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WELFARE REFORM ISSUE PAPER 

INTRODUCTION 

EJeryone is frustrated with the welfare system. Welfare reform is designed, t~ change the very 
culture of the support system and reinforce bru;ic values Of work: and responsibility. The current 
system "pays C&<;h when people fait to provide for their families.. We propose a new vision aimed at 
helping people regain the means of supporting themselves and holding people responsible for 
themselves and their families. The proposal indicates that work is valued by making work: pay. It 
indicates that people should not have chUdren until they are able tn support them. It signals that 
p~ts-both p<lI'elflS-have responsibilities to support their children. It gives poople access to the 
training ~ey need, but also expects work in return. It limits cash assistance to two years, then 
requires work~ preferably in the private sectort but in community service jobs if necessary. 
Ultimately, this requires changing almost everything about the way in which we deliver support to 
struggling fanallies. Most importantly. it requires changing the culture of welfare offices. getting 
them out of the dIeck-writing business and into the training and job placement business. , 

, 
Fundamentally, this plan is about giving people back: the dignity and control that romes from work: 
and independence. ]t is about reinforcing work and family and opportunlty and responsibility. To 
achieve this vision~ the plan has four main elements: 

Transition.l Assistance Followed by Wock 

• 	 Full narticipation. Everyone who receives cash support is expected to do something to belp 
themseives and their community, The requirement applies to those who are preparing 
themselves for work, to those who are past the time limit and to those who are currently not 
yet ready to work. Those who are unable to work due to disability or other reasons will not 
be put into time-limlted assistance until they are ready. 

• 	 Training. education and emn!2yroent services «be JOBS nrogram), As soon as people 

begin receiving; public assistance, they wiU sign a personal responsibility contract and 


. develop an employabiHty pJan to move them into work as quickly as possible. 'Many 
will get jobs quickly after assistanee with job search and job preparation. Others will, 
spend time in education and training services as needed. The program will be closely 
coordinated with existing mainstream education and training programs including 
lTPA. School..w..Work: and vocational education. 

• 	 Tim. limits. People who are able to work Will~eralyb.limited to two years of 

cash a.'aistance. Most people are expected to erne employment welt before the two 

years are up. Extensions to complete an education program win be granted in a 

limited number of eases. 


• 	 Work for those who exhaust their time limit £the WORK tllilgram), Those people 

who are stili unable to find work at the end of two years will be required to work in a 

private sector. community service or public s&tor job. These are intended to be real, 

work-for-wages jobs. The program wilt be designed to favor unsubsidized work: and 

to ensure that subsidized jobs are short-leon and non-dlsplacing. 
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Making Work Pay 

Health Reform. An essential part of moving people from welfare to work is ensuring that 
I, working persons get health protection. The current system keeps people from leaving welfare 

for fear of losing their hea1tb insurance. ' 

• 	 Advance payment of the Earned Income Tax Credjt fEITel. The expanded EITe 

makes it possible for low-wage workers to support their families above poverty. 

Mechanisms will be put in place to ensure that families receive the ErrC on a regular 

basis. 


• 	 Child care for the working poor. In addition to ensuring child care for participants in 

the transitional assistance program and for those who transition off welfare, child care 

subsidies will be made available to low-income working families who have never been 

on welfare. 


Pa~ental Responsibility 

• 	 Child supPOrt enforcement. The child support enforcement system will be 

strengthened to ensure that awards are established in every case, that fair award levels 

are maintained and that awards that are owed are in fact collected. Demonstrations of 

child support assurance and of programs for non-custodial parents wil,1 be mounted. 


• 	 Efforts aimed at minor mothers. responsible family planning and prevention. Minor 

mothers will receive special case management services and will be required to live at 

home and stay in school to receive income support. Access to family planning will be 

ensured. A strategy for investing in and learning from programs to prevent high-risk. 

behavior and teen pregnancy will be developed. 


• 	 Efforts to Promote Two-Parent Families. We will provide better support for two-parent 
families by eliminating fhe current bias in the welfare system in which two-parent families are 
subject to more stringent eligibility rules than single-parent families. 

Rei~venting Government Assistance 

• 	 Coordination. simplification and improved incentives in income support programs. The 

administrative and regulatory program structures of AFDC and Food Stamps will be 

redesigned to simplify and coordinate rules and to encourage work, family fonnation and 

asset accumulation. 


• 	 A nerforrnance-based system. In addition to incentives for clients, incentives for the 

system will be designed to bring about a change in the culture of welfare offices 

toward. and an emphasis on, work and performance. 


This paper lays out the major unresolved issues that need to be addressed. It is organized around 
each of the first three broad elements listed above. In each case, a description of the proposed policy 
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is provided and remaining issues discussed. (The details of the fourth element-Reinventing 
Government Assistance-will be addressed later in a separate paper. We anticipate that changes will 
be cost neutral for that part of the proposal, so they will not affect cost estimates or financing needs.) 

There are four particularly significant issues Ibat need to be resolved: 

• The Scale and Phase-In of the Reformed Welt.re System-Should we seek to bring in all 
persons quickly, or should we i~:;target OUf resources to sub-groups, such as new 
applicants or persons born after 196 

• TIle Structure and Requirements of the Work Program ror People Who Have Exceeded 
the TIme Limit-After a person hits the time limit, should we maadate StAtes to provide a job 
wbicll pays an hourly wage. or should we allow States to continue paying a welfare check: 
while requiring work as a condition of rooeipt'l How many hout'S of wad:: should be 
required? What methods should we use to minimize long..f.erm participation in this work 
program? 

• The Level and Fows or Child Care tor the Working Poor-What level of resources .hneld 
we devote to child care for the working poor'! How should limited resources he tlrgOled if 
there is insufficient money to guarantee coverage fur an working poQt' families? ; 

• Flrut.nclng-What I:nea.li:ures should be used to finance the ~elfare reform package? 
should the burden he shared between States and the Federal government? 

How 

Financing is oot discussed in this paper. 

This draft issue paper is designed to serve .. the background fur the key decisions which remain. To 
provide a sense of the scale of a program and the C()St of particular elements, we have created a 
hypothetical proposal. The actual cost of the program will differ depending on what decisions are 
made, In the remainder of the document. we win refer to this baseline and indicate where different 
programmatic decisions would have led to a larger or smaller program. This table is only provided 
as abasis of discussion-not as an indication that policy decisions have been made. 
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TABLE 1 ,-PRELIMINARY COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL AND STATE) 
FOR A HYPOTHETICAL WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL 

(By flscal year, In millions of dollars) 

S·Veer 
1995 1996 1997 1998 '999 Total 

PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY 

Minor Mothers 0 (45) (SO) (SO) (SO) ('95) 
Comprehensive Demonstration Grants 0 SO SO SO SO 200 
Two-Parent ProvisloO$ 0 0 440 600 945 2,065 

No Additional Benefim tor Additional Children (35) (100) (110) (140) (1SO) (535) 

Child Support Entorcmont 
Paternity Establishment (Net) 5 20 (1l5) (140) (115) (385) 
Enforcement (Net) 0 (30) (100) (105) (3SO) (585) 
Computer Coats 15 35 95 160 100 4e5 
Non-CustQdiaI Panlnt Provisions 0 30 65 110 165 390 
Access Grants and Ptu'Gl'lUng Oe:mon$(ratfOns 20 25 30 30 30 135 
Ctlild Support Assurance Demonstrations 0 0 100 200 250 550 

SUBTOTAl, CSE ' 40 SO lIS 255 SO 510 

TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE FOLLOWED BY WORK 

JOBS-Prep 0 IS 'so 60 10 195 
Additional JOBS Spending 0 200 820 940 980 3,000 
WORK Pl"09fOOl 0 0 0 120 620 740 
Additional Child eM) for JOBSIWORK 0 240 6SO 7SO 610 2,540 

Transitionat Child Care 0 B5 250 300 3SO 9BS 
Enhanced Teen Case Mana~ 0 30 90 105 11O 335 
Economic Development 0 0 100 100 100 300 

Savings -, CaseJoad Reduct10n 0 (10) (40) (90) (100) (240) 

SUBTOTAl, J06SlWORK 0 620 1,950 2,285 3,_ 7,855 

MAKING WORK PAY 

Working Poor Child Cllr8 0 500 1,_ 1,500 2,000 5,000 
Advance EITC 0 0 0 0 0 -0 

GRAND TOTAL 5 1,105 3,395 4,580 5,675 14,900 

Note; parenthesos denote savings. 

Source: ASPE Staff Caicolationt'l 

See APPENDIX FOR ENDNOTES TO TABt..e 
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TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE FOLLOWED BY WORK 

Perhaps the most critical and difficult goal of welfare reform is to resbape the very mission of the 
current support system from one focused on writing checks to one focused on work. opportunlty~ and 
resPonsibility. ~[be Working Group proposal caUs for replacing the AFOC program with transitional 
assi,stance followed by wort. The new progmm includes four key elements! fuU participation. 
education and ttaining~ time--Umits. and work. 

• 	 Full Participation. Everyone who wishes to receive cash support will be expected to do 
something to belp themselves and their community. Recipients will sign a personal 
responsibility contract indicating exactly what is expected of them and the government. Most 
will go Immedia«lly into the JOBS program. A limited number of persons wbo are not yet in 
a position to work or train (because of disability or the need to care for an jnfant or disabled 
child) will be assigned to a JOBS-Prep program until they are reedy fur the time-limit<\d 
JOBS program. Everyone has something to contribute. Everyone bas a responsibility to 
move toward work: and independence. 

• 	 Training, llduealiml, and Placement (the JOBS prngram). The focus of the two years of 
transitional support will be an expanded and improved JOBS program, which was establi~ed 
by the Family Support Act of 1988 and provides training. education, and job placement .: 
services to AFDC recipients. Every aspect of the program will emphasize paid work. 
Recipients and workers will design an employability plan. One option would be to require all 
applicants to go. through supervised job search. For those who need'it, the JOBS program 
will help recipients gain access to the education and training programs in order to find an 
appropriate job. Recipients who willfully fail to comply with their JOBS program 
employability pJan wilt be sanctioned. The new effort will seek close coordination with the 
JTPA program and other mainstream training programs and educational resources. It will 
also include a rerognitkm that supporting workers who have recently left welfare to keep their 
jobs may be the best form of help we can offer, 

• 	 TIme Limits. Persons able to work will generally be Hmited to twO years of cash assista.rn:e. 
While two years will be the maximum period ror Ibe receipt of cash aid by people able to 
work, the goal will be to place people in private sector jobs long before the end of the two­
year period. In a limited number of cases .. extensions of me time limit will be granted for 
completion of an educationaJ or training program or in unusual circumstances .. The time limit 
is 8, lifetime limit, but persons who had left welfare would earn back potential time on 
assistance for time spent off welfare. 

• 	 Work (the WORK program). Those persons who are not able to fiod employment within 
the two years would be required to take a job in the WORK program. WORK program jobs 
would include subsidized private sector jobs, as wen as positions with loeal not~forl'rofit 
organizations and public sector positions. The poSitions are intended to be shorHenn, last~ 
resort jobs~ designed neither to dispIaee eAisting workers. nor to serve as substitutes for 
unsubsidizecl private sector employment. The primary emphasis of the WORK program will 
be on socuring private sector employment. 
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Ultimately changing what happens in welfare offices will require significant changes in what is 
measured and rewarded. The Federal government will create strong financial incentives linked to 
{oog·term job placement and minimizing the number of people who reach the two-year limit, 
Ultimatety the best time--limited welfare system is one in which nobody hits the limit because they are 
all working berore that pQint. . 

Six key questions need to be addressed in designing the program of transitional assistance rollowed by 
work. 

• 	 Focus and Pftase..ln. How quickly should the reforms be phased in and who should be 
targeted initially1 

• 	 JOBS-Prep Rules. Who should be put assigned to the JOBS-Prep program because they are 
not able to work or are needed at home? How many persons should States be allowed ., 
place ip. the JOBS-Prep program? 

• 	 JOBS ExtOflSlons. Who should be graoted extensions of the two-year time limit? What 
lintits, if any, should be PU! on the number of .xtensions allowed? 

, 
• 	 Work for Wages V ...... Work for Welrare. Should States be required to provide jobs, . 

paying wages, to those in the WORK program? Would States be allowed to use eWEP 
placements for all or part of the WORK slots? 

• 	 Part~time versus Full~time Work Expectations Should persons working part-time while on 
welfare be subject to time limits? How many hours should WORK participants be required to 
work? Should Stales be allowed or required 10 supplement WORK earnings in a work-for .. 
wages program? 

• 	 Discournging Extended WORK Participation. What can be done to keep the duratlon of 
WORK participation short and to move people into unsubsidized work? Should the BITe be 
denied to work program participants? Should any particular WORK placement be limited to 
12 mondlS? Should the total time poop;e are allowed to spend in the WORK program be 
limited? 

Focus and Pbase-in 
, 

The ultimate distribution of persons among the various elements of the program (JOBS~Prep, JOBS 
and WORK) depend, on pQlicy decisions. As a starting pQint, consider what would heppen if we 
chos. to undertake the extremely ambitious taslc of beginning the program full scale in 1997-most 
States will need at least 2 yean; to pass implementing lagislation and get the program up and running. 
This would entail requiring everyone on welfare in 1991 and aJl those who appJied subsequently to 
meet the new requirementS. The JOBS program. which now serves an average of 600,000 persom 
monthly, would have to expand to almost 3,000,000 participants in 1997, By the year 2000, 750,000 
WORK slots migbt be needed for pQtSons who had reached the two-year time limit. 

5 

http:Pftase..ln


CCI~fitGt!I4,":M.. DRAFT--FQ( Discussion Onlv 
jlDj 

11 is unimaginable that States could accomplish this mammoth task virtually overnight. Even if 
resources were plentiful. such a rapid phase-in almost guarantees that the JOBS program will be 
poorly administered. with limited real content, in many Slates. Facing the need to serve millions of 
new JOBS clienrs and to create hundreds of thousands of WORK slots, many States woUJd likely to 
provide minimal services to participants in the JOBS program. An effective JOBS program is 
essential to moving people from welfare to work and to transfonnlng the culture of welfare offices. 
Accordingly. it is critical that States. as part of the welfare reform effort, be able to focus on the 
JOBS program. Moreover, the threat of WORK slots displacing existing public and private sector 
employees would be much greater with such a swift build-up. 

Phasing in the program gradually, starting with a subset of recipients. seems clearly preferable. 
There are a number of different strategies for a more gradual phase-in. The House RepubHcan bill 
applies the new rules, including time Jimits, to applicants (both new and returning). This strategy bas 
the obvious appeal of changing Ibe rules lnltlally for people who enter the welfare system in the 
future. rather than for those who entered earlier, under a different set of expectations. This method, l 
however. raises serious- equity concerns. A 2$.<year old mother who had children before age 20 and 
had been on welfare continuously since that point would face no time limit for several yean;, so long J 
as she remained On assistance. Meanwhile, another mother of the same age, with the same number of 
chiJdren. who had been married or had worked to stay off welfare but suddenly found berself in need 
of support would be subject to time limits. 

