '. ~ . , .... ' -._..;..- , .,--;' ~7':~ ", :-:.,­

~, • -,;:- , ~!...-~-. . - . -. ", ...:.. 
--."": . .. .­- .-:­
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"follow up. 

III. policy 'oPtions Un4er Welfere Refo~ 

This section outlines several policy options for assessment and 
providing services to AFOC recipients with'disabi~ities. In some 
instances these options-- reflect.:existing -i,"'rogram models. 'Also, 
the state .of pro(iram- knowledge' and experience_in this area is 
somewhat limited. Therefore it~may be most prudent to encourage 
demonstrations or 'e"ncourage"State flexibility within Federal 
guidelines. _.' ,u';"' .... 

A • Assessment ." 

.~~ .~""":,,,~current!Yd ."federa'lly-sponsored t:r;ainin1 ,:~rogra;"s.~ in- :the":area·.~'~f. >.... -" -, ."" 
··':.--=:'""-,:--basic» skills,..have- h-lqh'-drop-out' rates:.. Orie riria'son, is the - :.___"~' ",-," 

.~. _::..~;~~.:.~ailure: ,to ~,?e"9:t:tatelr d~term~"ne tEe presence-_Q~:":~,~.~_a~bilit~e7' -.i '. ",~.:. "" 

-... " :'"",··l.ncludl.nq ·1~arnl.nt;r"4.lsa~1~itl.es( as well as hearl!lg':,and Ylsion-' :',:::-"..~ -: .'-'" 
~. ,~;.J- ~'4is.abilit~es~ _'.'rhese, .hl.dden dlsabiliti~s/. 9~ten undetecte-d' '~~.•" ..: ·...v 

-- throuqh the school years; contlnue to create barri'ers to . '.,....""- ....0'" 

successful' tr?ining unless th~y are diagnosed and remedial action 
taken4 

~·.::·current' state practices for screening- for pe.opl~ with dlsabiii-. 
-. 't"fes would .be insufficient under a time-limited AFDC "program. "A 

. _~time-limit:ep. program I wh_ere recipients wqu.ldJ-be- f~ce.d ,wl't;h 191;:~ng _ .. 
assistance after the transitional period, must ensure that people 

, with disabilities are identified so that appropr'i'ate services can 
be provided. 

'Many-'of the tools needed for screening for the presence of . .., ._­
_, . 4isab!lities, are .curfent~y available in the market_.~.~ The.~ cos"ts 
~ ~for~effective -screens can be low. In most instances .these .. 

- ~'!'screens identify-who:,might need more rigorous, professional', 
_ ~__ --,~~'2te.yalua:tion'.",--;: This .additional assessment can, -be' c"i.:)stl:y.-,·_~~~However,;:;~-f­
. ,_..., ".--.::the~assessments may be covered in .varying 'de9rees~"ijnder·.hea·lth;'._:,,: 
-. '.. -.~~,~i:i.are:'-..refO~'t;, or' can be conducted by the Stat'a voc~t~onal:~·:-...:.~~;:~ -'," -:~..'­

...,-.':> ": rehabilitation agency., . '...- .-..:....,";::.-:~:;:.. ,:..:..,-:."' .....-;".-' .. , ...,.., 

'--,.... .-, 

http:1~arnl.nt;r"4.lsa~1~itl.es
http:l.ncludl.nq
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learni~g'dis~bilities a high priority. An effective screening 
device has been" the focus of two recent grant awards~ It may be 
appropriate to'work cooperatively. with. NIFL to develop a 
screening device designed specifically for AFDe recipients. 
Further, while state .flexibility may be'desirable, many states 
may not have the resourceS to develop appropriate screening 

_ tools .. Therefore,. the 'Federal government may wish to establ_ish:,;:::' ",' -' 
.-model screening tools. ' 
, . ....., ....,;., ..,., 

-. ~ It 'may be appropr~ate not to have disability scr~enlng at the ~ 
initial.intake interview, except for those who are applying for~ ~ 
benefits dUe to incapacity. Presently intake screens are used"to 

__ "lJl.identify-those who may be exempt under JOBS. Screens used -at the 
JOBS office may then be us~ to refer participants to the 

. ,appropriate services I ~-rncluding referral..,for"-more" r-igorous... :..,~"" , 	 • - • ". ','r- - " , ,. - "_ • .
_'" assessments. '., .-:-:_'.>< 	 ••_ '-:""C 

~ -_........-' 	 " ",.--_ow __ -, ~ -.,,-'

_.~.::-. 

., : , 
.::. ' 	 .' ,-' ­.............. - "- '~-,,..- • "1_.'44' '. ~ , •.. _._~~ 


POLICy'OPTIONS FOR 'l'RI!ATKENT/HABILITA~ION ~".," ,
- ,. <_. ... ",'. . ,. . ­~ 	 ~ 

::'... , -	 " " - ..-.. -,'~ -...-~'."'''­
1. 	 Refer clients in need of vocational rehabilitation to the 

State vocational rehabilitation agency 

''''All states have vocational :r~ha~iiitation (VR) agencies that . 
provide vocational and other related services: to eligible people 
who have. severe disabilities' that limit their ability to wor)(.
Unaer 'this option, whenever the initial JOBS screeninq"lridicates 
the potential existence' of-a"disability the client would he 
referred to the state VR agency for further assessment and 
subsequent services • 

.. Typically I when referrals "are made to' VR 'age.ncies," the' client 
fifls out an application, for "'services, the 'ag-e"n'cy_collects 
medical data' on the clie"rit to- 'determine whether or not ~the ·client' 

"""',_' _ "is eligible, and then the client_.is inter,yiewed· by -a- counselor;' 

~, 'Counselors often make trie- in~it~fa-ldeterm'ination of medical ' 

~:~,~;f... ·- -"eliqibility~ If the client is".~eligfblE{·fOi VR' services, the ..' ­

','~ .: t;:ounselor and. the clien1;- deC!de-what.~s~:i:'vic,es are m.?~~ appropri:-. 
:u,".:,,.~ ate for the client's employment·:goals.~,_, ~~:~ ~. ", ,q. 

£,. v: ..~:,.:, .~~~~~;e~~~tly'~-::Costs fO~ vi ser~'~~e~::a';';'~~~a';:~ ·bet~~~~=r~~~.L·~~der~·{-:··
'"; -=- ,- ...;,.. :;'"',government' and the States. - Th'e' F:ederal. share is~.ibOut- 80 percent 

<\',~ ·-=-.~"":.-t:.~of _costs~ ~ In some States ser~vices are providedy~to"-all_clients-­
.- ~'. ,.:---':,;;. _ - wl!6'~aFe,_eli9ible; however , __many:'st:-ates dQ. ;n~~ ·.h~"ve the:~~-souFces 
E:'.. ,,' ::: _ t;o' ~7rve- a~l,..-:e}igihle clients. Tl?ose :~ta~e~ ~u'st,: s~lT...c:t. for ,~,~,:" ,_ .•_ 
":-:-. '.",,"-". ;.---serVlces· those~ who have the most...:severe dl.sabllit1es'.· -::~"'::::.~-" ~~... ­
~,.,.. 	 ~__ , ....,.:;,,~,-;,. 'Y_~, ... : ,". . .:-. ':';.7:.;~'!-w·'~::._._ ...":"_c;;o'_i.:·: :-:~:..".~.• ~". 
-: ~"r: :.-- .,;" ""-7';'Note,~"th~t:-'not all AFDC recipients~ who"',are ~-refer~red~,t:o;'tne'vi :;:\-;, 
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unrelated to the disability, the VR agency may decide that 
habilitation is unlikely to result in employment and thus not 
serve the client. Further, some may ,be deemed to have disabili ­
ties that are not severe enough to require VR services, 
particularly in those States that serve only those with severe 
disabilities. Therefore, if this option is 8electe4,~the order 
of·oselection for services criteria must be changed,.so, -that AFDC 
recipients with disabilities ¥outd be entitled-to" or· ha·ve· . 
priority selection ·tot VR services. Note, however, that l'n 

.recent years VR systems have been criticized~for not'serving 
those with severe disabilities, and-that the system has been 

moving toward serving those with the l:tost s'evero disabilities 

first. . . 
.-' ........ 