Applying the time limits to re-applicants also creates very perverse incentives to sray on weI/MI!. 
Most of the pers(ms who leave welfare do retum at some stage, and con..~equentJy many recipients 
who would otherwise have left might be indined to stay on welfare to avoid the time limit. Another 
related option would be to focus only on new applicants. but since there is little teliable data on past 
welfare receipt. such a plan creates a virtually insurmountable verification problem, Individuals who 
were in fact new appliCants could easily claim to have been on welfare in the past. 

An alternate strategy would be to phase in by State. The costs to the Federal Government during the 
phase-in period would be tower. since not aU States would be implementing the program at the same 
time, but the implementing States would stilt have to grappJe with the difficulties: accompanying the. 
sort of massive expansion of services described earJier in this paper. 

An attractive alternative is to focus on young parents-such as those age 25 or under. it is the 
younger generation of actual and potential welfare recipients that are the source of greatest concern, 
They are.lJiQWever~a1so the group fur which there probably is the greatest hope of making a 
profound dUterence. Younger recipients are likely to have the longest stays On welfare, in part 
because they are at the peg~ing of their spells. Under this approach, we would devote energy and 
resources to trying to ethe next generation. rather than spreading efforts so thin that little real 
help is provided. ",J ~.!t:... {... 

11<:1. 
One method of focusing on younger recipients would be to place all persons born after J969 (under 
age 26 in J995) into the transformed transitional support system. Ali persons of the same age and 
circumstanees would then face the same rules, regardless of when they entered the system. This plan 
implies a gradual phase-in of more and more of the caseload. since the fraction of those on welfare 

6 



, 

PROJECTED CASELOADS UNDER PROGllAM FOR 
OCTOHER 1996 IMPLEMENTATION FOR PERSONS BORN AFTER 1969 

FY 1997 FY 1999 
. 
FY2004 

Projected Adult Ca.es With Parent 
Born After 1969 Without Reform 

1~28 million 1.68 million 2~75 million 

OffWelfare with Reform , (health reform after 1999, EITC, child 
, support enforcement, child care, 
, JOBS, WORK, etc.) 

.05 million ,10 million .70 million 

, 
Program Participants 1.23 million 1.58 million 2.0Smimon 

Working While on Welfare .14 million .19 million .26 million 

, JOBS participants .78 million ,86 million .74 million. 

WORK participants .00 million .13 million .54 million 

JOBS·Prcp••disability .14 million 20miUion .26 million 

JOBS·Prep··severely disabled child .03 million .04 minion .05 million 

JOBS·Prep·...,aring for child under 1 .14 million .16 million .20 million 

Notes: 
Numbers assumE) modest behavioral effects including an increase In part-time work: among those 
on welfare. Figures ror 2004 are subject to considerable error, since it is diffiu.lt to .make caseload 
projections or to determine the jmpaqt ofWORK requirements on behavior. Figures fOT 2004 
also assume behavioral effects from full implementation ofhealth reform. 
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who were born after 1969 would rise with each year. In 1995 everyone under age 26 would be under 
the new regime. Ten years later. everyone under age 36 would be in the new I revamped transitional 
support structure. For this age cohort and all younger cohorts following, the welfare system would 
be transformed. If we were able to successfuJly implement the program for the younger generation, 
we could then move onto older recipients. Note that such a plan would not contemplate' any reduction 
in existing education and training services for older recipients. They would still be eligible for JOBS 
services, But th4~ new resources would be focused on young people. 

The number of persons served under such a strategy is shown on the table On the following page. In 

1991, the first Y(l3t of implementation. everyone in the program would be either working. in JOBS­

Prep. or in the JOBS program, There would be no one in the WORK program until 1999, when 

persons began to reach the two-year limit, Note that most poople who enter the welfare system in 

1997 will not hit the limit in 1999. Many leave welfare within a short period of time and never hit 

the limit, Others cycle on and off wclfare and accumulate 24 months of receipt over a four or five­

year period, Estimates Indicate that as a result of the implementation of the new program and other 

reforms (health refunn, child care for the working poor) more people will choose to work while on 

welfare and otbetS who would not bave left otherwise wHlleave altogether. 


Note that the projected caseload if no refonn were undertaken grows relaltve!y rapIdly over time.. 

because a larger and larger portion of the case!oad will have been born after 1%9. In 1997, rougbly 

30 percent of the projected caseload would b. In this group, By 2004, more than 50 percent would 

be included, 


The projected costs of focusing on this target group are shown on Table 1 in the introduction. The 

five~year 1995·1!)99 costs are roughly $7.6 bUlion, Clearly. phasing in a larger group would inerease l·J>I· L__ 

th~ costs, whU~ targeting a smaller group would decrease them. 5\t-\c.. ~, 

A decision to fueus on young people initially in no way precludes adding all or part of the older /", ... -r' 

cohorts to the program at a later time. If in four or five years time, the program is working as hoped a 

and it is feasible to augment the capacity. expansion could be undertaken at that point. 


JOBS-Prep Rules 

Any poBcy where work is required and time-limits imposed must take account of differences in the 
ability to work. People who are permanently disabled and thus are unable to work for,at least one 
year sho~ld in theory be covered under the Supplemental Security Income (5S1) PrograJfi. But some 
disabilities and most illnesses. even severe ones, last less than a year. Many other poopJe suffer from 
partial disabiJitie:~ that limit their ability to work. Sometimes a parent is needed iIi the home to care 
for a severely disabled child, There are admittedly also persons who bave great difficulty coping with 
the day-ro-day challenges of parenting and survival in what are often highly stressful environments. , 

One solution would be to simply exempt a significant number of persons from any participation 
requirements, as is the case under current Jaw. Having large numbers of ex.emptions, however, may, 
serve as an obstac~e to changing the culture of welfare offices, MQreover. deferrals are not 
necessarily beneficial to those who receive them. Advocates fur persons with disabilities often 
complain that current programs send both expJicit and subtle messages that persons with disabilities 
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cannot and should not work:. and thus cannot really contribute to themselves or their communities. 
Still. for many persons. immediate work or training may not be appropriate. 

One very intriguing formulation has been proposed by the American Public Welfare Association. 
They suggest crr.ation of a "JOBS-Prep" program for persons not yet able to work: or enter an 
education or training program. Everyone in the JOBS·Prep program would be expected to dQ 
so"1ething to contribute to themselves and their community~ but would not be subject to the time limit 
until they were ready to enter the lOBS program. W. have adopted this formulation with our JOBS· 
Prep program. 

Th~~f JOBS.Prep is appealing. for it eslablishes the expectation that eventually many. 
if nol-most;"poopfe in the group will be able to join the regular lOBS program. But who should be 
placed in JOBS·Prep status? Virtually everyone seems to agree that persons of advanced age (over 
60), those with severe disabilities or those who are caring for a severely disabled child should be 
assigned to the JOBS-p"'P program. But the question of how far along the continuum of disability 
thelioe should be drawn is difficult. 

A somewhat different set of problems is posed by the ntothers of very young children. Should all 
ntothers with (healthy) children be expected to work? The Family Support Act exempted mother. 
with children under the nge of 3 from partieipation in the JOBS program. States had the option of 
requiring participation of mothers with children over the age of 1 if they chose to do so. As of Fiscal 
Year 1993. eight States had elected this stricter option. Two other States require mothers of children 
over 2 to partici(late. 

Obviously. the more people who are placed in the JOBS·Prep program and consequently not yet 
subject to a time limit, the fewer p",ple will be in the JOBS and WORK programs. It is estimated 
that the following percentage of the current caseload would be in JOBS~Prep under different policies: 

Option A: Case head 1.60 years or over, case head has a .evere disability or I. caring for a child 
with a severe disability. 
8 ~t in JOJlS.PVep 

Option B: Case bead is 60 years or over, case head has a disability which limits work. or is caring 
for a child \yith a severe disability. 
is percent In JOJlS.Prep 

, 
Option C: Option B. plus eases with achild under one in the household or with a woman in the final 
trimester of pregnancy. Child.... conceived while the mother i. on welfare would qualify the mother 
for onl&ronths of JOBS-Prep. 
25 P,l"tWt In JOJlS.PVep 

Option D: Option 8, plus ca..... willt child under 3 y ..... in the hou.ehold or woman In the final 
trimtster,.,Q,fpregnancy. Children conceived whi1e the mother is on welfare would qualify the mother 
for only(:!,mnnths of JOBS·Prep. 
45 _t In JOJlS.PVep 

.. 

:3 ,...,. 

3 ~,. 
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Option 0 is essentially the strategy used in the Family Support Act, though States are currently 
pennitted to elect Option C now (as noted above. only eigbt have done so), The Working Group 
recommends Option C, and that policy is the one used for alI the estimates in this package. 

It is easy to determine the age of youngest chUd, but difficult to define disability, illnesS or the need 
tQ core for a relalive fur purposes of assignment to JOBS-prep as opposed to lOBS. Rather than set 
up elaborate Federal rules for defining ability to work and then auditing performance, the Working 
Group recommends tba1 the Federal government set a maximum percentage of the caseload which can 
be placed in JOBS-Prep for reasons other than the age of the youngest cbUd and provide guidance as 
b,) the other criteria for assignment to the JOBS-Prep program. The estimates presented assume the 
cop is set at 15 percent 

A related. but con~tually distinct question is that of extensions. T'Vo years is not sufficient time to 
oomplete some educational programs. In some cases, petSOIlS may be so educationally disadvantaged 
that they are unable b,) even complete higb school or gain a OED within two years. In other cases, 
persons seeking post--secondary education, including a four yest college degree, would need more 
~ two years 10 complete their education. Some programs~ including school~to~work programs, 
involve both a period to finisb high school and an additional year of training, 

There seems to be Uttie disagreement that persons who are making satisfactpry progress toward the 
completion of a QED or higb school degree should be granted extensions. Similarly, persons in 
School-to-Work or similar prOgflllTlS should be encouraged to complete the program, There are 
others whO' may need IOOre time to get adequate schooling. Persons with language difficulties may 
need, for example, to complete an English as a Second Language (ESL) course before they can obtain 
a OED or job training. 

The controversial question is whether a person should be able to receive full welfare benefits while he 
or she goes on tQ complete a four-year college degree. Those who favor such a proposal emphasize 
that assisting; people to obtain a bachelor's degree is the best way to ensure that they do not return to 
welfare. Pushing peopJe into low-wage positions whicn do not bring the family up to the poverty line 
or ~ffet upward mobUity may be oounterwproductive. 

Those who oppose extensions to complete a four-year college nOte that onJy oneH).uaner of all higb 
school graduates obtain a four-year copege degree, and that among welfare recipients Ole fraction is _ 
much lower. They question whether it is fair to use welfare benefits to help support perions who are 
getting college degrees when the vast majority of persons paying for that support wilt never get such 
a degree. There is also a concern that single parents would actually have greater access to eeooomie 
support for higher education than persons who did not become single parents. A partial resolution to 
this dilemma may emerge if part~time work: fulfills the work obligation. In those ci.tcumstances, 
petSOIlS WOI'kinu pan time and attending school part time would continue to be eligible for some 
supplemental cash support in most States. 

As with the issue of assignments to JOBS-Prep, the Working Group recommends that the number of 
ext~nsions be C~IPped at a ftxed percentage of me case1oad. The current proposal allows States to 
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grant extensions to persons for attaining .a aBO or fur completing a schooJ-to-work or similar 

structured learning program, as wen as to persons facing a language barrier or other serious obstacle 

to employment. States could also opt to use extensions for persons in post-secondary education, 

~~'a1JY person:; in work-study programs. We believe that setting the cap at 10 percent of the total 
'-...T~P eload will provide States a sufficient number of extensions, barring unusual cirCulllStance.s. 

A tate could apply to the Secretary of HHS for additional extensions as an amendment to the State 
plan if it could demonstrate that its caseload is very different from that in the nation as a whole or if 
it bad developed an alternative program which is structured in such a way that additional extensions r IM 

are required. 1",,*1- J.-~ \­
: b)'r ~ '(~ 7~ 

Work for Wages Versus Work for Welfare (.. ' .0 

~ " ..",. 

Unquestionably the .hardest part of designing a time--limited welfare system is structuring the wod:: 

program for persons who have reached the time limit. The welfare reform effort will focus on 

making work pay, collecting child support, and creating a fU'St-cate education, training and placern..t 

program in order to keep the number of persons reaclting the time limit to a minimwn. In addition. 

all petsons approaching the two-year limit will be required to engage in a period of intensive job 

seafC:b. Despite these efforts. some persons will hit the time limit without finding a job on their own. 

and Wotk opportunities must be provided for them. 


The fitst and most visible choice in the WORK pcogram involves work. for wages versus work for 

welfare. Under a work-jor-wages plan, the State or locality is required to offer a work: opportunity to 

persons who have reached the time limit. Hours and wages are set by the State Or locality. Persons 

receive a paycheck: for hours worked. If the person does not work. he or she does not get paid. In 

principle., persons are wage earners rather than recipients. In a wor"....r(Jr~welfare plant the person 

continues to receive a welfare check but is required to work: at a designated community service job as: 

a condition of eJiiribllity for cash benefits. Persons who fail to report for work Or who perform 

poorly can have their welfare benefits reduced. so Jong as the State can establish that there was no 

good cause for their absence or poor performance. Persons remain recipients, but they have 

additional obligations. 


There seems to b(~ little disagreement within the Administration on the strong appeal of a work~for­


wages modeL The structure is seen as providing a traditional work opportunity with the dignity and 

the responsibilities of a standard work place. Persons would receive wages rather than a welfare 

'check. The major question to be resolved is not whether to encourage States. both with 'some sort of 

financial incentives and with tectmical,assistance, to adopt a work-for-wages model. The questwn, 

rather, is whether to allow States to opt for a work:~ror~welfare model if they chose to do so. Those 

who argue for State flexibility on this issue point to two major concerns: implementation and rtdpient 

protection. 


A work program of this type and magnitude for chi, popUlation has not been mounted before. While 

the Working Group bas worked bard to resolve as many issues as possible. some questions cannot be 

answered without more experience. The Working Group recommends a very flexible work-for-wages 

model with considerable State and local discretion in the operation of the program. Many of the 

details are quite consciously left to the States and to local communities, which know their own needs 

and opportunities best. 
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Communities will have to establish a system for Hnking WORK participants with the private sector, as 
well Wi with the not-for-profit :and public sectors. They must determine how and by what method to 
pay organizations who employ WORK participants. In addition, they will need to set up procedures 
for monitoring WORK program participation and resolving disputes. There are also difficult 
questions involving worker protection. What happens if a WORK panicipant, or his or 'her child, is 
sick? What bappens if the adult simply fail' to show up for work repeatedly? What if the worker 
feels the work place is dangerous or abusive? These issues will be discussed further below, but we 
have limited real experience to draw on in addressing these concerns, 

By contrast, work for welfare bas been tried In various forms. Many States have experience with it. 
The payment structure is easy-participants get a welfare check, Dispute resoJution is handled within 
the same sanctioning and appeal structure used for other disputes concerning cash benefits, States still 
have to find work sites. but protection for workers may be less of a problem. since the check 
continues to be paid unless the State decides to begin a sanctioning process. 

The burden of performance shifts at least partially to the State. Before the State can reduce the check 
it must establish that the person failed to meet bis or het work obligations for no good reason. Such a 
test would never be met if a cbiJd were sick: or transportation broke down. Though few people like 
the existing wock·,for·wetfare programs (usually caUed CWEP for Community Work Experience , 
Program), and evidence On their impact on employment and earnings is not encouraging. work: for: 
welfare Is • known entity. Both the Republican plan and the plan from the American Public Welfllre 
Association call for CWEP after two years. 

Those who urge against allowing State flexibility in this area regard the implementation questions as 
difficult, but surmountable. especially if the program initially focusses on younger recipients. They 
fear that if State,s are given the option of choosing CWEP, many, if not most win choose the devil 
that they know, which would undermine the goals aod philosophy of this refurrn plan. All ooted 
above, States would be given enormous flexibiHty in deciding how to implement a wori:~fOt'~wages 
model. Moreover, the number of work: slots will grow gradually. due to the targeting of young 
parents, giving States the time they need to design and implement new systems. The scale. rather 
th~ the structure, of the WORK program may be the primary concern fOf States. 

Work~fOt'~wetfare sends adverse messages to recipients, prospective employers. and the publie. 
ewEP slots are not perceived as "real jobs" by anyone. eWEP participants in arguab,ly one of the 
best run programs (in San Diego) reponed that they thought the work requirement was'fair, but they 
felt like they were working for free. There is little evidence that persons who go through CWEP 
subsequently fare better in the work place than people who were just on welfare(!\nd no~ 
EmpJoyers will probably never see eWEP experience as serious work experience. Noregu!ar job 
pays its employees regardless of when and whether they show up unless the employer can prove the 
person did not I;tay out for good cause. Placements are virtually never in the private sectOf, nor are 
they likely to be. Work-for-wages programs by contrast can target private sector employers. Perhaps 
mo.t importlUldy, without the responsibilities of regular wod aod the paycheck tied to performance, 
there will be far less dignity in WORK. 

Advocates for a work~for~wages policy note that such a model woold distinguish this Administration+s 
plan from the Republicans' and serve to define and delineate our vision, A work-for~wages plan 
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whereby persons are given trrul$itional aid and training and then offered a job if they can"t find one 
on their own contrasts sharply with a plan which calls for people to work off their welfare cheek after 
two years. Unions have vociferously opposed CWEP and have indicated that they wHi oontinue to do ... 10 
so. While they are deeply concerned about a work-for-wages strategy as wen. there Is room for 1""'1 
negotiation around such a plan. Most advocates for the poor and women strongly favor work..for­
wages. though they want protections for workers built in and favor wages above the minimum. 

Part-time versus Full-time Work Expectations 

The transitional support program focuses heavily on work. Persons cannot collect welfare benefits 

indefinitely without working. But what level of work should be expected? Everyone agrees that the 

ultimate goal is self-sufficiency, but what are the minimum work expectations? Is partwtime work: 

sufficient or should everyone be expected to work full time? N0'f c~ 


AUowing part-time work to count as meeting the participation and work requi.remenr:s has several 

adVlllltages. First, it may be <be _ realistic standard for single parents, especially <bos. with 

young cbildren. All W<!tking parents tl!;:a significant burdens in dealing wi<b school ,cbedules, cbUd 

care~ sick children, doctor visits, and the like. Though the vast majority of married mothers work, 

only about 113 work full-time all year, and they have help from <be second spouse. Currendy only 8 

percent of adult AFDC recipients work in a given month. Getting people working even part time' ~ 


perhaps should be seen as a major accomplishment. 


Second, part-time work may serve as a stepping stone to both fun~time work' and to better paying 

jobs. Given that so few mothers nQW work whUe on welfare, part~ime work is a natural starting 

point for these more disadvantaged women. It may be counterproductive in the long run to pun 

people out of part-time private sector work to put them into fun-time WORK slots. EmpJoyers 

typica1ly have a strong preference for work experience in unsubsidiz.ed private jobs. Some of the 

parents working part-time would be abJe to obtain further education and training outside the JOBS 

program by. fur example, attending community college On a parHime basis. 


Finally. the oost of mandating fu]lo{ime work could be very high. Full~time child care for young 

children would be quite expensive. After~school care would have to be provided for many other 

cbildren. Perhaps most importantly, if full-time work were required at the end of two years of cash 

assistance, we could be in the poSition of pulling parents out of unsubsidized private jobs to place 

thepl in a subsidized oomm!lnity work program. Unless stricter rules induced many part-time workers 

to leave welfare entirely fur full-time work, such a full-time work requirement would significantly 

increase <be number of WORK slots nOeded. The cost of providing a full-time work slot, apart from 

the child tare expense noted above. would be significant. 


Note that fuJi-time work wouJd always be much more financially rewarding than part-time work:. 

Part-time workers would generally be poor. even with their supplemental benefits .. Note also that the 
I 
Administration~s pledge that a famUy with a fuU..t;ime worker should not be poor explicitly assumes '}& ? 
very tow~wage workers will still get food stamps. 

. 
Those who argue for expecting more than part-time work worry that the tnmsitional program oould 
become a work supplementation program. They ask whether we ought to let people collect 
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supplemental cash assistance indefmitely if they are working part time. The ultimate goal is to move 
people off of wt>Jfare to work, not have people combining work and welfare. 

Allowing parHime work to count as full participation also raises equity questions. Many other 
mothers, especially stngle parents off of welfare. feel compelled by economic necessity "to work fuil 

time. Thu. a question of equ;..~\.- Mt (...,\..~ II';" \.:..:\ 
With these arguments as bacjcground. two related decisIons must be made: 1) How will part-time 
work be treated fur poople/NOrking in unsubsidized private job. while still getting some 
supplementary welfare benefits and 2) How many hours should be expected of those in the WORK 
program. 

Mixing Unsubsidjzed Work With Welfare 

Consider first the situation facing someone who is working part-time at a minimum wage job. In 
most States, the icdividual would still be eligible fur some supplemental cash benefits. CUrrently only 
8 per<ent of the ....load bas ruported earnings in !lIlY given month. Th.re are. bowever, icdications 
that • much higher peroentage WO~;!!J!.<l,me point during Ibe period In which Ibey receive AFDe. 
Part of the reason so few work: part-time)it any point is that currently there are few incentives to mix 
work: and welf&'e. Benefits deCtine·dollat for dollar with earnings. The administrative and reporting 
burden on the r~!lCipient and welfare worker alike when the recipient goes to work is considerable. 
With the expanded BITe and other reinventing government assistance policies, however. there may 
be considerably more incentive to work at least part~time. If the time-limit clock: was stopped in 
months where a person was working part-time. there ~ be even more incentive to work:. 

""isH 
Under such a structure., working part-time would both stop the clock and count as JOBS participation. 
Persons W{)rkinl~ part-time would, as under current law. be entitled to supplemental cash benefits if 
they still met the eligibility criteria (e.g.~ income limits), Of course. such persons would receive 
significantly less cash aid than non-workers. since inoome net of work expenses reduces benefits. If 
the person bad already reached the two~year time limit, 2O-hour per week unsubsidized private work 
would meet the WORK obligation. This policy implicitly sets the minimum work expectation at 20 
h~~rs. People wotking 20 hours or more would be allowed to collect supplementa:. aia indefinitely. 

An alternative L<; to stop the clock only when some blgber level of work is achieved. such as 30 or 40 
hours per week:. Another would be to treat 20 hours of work per week as part~time work for . 
purposes of stopping the time limit clock:, provided the parent had a young child, but set the standard .. 
for ,part.-time work at a higher level for parents, of older children. Finally, the decision as to the 
treatment of part--time work could be left to States, which would have the option of stopping the clock 
for persons working part time. 

The exact impact of allowing parHime unsubsidized work to count as participation is hanj to 
determine. It could be very expensive and difficult to get everyone working full-time. Requiring 
part-time werk.rs to also participate in lb. JOBS !lIld WORK programs would be likely to 
significantly inctease the number of persons for whom WORK slots have to be generated. In 
addition, if part-time workers lose their opportunity to participate in JOBS because the clock keeps 
running. recipients in some eases may give up ulISubsidized work to get training while they have the , 
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chance. On the other hand, a fulJ--time work expectation may cause SOnie poople to find full..c:ime 
uI'ISubsidized work and leave we1fare entirely. The current CQst e.~timates assume that part-time work 
counts as full participation, stopping the clock for such workers. They also assume somewbat more 
people choose to work part~time in unsubsidized employment than are dOing so now. 

, 

Work exPectations in the WORK program 

A much more significant issue than the treatment of unsubsidized work is the level of work: 
expectation in the WORK program. An obvious strategy W()uld be to calculate the required bours of 
work: in the program by dividing the cash welfare benefit by the minimum wage. This simple 
formula, however. is not very practical. Assume for a moment that a work-for-wages plan is cbosen. 

First~ in Jow-benefit States and for persons with non-welfare income, tlle hours of work required per 
week wooM be quite Jow. In Mississippi. a mother with two children would be required to work just 
10 hours per wet~k. hardly a practical W<lric experience. One solution is to set a minimum level of 
work. say 15 hOl.us per week. If one pays the minimum wage for each hour worked, setting a 
minimum has th(: effect of increasing the cash income of WORK participants relative to that of ~le 
not working and on welfare. Under a work-fur-welfare model, recipients could be required to work 
off food stamps benefits as well as cash assistance in order to increase required hours of work. to a 
minimum level. Th.at would, however, lead to serious issues of equity and administrative complexity. 
since recipients in some States would be working off their cash benefits plus food stamps, while 
others would only be working off their cash grant. 

By contrast. in high benefit StateS, more than 35 hours per week would be required to earn wages 
equal to the wdfare payment. This implies that some sort of suppJement must be paid to persons in 
WORK slots to ensure that they are not worse off than those who are not working and who have not 
yet btt the time limit, Full-time work implies high child care costs and difficult placements. 

The problem of low or irregular hours of work is inherent to a CWEP model, as eWEP hours are 
detennined by dividing the benefit by the minimum wag~ as described above. 

The current draft discussion paper recommends giving 5uues Ute option of setting work hours between 
15 and 35, according to whatever criterion they chooset so long as at least minimum wage is paid for 
each hour. If the expected earnings (less work expenses) are Jess than the amount the person would 
have collected on welfare, then the State would have to provide a supplemental work payment. Note 
that in the median State (pennsylvania)~ a woman would need to work 29 hours a week: to receive as 
much income as on welfare. If every State chose 20 hours of work, most States would need to 
supplement eamlngs to some extent. If every State chose to assign the number of hours needed to 
reach the welfar. benefit up to 35 hours, many rewer Stat... would nee<! to supplement the WORK 
earnings for a flImiIy of three. 

Cost estimates hore assume that States are allowed to choose WORK hours between 15 and 35, and 
are required to s'.lPplement if necessary. 

Discouraging ex! ended WORK Participation 
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WORK program jobs are not intended ro substitute fur or displace private sector placements. Rather 
they are designed to provide temporary. last-resort work for persons who have reached the time limit 
without finding a private sector job, Unless long-term participation is deterred. the size or the 
WORK program could become prohibitively large. Indeed, the ultimate goal of the WORK program 
is to place peop!e into unsubsidized work. 

There are various ways in which a WORK program can be designed in order to discourage or prevent 
extended participation. These include the following: limiting the duration of each individual WORK 
assignment, requiring frequent job search, denying the EITC to WORK program participants, and 
placing limits on the total length of time people are allowed to spend in WORK assignments, 

Ljmjting the dumtion of indivjdual WORK assignments and following them with intensive job search: 
There is little disagreement that individual WORK placements ought to be limited in duradon to 
perhaps 12 month., This limit is desigoed to prevent participants from becoming attached to 
paniool., subsidized jObs. Of course, there will be strong encouragement end incentives fur 
employers to hire WORK participant> as unsubsidized employees before "r at the eed of the i2 
months:. Before and after each WORK assignment, job search would be requited, 

Q<mying the BITC to WORK progr!\!l! participams: Petbaps the best way to ....ure that people do not 
eschew private sector jobs for WORK positions is to make certain that any private sector position'·, 
pays better than a WORK job. Though there are various mechanisms for accomplishing this~ one of 
the easiest is to deny the EITC for money earned in the subsidized WORK assignments. Since 
WORK slots are already subsidized, it couJd be argued that It would not be appropriate to offer the 
additional subsidy of the EITe. There wil1 be some administrative comp1exity to treating earnings 
received while a WORK participant differently from other earnings. 

Current cost estimates assume a relatively modest effect of denying the BITe to WORK participants 
because there are no reliable estimates of the impact of this policy on the attractiveness of 
unsubsidiuxl employment. The effect could well be large. however, given that private sector jobs: 
would then pay up to 40 percent more than WORK slolS (the BITC is effectively a 40 percent pay 
raise fur persons with two children). 

~~ 

C	Unions and many advocates for the poo?argue that if persons are being expected to work in real jobs 
they ought to receive the same benefits as other workers. They believe that limits on the duration of 
WORK assignments. frequent job search and the possibility of promotion wiH lead people to move 
toward private work: without the need for special "penalties" for WORK workers. , 

R&lyiring acceptance of any private sector job off~(: Both JOBS and WORK program participants 
could be required to accept any unsubsidized job offer or be denied aid or a WORK job for several 
months. After two refusals, the person might be permanently denied access to a WORK assignment. 
Somel!dvocates for the pooilargue that such provisions are unnecessary. hard to administer, and 
potentially unfair, especially if the EITC is denied to WORK workers. 

Limiting the total time people can be in the WORK P02Wm; The most controversial way to limit 
WORK partiCipation is to time limit WORK. just as welfare is: time-limited. Those who favor 
limiting the total length of time in WORK assignments to two or three years argue that other peroons 
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are not guaranteed paid work if they cannot find it on their own. Theoretically. persons could stay in 
the WORK program for many years. and such extended WORK panieipation is seen by rome as 
creating a work entitlement that may become as unpopular as welfare did. 

A second argument involves the best use of resources. WORK slots require resQurces for job 
creation and child care. If people have been in the WORK program for two years and in the lOBS 
program for two years pdor to that. resources and WORK slots might be better focused on other 
recipients. 