,.The, VR~s~tem is _also_sometimes,"-criticized for inconsistencY,: _.'" 
counseiof!~~"ave d·isc!~_t_i.§m· in .:dec:.iAing" what se.Fvices may be ~,,:~~r fffA· .-. ~~-~' 
~offered t-o~':a,~~cl,ienti_as::a-res\flt, ,..clients are.'}i'ot always treate'~' ,,. :-:-. '!" 

equally:., .:..";'t-~'<,'~ c..::;:".:.:;.._~ ,. ._.... ....,.- ' .:.. ;:'::;" b.::::",,"•. ""'!"" "'-=::';.. ......-.:.::::'-.'-~.. ! .- "-'~:,:;~ - ,. • q'.;"~:':~' 

Fi~ally -the:.,:.VR' systel!l-·is,,·su~ject~;.to.;.,t:'~source constraints. -, :S9"1!IE;'t.·I 

State systems may not be able to absorb large numbers of AFDC 1 
recipients. This problem may be alleviated by allowing JOBS 
funds to be used to reimburse state VR agencies. 

Qo' :~se .~..:~~;'V-ice~··- i;;~egration ~pproac? to prOVidil!q"se?v{:e_~~:~:v";" 
• _.-<-- . "''"' • '''',<.l'_:::'::''

Most''''"of 'the',s'ervices that" recipients' with 'disabilities need~are "~-: 

presently. available within the community. Therefore, instead'of 

creating new programs we could ensure that existing programs I

jJO"Oserve AFDC clients~ 
'1/ , 

A services integration approach -is .being used in one of the ~,'. ':1.,.... 
demonstration ~counties :in" utah- where most-'exemptions from iliJOBS ':' , .. ' ,,~. 
requireme'!t,s ,'h~ye ~pee~' re~o:ied':' '.Un~er this mod71~ all" appr~prf~~~,'~\..:~ ","' 
ate agenc1e~~f~r~ tC~9~~;.:~·!,l.~g_-:,to _ens!:1.~e ,·that rec1l?lents recep!_~1.~~:'::~:.':"~
the necessary::se:r;vl..ces-.. --::Tne JOBS program has pal.d for the -~~~"'::"r."''' ...": 
creat ion - of"":"an.- a$~essriie_n~':::cen'ter where aS$eSS1tH~nt' SGrvices for~::"""~:'-;;_\~ :';'i". 
each agency,:can. be'~'co-;-located and- clients can be assessed for...:'~-~~'...:;::..:",,: 
services.:fr:,~~i.inu'l!:~p~.~._ agencies. in one day. '-.~ , . .:- .,.z';:~~£.: "~." -~ 

:~.-f,-.i:"':':- ~'_~~ :;;;;.:-:- . :-:::.,.~... :,,;,.:2.;. ':.. .~. ::-*-:::'r""{""':'"'7~;: 
One 'advantage1cif a :services·' in'tfagr'a£ion_a.pproach is that servic~es: '. ~.,~~ ~ 
,from numer·ous"·:F'ede'ral~ and ~state"t'~'fundtnq streams can be accessed:'='" ~"'·.t .

* • -. -. ___,_ ~'- ~ .. -- .~,- .. _I.' ..,~

Federal funds-'are..-,ah:·eady-. availabHr for :almost all services that '.~" :::;:dv:'· 
cl ients would~ need:~ "As: a~::result·,-·servfces:.can be p'rov ided .... ':-i.:-~ "::;" .,' 
without ·the' JOBS pr'ogram' prov'iding"'the.funding. - ._. """"',-':/~:" .~I·, 

",_:Y_~':.a/'.c_;-!-'.,...-"."':"':":_··'_~=--"__:""l~··"~"'." w. ,"~"'••:~ .I:; :~.. 
A services integration"!.model maY,,7:be'-easTer .;-to deve lop on a "loca 1'::",:'""' ,""::"'''; W ..:.:" 

level than prescribe. frol!l~_·th-e-:--top':do...n\- in,.part beca.use it would~:;'. ;:.-,.. 
be -d iff icult· to', 'force: ,relat forislifps among-:se-rv ice providers ~who' "r~' ._"",,",,• 

'", _, J "", -=, - _ .~,,~.r _,. R .... _ ..... .. ...... " ~ '_ 'J;.; 

may,--nqt.. normally ).n~e.ract. ,.:-: .'.'.' ,;, .~._ .W. i ""', ,,;.,. -., * " 

.., 

., , l' .,. ~ :, ." ....:>...:'""i. • ..~~,.'; "1'':' 1,'" ,
._--" - . :; ",.. '- '.3",j~'1~",:-.-:: .,;' .:;~ -;-~ ;,~~: ",:,~~ :__\. '.' -~i "'::I,~~'~;' . " . " ,'~ "4 ttl ~ ~. 
;re", "~-~',~ ~ .. ';~~~' ~ ~~ 'VII'I·,~-"'14· ,,,~'r_,.-. ,....'"' ~::~~~~,~~:,,~~~~~~

-··'.:r: ~~~:~.~i :'::':;:i~;~.~.:::;~~:f~.' .:"' ;'~r8,~ 
__,.J:i; ~- '",,-_. '_ :'-_'•• - -. , 
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Of note, this option, and the'option discussed below, are similar 
to the VR-model discussed above. One difference is that JOBS may 
or may not pay for services, whereas the VR system often pays 
providers •. 

3: ~.'" Contract with ,- local :aqeiici'es:::""ana organizations to- provide, 
assessment and treatmentthabilltation §ervices: 

$'Ik' "'"' ' ....,. ­

This option avoids. sqme' of -t_he- problems that may be encQuntero(f .., 
in the two previous-options;- Many localities have public and k' 

non-profit community rehabilitation facilities that provide a 
wide range -of_- treatment and rehabilitation services. Whereas ,_~.: 

-. AFDf rec~pients may not be eligfble for.....eer,\(iges under: t~e, VR...,:.-;- ."', 
=~~;;;.;:_~....... sys~~.!!ll>._contracting with provid-er~s 'would~,~rantee" that;:.!..slots ~ . '" 
- ~.:-<'=.s:.:'::: ~,~. ... wO\l1.d,;:be~ava i1:able. 'One problem.,wl,.th a ~~ervi'ces inte,gr.4.1:;ion :" ,- ..~..~,,, 
'-':-~::;'-~:(!:'iv--'~'approach is'-;mai"ntaining accountability an~d:;fi·spon·s1b'ility .., ;,;n ~ ~-. ".:,,, .,~ 

:.:':;;~~-"''',':;'E'... . ,,: .. corit.'iact-irig-':·cn.it:ser,vices"· ·iwen. if the cQni:i:'iuzts 'ar'e ·to7'...ci..ther.:;.'':'·'?;:~,-'~~:.;;~-',,:
)~~... • _, ,<_ ••• ,_ ...... ~.' '_.. ,.",. _'~, • '." "M,~, ' ...... ) 

.. -._~~'~&::~:/(.: .. :..- . .-: pl.!~l.~:?:~ec~or" 'pro~~ders t may. 'a.l~e,v~at:~, ,s).~~n>::p~.2~~~~~ "~n~0."!?~~ld:'.· ::~~", ... ;,," .:~."~ 
."::-::;>; --r<,4, also guarantee.... that slots' would be: available-~ ,,:;,,. .. ,."'~" ·".."'··, ...."·"'...~,...".. ·'...,.·:l~ ' .. 