The big problem with Umiting the duration of WORK participation is deciding what to do when 
individuals hit such a WORK time limit. One strategy would be to dramatically reduce or end casb 
assistance altogether, perhaps offering some form of additional housing aid, Another plan wooEd be 
to let persons who had reached a WORK time limit return to cash assistance, perhaps with a lower 
benefit. Such. ,trategy would ensure th.t WORK slots are preserved for those firs' hitting the time 
limit. One need not require States to limit WORK assignments; one might only provide the flexibility 
to do so. The Republican plan does allow States to terminate or reduce public assistance after 3 years 
in eWEP. 

Opponents argue that there is no justification for limiting participation in the WORK program, 
especially if WORK participants are denied the EITe. If all previously WORK· limiting provisions 
are adopted, anyone still eligible for a WORK assignment after. say. 2 or 3 years will have 
successfully met all WORK requirements In several different placements, been through 3 or 4 
intensive searches for unsubsidized employment. not refused any private sector job offer. and wiU be 
seeking a WORK assignment even though any private sector job oppOnunity would pay 40 percent 
more and probably offer a better future, Opponents of WORK time limits argue that such people are 
most likely people who genuinely cannot find any private sector employment either because they live 
in a weak labor market, or because they are not wanted fur existing jobs. Denying them the 
opportunity to participate in the WORK program would very lik.ely cause their incomes to fall 
sharply. potentially putting the family at serious risk of homelessness or other crisis. Virtually none 
of these families would have bad incomes aoove the poverty )ine while they were in the WORK 
program. Unless we are wilHng to provide cash benefits without a work expectation for people who 
are no longer ·dil\ible for the WORK program, we will be placed in the position of denying support to 
persons who had demonstrated a willingness to work. Finally, there is the question of what bappens 
to people who have exhausted both their JOBS support and WORK support, sueeeeded in finding 
work. but lost that work when the economy changed or they lost .their job for other reaSons. What 
would be the temporary safety net for,such families? , 

Limiting WORK assignments will not have any effect on cost estimates in the five-year cost 
estimation window used for the budget. Since it will take Stztes two years to begin implementing the 
program, even a strict two-year limit on JOBS followed by a strict two-year limit on WORK. would 
not affed: anyone fur six years. Since most people do not stay on welfare continuously for four 
years, in most cases it would not have any effect for seven or eight years. Eventually. however. 
limits on WORK could have a significant impact. Unfortunately, we have no information on the 
extent lO which e~tended stays in the WORK program wit! be a problem, nor any understmding of 
what would be the reasons for such extended stays. The issue could be revisited in later years if 
exteoded spells in WORK became • problem. 
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ADDENDUM: WORK FOR WAGIlS PROGRAM DIlSIGN 

The foUowing are key policy elements and the initial recommended design. Elements with an * 
contain controversial policy questions: 

Administration: States are required to develop a WORK plan foe joint approval by the Secretaries of 
HHS and Labor. States are required to bave WORK advisory panel with membership from labor. 
business and from community organizations, To be resolved: membership and links to Private 
Industry Councilll (pIes) and Workforce Investment Boards (WIBs). The advisory panel must 
approve the WORK plan. 

Funding: For each WORK placement. States would receive a fiat amount for administrative oosts and 
would be reimbursed for wages paid (hours times wage) according to a specified set of matching 
rules. Federal llIllIchlng rates would decline significantly the longer the person '''yed in the WORK 
program as a further incentive for States to move people into unsubsidized work. Additional monies 
or a higher match woulCl be available to States in times of recession. 

/r'ri-" 
Placerum: Placements in private sector establishments would be strongly preferred. States would be 
free to negotiate rontracts with private companies? placement services, community organizations, State 
and 1QCa) government agencies, and other organizations to accept or place WORK participants in " 
exchange for paYlnents from the government. Private sector placements would require that at least 
some portion of the wage be paid by the employer, 

In addition, a major effort would be undertaken with State and Federal government agencies to find 
job placements through existing initiatives and program expansions such as child care, Head Start 
centers. housing rehab projects, Empowerment Zones. and many others, 

National Service placements would be acceptable WORK assignments. States would be given the 
option of contracting with the National Service Board to provide a certain number of National Service 
Phlcements. In additjon~ National Service workers could be used to help work with and supervise 
WORK participants in community service activities, 

*.Qjsnlacement: Language to be negotiated,. with National Service non-disptacement language serving 
as the base. 

*HQurs: Hours are set by the State. m1ntmum 15 hours. maximum 35. States are free to use 
whatever criteria they choose in deciding upon hours so long 'as each hour of work: is paid. 

s~ can choose to offer anything from part-time to fun-time work, States which offer jobs which 
pay less Chan what would nave bcoo received under ArDC would pay a supplement (see below). 
Requiring full-time work is considerably more expensive, more than <1oubJing the cost of the WORK 
program and complicating the job creation problem considerably. Particularly for mothers with 
young children, fuH~time work: may not be deemed appropriate or practicaJ by the local community. 

'!Wages. Working Conditions. and Benefits: Wages must be set at no Eower than the higber of the 
Federal and any State or local minimum wage, but States and localities can choose to Set a higher 
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wage rate in specific cases. Wage rates are among the most contentious elements from a union 
perspective. Unions would like expHcit language indicating that total compensation (including any 
subsidized child care and other benefits) paid to the worker would bave to be similar to that paid to 
workers of comparable experience and skills in the same job, At a minimum, unions would like a 
provision allowing a veto over the placement of a WORK recipient into a bargaining unit.unless 
compensation is similar. Sick rules and absentee policy would be the same as that of similar workers 
in the establishment States would Set or negotiate suclt rules in cases where a Dew organization or 
establishment is being formed to employ WORK participants. Workers compensation would be paid 
[or WORK partlclpaots, though who bore the costs would be negotiated. Social Security payments 
would be required. Unemployment insurance payments would not be required. 

Supnlementary Slijlport: If expected WORK program earnings net of work expense4 are less than 
would have been received by a non~working family on cash assistance, the State will pay the 
difference as a supplemental benefit. Note that such a supplemental benefit would never be higher 
than the supplement that would be paid under transitional assistance for someone with the same 
earnings in a private seetor job. 

*Treatment of earnings from WORK program for other government benefits: For purposes of 
determining eligibility and benefits fur other government progra.ms. the following rules would apply: 

• Food stamp, housing and other benefits would be cafculated treating wages paid under the 
WORK program as earnings. Benefits would be calculated on a 3 month prospective basis 
under the assumption that the person will work: the fuJI number of hours assigned. No 
increases in food stamps or supplementary benefits would occur if the person did not work the 
required hours. provided he or she did not have good cause (e.g., a serious iUness) for the 
missed work. 

• Earnings received under the WORK program would not be eligible for the EITC and would 
not incIuded in adjusted gross income fur tax purposes, This provision is designed to ensure 
that private unsubsidized work would always be significantly more attractive than WORK, 

Limits on the durati2P Qf each placement with frequent requirements for supervised job search: 
WORK slots are designed to be temporary, available only when people really cannot find private 
sector work. Each individual placement should last no more than 12 months as a ~bsidj,zed placement 
aod be preceded aod followed by a period of Intensive job searcb, If the employer agreed to take the 
person on as an unsubsidized worker, the individual would be considered out of the WORK program, 

*Reguired aCGeptance 2f any; ptiyate sector job Qffer: WORK program participants could be required 
to accept any unsubsidized job offer or be denied a WORK job for several months. After two 
refusals, the person might be permanently denied access to a WORK assignment. 

Tracking of PI~mtmt and Retention Reweds: States will be asked to maintain records. on the rate at 
which WORK workers are retained by their WORK employers or placed in unsubsidized jobs by 
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placement services. Preference should be given to employers or placement services with the best 
performance. At a future date, the Secretary of HHS may impose retention or placement standards. 

Returns to lOBS·Preo; Persons who become temporatily ill or face a major new impediment to work 
maneek to be r....a1uated and placed in Ihe IOBS·Prep program until such time as Ihe State deems 
them ready to work. Persons in this status count against the limit on JOBS-Prep placements. 

"'Insufficient WORK slots: In cases where there are insufficient WORK slots, first preference goes to 
people just reaching the time limit. States arc required to pay ongoing cash benefits to persons who 
are not placed in WORK assignments and ate reimbursed at a sigllificantly reduced match, The 
redu:red match~wajVed ill periods of high local unemployment, 

: 'i"'~Y ~ 
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MAKING WORK PAY/CHILD CARE 

A crucial component of welfare reform ba.'1ed on work and responsibility is making work pay. Last 
summer's expansion of the Earned Income Tax Credit (BITe) was a crucial step toward making it 
possible for low-wage workers: to support themselves and their famUies above poverty. The welfare 
reform proposal will include provisions t() make sure the EITC can be delivered on a regular~ 
advance--payment ba.lils. The n,ext crucial.step will come with health care reform. Many',recipients 
are trapped on welfare by !belr inability to find or keep jobs wi!b heal!b benefits !bat provide the 
security !hey need. 

The key missing component for making work: pay is subsidized day care. In order for families, 
especially single.parent families. to be able to work and prepare thenuelves for work. they need care 
fur their ehildren. 

There are two tmUor issues as we think about day care in the context of welfare reform: 

• 	 How mum ",bsldlzed <Illy care should be made av.i1.ble, and fur whom? 

• 	 What inve.."tments and/or requirements should be put in place to improve the quality of 

chUd care and the coordination of chUd care programs funded under different 

mechanisms? 


ISSUE: HOw MUCII AND FOR WIIOM? 

There are three categories of low-income families with day care needs that we ought to consider. 
Th~ are families which are: 

• 	 On welfare, in JOBS, working or in the WORK program 

• 	 Working~ in "transition" off welfare 

• 	 Working. never on welfare or after: transition. 
. 	 , . 

AU three categories have legitimate claims on day care subsidies. F~iJjes who are re<juired to 
participOte in JOBS are currently, righii)', guaranteed child care. Poopl. who are working bet stili on __ 
welfare have their day care subsidized through disregards from their APDC and fund stamp benefits 
and sometimes through subsidies. We propose tQ continue current guarantees of child care subsidies 
for these categorit:s: of recipients. People in the WORK program are like welfare recipients in that 
they are working as a eondldon of receiving eontlnued support; they are working at the minimum 
wage~ and they are not receiving the BITe. The proposal would guarantee their chUd care. just as it 
is guaranteed fur JOBS and AFDC participants. Tho estim.ted costs of extending day care to new 
JOBS and WORK participants are $900 million in 1999 and $2.6 billion over five Ye&'S. 

Under current taw, people who move off welfare and are working are guaranteed subsidized child 
care for a year in order to ease the transition. We propose to continue that guarantee for participants 
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1n the Transitional Assistance Program who move into private sector work. The estimated costs of 
transitional child care for the new program are $340 million ill: 1999 and $1.0 biUion over five years. 

It is hard to argue. however, that low~inoome working families who are not on welfare or are 
traDsltloning off welfare are less needing or deserving of chUd care subsidies than people who are on 
welfare. It seems quite inequitllb!e to provide cbUd care subsidies to one family and to deny them to 
another whose circumstances are'identical W!ePt for the fact that the first family is or bas been on 
weJfare. The crucial issue to be decided 1,s'tbe size and shape of a day care subsidy program for the 
working poor:' This program should almost certainly be designed ruf·a capped entitlement. There are . 
three basic optionS, which reflect different ovetaJi levels of resources and different targeting 
strategies. 

CavaN Entitlement: Full-Service I&veI 

[f we genuinely want to make work pay~ to make work more attractive than welfare. and to maintain 
equity between those who have and bave not been on welfare. it is very important that day care 
subsidies be availeble for the working poor, independent of their prior welfare status. The ideal 
approacb~ if resources were no constraint, would be to guarantee a day caee. subsidy to all working 
poor families who needed it. with a reasonable ceiling on cost pet child. The. cost of sueb a fuU~ 
service entitlement is estimated to be between $2 and $3 billion per year of net new Federal and State 
spending. 

This estimate is very uncertain. Because it is based on current usage, it does not reflect potential r:­
changes in work behavior and child care choices that might result if new subsidies were available. L!! 
may, therefore~ be substantially underestimated.'1 On the other band+ experience to date suggests that 
actual day care usage is often much lower thatl~anner.s predict; based on this experience. the 
estimate could be too high. Because of the great uncertainty of the estimates of providing subsidized 
child care for the working poor, however, it is almost certainly unwise at this point to establish an 
uncapped entitlement which could patentiaUy become quite expensive. 

The obvious al~rnative is a capped entitlement set at a level that reflects available resources. 
Capping the entitlement guarnntees that spending will not exceed the specified limit. 

We suggest a funding Jevelless than fun service in order to reflect available resources. The proposal 
is for S2.0 billion in 1999. with a five-year cost of $5:Q billion. This is less than our estimates for 
full service. and therefore, requires some method of allocation. 

• < 

Allocating; a Canmo1 Entitlement;' State Discretion 

The most obvious way of structuring a capped entitlement to day care for the working poor. whether 
at the full-service level or at a lower ievel, is to allot available funds to the States and allow them to 
use the funds for services to families as they see tit. This approach should work: very wen if the 
funds ace set at the full-service leVel. At a lower funding level, however. a problem arises because 
the funds are almost inevitably less than the demand, and criteria for whicb famines to serve are 
difficult to set. Day care subsidies tend. therefore. to be distributed inequitably~ often on the basis of 
a first--come. first",servoo strategy that cannot address relative n~I!i(L 
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Aliilid!tinll a Capped Entitlement: Targ;ted 

An alternative woold be a targeted capped entitlement. Because it would be capped. spending levels 
would be controlled. But if it were targeted at a population sub-group, and set at a level that was 
estimated to be sufficient to serve that sub-group. the allocation problem of the normal, capped 
entitlement could be alleviated. ·The question, therefore, is whether there is a sub-group that could be 
targeted that makes sense programmati.cally and that could be served with a reasonable resource 
allocation. . 

An intriguing possibility is to target young families, along the same lines and for the same reasons: 
that we are targeting young APDC applicants and recipients. This sIrlItog)' has many attractive 
features. It can be justified on the same grounds that we justify the focus in the transitional 
program-investing in young families. 11 also neatly solves the problem of equity between welfare and 
non-welfare redpients. Everyone born after 1969 receives services in the welfare progrun and day 
care subsidies if they are working. whether or not they are or have been on welfare. The 
disadvantage of this kind of targeting. obviously; is that it denies services to older mothers simply on 
the basis of tht.'ir birth date. Focusing day care subsidies on young moilien;; may send a wrong 
message about the desirability of deferring parenthood. , 

• 
The estimated additional costs of day care subsidies for young famiHes are about $750 miilion per 
year. Our suggested funding level would, therefore, be sufficient to serve all young families and a 
portion of older families. . 

Quality and Coordination Issues 

The issue of quality versus quantity in day care has a long and contentious history, At one extreme 
are those who argue that child care subsidies should only be available for care that meets Federal(y~ 
defined quality standards. that professionaiized group care should be preferred over informal care, 
and that rates should be set in such a way that expensive care is not only eligible for subsidy but is 
encouraged. At the other extreme are those who argue that day care subsidies should be able to be 
used for any kind of care that the parent can find, with a strong preference for inexpensive and 
informal <:are. 

'. 

• 
Fortunately. some agreements and acWmmodations have been emerging that can guide an approach to ­
child care. Nearly everyone agrees that Head Start, with its high quality comprehensive approach to 
child development, should be the preferred service for as many three- and fuur~ye-.aro()lds as possible. 
with supplementary child care as needed. This Administration's commitment to expanding Head 
Start. and to developing more fuU-day and full-year Head Start: slots, will ensure that as many as 

,1,000,000 low-income children in 1999 will be served by Head Start. 
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Nearty everyone also agrees that for other child we. arrangements~ parents should have nearly 
unlimited clloice, constrained only by State regulations and by minimum health and safety stuldard•• 
The general principle is that providers who receive subsidies sbouJd meet State licensing or 
registration standards. Providers that ate exempt from State regulatory standards (most States exempt 
baby-"'Sitting and small in~ome care arrangements for two or three children, and some Stales exempt 
sectarian and other providers of more formal care) would be required to register with the State and to 
meet State-defined requirements for the prevention and control of infectious -diseases, building and 
physical ptemise: safety and minimum health and SAfety training of providers. . . . 

Investments in Quality and Sup,ply 
, 

A third point of general agreement is that some funds ought to be available for investments in child 
care quality and supply, We propose setting aside a portion of child care funds fot the following: 
resource and referral programs; grants or loans to wist in meeting State and local: standards; 
monitoring of o,mpHance with licensing and regulatory requirementt; training and technical assistance 
to providers: and enhaneemoots to compensation for providers. We also propose to ensure that 
training and tecltnical assistance are available to enable welfare ,..ipients to become Head Start and 
day care provid.... These programs should be an important source of private sector jobs and of 
WORK program slots for people moving off welfare, 

In general, States pay subsidies for child care equal to the cost of child care up to some maximum. 
This maximum should be set in a way that it reflects reasonable costs of care. It should also be the 
same across child care progf1UUS and payment mechanisms. The current maximum payment for child 
care subsidized through the AFDC cllild care disregard was s.et at $175 per month in 1988. This 
level needs to be raised to reflect current market conditions and defined in such a way that it can vary 
over time and perhaps geographically. 

Program Coordination 

Finally, there i. agreement that day care programs and funding streams should be desigued in'ways 
that arc easy to administer and appear "seamless· to parents. This can ~e achieved both through 
program consolidation, when possible. and through coordination of IVIes, procedures and automated 
systems. Because it is not fiscally possible to consolidate day care programs on the diScretionary 
side, and sin"ee it is probably· not polit,ically possible to consolidate day care programs on the 
entitlement side, full "oonsolidlltion seems unable to be aeliieved. Nonetheless, full coordination oUght 
to be an important goal. 
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PROMOTING PARENTAL RESPONsmlLITY 

AND PREVENTING TEEN PREGNANCY 


The best way to end welfare dependency is to eJil1'linate the need for welfare in the first place. High 
rates of fema1~headed fami1y formation and the startlingly high poverty rates of those families He 
behind our large and growing welfare rolls. We are approaching the point when one out of every three 
babies in America will be born to an unwed mother, the majority of whom will receive welfare at some 
point. Births to school-age unwed mothers are an especially enduring tragedy. Too many children are 
not receiving financial support from both their parents, This too contributes to rates of welfare receipt 
that are much higher than we would like. 

Coneem over the dramatic increases in outo{Jf~wed!ock: births has led some commentators to advocate 
largely punitive solutions. The most extreme of these would cut off welfare for unwed motherst a 
"cure" that might well have disastrous effects on the children of these mothers, increase the need for 
spending on foster care and orphanages. an~most c:ertainlYJinctease the number of abortions. At the 
other end of the spectrum, some advocate massive spending on comprehensive social services for bigh~ 
risk youth. despite the limited evidence of its impact on teen pregnancy. 

In contrast to both these approaches, we believe- that the best prevention strategy is one that focuses on 
parental responsibility and provides oPlIDrtunities for exercis.ing it, supplemented by increased family 
planning efforts and demonstrations of service- programs aimed at preventing teen pregnancy. We 
believe that very clear and consistent messages about parenthood. and the ensuing responsibilities which 
will be enforced, hold the best cbance- of encouraging young people to think about the consequences of 
their actions and defer parenthood. A boy who sees his brother required to pay 17 percent of his 
income in child support for 18 yean: may think twice about becoming a father. A girl who knows that 
young motherhood win not relieve her of obligations to live at home and to go to school may come to 
prefer other opportunities. 

The current welfare system sends very different messages, often Jetting fatllers off the hook. and 
expecting tittle from mothers. We hope and expect that a reformed system that strongly reinforces the 
responsibilities of both parents will help prevent too-early parenthood. 

Along with responsibility, though. we must support opportunity. TeHing young people to be 
resPQnslble. without providing them the means .ex~l..e responsibiJity and the hope that play!ng by 
the rules will lead to a better life, j cruel1y h ocriti Both our child support proposals and our 
transitional assistance proposals are deslg to offer opportunity to work and prepare for work, built 
on the experience of eft'ective programs. Unfortunately, the knowledge base for developing effective 
programs that prevent to<rearly parenthood by offering alternative hopeful futures is sadly lacking. 
Our strategy t therefore emphasizes trying many approaches and learning about which suategies are 
most effective. 

Our approach has five components: 
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• Child support enforcement 

• Responsibilities of school-age parents 

• Responsible family planning 

., Learning from comprehensive prevention approaches 

• Supporting two--pate.nt families. 

Child Support IlIlforcemeot 

The responsibilities of both parents are emphasized in an approach to child support enfofoement that 
bolds both parents responsible for supporting children. It makes clear to fath.... , as well as to momers, 
that parenthood brings with it clear obligations. and that these obligations will be enforced. with serious 
and predictable ronsequences for those who become parents. The child support enforcement reform 
proposal has three major elements: 

• Establish awards in every case 

• Ensure fair award levels 

• Collect awards that are owed. 
\>..\-..-:1.-

Establisb ~iJLEyery Cas. 

Our goal is to establish paternity for all oUI-<>f-wedlock births. This will be acoomplished by offering 
States performance-based incentives for ail paternities established, whether or not the mother is 
currently on welfare. expanding the in4lospital paternity establishment provisions enacted as: part of 
OBRA 1993, and expanding edu<ation and outreach effurts to stresS that baving a cbild is a two-parent 
responsibility. 

The proposal streandlnes the legal process for establishing paternity, enabling States to. establish 
paternity much more quickly. This will be accomplished by.requiring ·up front" cooperation (prior to 
receipt of welwe benefits), by establil!hing clear responsibility for the IV-O agency 10 make the .­
cooperation and sanction determination) and by streamlining. the legal process. 

The responsibility for paternity establishment will be clearly delineated. MotherS will be requlred to 
cooperate in establishing paternity as: a condition of receipt of welfare under a very strict cooperation 
requirement. This requires the mother to provide both the name of the father and information 
sufficient to verify the identity of the person nruncd. (Good cause exceptions would be granted only 
under narrow circumstances.) In tum, the States will have a clear responsibility to establish paternity 
when th. mother has fully cooperated. We propose that the Slates be field fully responsible fur tho cost 
of benefits paid to momers who bave cooperated fully but for whom paternity has not been established 
within :I strictly defined time frame. 
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Wbile the proposal is very tough and strict in its approach to paternity establishment. it is balanced and 
sensible. Applicants must meet the new stricter cooperation requirement prior to the receipt o/benejUs. 
but when the mother has fully cooperated and provided complete information. the burden shifts to the 
State to establish paternity. In contrast. some have proposed that the mother must have parernlty 
established prior to receipt ofbenefits, The mother who has do-ne everything that can be expected of 
her is unfairly penalized under this approach for the State's inaction or inefficiency in getting paternity 
established. She could be denied benefits for a long time through no fault of her own, 

Ensure Fair Al!!iWI J.eyeJ, 

The proposal will establish. National Guidelines o,rnmis.ion to study and report to o,ngress on the 
adequacy of award levels, the variability of award levels and the desirability of national guidelines .. 

Th:: proposal will also require the universal, periodic updating of awards so that all awards will 'closely 
retlect the current ability of the noncustodial pMent to pay support. States must establish simplified 
administrative procedures to update the awards. 

In addition, present child support distribution rules wUl be changed to strengthen families and assist 
families making the ttamition from welfare to work. . ; 

CoHect AwiWIs tllat are Owed 

The proposal seeks to develop a chUd support system for the 21st century, AU States must maintain a 
central registry and centralized collection and disbursement capability. States must be able. to monitor 
support payments and take appropriate enforcement actions immediately when support payments are 
missed. Cenain routine enforcement remedies will be imposed administratively at the State level, thus 
taking advantage of computers and automation to handle these measures using ma.lls case-processrng 
techniques. A higher Federal match rate will be provided to implement new technologies, 

To improve coUections in interstate cases. a Federal Child Support Enforcement Clearinghouse win be 
created to track parents across State lines, This wiU include a National Directory of New Hires so that 
wage withholding could be instituted in appropriate cases from the first paycheck:. The adoption of the 
Uniform Interstate Family Support Act (UIFSA) and other measures will make proeedures in interstate 
cases more routille. In addition, the IRS role in full collections and tax refund offsets win be 
strengthened, and access to IRS income; and asset information will be expanded, , 

States also will be provided with the tools they need, such as the authority to revoke Ucenses and access 
other data bases, so that the child support enforcement system is able to crack down on those 
noncustodial parents who otherwise find ways to avoid payment of their support obligations. Por 
instance, frequent and routine matches will be made against appropriate data bases to find location, 
asset, and income information on those who try to hide in order to eseape payment. 

The funding and incentive structure will be changed in order to provide the necessary resources for 
States to run good programs, and performance-based incentives will be utilized to reward States for 
good performance. 
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The child support enforcement provisions described above are expected to save $585 million OYer five 
years. ~y 1999, annual savings wilt be approaching $365 million, 

ISSUE: CIIIW SUProRT ENFoRCEMENT AN\) ASSURANCE (CSEA) 

For children to achieve real economic security and to avoid the need for welfare. they ultimately need 
support from botlt parents, The proposals described above are designed to collect as much money from 
absent parents as possib1e. But what bappens when little or no money is collected from the 
noncustodial parent either because the child support enforcement system is ineffective. or ~e the 
absent parent is unable to contribute much due to tow earnings? In those circumstances, a child 
support enforcement and assurance system would guarantee that the custodiai parent gets some assured 
level of child support. even when collections from the absent parent fall below that level. Thus. single 
parents with a child support award in place could count on some level of child support which they 
could then use to supplement their earnings. Numerous State and national refonn commissions 
(including the National Commission on Children) have- called for demonstrations of this concept. 

Proponents argue that child support enforcement and assurance will signIficantly ease the difficult task: 
of moving people from welfare to work. If single parents can count on some child support. usually 
from the noncustodial parent~ but from the assured child support payment if the noncustodial pareiit 
fails to pay, then they can build. reliable combination of their own earnings plus child support which 
will offer real security. CSEA is not unlike unemployment insurance for intact families. When an 
absent parent becomes unemployed or cannot pay child support. the child still has some protection. 
And since CSEA is not income tested, there are no reporting requirements, no welfare offices, no 
benefit offsets and no welfare stigma. Proponents also suggest that CSBA benefits be subtracted dollar 
for dollar from welfare payments. Thus a woman on welfare is no better off with CSEA. But if she 
goes to work, shu can count on her child support payments; thus. the rewards from WQrking rise 
considerably, Essentially all oftlte net new costs of a CSEA protection program would thus go for 
supporting custodial parents who are off welfare oral working. Finally proponents argue that if CSIlA 
protection is provided only to people who have a child support award in place, women will have much 
more incentive to cooperate in the identification and location of the absent father. since they can count 
on receiving benefits, 

Opponents worry tltat CSIlA will dilute tltepressure to actually collect child support. If motlters can 
count on the money regardless: of whether the State actually collects the amount owed, less effort may 
be put into collections. States may chopse not to try to increa~ collections, especially if the Federal 
government is paying for CSEA. There is also a danger that CSEA will be seen as welfare by another 
name, since it is a source of support for single parents. Some opponents also argue that there win be 
fewer incentives for absent parents to pay chUd support since their children are assured of some level 
of support even if they fail to pay. 

One proposal is to spend $550 million OVe!' 5 years to fund demonstrations in six States. 

ISSUE: ENIIANCING RllSI'ONSIDILITV AN\) OPPORTUNITY FOR NONCUSTODIAL pAAENJ'S 
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Under the present system, the needs, concerns and responsibilities of noncustodial parents are often 
ignored. The sys.tem needs to focus more attention on this population and send the message that 
"fathers matter-. We ought to encourage noncustodial parents to remain involved in their children's 
lives-not drive them further away. The well-being of children who only live with one parent would be 
enhanced if both emotional and financial support were provided by both of their parents. 

, 
Ultimately. the system's expectations of mothers and fathers should be parallcl. Whatever is ~pected 
of the mother should be expected of the father, and whatever education and training opportunities are 
provided to custodial parents. similar opportUnities should be avallable to noncustodiaJ parents who pay 
their child ,upport and remain involved. If they can improve their earning, capacity and maintain 
relaqonshlps with their children, they will be a source of both financial and emotional support. 

Mucb needs to be learned, partly because we bave focused 1... attention on this POpola~e past 
and we know less about wllat types of programs would work.(!/ew progra."llS should b nfod and 
flexible, growing only ai evaluation findings begin to identify the most effective strategt. e 
propose the following approaches: 

Work opporwnities and obligations for non.-.custQdial uarents. A portion of lOBS and WORK prqgram 
funding oould be reserved for training, work readiness. educational remediation and mandatory wed: 
programs for noncustodial parents of AFDC recipient children who cannot pay child support due to 
unemployment, underemployment or other employability problems. In addi,tion, States may have an 
option for mandatory work programs for non-custodial parents. States would have considerable 
flexibility to design their own programs. 

Grants for access and narcotine: DrOl!rams. We propose grants to States for programs which reinforce 
the need for children to have continued access to and visitation by both parent.<il. These programs 
include mediation (both VOluntary and mandatory), counseling, education, development of parenting 
plans, visitation enforcement including monitoring, supervision and neutral drop-{)ff and piek-up, and 
development of guidelines for visitation and alternative custody arrangements. 

We also propose deroonstration grants to States and/or oomrnunity-based organizations to develop and 
implement noneu.todiail'arent (fathers) components for existing programs fur bigb-rislr families (e.g. 
Head Start, Healthy Start, family preservation. teen pregnancy and preventioo) to promote responsible 
parenting. inCluding the importance of paternity establishment amt economic security fOt' children and 
the devclopment of parenting skins. " ~ 

Finally. we propose expanded authority and additional funding for the Commission on Child and 
Family Welfare to study access and visitation issues. 