However, contracting out such services may result in more costs 
_being incurred by the AFDC and JOBS programs._as ~opposed to the 

:.~.. _.~-:-:-. 
• ., .<;:: ."--.~• ;,exi~ting funding ~~reams for those _servlf~~{~~' .;'. ~."t~ ,.. ". 
.-.:.-::':-:::-"-~:-"~~:", . ... ... ........ ' , 

-~.4 .-'-:~Tes~ di~ferent_ appr'oac~es to providin9'~;a_~.ses~me,nt:~~jld 
tre-:tlllent/habilitati,?n on a demonstratio~.~a'sis . ..... ... ­~ 
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It will be important to send the message that we have expecta­
tions of persons_with disabilities. The current policy of 
exempting-parsons with disabilities from JOBS is not looked 
upon with universal favor by disability advocates. JOBS programs 
are viewed by.~~e as providing good opportunities. At t~e same 
time. it is. important to be aware that many recipients who have 
disabilities •.and .'who need" treatment or habilitation--will need::" 
more than-two years" to"receive services relat,ed to their ,':;:' 
impairments and the~necessary educatron or training so that they 
will .no "longer need cash assistance. Therefore r ' .policies must he 
develope<Lto extend the time period for peQple.with,J~J·sabilities
who ~ri"~makinq a qo04 faith effort. -- - -~.. 

- '--,:::. The ~ddit'iona4-t'ime re9Uired to prepare an fn,i:!ividUai-Wiih a 
--.-~~'~.~.. ..:: disability for a j9_~-:"!nJ~ -vary '-:' ,For..;e~~~mp1;~·;~som~. ~hysical', . 

~~,,~ ._~'.-' . ": ,4visual , or auditory ai'ffabiilities"czm~1je' mechanically ,addresfsed I 
~~. ,..~~;:.'~:~,:- s~. time. ext~nsiqn'~r rn~Y/fio9~~e;Ji7G.;iSiA?y~:·~;,:,H0~eva~~,: ~~f1te 'men~'Gil:' ._.,. 
·...~~f:.'.:.\,:..:..o:;::r.ft,::t:·;:-:.dlsorders or a learnl.ng:;.;dlsabll·l ty.: could'",easl,ly:,requlre two:to j • .:' 

.';:;-;.=.~~~;: ~~--;]thr'ee year'ff' of treatment:~or;:"remediclt~ojf~tn .:addltion 'to the" 'tim'e 
~:.:::,~:;. :;::~...;~:r.;,,?llowed,;for ~serv ices· ne'ce~~.?l~y::to ~:addies·s~the:,;.r.tis~,bi:lity t ' i t~:is 

possible that the disabiLity has resulted in other human capital 
deficiencies. As a result, even more time may be needed to meet 
those needf? before ful"~:- p~ part-~ime work can' b~ expected. 

., -.-~ 
. _··z 

.. 
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At. this point we have gathered limited information on the costs 
of providing services to AFOC recipients· w·ith disabilities. This 
lack of information on costs suggests that it may be best to 

>" ~---, 	 first- operate demonstration projects for··treating AFDC recipients 
with-disabilities. . ,". . - .... 

~~ .2. !'::.".-.; :;;·~-::w- - ..,.;~. .02-;:;-:: - .''''' * <-: . 
- :The.... public reh'abili-tatiofi- system. cost~:f··a· l"ittle over-""$2 .blllion 

per year, a'nd has about~2~OI000 Sll9cess£.:U.l_ r~habilitants per~' 
year. Of note l the VR-system'serves pe9P~e with severe physical 
and mental disabilltiesl--so 'their~ccist:s:-are probably much higher 
than the costs of serving AFDC recipients would be. 

~.1~' -- ,-~. ~ . _Tx:eatment for SUbstanc~~~~~~ .an~~""";:~e~~~~~:~~ for~' lea~ning. ~,~d~~M 
-~ _" _:'·::":Cirsa;ttil·ities'··are ':.tw.i:areas-:where information -·wasJ;otl'e~t~.d •.. -:.'"·:;~;"l;~:':: 

. . ,.---. -- --- --- -- - ,-,---	 - --(;,,~---	 '--.-.--,
," --'.. --" '"~': ;h~:S£~ f~r::'~B~;b~:~:ii~i~~iiY-fun~e~:SUb;t~~~~ -~hu~:~~,#~~"·"":"·~;~;\~~iw; 

,-,- ,. .trea:t.m~!lt 'slo~s: rang:~s:;:'irom~-$~~.800 to~-qver--.$19 OOO':':'{for:~~~IFe.:~,:"'::~~'~~~;';I 

'~:'~ ! ,e~!f6:[~~1£: ..~_~,~~~e'n~;~a! '.,t::-e~t;~e.Et) ... _.o,:,e re}i.able e~tt~~~~::t~",~:~l'f1)i.t;,,::" ,: ..:.~;~:.$ 
-~... - $5/800::could- provlde-somewhat ....effect~ve~'treatment for· one':'person~·H ;;,,,,_. 

per episode. It has also been estimated that the average 
duration for an effective treatment model is five and a half 
morit}·~:::;,.~.-,~.Jhus I ,t.he rough c~st ,for one "treatment slot~,!'~,~~rxin9,-:.:::.,". ~, 

'_: .~-ab~~.~~,.t~~2' peopl~·.:per..;.y~ar~' _~:i~, !!bout . $1:r, 890 per yea:~":'"':i~9~~~>~~~~~;'~~~'-:i' _;_,: 
thlSi':SQ.st' w..ou~q;,,:p,e. th~.- !l7cess<j\~Y\~ Chlld cat:"~" '~nd other.:sup,p.?~!-_ ,,"·"i;~r.:t: " 

·~ser.vi'ces~·:that ~AFDC reciplents may need.' ." ;·)'~~;,:;::!~}:;iV.~ :~~; ";:·."';~:i"-;-' ~ 
. •• "i~'" 	~C·· • ~~~~.."'li::7,;"':.... 
---._.'-".... "" - .., .,>---,-"'" ~ , .." , -.-- . 
It should be noted that there is presently a shortage of 
treatment slots. It is estimated that current capacity can meet 

11~!~I~~~~~~ii;~~:~lt~~'i~':;'~:~'~';i.iO!~f~:treatment needs. iring ~~eatment.for 	 need it could resu'~1~t~ci~~~2~~:~;~~~:i~~~~.~ho are not Aioe = __-''''' ,. 	 '",. ''',":

http:thlSi':SQ.st
http:t::-e~t;~e.Et
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_.
Financing 

Financing issues are related to the treatment options discussed 
.previously. For example, _if_a VR model is select~d, then costs 
for treatment and habilitation would .be incurred by the VR 

.system. However ,'-~as ..noted·/, -:the,:.VR system· has "'its own resource 
c'oD.st.!_aints. .. As a--resuIF; i t- 'may-~be appropriate -1:;..9- a"llow state 