We estimate the costs of demonstratioru; for work: obligations and opportunities for non-custodial 
parents at $390 million over five years, and of the grants for access and parenting programs at $135 
milHon {lver five years. 

R"'ponsibllities of Sehool...ge Parents 
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The program of transitional assistance followed by work that was outlined earlier in this document 
focuses on the responsibilities of custodial parents, especially young parents, to work and prepare for 
work as a condition of receiving benefits, AU young single parents seeking government assistance will 
be expected to prepare for and go to work. Like the child support provisions, the oblig"ations inherent 
in the program send a clear message about the consequences of parenthood, ensuring that welfare 
receipt does not release either parent from their responsibilities to work: and support their children, 

Minor mothers, Ihose under age 18, have special needs and deserve special consideration. This is a 
relatively small part of the caseJoad at any point in time. but it is a disproportionate contributor to long.. 
term dependency. We have four proposals that affect minor and school~age parents: 

• 	 Minor Mothers Liye at. Horne. We propose requiring that minor parents live in a household 
with a responsible adult. preferably a parent (with certain exceptions, sum as when the minor 
parent is married or if there is a danger of abl!S6 to the minor parent). Current AFDC rules 
permit minor mothers to be -adult caretakers'" of their own children. We believe that having a 
child does not change the fact that minor mothers need nurturing and supervision themselves. 
Under current law. States do have the option of requiring minor mothers to reside in their 
parents' household (with certain execptions), but only five bave Included this in their S~ 
plans, This proposal would make that option a requirement fur all States. "' 

• 	 Mentodng by Older Welfare Mothers. We propose to aJlow States .00 utilize older welfare 
mothers to mentor at-risk school age parents as part of their community service assignment, 
This model could be especially effective in reaching younger recipients because of the 
credibility, relevance and personal experience of older welfare recipients who were.once teen 
mothers themselves, Training and experience might be offered to the most promiSing 
candidates for mentoring who are currently receiving welfare benefits. 

• 	 T~l[getjng school-age Parents. We will ensure: that every school-age patent or pregnant teenager 
who is on or applies for welfare enrolls in the JOBS program. finishes their education. and is 
put on a track to self-sufficiency. Every schoo[~age parent (male or fema1e, case head or not, 
or of any age) will be mandated to participate in JOBS from the moment the pregnancy or 
paternity is established. All JOBS rules pertaining to personal responsibility contracts, 
emp!oyabUity plans, and participation win apply to teen parents. We propose to require case 
managerltent and special services, including family planning counseling. for th~ teens. . 	 -, 

• 	 State options for bebaviQrallncemives. We propose to give States the option to use monetary 
incentives combined with sanctions as inducements to remain in school or OED class. They 
may also use incentives and sanctions to encourage participation in appropriate parenting 
activities. 

The'requirement for minor mothers to live at home is estimated to save $195 million over five years. 
The costs of the options are trivial. 

ilncouragernents for Responsible Family PIonoiog 
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Responsible pareoting requires access to information and services designed to discourage early sexual 
behavior and to prevent pregnancy. We propose the following: 

• 	 A national ~mpaign against teen pregnancy .. We propose that the President lead a national 
campaign against teen pregnancy. involving the media. community organizations. churches and 
others in a concerted effort to change pocceptions. The campaign would set nationa] prevention 
goals and challenge the States to come up with school or community based plans to meet those 
goals. 

• 	 Increased funding for family planning services through Title X. Responsible family planning 
requires that family planning services be available for those who need them, A request for 
increased funding for Title X was included in the FY 1995 budget submission. 

ISSUE: 	 FAMILY CAl'S 

The'issue is wbether Slates should be allowed Of required to limit benefit increases when additional 
children are conceived by parents already Un AFDC if the State ensures that parents have access to 
family planning services, Non-welfare working families do not receive a pay raise when they have an 
additional child. even though the tax deduction and the EITC may increase. However~ families on 
we1fare receive additional: suppOrt because their ArDe benefits increase automatically to include the 
needs of an additional child. 

Proponents of family caps argue that they would reinforce parental responsibility by keeping AFDC 
(but not food stamps) benefits constant when a chUd is conceived while the parent is on welfare. The 
message of responsibiJity would be further strengthened by permItting the family to earn more or 
receive more in child support without penalty as a substitute for the automatic AFDC benefit increase 
under current law. 

Opponents of family caps argue that there is no evidence that they deter births, and that they deny 
benefits to needy children. They argue that the value of the benefit increase is simUar to the vaiue of 
the tax deductions and BITe increase for a work.ing family that has an additionaJ child. (The tax 
deduction and E1TC increase for the second child is worth $1,241 at the $20,000 income level; the tax 
deduction is worth $636 at $60,000. AFDC benefits increase $684 per year for the s.,,!md child in the 
median State; including food stamps increases benefits by $1,5&4.) • 

A Slate option policy where States rep;esentin~~ce~f the effected case!oad adopt a family cap 
provision might Slive $290 million over five yea • 

Learning from Prevention Approaches that Engage Every Sector of the Society In Promoting 
itesponsibiUly 

Solely changing the welfare system is insufficient as a prevention strategy. For the IOOSt part. the 
disrurbing social ttends that lead to welfare dependency are not caused by the welfare system but reflect 
a Jarger sbift in societal mores and values. Teen pregnancy appears to be part of a more general 
pattern of high~rislc behavior among youth. 
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The Administration is developing several inItiatives that aim to improve the opporrunities available to 
young people and to provide alternatives to high-risk behavior. The School-to-Work: initiative, for 
example, will provide opportunities for young people to combine school with work experience and on­
the-job training. as a way of easing the transition into the workplace. The crime bill foCuses additional 
resources on crime prevention. especially on youth in disadvantaged neighborhoods. Initiatives like 
these are aimed at raising aspirations and hope among young people who might otherwise become 
pareius too early. 

In addition, we ought to direct some attention to specifically preventing teen pregnancy. The basic 
issue in designing a prevention approach is to balance the magnitude of the problem with the paucity of 
prov.en approaches for dealing with it. Because the problem is so compelling, it is tempting to propose 
substantial increases in spending on services and approaches to deal with it. Unfortunately, although 
there are numerous anecdotal reports on effective programs, none of the rigorous evaluations of 
servic.e--based attempts to prevent teen pregnancy has shown demonstrated success. 

We believe that large scale spending on unproven approaehes would be irresponsible. Instead. we need 
a strategic appro,ch that develops and funds SOme substantial demonstration programs, and evalu3les 

, them for their potential to be more broadly effective, 

Demonstrations. Early childbearing and other problem behaviors are interrelated and strongly 
influenced by the general life-experience associated with poverty. Changing the circumstances in which 
people live, and (~osequentJy how they view themselves. is needed t() affect the decisions young people 
ma~ in regard to their lives. To maximize effectiveness, interVentions should address a wide spectrum 
of areas including, among others. economic opportunity, safety, health and education. Particular 
emphasis must be placed on the prevention of adolescent pregnancy, through measures which include 
sex education. abstinence education, Hfe skills education and contraceptive services. Comprehensive 
co~unity based lnterventions show great promise, especially those efforts that combine education. 

We propose comprehensive demonstration grants that would try different approaches to changing the 
environment in which youth Jive and carefully evaluate their effects. These grants would be of 
sufficient size or j(critical mass" to significantly improve the day~to-day experiences, decisions and 
behaviors of youth. They would sook to cbange neighborhoods as well as directly support youth and 
families and would particularly focus on adolescent pregnancy prevention. Whi1e models exist for this 
type 'of comprehensive effort, few have been rigorously evaluated. We propose.a systematic strategy to 
learn from variations in different types of approaches. All demonstrations will inc1ude a strong 
evaluation component. ' 

We propose spending $200 million over five years on these demonstrations. 

Supporting Tw<>-Parent Famili", 

The Reinventing Government section includes provisions to end the current bias in the welfare system 
against two~parent families by: 1) eliminating the more stringent rules for two-parent families that exist 
in current law; and 2) allowing States to provide benefits to two-parent families continuOUSly, instead of 
limiting provision of such benefits to 6 months. Allowing two pll:fent famiJies to receive the same 
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benefits that single parents receive sh.ould encourage families to stay together. remove disineentives for 
parents to marry and send a strong message about the value of both parents. 

This benefit expansion is estimated to oost $800 million in 1999, and $1.8 billion ov,", five years. 
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APPENDIX: ENDNOTF.s TO TABLE 1 

'fw<>..Paren! EsUmatts 

1. 	 The costs for eliminating the special eligibility requirements for two-patent families is based 
upon estimates from the food stamp quality control data file. These estimates were then 
adjusted for increased pardcipation based on estimates from the MATH model employed by 
Mathematica. Inc. 

Child Support Enf...........! _mates 


1. 	 The- estimates for paternity establishment, enforcement. and computer costs are based upon OUf 

best guess of how CBO will estimate the savings from these child support enforcement 
provisions. . 

2. 	 The costs for the non~ial parent provisions are 10 percent of the JOBS and WORK 
programOO<lS. 

3. 	 The estimate for the cost of the child support assurance demonstrations are based upon eso 
estimates of the Rocl<efeUerlDodd bill. 

Caseload Numbers and JOBS and WORK Estimates 

The caseload numbers and the JOBS and WORK oost estlmates are based on the fonowing policies, 
assumptions and sources of data: 

1. 	 Adult recipients (including teen custodial parents) born after 1%9 are subject to the time limit 
beginning in October 1996 (FY (997). The cost estimates assume about one third of the States 
wiU implement the poJicy a year earlier than required, This follows State implementations 
u.der the Family Support Act. lOBS spending on other portiOns of the caseload would 
continue as per current law. 

2. 	 Caretaker relatives are not subject to the new rules and are not phased-in. 

3. 	 Parents who have a child under one (or undel41nnnths, if conceived after the i~jtia1 welfare _ 
receipt), are caring for a sevenHy disabled ch'tn('~rt a work limitation or who are 60 years 
of .ge end older are deferred from participation in the lOBS and WORK programs. As of FY 
1999. about 2S percent of the phased-in caseload is deferred. 

4. 	 The caselooo numbers include modest treatment effects as a result of the new rules. 

S. 	 Cost per lOBS participant figures are taken from the FY 1993 JOBS data (adjusted for inflation 
using the projected CPI). 

6, 	 The cost estimate assumes that all non..cJeferred phased~in recipients are engaged in activities. 
We assume that at a given point ill time. 50 percent of the phased~in recipients are engaged in 
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activities which have cost. For recipients with extensions. it is assumed that everyone is 

participating in a JOBS activity which costs the program money, 


7. 	 The cost of developing and maintaining a WORK assignment is calculated using CWEP data 
from JOBS and from the we1fare~to-work demonstrations of the 19805 (again. adjusted for 
inflation using tile projected CPI). Approximately 25,000 and 120,000 WORK .Iots would be 
required in 1998 and 1999, respectively. 

8. 	 The figul'e.'i for JOBS participants and JOBS spending under current Jaw ate taken from the 
ACF baseline in tile FY 1995 budget. 

9. 	 The JOBS and WORK cost estimates do not consider the potential impact of child support on 
the size of the caseload. 

T.... Case Management ••d JOBS-Prep Cost Estimates 

1. 	 The case management cost estimate presumes that at fun implementation enhanced case 
managetruJnt services would be provided to all teen parents under the age of 19 and on 
assistance, The percentage of teen parents receiving oomprehensive case management services 
is predicted to rise from 70 percent in FY 19% to 80 percent in FY 1997,90 percent in FY. 
1998 and 1999 and 10 100 percent in FY 2004. 

The cost per teen figure for enhanced case management is drawn from Teen Parent 
Demonstrution data, There is nQ data available on the current level of case management 
expenditures in the JOBS program. Consequently. the estimate employs. as a proxy for a JOBS 
case management cost per participant number, a figure calculated using data from the welfare­
to-work demonstrations of the 1980s (San Diego I and Baltimore Options), " 

The additiona) cost of comprehensive case management for teens is the difference between the 
roM of providing enhanced ease management to teen parents under 19 and the cost of deliverjng 
standard case management to the same population. The difference is roughly $560 per 
participant pet yearJ in 1993 dollars. 

2. 	 The JOBS~Prep cost estimate presumes that JOBS~Prep services will be provided to 20 percent 
of those in the JOBS-Prep program, As States currently serve 'only 16 pereent Of the non~ 
exempt caseload in the lOBS program, it is plausible to suppose that States will not serve a 
significantly higher percenrage' of persons in the lOBS-Prep program, As we have virtually no 
idea what services States win provide during the JOBS-Prep program (candidates include 
parenting skills classes, life skills training, vocational rehabilitation and substance abuse 
treatment), arriving at a cost per participant figure for the program is challenging. 

For purpo..~ of the estimate. we assume that States will not provide services such as vocational 
reha.bilitation in the JOBS-Prep program. JOBS-Prep services will consist primarily of case 1 .l-'s '1 
management and referral to external service providers. Given that many of the persons in the ~\ I 
JOBS~Prep program will have some serious issues to contend with (although some. such as L.. ... ~ • 
most mothers of children under one, will not) a fairly intensive level of case management '1' ,.. .....-- 0 
would be required. 
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The cost per JOBS-Prep participant figure represents a level of case management more- intensive 
than that in the current JOBS program but not as intensive as the level provided in the Teen 
Parent ~~monstration, The number is arrived at by multiplying the Teen Parent Demonstration 
case managem:ent figure by .75. 

, 
Child Care Estlmat.. 

1. 	 These esdmates tefIect the child care costs associated with the above phase~in assumptions 
ct..cribed under JOBS and WORK, 

2. 	 This estimate is based upon baseline spending for the Head Start program and therefore does 
not aCOOullt for the additional children who win be served by Head Stan when it expands. This 
follows conventional CBO scoring rules. 

3. 	 There is no sliding scale fee for services inc1uded in this estimate. 

4. 	 We assume that approximately 4l) percent of all AFDC families p3rticipating in JOBS and 
WORK will use paid child care. 

5. 	 We assume that Transitional Child Care eligibles will have average utUization rates of 40­
percent. 

6. 	 Our working poor estimate represents a phase~in of a capped entitlement to cover children 
whose families are below 130 percent of poverty but dQ not receive AFDC. By 1999, we will 
approach full implementation with $2 billion in net funding. We assume that there are approxi­
mately 8 minion non~AFDC children below 130 percent ofpovetty~ 40 pereent of them wilt 
potentially need child care because of their parents' work status. and 40 pertent of these 
farnilie.'. will use paid chUd care, 

No Addilionalll<nelits for Additional Child_ 

1. 	 This cost e.'itimate is based upon an estimate by the Congressional Budget Office. The estimate 
assumes a State option policy where States representing 33 percent of the effected caseJoad 

, adopt a cap fur benefits for new children, 

2. 	 It is assumed that States would reduce the monthly benefit by $63 for each child (afte, the first) 
born while the mother was reeciving AFDC. It is also assumed that States would have linle 
success identifying children born on AFDC during previous spells of welfare receipt. 
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THE TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 


Perhaps the most critical and difficult goal ofwelfare refonn is to reshape the very mission of the 
current support system from one focussed on welfare to one focussed on work, opportunity, and 
responsibility. The Working Group proposal calls for replacing the AFDe program with a new 
Transitional Assistance Program (TAP). The TAP program includes four key elements: full 
participation, education and training, time..limits, and work. 

• Full Particip.tion••Evcryone who wishes TAP cash support will be expected to do 
something to help themselves and their community. Everyone has something to 
contribute. Everyone has a responsibility to move towards work and independence. 

• Education and Training (the LEAP program) ••TAP will be refocussed by expanding 
and improving the employment, education and training programs developed under the 
Family Support Act. The clear focus will be to help people make the leap quickly from 
~elfare to work and to place them in johs where they can support themselves and their 
families. 

• 	 . Time Limits--Persons able to work will generally be limited to two years ofcash 
assistance. The goal is to place people in private jobs long before the two years is up, but 
two years will be the maximum period for the receipt of cash aid by people able to work. 
In a limited number of cases extensions to comptete an educational program will be 
granted. 

• 	 Work (the WORK program) ••Those persons who have still been unable to find work at 
the end oftwo years, will be required to work. As many people as possible will be placed 
in private sector positions, others will be placed with local non.profit community 
organi?-8tion5+ still others may work in public service positions. These are intended to be 
short term. last resort jobs. designed netther to displace existing workers nor to serve as 
substitutes for unsubsidized private sector employment. 

Everyone who seeks welfare (AFDC) .win immediately undergo an asseasment. Based on this 
assessment, ntost. persons will immediateiy:be placed in the, LEAP ptogram-·ihe soccessOr . 
program to ·the JOBS program under the Family Support Act. The LEAP program:will be 
designed to help people make the leap from welfare to work and independence. A LEAP 
program will be developed by. LEAP worker and the client. In some cases the focu, will be on 
immediate job placement. In others, the LEAP program will help recipients gain access to 
education and training programs they need in order to find an appropriate job. Education and 
training service, will be coordinated with and often provided through mainstream state and federal 
programs open to both welfare and non-welfare recipients. Recipients who fail to comply with 
their LEAP program will be sanctioned. 

Most recipients are expected to find work through the LEAP program. LEAP program benefits 
will normally be limited to two years. After that time, those persons still on welfare would be 
required (0 enter the WORK program. Those in the WORK program would be required to work 
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in order to get income support The exact nature of the WORK program depends on decisions 
presented in this document. But the goal is quite dear. Person still needing aid after two years 
would be placed in jobs where the income they will b. paid for the work they do. The work 
should bring benefits to the community and dignity to the worker. But they will not be designed 
10 become long-teoo subsidized jobs. Various incentives will be used to encourage people to take 
unsubsidized private jobs as soon as they can find them. 

A limited number ofpersons will be put into a Pre-LEAP program. This program is designed for 
persons who are not current1y in a position to work, At a minimum the Pre-LEAP program 
would include JK'lrsons who have a disability which limits work, those who are required at home to 
care for a severely disabled child or relative, and persons of advanced age. It might also include 
mothers with v"ry young children. While persons are in Pre-LEAP status, time-limits would not 
be imposed. But those in the Pre-LEAP program would not be excused from obligations or 
expectations. Rather they would be expected to engage in a broader set ofactivities than those in 
the LEAP program. Everyone getting aid will have responsibilities and opportunities. 

Though the ultimate mix ofpeople in various parts ofTAP depends on poliey decisions. But as a 
starting point, eonsiderwhat would happen to the projected AFDC caseload in 1999 with a fully 
phased in program in steady state. We do not anticipate that any program could be fully phased in 
that quickly, but 1999 provides a helpful baseline. 

PRO,rECTED STEADY STATE CASELOADS-WITH FULL 
[\1PLEMENTATION 

. Projected 1999 Adult Cases Witho"t Reform 4.7 million 

OffW.UiIre with Reform (health reform, 1.2 million 
EITC, child care, LEAP, WORK, etc.) 

TAP Participants 3.5 million 
'. .' 

. Working While on Welfare: "0.7 million 

LEAP participants 0.9 million 

WORK participants 0.7 mimon 

Pre-LEAP--disability/age limits work 05 million 

Pre-LEAP--severe1y disabled child 0.2 million 

Pre-LEAP--caring for child under I year 0.5 million 
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The category working while on welfare assumes that persons who are working at least part-time 
while on welfare meet participation requirement and do not face time limits. The implications and 
alternatives to this policy are discussed below. 

The major cost elements ofthe program involve the LEAP and Pre-LEAP program and the 
WORK program. The gross cost of the program (not counting savings) are shown below: 

Gros. and Net Costs of TAP in Steady State ­ 1995 Dollars 

LEAP and Pre-LEAP training/education 

Child Care for LEAPlPre-LEAP participants 

WORK program job development 

WORK program child care 

Total Gross Cost 

AFDe, Food Stamps, and Medicaid Savings 
directly attributable to TAP program 

Total Net Cost 

SX.x billion 

$x.x billion 

$" billion 

$x.x billion 

$••• billion 

-S... billion 

$••• billion 

Six key q\iesticlfls need to be addressed in designing the TAP program 

• 	 Part-time work--How should people who work part time be treated in the TAP program? 

In particular, should part~tin1e' workers face additional panicipation and work . 
 .' 
requirements and be subject to time-limits?' .." . 

• 	 Pre-LEAP rules-Who should be put into the Pre-LEAP program because they are not 

able to work or needed at home? What caps should be put on the number of persons in 

the Pre-LEAP program? 


• 	 LEAP Extensions·-Who should be granted extensions under the LEAP program? What 

limits, .ifany, should be put on the number ofextensions allowed? 
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• 	 WORK Program Design--Should states be required to create jobs paying wages which 
are provided to those in the WORK'program? Would states be allowed to use eWEP 
jobs for all or part of the WORK placements? 

• 	 WORK Program Limits--Should limits be placed on the duration of WORK jobs, on 
receipt of the EITe, on child care for WORK participants etc.? 

• 	 Phase-In--How quickly should the reforms be phased in and how should it be phased in? 

Part-Time Work 
If someone is working part-time at a minimum wage job, they will still be eligible for AFDe 

benefits in many states, What expectations should we have for such people? 

One possibility is to allow part-time workers (20 hours per week) to continue to collect benefits if 
they still qualify for them, and that the two-year clock would not run during such periods. If the 
person had exhausted their two~year limit, part~time unsubsidized private work would count as 
meeting the work obligation. The other alternative is to let the clock run except in circumstances 
when the person was working at least 30, 35, or 40 hours per week. 

Allowing part~time work to count as meeting the training and work obligation has several 
advantages, First, it may be the most realistic standard for single parents, especially those with 
young children. All working parents face significant burdens in dealing with school schedules, 
child care, sick children, doctor visits, and the like. Though the vast majority of married mothers 
work, only about 1/3 work ful1~time all year, and they have help from the second spouse. Many 
single parents may find it impossible to work more than 2I3s of married mothers do. Part~time 

work would actually be a dramatic change from current situation where only 9% (?)of adult 
recipients work at all. 

Second, part~time work may serve as a stepping stone to both full~time work and to better paying 
jobs. Given that so few mothers now work while on welfare, it is a natural starting point fOi fhe 
more disadvantaged women. It may be counterproductive in the long run to pull people out of 
part~time private sector work to put them into fUlI.time WORK slots. Employers typically have a 
strong preference for work experience. in unsu~sidized private jobs. And som~ of the parents 
working partwtime could conceivably spend other time getting further education and training in the 
mainstream training sector. Part-time workers could attend training schools or colleges on a part­
time basis, 

Finally the cost of mandating full-time work could be very high. Full-time child care for young 
children would be great. After school care would have to be provided for many other children. 
Perhaps most importantly, if one required full-time work and guaranteed jobs at the end of two 
years, one would be in the position of pulling parents out of unsubsidized private jobs to place 
them in a community work program. This would significantly increase the number of WORK 
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'. 	 slots needed and the cost of providing a full-time wo'r\{ slot and full-time child care will be 

significant, 


Those who think part~time workers should be subject to time-limits and work requirements wony 
that the AFDC program may become a work supplementation program. Some persons might 
remain on AFDC for many years while working part~time. If the ultimate goal is to move people 
completely off of welfare, allowing and even encouraging people to mix work and welfare is 
sending a mixed message, Many parents outside ofwelfare feel they must work full time in 
support of their family. Should part-time work be enough indefinitely? One alternative would be 
to allow parHime work to count for some period, but to eventually require full-time work. Note 
that regardless ofwhat policy is chosen, full-time workers will always be better off than part-time 
workers. 

Program and C(lS! Implications: 

e,IlQwing Part-Time Work Limiting Part~Time Work 

LEAP Participants .9 million 1.1 million 

WORK Participants .7 million 1.2 million 

Net LEAPIWORK costs Sx.x billion $,.x billion 


Pre:LEAP Rules 
Any policy where work is required and time-limits imposed must take aecount of differences in 
the ability to work. People who are permanently disabled and thus are unable to work for at least 
one year are supposed to be covered under the Supplemental Security [ncome (SSI) Program. 
But some disabilities and most illnesses, even severe ones, last less than a year, Many other 
people suffer partial disabilities that limit their ability to work. Sometimes a parent is needed to 
care for. severely disabled child. And there are a variety ofcases which some have labelled the 
"walking wounded"--people who have such trouble coping with even day-to-day challenges of 
parent.og and survival in an often highly stressful environment 

One solution would be to simply defer a significant number of persons from participation 
requirements. But having large numbers ofcomplete deferrals can interfere with the goal of 
changing the culture of welfare offices and expecting everyone to do something. And deferrals 
are not necessarily beneficial to those who receive them. States and localities may send the signal 
that those who are deferred should not be subject to high expectations. Advocates for persons' 
with disabilities often complain that current programs send both explicit and ,obtl. messages that 
persons with disabilities cannot and should not work. and thus cannot really contribute to 
themselves or their communities, Sttu, for many, immediate work or training may not be 
appropriate. 

One' very intriguing formulation has been proposed by the American Public Welfare Association. 
They suggested creation of a "Pre-JOBS tl program where everyone would be expected to do 
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so~ething to cbntribute to themse1ves and their community. but until they reached a certain s"tage, 
expectations would be different from those facing people in the time-limited training and cash aid 
program. We have adopted this formulation with our Pre-LEAP program. 

The nomenclature of Pre-LEAP is appealing for it indicates that the expectation is that eventually 
most people in the group will be able to join the regular LEAP program. But who should be 
placed in a Pre-LEAP status? Virtually everyone seems to agree that persons ofadvanced age 
(over 60), with severe disabilities themselves, or who are caring for a severely disabled child 
should be deferred. But the question ofhow far along the continuum ofdisability the line should 
be drawn is difficult. 

A somewhat different set ofproblems is posed by the mothers ofvery young children. Should aU 
mothers with (healthy) children he expeeted to work? The Family Support Act exempted mothers 
with children under the age of) from mandatory education, training or work expectations. States 
had the option ofrequiring participation ofmothers with children over the age of I if they chose 
to do so, X states have elected this stricter option. The arguments for and against participation 
by mothers of very young children are straightforward to describe. but the issues pose deep 
philosophical and financial questions. 

There simply is not sufficient social and behavioral science evidence to determine definitively 
whether and when it is appropriate to require Ii parent to participate in a work or training activity, 
Some developmental psychologists believe strongly that a parent should stay home and nurture 
the child if possible during these years. Yet well over half of the mothers with children under 
three now work at least part~time. Many ofthose seeking to move women from welfare to work 
argue that 3 years is too long to wait before exposing people to participation expectations. The 
most recent evidence regarding work by mothers does not show clear harm or benefit to children 
of mothers working outside the home. There is, however. a strong hint in existing studies that 
children of working mothers who feel positively about work do better than children of mothers 
who are unhappy working and who feel forced into an unpleasant job by economic neeessity. It is 
clear that when a mother goes to work for the first time, it is initially stressful for the family. flut 
work can bring 

Using existing survey data, Working Group staff have created the following table which illustrates 
the implications ofdifferent Pre-LEAP policies. on the fraction of the existing caseload which 
would he in various elements of tho TAP program. 
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NUMBER OF PERSONS IN VARIOUS TAP ELEMENTS AND 

NET COST UNDER VARIOUS PRE-LEAP OPTIONS 


Option A Option B Option C Option D 

Pre-LEAP 0.3 million 0.7 million 1.2 million x.x million 

% ofprojectc~d 9% 20% 33% yy% 
TAP caseload 

LEAP .y million .y million .9 million .y million 

WORK .y million .y million .7 million .y million 

Net Cost $x.x billion $x.x billion $x.x billion $x.x billion 

, 
Option A: Case head is 60 years or over, case head has severe disability, or child with severe 

disability 
Option B: Case head is 60 years or over, case head has disability which limits work, or child with 

severe disability 
Option C: Option B, plus cases with child under 1 year in the household or woman in the final 

trimestc::r of pregnancy 
Option D: Option S, plus cases with child under 3 years in the household or woman in the final 

trimest~:r of pregnancy 

In evaluating these percentages, recall they are offof a much smaller base than the current AFDC 
program since other elements should remove a quarter of the caseload or more. The remaining 
participants are: more likely to be disabled. Option C for example is only 25% of the projected 
AFpC caseload without reform. 

Determining who should go into LEAP and who enters Pre-LEAP creates difficult administrative 
and oversight issues. It is extremely difficult to define tightly exactly which are cases where 
someone can and cannot work. Highly detailed federal guidelines can lead precisely to the kind of 
preoccupation with paper and process rather than a focus on moving people forward that so often 
seems at the he:art of the current welfare failures. And there are inevitably cases that just don't 
seem to fit in one category or another. Working Group staff recommend that the Federal 
government set a percentage of the caseload which can be placed in Pre-LEAP, provide guidance 
as to who should be placed in the program, but then to allow states considerable latitude in 
determining which particular cases will be selected. 
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Extensions 
A related, but conceptually distinct question is that of extensions. Two-years is not enough time 
to complete some educational programs. In some cases, persons may be so educationally 
disadvantaged that they are unable to even complete high school or gain a GED within two years. 
In other cases, persons seeking post secondary education including a four year college degree 
would need more than two years to complete their education. Some programs such as the school­
to-work program involve both a period to finish high school and an additional year of training. 

There seems little disagreement that persons who are making satisfactory progress toward the 
completion of their GED or high school degree should be granted extensions. Similarly, persons 
in School-to-Work or similar programs should be encouraged to continue their education. There 
are others who may need more time to get adequate schooling. Persons with language difficulties 
may need to learn English before they can complete a GED or get additional training. 