--'VR agencies to" use JOBS funds "'to pay for ",.the State share of VR 
costs. The services integration model would utilize existing 
services in ttie~-'community and their respective funding .s.treams .. '-"~.-=--:,;;"""·;lN 
FinalTy, the optfon of contracting with local providers may 
result in·much.~of .the, costs being incurred by the . .JOBS."program . .:.__~ .... ".::.-~::.; 

._. -'~-'.~.:~- . -.-.'- -:. --"'£'" - ..~" . ._...__.......!.-='".o: .. '--' ­

~''" .. ,;,,;:~;:~'r: :::.:·;=:~~~e;~.~~l:"~,~n~- facto!:: .in this.·dis~~-~,~,~;~~~,. ~.~.,~.f i~i:!h~~&~g..:J~~.·r.t.~~~~:';~ ~..:" '_', 
" <:. :,i:;...~._·~::=:extent ..,to: .,whl.ch assessment,· and"_tr.I?at:ment servl.Ges;;:may,,.,.b~ .,covered .. ",. 
~.:~:~".;; ·:":::'~';:;;o:':;~'!;iinde:';'h·ealth "care re:·fonn.-' ...·'j\"s.,...ihforma£i'on· -wa·s'~';-heiii9.:ga~ere~r:·ior: ~ 
Li~.."", -.:~,ii-•.'.~~:.. ~ ...T:;o\.h~tKis.·:dF<iftl~·.~elevant':':"cover~ge .issues'PJ:{·n ·the?ipre·s·tCfe"nti., s~~"p'''Ian~'f\;,;ere .::::;:
~"'~r '", ......... - - ..._ ...... - .. ,\. .. ~.~..".j ,~.__ .. ._ .... 1..... ' '_~, . ..+ _ "~~ • 

':,'';; (~~... ·~:.0·~:;!sti"llhevolving .. However, the plan'~s':t£'c'overa-g'e of,:lsuD'sta-nceabuse "._; '.7.'. 
• 

~~:;::tt~ ·.':'~:;·.treatiiient,,~will .. allow:;'for inpatient:;ana~i-"e·sTdential~treatm~ent~Q;.~ .....-..·--:.:.-:-": 
..- professional outpatient treatment-, ao'cf- inten'sive non-residential 

treatment services. 
.. .._. . ­
:':,7:,-,'.. ~~,.~"'..;-';";:i;..:.1;~' -.,: ':. J ..~, '<. " 

t~·..!.. .:'~'t':~:~}~j"" ::""'-~: .._- .-: :':;. 
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APDC-UP 

Overview. In order to qualify for AFDC, 'there must be children who 
are deprived pf parental support and care. In most cases, children 
are deprived because at least one parent is absent. However, tWQ­
parent families can qualify if there is deprivation due to the 
incapacity of a parent or due to unemployment of the principal 
earner, in the family. Famflies that _.qualify on the basis of ,", 
incapacity are' covered under the regular ·AFDC program and are 
counted as 'tbaslcl1 cases. Families that qualify on the basis of 
unemployment are called AFDC-UP (Aid to Families with Dependent 
Children--Unemployed Parents) cases. special conditions of 
eligibility apply to such cases. The most significant are: 1) the 
lOO-hour rule which prevents families with two healthy parents from 
getting benefits·unles$ the parent who has served as the principal 
earner is employed less than 100 hours a month; and 2) the 
Uquarters-of-work" test which prevents such families from receiving 
assistance unless the principal earner has had a substantial recent 
work history. 

Until the Family support Act of 1988 1 States -had an option whether 
or not to provide assistance to two-parent families through AFDC­
UP. While the program was optional, about half the States provided 
such benefits. In the other twenty-to-twenty-tive states t the oniy 
two-parent .families that received assistance were 'ones where at 
least one parent was incapaCitated. 

While it is difficult to develop convincing empirical evidence, 
many feel that the additional requirements for AFDC-UP eligibility 
have contributed in some way to the decline of the two-parent 
familYt especially among low-income populations. As the number of 
single-parent families continues to increase, there seems to be 
renewed- interest in eliminating special eligibility rules for two­

'parent families. However, there is not universal agreement on this 
point. 

It is not the responsibility of ~he Transitional Support Group to 
resolve this issue. However, in our discussions about developing 

..	appropriate service strategie's and time-limit rules, we took note 
of this' side discussions and leaned towards policies which provided 
greater compaia~ility in the treatment of the two types of cases. 

Traditionally AFDC-UP cases have been .treated differently under 
work prog"rans., 

in general, the .principal earner has been subject to more" 
rigorous ·work requirements than other parents (e.g., there 
were'mandatory referrals to employment offices). 

IX - 1 , 

, 	 ' 
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Tho financial sanctions imposed when the principal, earner 
failed to· meet participation requirements were much more 
severe. Until the JOBS rules came into effect, the entire 
family would lose benefits if the principal ea'rner failed to 

'cooperate. Under JOBS, a sanction can result in a penalty 
against either one or both parents. 

Also, under JOBS, both parents are subject to participation 
requ'ir'ements (unless otherwise exempt); ,-traditionally, only,­
the principal earner had been subject to requirements. 

Finally, under the Family Support Act, a special participation 
requirement was established for AF'DC-UP cases. Beginning with 
FY 1994/ States are expected to get large percentages of their 
AFDC-UP cases· into actual work activities for at least 16 
hours a week# Education and training generally do not count, 
although there is an exception included for those under' the 
age of 2S who lack a high school education; these individuals 
can participate in educational activities. For 1994, the 
percentage expected to be in activities is 40 percent! but the 
expectation increases every year ~ r ising to 75 percent by 
1997. 

While there is. considerable logic and philosophical support for. 
expecting more rigorous participation from AFOC-UP cases (in 
general, they are in a better position to participate in,work), 
special AFDC-UP rules can be questioned en other grounds. 

1) A very substantial" portion of AFDe-up cases can be 
expected to go off welfare within one yei!lr of coming on. 
Focusing on AFDC-UP cases is contrary to a strategy which 
calls for focusing limited resources on potential 10ng­
stayers . 

.2) Research on employment and training programs has shown 
mixed impacts for programs targeted on AFDe-up cases. ~Thus, 
it is questionable whether focusing on these groups will 
produce the highest return on the public investment. 

3) To the extent that two-parent families have more 
d~fficulty, qualifying for bt;;nefits (either, in terms of cash 1 
or services) or keeping benefits (in terms of sanction 
policies), there eQuId be some disincentive for families to 
form. 

Characteristiqs ot the APDC-Vp caseload. 

There are some general differences in the characteristics of AFDC­
UP and basic AFDC cases. (See appendix A for more details.) 
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In 	summary: 

Aroe-up cases tend to be larger l with more children, and a 
larger age range of children~ 

A significant portion have parents who are well into middle 
age. {In part this may reflect problems that young couples 
have meeting the "quarters-ot-work" requirement.) At the same 

,.:' 	time, disability t in the form of SSl eligibility, is less 
common. 

As expected, UP cases tend to have closer ties to the labor 
force. A moderate portio'~'have automobiles. 

Except perhaps in california, the UP caseload is much less 
diverse racially and ethnically than the regular caseload. 
(This: probably reflects in part the -s:naller population of 
intact black families.) 

contrary to, expectations I there are a~fair number of UP cases 
that do not 'have two parents in the case. Since the "standard 
filing unit" was enacted in i984, the general rules has been 
that all parents in the ho~e should be included in the filing 
unit. The main proble~ here seems' to be that, in California, 
there are a substantial number of cases with two parents in 
the home, but one or both parent' lacks satisfactory 
immigration status and is therefore ineligible for AFDC. 
(ISSUE: Should soma: kind of community service or family 
obligation be imposed in these cases even where the adult is 
not receiving assistance?) 

Anecdotal .evidence had suggested that substance abuse was a 
> significant problem in AFDC-UP cases. The prevalence data 
discussed in another paper suggest~ that the UP case load does 
not have disproportionate problems in this area. 

Based on this overview of the AFOC-UP program and AFDC-UP caseload,
it is easy to see that there are special factors ~orking for and 
against,AFOC-UP families in their move towards self-sufficiency. 
The presence of two parents in the home, their greater attachment 
to the labor force, and their better access to transporta~ion make 
such a move easier. At the same time their larger family size and 
the'presence of young children in greater numbers make the move 
more difficult. 

Of course, as,the UP data hctips illustrate, the AFDC caseload looks 
quite different in different parts of the country. This diversity 
suggests some caution in setting national policy regarding how UP 
cases ,should be served. 
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. ~xemI?tion polioi,.,. 

OPTIONS: 

A. 	 Require participation by both parents, even if there is 
a young chi Id . 

B. 	 -Require participation by both parents unless the state 
·f inds it more advantageous to have one parent in "work 
activities and one responsible for the care of the child. 

MAJORITY RECOMMENDATION: NO SPECIAL EXEMPTIONS; ENCOURAGE 0"­
PARTICIPATION TAILORED AROUND CHILD CARE NEEDS. 

Discussion. 

1) 	 If the program in general is moving to a full participation 

model. it makes sense that both parents in UP casas would be 

subject' to participation requirements. The traditional 

'concept of a single breadwinner is no longer the sound basis 


. for 	public policy. 

2) 	 In today's econoJ:'!Y it is less likely that ohe parent"alone 

will be able to earn enough to support the family. It is 

unclear that welfare work policies should establish the 

pattern or expectation of single-parent support. 


3), 	 A two-parent 'participation' policy may be more costly for the 

government, at least in the short run, because of child care 

costs. 


4) 	 states should have flexibility and be encouraged to desi~i'n 

participation requirements which minimize the need for child 

care expenditures. For example, they should explore work,. and 

assignments (including part-time, school-hour, eveninq, and 

in-home assignments) which would enable parents to share child 

care responsibilities~ However; there are circumstances when 

such expenditures might be indicated, and states need some 

discretion in this area. 


5) 	 We intend that AFOC-UP families with special needs (such as 

responsibility for the care of a disabled child or elderly 

relative) would receive reasonable accommodation in terms of 

establishing reasonable and appropriate. participation 

requirements and extensions to the time limit. A decisi'on on 

whether an exemption, extension, or 'special treatment Were 


"'appropriate, in this case 'Would, depend on the level of care 
involved~ One parent could qualify for an exemption if the 
care needs were extensive enough. 
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Targeting to AFDC-OP Cases* 

Discussion. 

1) 	 Research suggests that earlYt intensive intervention in AFDC­
UP "cases may not a productive use of resources. It~therefore 
should not be forced by Federal policy. However, programs to 
promote early entry into" the labor force might. be more 
appropriate .• In general, the research. suggests that AFDC-UP 
cases might receive lower priority for education, training, 
and support servicesj'however , such' a policy would fly in the 
face .of our interest in treating AFDe-up cases more 
comparably. Also, there are AFDC-UP cases which are 
susceptible to long-term dependency_ 

2) 	 Federal policy in this area should, not be too prescriptive 
because there are considerable differences in the 'AFOC-UP 
case load in different parts of the country~ Furthermore, if 
changes are made in the eligibility requirements for AFDC-UP 
cases, the future AFDC-UP case load may be much different than 
has historically been the case. First, there may be a higher 
"level of cases that are actively p~rticipating in the labor 
force and need a different service strategy. secondly, there 
may be many more cases that are at-risk for long-term welfare 
stays because they' lack work histories and have poorer 
educational backgrounds. ~or these families, earlier and more 
intensivE! interventions could provide a better payoff than 
research suggests. 

RECOMMEND~TIO~: TO THE EXTENT POLITICALLY FEASIBLE, DE-EMPHASIZE 
EARLY lIND INTlrn8IVI! IlITl!RVENTIONS FOR MDC-UP C~SES; ELIMI~~TE 
REQUIREMENTS F,OR UP CASES TO PARTICIPATE IN WORK ACTIVITIES IF SUCH 
REQUIREMENTS REDUCE OPPORTUNITIES FOR OTHER PAMILIES.' 

Sanctions. 
.' 

Piscussion. 
-

1) ~ 	 Under the Family Support Act, sanction policies for AFOe-up 
cases and regular cases became much more similar. Whole­
fa~ily sanction~ were eliminated; sanctions were applied only 
to non-cooperating parents and to their spouses if their 
spouses were not also participating. The second-spouse 
provision did cause some problems because the second spouses" 
were not always in position to participate; e.g., sometimes 
they were working or sick. . - These problems have been 
alleviated by policy changes over time. 

2) 	 With broader participation and narrower exemption policies 
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anticipated, it makes sense to have comparable ArDe-UP and 
regular APDC policies. Sanctionable actions would affect the 
sanctionable individual's portion of the grant. TWo-parent 
sanctions would be imposed only if both parents were expected 
to participate and failed to do so. 

RECOMMEND~TION' PARALLEL THE POLICY FOR REGULAR ArDC CASES; APPLY 
THE SANCTION ONLY TO THE NON-COOPERATING INDIVIDUAL. 
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Appendix A 

An Overview of· the AFOC-UP Case load I 

Following is some information pulled together from the AFDC QC data 
to help inforn the development of policies ,appropriate for the 

. AFOC-UP caseload. 

'First, in spite of~the extension of the AFDC-UP program under the 
Family Support Act, AFDe-up cases ,still ....comprise, only about 6 
percent the total AFDC caseload. 

'l;'he CaTifornia UP caseload represents about 39 percent of the 
national caseload-. Therefore., California statistics tend to. 
dominate the national numbers. Since the California statistics 
are not representative in a number of.respects, weJhave compiled 
separate statistics_~for California and the rest of the country.. . .
At the end of are some tables with more deta i led 
information. 

Outside of California, most UP cases (93.2%} have two parents in 
the case .. In California, there are a fair number of UP cases 
(i.e., 20,540 out of 102,699 cases) with one or no parents in the 
case~ 

In California! most UP cases without two parents do have parents 
otherwise in the household. A majority of these .cases (almost 
12 1 000) have parents who are illegal aliens, and more 'than 1,100 
cases have a parent on SSI~ However t for a substantial- portion of 
the cases, there is no obvious reason why parents who are inside 
the household are outside the case. 

outside California, a substantial majority of UP cases without two 
parents appear not to have two parents in the home; of 10,757 UP 
case,s without two parents; 6431 report no parent in the home and 
outside. the budget group. ' Less than 15 percent of these less­
than-two-parent, cases have illegal parents, and less than three 
percent have a parent on SSI. More than 5 percent are.receiving, 
restricted payments (presumably' these ,WOUld be sanction or 
mismanagement cases). 

In both California and the other States, it is quite.rare for UP 
cases w~thout parents to have anothe~ adult in the case. 

General differences between UP and Basic Cases 

UP cases are about four to five times as likely to own a car (but 
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still less than one-quarter do). 

UP cases are much "less likely to have a household member or an 
adult household member on 551. 

The ethnic/racial make-up of UP cases is much different. Outside 
of california, UP is largely a ~hite assistance program. Inside 
California, UP cases are, fairly evenly distributed among white, 

'Hispanic, and other non-black populations. The basic caseload is 
largely black and whiter-but also includes a substantial number of 
Hispanics. ' 

Outside of California, UP cases use pUblic and sUbsidized housing 
to the same extent as the basic case load. Inside California, it 
is rare for UP cases to receive housing assistance; UP cases depend 
almost entirely on private housing. 
, 
Participation in self-initiated education and training is fairly 
comparable between the basic'and UP caseloads. 

UP cases are rn~ch more apt to have earnings than regular cases, 
and they are more apt to have unemployment income--especially in 
California. UP cases are two to three times as likely to be 
employed and twice as likely to be in the labor forcer but 
unemployed (vs. not employed), 

UP cases are much more apt to have several (i.e., three or more) 
children--especially in California to have infants and toddlersr r 

and to have two or more children under age 6. Thirty-seven percent 
of basic cases have no Children under age 6. 

UP cases are as· likely to have school-aged children as basic cases, 

The older of the two parent's in UP cases seem to be appreciably 
older than parents in basic cases and the number of young "older" 
parents (i.e. 1 under age 20-25) seems much smaller. However, these 
~ata 'need to be looked at carefully because of the large number of 
basic and· california UP cases without any parent. 

Figures on the age of the head of the household suggest a 
different I less clear picture. The California UP cases still seem 
to have substantially older adults, but the distribution for the 
other UP cases is quite similar to that for the basic caseload. 
As might be expected, for basic cases I figures on the age of the 
head-ot-household and the oldest pa~ent are similar. For UP cases I 
the figure.s for the oldest, parent:- and head-of-household groups 
differ considerably t with household heads tending to be younger
than older' parents. ' , 
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DATA SUPPORTING THIS 

R~.tional Case load 

Basic 
UP 
Total 

4,051.161 
260,550 

4,311,711 

UP Case load 

National 
CA 
Ot.her 

260.,2?0 
102,699 
157,851 

Data OD UP Cases Without 2 Parents 

CA 

Total UP Cases 102,699 
Cases wi 2 parents 82,160 
Cases w!out 2 parents 20,540 
Cases wi 0 parents 11,982 
Cases wI 0 adults 11,481 
Cases w/out 2 parents in 

case, but parents. in home 19,398 

Qf Cases without 2 Parents 

Total 20,540· 
Cases wi illegal parents 11,982 
Cases wI SSI parents 1,141 
Cases wI restricted payments ° 


. .. 


DISCUSSION 

• 

.. 

Other 

157,851 
147,094' 

10,757 
2,685 
2,259 

4,326 

10,757 
1,360 

243 
584 
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DIFFERENCES BETWEEN BASIC AND UP CASES 

Car OwnershlP 
Basic QPICA UP!Qther 

Vehicle 5.8% 27.8% 20.0% 

SSI Recipients in Household 

.< SSI Adult 
SSI Member 

.. 
6.2% 
7.4% 

1.7% 
2.2% 

0.7% 
1.9% 

Race/Ethnicity 

White 
Black 
Hispanic 
Other 

37.4% 
41. 3% 
16.3% 

5.0% 

30.6% 
7.2% 

28.3% 
33.9% 

75.9% 
9.6% 
8.8% 
5.7% 

Housing Arrangements 

Public Housing 
Subsidy 
Private Housing 
Free rent 
Shared Housing 
Own hom~ 

9.6% 
13.7% 
63.8% 

7.0% 
1.7% 
J.n 

1.7% 
1S.7% 

91.1% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.6% 

7.8% 
11. Bt 
62.5% 

3.0% 
0.6% 

14.0% 

Earnings / Employment S i tuat iQJl 

Earnings 
Unemployment Income 
Parent Employed 
Parent Unemployed 
Parent Not Employed 

7. J% 
0.6% 
5.5% 
9.8% 

65.2% 

16.7% 
8.3% 

17.2% 
19.4% 
57.8% 

19.0% 
<3.0% 
10.5% 
19.4% 
64.9% 

IX - to , 



TRANSITIONAL SUPPORT DRAFT PAPER, FOR DISCUSSION ONLY, 10/1/93 


DUFERENCES IN NUMBER OF CHILDREN 

Basic UelCA UPIOther 

No. of children. 

0 2.6% 0.0% 0.0% 
1 ~ 42.9% 20.0% 27.5%•.
2 29. B% 32.2% 32.5%, 
3 15.4% 25.6% 22.6% 
4 6.0% 12.2% 9.9% 
5+ 3.2% 10.0% 7.6% 

~Q. Qf chilgren < 6 

0 .39.6% 26.n 24.1%-.- 1 38.8% 32.2% 40.7% 
2 16.6% 29.4% 24.1% 
3 4.1% 8.9% 8.9% 
4 or more 0.9% 2.at 2.2% 

Age of Youngest Child 

< 1 9.6% 10.6% 14.9% 
1 :5. 2 19.6% 32.2% 29.8% 
2 :5. 3 10.5% 11. 7% 11. 8% 
3 :5. 6 20.7% 18.9% 19.3% 
6 :5. 12 26.4% 21.1% 18.5% 

13 :5. 18 10.6% 5.6% 5.7% 
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DIFFERENCES IN AGES OF ADULTS 


Age of Oldest Par:.~nt Basic UP/9A lIprother 

16-17 1.0% 0.6% 0.2% 
18-19 5.6% 1.7% 1.3% 
20-25 23.9% 13.3% 19.6%- _.26-30 -20.5% 14.4% 23.2% 
:n-35'....... 16.0% 15.0% 23.4%-' 
36-40 9.6% 20.6% " 15.6% 
41-5Q 6.7% ' .16.1% 11. 2% 
No parent.. ·· 15.0% 11. 7% 1.7% 
Other 1.7% 6.6% ,3.8% 

Age of Hoysehold Head Basic UP/CA uPlOther 

16-17 1.2% 2.2% 0.4% 
18-19 5.7% 2.2% 3.4% 
20-25 24.8% 14.4% 27.7% 
26-30 21. 5\ 16.1% 23.4% 
31-35 17.2% 16.7% 19.3% 
36-40 10:8 % ' ,16.7% 14.0% 
41-50 9.1%' 16.H 8.4% 
Other 9.7% 15.6% 3.4% 

'F" 
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TRANSITIONAL SUPPORT IH THE CONTEXT OF REINVENTING GOVERNMENT 

OVerview. On September 7, Vice President Gore issued the report 
on his National Performance Review. It contained innumerable 
suggestions bout how to make the Federal government operate more 
effectively and efficiently. ,It talked about moving a way from a 
system characterized by complacency and entitlement towards a 
system characteFized by initiative and empowerment, and-it talked "~ 
in many ways about focusing oore on what the government gets for 
its dollars than 'its expenditure process.· The report also cited 
the Administration's welfare reform initiative as an important 
part of the Reinventing Government ini tiati,V'fr. 

In this context, we think it is important to think about whether 
potential changes to the welfare system would be consistent with 
th,e di;;-ections suggested by the National Performance Review_ 
Obviously the ideal proposal from that perspective is to convert 
the welfare system from a program funded on 'an open-ended 
entitlement, basis to one funded on a performance ba'sis. 
Unfortunately, we did not feel that such 'a drastic Change could 
be made overnight~ A major problem with converting to such a 
system is reaching agreement on what goals do we want such a 
system to achieve. ,A second problem is determining how we coul~ 
measure whether it is meeting its goals. As the experience of 
the JTPA program and the JOBS programs has shown I performance 
systems are more difficult to develop than one would think. 
Great care has to be taken to ensure that secondary (but 
ne~ertheless very important) goals are not thwarted when 
standards and measures are put into place. 

Short of that,' 'We have trt~d to become more outcome- rather than 
process-focused and to provide state and local governments' 
flf.axibility in deciding how to manage their programs. We have 
also tried to look at the issues from a cost-conscious point of 
view. In particular, we tried to keep some of the following 
interests in the 'back of our minds when evaluating the options 

. before us: 

1) cutting back to basics; 

2} re-engineering to cut costsi 

3} decentralizing decision-making; 

4} holding programs accountable; 

5) giving program operators the tools they needi 

51 enhancing the quality of worklife;


.' 	 7} giving customers a voice and a choice;' 
8) empowering State and local government; 
9) eliminating regulatory overkill; 
lO} exerting leadership; 
11) making service organizations compete. 
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Some will argue that we will not fix the system until we totally 
transform it into a performance-driven system. However, we have 
identified a number'of lesser policy options which should move 
the system in the right direction .. A number of these are 
discussed in other papers. We have not attempted to ~ay out 
rec'ommendations in this paper (in part because we ran out of 
deliberation time). Nevertheless, we thought it would be helpful 
to at least get some ideas on the table for this purpose. 

~" 

Possible Short-Term Strategies 

A. 	 Greater flexibi-lity in how programs are administered by 
eliminating the single State agency requirement; 

-8. 	 Encourage more individual discretion in the type of 
support services offered (e.g., relocation programs) 
{NOTE: this could be in the context some costs 
con1;:rols.); 

C. 	 Conduct consumer surveys of recipients to identify how 
well they are being' served; 

O. 	 Establish· a Federal expectation of equitable treatment 
and/or reasonable accommodation'; 

E. 	 Promote contracting for E&T services when there is 
reason to believe generai services are not meeting the 
needs of welfare.recipients; 

F. 	 Promote continued evaluation of work activities, but 
with a more aggressive effort to distribute of 
information on program effectiveness; 

G. 	 Change the funding stru'cture for the JOBS program (see 
Appendix A for further discussion); 

H. 	 Promote greater use of 'competitively-bid, performance­ /based contracting (see Appendix B for discussion of one 
model); 

I. 	 Support Federal, State and local reviews and audits of 
educational and training programs to determine whether 
they are effectively serving welfare recipients; 

J. 	 Provide incentive funding for CET-model programs 
and o~her innovative programs which tie education 
and training services more directly to work; . 

K. 	 Provide a pool of Federal R&D funds for further study 
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of effective service models; 

L. 	 Give States more fle~ibility to meet the needs of 
paFticipants through one or more of the following 
approaches: 

a) promote use of individualized sar,vice plans 
(whether for the entire caseload or only for 
those with special needs); 

b)~ 	 amend section 403 of the Social Security Act 
to restore authorization for general service 
expenditures under IV-A; 

c) 	 encourage discretion in state and local 
programs. consistent with their state and 
local procurement rules, to provide social 
services based on individual circumstances; 

d) 	 encourage innovation practices through a Federal 
and/or state incentive systems; 

e) 	 allow families to have an automobile of higher 
value when needed for employment, participation ,in 
employment and training activities, or special 
family circumstances (such as ~edical needs); 

f) 	 allow substantially more flexibi'lity to 
States to pay for services and to provide 
counseling and other follow-up 'services to 
former AFOC recipients; or ' 

g) 	 eliminate 'the 20-hour rule. 

, 
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Appendix A 

Changing the Financial Incentives for state" JOBS Programs 

Currently, there is no financial incentive in the JOBS allocation 
formula to encourage States to help welfare recipients find and 
keep jobs. Instea.d, fun9_s. are distributed according to a_ 
combinations of fixed match rates and the Federal Medicaid match 
rate. How frequently recipients are able to find. employment and 
how long ..they. retain their jobs does not affect JOBS funding:. 
States whose welfare clients have poor. employment rates may get 
the same reimbursement as States with above-average rates since, 
they are paid on a cost rathe~ than performance basis. 

A reinventing government approach looks to rewarding what works. 
When States are. able to place more recipients who can retain 
their jobs, their success in doing so should be rewarded. 

~'"Howe:ver, other factors would also need to be part'·of the reward 
formula. To encourage successful programs, a floor could be set 
for the Federal match rate for JOBS expenditures (e.g., 50 

percent). Based on sampling throughout the year, the Federal ~ 

government 'could determine overall State success rates. States >1' 


that performed above average or well based on some preset 

performance-measures could receive higher match rates (e.g., u~ \ 

to a maximum rate of 75 percent). 


An alternative incentive system could provide higher matching 

rates for expenditures during the first two years and lower 

matching rates for individuals after two years (whether in 

subsidized work, work experience, or extended benefit status). 


If either of these approaches seems viable, they need to receive 

additional staff work, in part to ensure that States with the 

most disadvantaged case loads are not unduly,disadvantaged. 
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Appendix B 

America Works 

.. 

One private organization that is remunerated on the basis of 
performance is America Works, founded in 1985 in Hartford, 
Connecticut. 8y 1991, this company had managed to place about 
2,000 welfare recipients in'existing private and government 
sector jobs, with a solid job.retention rate. America 'Works 
oper.ates as a temporary employment agency;' recruiting .welfare 
recipients I providing. them basic interviewing and job skills-' . 
training, and job place~ents. Employers pay America Works about 
half of what they .would otherwfse pay When hiring through a 
regular temporary.agency, and America Work diverts a portion of 
the employeeis wages. Welfare agencies give fixed-rate payments 
to America Works based on its success in placing recipients and 
keeping them employed~ After a four-month trial period, America 
Works estimated that 70 percent-of employees are retained. 

Case managers at America works have a strong incentive to help 
employees retain their jobs since bonuses and commissions are 
offered on that basis. As a result, case managers will help 
mediate between employer and employee t and even help with 
occasional transportation and babysitting qlitches+ 

, 

To the extent that such organizations can saVe Federal/State 
dollars and obtain good results for clients, they should 'be 
encouraged. The-proliferation of organizations like America 
Works could be aided by disseminating information to states about 
how the prototype operates, cutting down the red tape needed to 
set up and fund such organizations (e.g.; by simplifying the Work 
Supplementation program rules), setting up demonstrations, and 
granting waivers as needed. ' 

Before a decision is made to go this route, however, We recommend 
that the program be further investigated. There is some concern 
that the results may be 'attributable to "creaming" (i.e~ E working 
with the most employable recipients who would have found steady 
employment anyway t without this kind of program intervention). ' 

I 
I 01(, 

lJ!!' '\ 
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COST TABLES FOR EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING SERVICES 


N.B. -- The numbers in the attached table are ,indicative of a 
range of costs"for different component activities which can be 
found under the JOBS program. These numbers were compiled from 
eduoation and training programs and demonstrations in three 
Departments--Health and Human Services, Labor and &ducation~ 
These costs have been compiled ~ithout an attempt to achieve 
complete standardization or comparability, nor do they capture 
the substantial variation which exists within and across states. 
In addition, when provided by other Departments, no attempt was 
made to verify their accuracy. They shQuld therefore be used 
with caution. While they offer insights'into the costs of these 
services, and will be useful to modelers making judgements about 
how to cost different activities, any restructured program can be 
expected to operate ·under different assumptions, timeframes and 
capacity constraints which could 'substantially alter the actual 
costs of these activities. 

Working 'Document 
Cost sub<;roup 
1()-1-9:i 
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COST ESnMATES FOR EDUCATiON, TRAINING AND SUPPORT Sr;:RVICES: Xf·2 

TRANSITIONAL SUPPORT PROGRAM {199:2 dollars) 

$343 

icrHn Parent Damo! Duration {monthsl. ______ 1-----::=:+------::-=-:-I---'-::---:-:+------!----"'""=+---==,-1
OHHS . CO'St/P~d-p;.;t-- -	 $2OS $1551 $154 $2,006 $(1,'251 

WolkOemo~l Range'" 	 $112-$348 $122·$188 I $1,159-$3,525 $t,974·$(1.684 
'. 

,. 

Duration 

of Labor 

labor 

of labor $1,120 . $6lS 

4. 
$1.!l:l1 

$961 

7.6 

$1,511 $\,759 
2.9 

$788 

• The figures are the average annual costs 01 post"SQCOndarY $eho~1 attendance 

for $tudents receiving and lor students not r1!Ceiving AFDC, respectiyely . 

The numbers represent estimatQS of ~ho full ¢Osl of pO$l·secondary school 

attendance, including tuition and tees, room and board, books and 

transportation. 

... 

• 

The welfare to work demonstrations differed substantially in 'Scope and ,
• structure, and consequently there is consldlilrable variation in unit costs, 

To ~plure the variation, a range of unit costs is presente<j, 

Duration aata lor wel1are to work demonstrations are nol available 

on e. consistent basis and in a standard format. 
••• 	Flg\Jre roprE!$ents the cost per participant for persons in ttlo fOllowing 

activities: high schoof. classes to prepare for the OED, ESL classes and 
•adult basic education dasses. 

. . 




XI-3 COST ESTIMATES FOR EDUCATION, TRAINING .AND SUPPORT SERVICES: 

TRANSITIONAL SUPPORT PROGRAM (1992 dollars) 

of labor 

of labor 

IDu~ation (months) 

CosVParticipant 

j I~~;a~;o~ ~;~~'t~S) I 
DHHS ICosVParticipanl I 

I(Welfare to WorX Demos) 

$316 

7.6 

$420 $301 

$367 ·$239 ! $1,234 $799 $459 
1.7 2.0 2.5 3.2 3.6 

$704 $3,442 $1,125 I 

$254 $167 $245; $274" I $354 ...... ,$2,564 $607 
$122-$387 $24-$659" $354-$1.196 

$224 

7.6 

I $38 

$61 

$30-$93 

.. The average for individual job search is $245; for group job search the 

• 
average is $274. The top range ($24-$659) is lor individual job search and 

the bottom ($102-$446) for group job search . 

.. " The welfare to worX demonstrations differed substantially in ~cope and i 

structure, and consequently there is considerable variation in unit costs. 

To capture the variation, a range of unit costs is presented. 

Duration data for wellare to worX demonstrations is not available 

on a consistent basis and in a standard format. 
••• This figure does not indude payments to employers. 

" 
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NOTES TO COST ESTIMATE CHART 

General 

1. 	 All cost figures are in 1992' dollars. 

2. 	 The cost per participant i~ average total cost per partici ­
pant. An average monthly cost per participant can be 

• 	 arrived at by dividinq the cost per participant by the 
duration (where available), 

. -...-­
3, 	 Duration figures for the Department of ,Education Basic/Adult 

Education entry and for the Department of Labor JOBSTART 
entries were originally reported in hours. These numbers 
were~onverted into monthly figures by assuming 20 hours per 
week. 4.3 weeks per month. The duration data from the 
National Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) study, 'w 

originally reported in days, were converted into months by 
assurnin9 30.4 days per month. 

Department of Education 

1, 	 Cost and duration figures for Basic/Adult Education are 
rough estimates, 

Department of Bealth and Suman Services 

JOBS 

1. 	 JOBS cost and duration data were drawn from state reports 
'(rather than from an independent evaluation). 

2. 	 JOBS 'cost figures represent'only those expenditures incurred 
by the State aqency operating the JOBS program and claimable 
for activities under Title IV-F of the Social Security Act, 
For this reason, JOBS cost figures may not represent the 
full cost of the services provided. States may not claim 

., 	 reimbursement under JOBS for those services that:"are already 
provided through other funding sources. 

The JOBS cost numbers include both the Federal and the State 
share. 

3. 	 The JOBS cost data are from FY 1991, as 1992 cost data are 
not yet available. FY 1991 was;- however, the first year 

.~States 	 reported expenditure data by component. and. the 
figures should be viewed accordingly, ... 
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4. 	 While the cost data are from FY 1991, the duration data are 

from FY 1992, the first year for which such information is 

available. 


Hassacbu$e~t5 Employment and Training (Er) Program 

L 	 Mass31~h~satts ET costs represent only direct costs-to the ... 
program "and do not include I for example, costs incurred by';'~ .-c 

0 

3TPA-funded programs or public schools.

-"Helfare to Hork Demonstrations 
, , :-.;.:;>" 

1. 	 As mentioned in the footnote on the first page of the 
matrix ..~e welfare to work demonstrations varied widely in­
design, and consequently the reported unit costs differ 
substantially, 

2, 	 Oata were drawn from the following welfare to work demon­

strations: 


Illinois WIN Demonstration Program (Cook County) 

Maine Training Opportunities in the Private Sector program 

Maryland Employment Initiatives (Options Program, Baltimore) 

New Jersey WIN Grant Diversion Project ~ 


Saturation Work lnitiative Model (San Diego) 

Virginia Employment Services Program 


Food and Nutrition service, Department of Agricu~ture 

1. 	 Cost data by component were not available for education and 

training programs operated as'part of the Food Stamp 

Employment· and Training (E&T)' program. 


," ' 
, " 

, ' 

• 
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SOURCES FOR COST ESTIMATES 


Department of Education 

Data were provided by Mike Carpenter of the Office of Management 
and Budget at the Department of Education. '=' ~t,-",.• 

, ~ ...... 
Department of Labor 

~ 

Job Training Partnersbip Act (JTPA) 

Prelirnin'ary 'cost estimates from the National JTPA Study wer-e-­
..,..til'" supplied by Larry Orr of Abt Associates. -~-<'~ 

.Job Corps 

Employment. and Training Administration, u.s. Department of Labor. 
1991. Job Corps in Brief: Program Year 1991," 

JOBSI'ARI' 

Cave, George and Fred Doolittle. 1991. Assessing JOBSTART; 
'Interim Impacts of a· Program for School Dropouts. New York: 
MDRe. 

'Department of Healt.h and Human Services 

JOBS 

Data were provided by the Division of Program Evaluation! Office 
of Family Assistance, Administration for Children and Familie~. 
Oepartment of Health and Human Services. 

Massachusetts Employment and Training·(ET) Program 

.Ni'1htingale, Demetra Smith at. al. 1991. Ev.aluat1on of the 
Massachusetts Employment and Tra1ning Program, W?shington. D.C,: 
The Urban Institute Press. 

Teenage Parent Demonstration 

Hershey, Alan M. and Marsha Silverberg. 1993. Costs of 
Mandatory Education and Training Programs for Teenage Parents on 
Welfare: Lessons from the 'J.'eenage Parent Demonstration,. 
Mathematica Policy Research report submitted to the Department of 
Jiealth and Human Services. _ 

• 




XI -7 

Welfare to ~ork Demonstrations 

Data were drawn from MORe final impact reports on the following 
welfare to work demonstrations: 

-Illinois WIN Demonstration P~o9ra.m (Cook county)

Maine Training Opportunities~,in the Private Sector program 

Maryland Employment Initiatives (Options Program, Baltimore)

New Jersey WIN Grant Divers"ion Project . 

Saturation Work" Initiat.ive Hodel (San 'Diego) 

Virginia Employment' Services· Program 


..... - --<.. . . "---,.. 

-. 