The controversial question is whether persons should be able to receive full welfare benefits while 
they go on to complete a four year college degree. Those who favor such a proposal emphasize 
that the only way to a really secure future off of welfare is an excellent education. Pushing people 
into lower paying jobs which do not offer high enough payor upward mobility may be counter­
productive. Those who oppose extensions to complete a 4 year college note that only 1/4 of each 
cohort ofgraduates from all incomes and backgrounds receive a 4 year degree, and among 
welfare recipients the fraction is much lower. They wonder whether it is fair to use welfare 
benefits to help support persons who are getting college degrees when the vast majority of 
persons paying for that support will never get such a degree. There is also a concern that single 
parents would actually have greater access to economic support for higher education than persons 
who did not become single parents. A partial resolution to this dilemma may emerge is part-time 
work fulfills the work obligation. In those circumstances, persons working part time and 
schooling part time would continue to be eligible for some support in most states. 

The same administrative questions that arise with defennent policy occur here as well. Writing 
complicated fcdcrt! rules regarding who can be deferred and when is likely to lead to a nightmare 
of audits and litigation. Working group staff recommend that just as with deferments, states be 
give~ a limited number of extensions with broad guidelines as to how they can be used, but that 
states are responsible for detennining the best way to use them. But what number of extensions 
makes sense? 
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THE TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 

Perhaps the most critical and difficult goal of welfare reform is to reshape the very mission of the 

current support system from one focussed on welfare to one focussed on work. opportunity. and 

responsibility. The Working Gro1ll'~osal call' for replacing the AFDC program with a new 

Transitional Assistance Program ~ The TAP program i~c1udes four key elements: full 

participation. education and training, time-limits, and work. 


• 	 FuU Participation--Everyone who wishes TAP cash support will be expected to do 

something to heJp themselves and their community, Everyone has something to 

contribute, Everyone has a responsibility to move toward work and independence, 


• 	 Training, Education, and Placement (the JOBS program)--T AP will be refocussed by 
expanding and improving JOBS program which provides the training, education, and 
placement services as developed under the Family Support Act The JOBS program will 
probably have to be renamed (to avoid confusion with the WORK program), but the basic· j"" 
program will be quite similar, The clear foeus ofpublic assistance will be to help people o\"-V c,t~;" 
move quickly from welfare to work and to place them injobs where they can suPPOrt " .;J 
themSelves and their families. Every aspect of the program will emphasize private 
placements and work. The ..lVices will foeus on using existing lTP A, educational 
opportunities, and other mainstream training programs as much as possible, 

'I . 

., Time LimitsnPersons able to work will ~~~ limjt~ to two years ofcash 


assistance. The goal is to pJace people in pnvate jobs long before the two years is up, but 

two years will be the maximum period for the receipt ofcash aid by people able to work 

In a limited number of cases extensions to complete an educational program win be 

granted. The time limit is a lifetime limit. though recipients could earn back some 

additional time for time they are off welfare. 


o 	 ·."-o,·k (the WORK program)--Those persons who have still been unable to find work at 

the end of two years, will be required to work. As many people as possible will be placed 

in private sector positions, others will be placed ,,'th local nonprofit community '. 

organiil,tions, sti.H:<>thers may wor~ in ~ublic.selVice positions. These are mtended to lje 

~hort term, last resort jobs. '4esigne<1 neither to displace existing workers nor to serve as 

substitutes for unsubsidized private sector employment. 


Everyone who seeks welfare (AFDC) will immediately undergo an assessment Based on this 
assessment, most persons will immediately be placed in the JOBS program or~s successor. 

, JOBS program will bill A strategy will be developed by a JOBS worker and the client desigced to 
~~move ,from welfare to work and independence, In some cases the focus win be on 
lfuun.idiaie jOilpra'cement, and ~will have the ~~ij)Of requiring immediate job; search for all 
persons. Where nceded, the RJils program will he p recipients gain access to education and 

training programs they need in order to find an appropriate job. Education and training services 

will be coordinated with and often provided through mainstream state and federal programs open 




to both welfare and non-welrere recipients, Recipients who fuji to comply with their JOBS 
program win be sanctioned. 

Most recipients are expected to find work through the JOBS program, JOBS program benefits 
win nonnaUy be limited to two years, After that time., those persons still on welfare would be 
required to enter the WORK program, Those in the WORK program would be required to work 
in order to get income support The exact nature of the WORK program depends on decisions 
presented in this document. But the goal is qui~ear. Person still needing aid after two years 
would be placed in jobs where the income tnet,filrbe paid for the work they do, The work 
should bring benefits to the community and dignity to tbe worke" But they will not be designed 
to become long-term subsidized jobs, Various incentives will be used to encourage people to take 
unsubsidized private jobs as soon as they can find them, 

~ (.l ....~ 

A limited number of persons will be put into a JOBS-Prep program, This program is designed for 
persons who are not currently in a position to work, At a minimum the JOBS-Prep program 
would include persons who have a disability which limits work, those who are required at home to 
care for. severely di~ child or relative, and persons of advanced age, It might also include 
mothers with ....ry,young,children, While persons are in JOBS·Prep status, time-limits would not 
be imposed, But those in the JOBS.Prep program would not be excused from obligations or 
expectations, Rather they would be expected to engage in a broader set ofactivities than those in 
the JOBS program, Everyone getting aid will have responsibilities and opportunities, 

Six key questions need to be addressed in designing theB program 

• 	 Foeu. and Phase-In --How quickly should tbe refonns be phased in and wbo should be 
targeted initially? 

• 	 Part·time work-How should people who work part time be treated in the TAP program? 
In particular, should part-time workers fuce additional participation and work 
requirements and be subject to time-limits? 

• 	 JOBS-:Prep rules-Who shO]Jld be put into the J()BS~Prep program because they are:not 
able to work <lr needed at home? What caps sh~uJd be put ,on the number' bfpersolls,ih 
the JOBS-Prep program? , ,,' 

• 	 JOBS Extensions-Who should be granted extensions under the JOBS program? What 
limits., ifany, should be put on the number ofextensions anowed? 

• 	 Work lor Wages Versus Work for Welfare--Should states be required to create jobs 

paying wages which are provided to those in the WORK program? Would states be 

allowed to use CWEP job, for all or part of the WORK placements? 
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• 	 The Hours of Work Required or WORK participants··How many hours should 
WORK participants be required to provide? Should states be allowed or required to 
supplement WORK earnings in a work for wages program? 

•. . Discouraging .,tended WORK participation··Vlhat can be done to koop the duration 
ofWORK participation short and to move people into unsubsidized work? -Should the 
EITe be denied to work program participants? Should any particular WORK placement 
be limited to 12 months? Should the total time people are allowed in the WORK program 
be limited? 

Focus and Ph....in . L 
The ultimate mix ofpeople in various parts of TAP depends on policy decisions. But as a starting 
point, consider what would bJp.p.;{if we cbese undertake tbe extremely ambitious task of 
beginning TAP full scale i~et 1996 (most states will require 2 years to pass implementing 
legislation and get the program up and running) and requiring everyone now on welfare and all 
those who apply subsequently 10 meet the new requirements. Then by October 1996, everyone 
currently on welfare and everyone enlering who is able to work will get 24 additional months of 
welfare. The table below show. what tbe caseloads might look like under one set ofpolicies. 
Note tbat making different choioes about part·time work, JOBIl·Prep and extension policy, and 
the nature ofthe WORK program will affi:ct these eatimatos.Note also that the figures for 2004 
assume the passage and full· implementation ofhealth reform. Earlier years assume the current 
system. Without health reform, JOBS and WORK figures would be significantly larger. 

'.' 
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PROJECTED CASELOADS UNDER PROGRAM FOR 
OCTOBER 1996 IMPLEMENTATION FOR ALL PERSONS 

:C"""'OI4tt. -
FY 1997 FY 1999 FY 2004 

Projected Adult Cases Without Reform 4.5 million 4.7 million 5.1 million 

Off Welfare with Reform 
(health reform after 1999, EITe, child 

care., JOBS, WORK, etc.) 
.1 million .5 million 1.2 million 

TAP Participants 4.4 million 4.2 million 3.8 million 

Working While on Welfare .3 million .4 million .6 million 

JOBS participants 3.1 million 2.1 million 1.2 million 

WORK participants omillion .6 million 1.0 million 

JOBS-Prep--disability .4 million .4 million .4 million 

JOBS-Prep--severely disabled child .3 million .3 million .3 million 

JOBS-Prep--canng for child under I .4 million .4 million .4 million 

The table illustrates the dynamics of the program over time with immediate implementation. In 
1997, the first year ofimpiementation, everyone who is not working Of in JOBS-Prep is in the 
JOBS program, since no one will have hit the two year time limit. By 1999, there are fewer 
people.in the JOBS prograrnand more in the WORK program as some people have hit the limit. 

:Notethaf niost.people' onwelfare in 1997 mil not hit ihe limi(inI999,· Many lea;;e ·welfare and· 
never hit the limit. Others' cycle on,apd off welfare and accumulate 24 months '~f r~eipt over a 4 ~ 
or 5 year period. In addition, as a result of the program and other reforms (health reform, the 
expanded EITC, child care for the working poor) people leave welfare who would otherwise have 
been on it and more people choose to work while on welfare. This leaves fewer people to be 
served in the JOBSIWORK program. Note that by 2004, ofthe projected 5.2 million people 
expected to be on welfare in the abscence of reform, 3 million are now off welfare, or working 
while on welfare, or in the WORK program. 

The current JOBS program serves roughly 600,000 persons monthly. The immediate phase in 

scenario implies that over 3 million people annually (and probably half that number in any given 
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month) would have to be served by 1997 in the JOBS program. Moreover, states would have to 
be gearing up for a work program that would approach the size ofCET A in the year 2000. It is 
unimaginable that states could move this quickly, even if resources were plentiful. such a massive 
and immediate expansion almo.t guarantees that the JOBS program will beJlgprly,.d'l'inistered 
with limited real content in many states, There is much greater threat 0ftffiwlacemet;!1with such a tJJ 
rapid build up, Facing the need to serve millions of new JOBS clients alI<Lthe.pros!l"ect of 
substantial job creation, states arc likely to do the minimum they can in the JOBS program, The 
JOBS program, which is essential to moving peopte from welfare to work and to transforming 1he 
culture ofwelfare offices will not get the attention that is critical to this reform, 

The final concern is eost. The table below illustrates the cost ofthe program (in 1995 dollars) for (.,~ 
the first 5 years, and for 2()()4, In reading the table note that the first column is. 5 year number ,_v 
(with implementation in October 1996) and the second column is a I year number. 

< 

Gras. and Net Costs ofTAP Under October 1996 Implementation for All 

Persons-Combined State and Federal Costs 


1995-1999 2004Cost Element 

$x,x billion 

WORK program job development 

JOBS training/education $"",x billion 

$x.x billion $x,x billion 

JOBSIWORK program child care $x,x billion $x,x billion 

Total Gross Cost $:u.x billion $••• billion 

AFDC, Food Stamps, and Medicaid Savings ,$x,x billion 
directly attributable to TAP program 

Total Net Cost 

·$x,x billion 

$xx.x billion , $1..1. billion , , ., 
, : "" " 

, 

It seems esseatiat to phase in more slowly by than this, A slower approach also has the 
considerable advantage that one can learn .nd edjust as the program grows, There are a number 
of ways one could select a group to start with. The House Republican bill starts with applicants 
(both new and returning), This strategy has the obvious appeal ofchanging the rules initially for 
people who eotl!J' welfare rather than those who came on with different expectatiorut But it raises 
serious equity concerns. A person who had children young and who has been on welfare for 
many years would face no time limit initially. Meanwhile another person of the same age and 
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same number ofchildren who was married or worked.t4are, who suddenly needs 
support would be subject to time limits, Having r6pp.licaqts face time limits also creates very 
perverse incentives to Slay 011 welfare. Most whbJeave;ylelfare do return at some stage, so many 
may be inclined to stay Ort welfare to avoid leaving and coming back under a new set ofrules. 
One might try focussing only on new applicants, but since there is little reliable data on past 
welfare receipt, such a plan creates. virtually impossible verification problem if people say they've 
been on welmre before. 

One might also phase in by state, but that simply means this sort of massive expansion in JOBS 
services and WORK will have to be done at the state scale. The eosts to the Federal Government 
might be lower, bot the administrative struggles, the job creation, the displacement, and other 
problems will bu just as great in states that must implement the program. 

A particularly attractive alternative is to focus on is young people--such as those under 25 in 
1995. [t is the younger generation of «tual and potential welfare recipients that are the source of 
greatest concern, but also the group where there probably is the greatest hope ofmaking a 
profound difference. These are also the people likely to have the longest stays on welfare, in part 
because they are just beginning their stays. And one can then devote the energy and resourees to 
trying to "rescue" the nex! generation, rather than spreading efforts so thin that little real help is 
provided. 

One strategy would be to put all persons born after 1910 (under 25 in 1995) under the 
transfonned transitional support system, All persons of the same age and circumstance would 
face the same rules regardless ofwhen the started welfare. Such a system automatically phases in 
since the fraction ofthose on welfare who were born after 1970 increases with time, In 1995 
such a plan includes everyone on welfare who is under 25. Ten years later, it includes everyone 
who is under 35, For this cohort and alJ who follow, the welfare system is transformed, Ifwe 
successfully implement the program for the younger generation, we can then move onto older 
recipients, Note that such a plan would not contemplate removing any existing education and 
training services from older recipients. They would still be eligible f0r JOBS services. But the 
new resources would be focussed on young people. 

The·number ofpersons served under such a strate8Y is, as follows:" • . . . .. '. . '.. , . 

I 
/1 
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PROJECTED CASELOADS UNDER PROGRAM FOR 
OCTOBER 1996 IMPLEMENTATION FOR PERSONS BORN AFn:R 1970 

IT 1997 FY 1999 FY 2004 

P....ject.d Adult Ca ... With Parent 1.25 million 1.69 million 2.77 million ----=­ rnB ,.Born !!ofore 1970 Without R.form 
, 

Off'Welfare with Reform 
(health refonn after 1999, EITe, child ,00 million .16 million ,66 million 

care, JOBS, WORK, etc,) 

TAP Participants 1.25 million 1.54 million 2.11 million 

Working While on Welfure ,10 million .13 million .31 million 

JOBS participants ,86 million ,94 million .76 million 

WORK participants ,00 million ,II million ,57 mlilion 

JOBS.Prep-.disability ,10 million ,12 million ,1& million 

JOBS.Prep--severely disabled child ,05 million ,06 million ,08 million 

JOBS.Prep--caring for child under 1 ,15 million ,18 million ,20 million 

The projected ••seload numbers without refonn grow rapidly because ,larger and larger portion 
, ofthe cascload will have been bom after 1970, In 1997, roughlY,30% of the projected caseload i. 

, " in this group.- By 2004. more ihan half are included" " , • ' , . '. .' .' . . 
, . 

The projected costs of focusing on this target group are as follows: 
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Gross and Net Costs of TAP Under October 1996 Implementation for Persons 
Born After 1910-Combined Stale and Federal co.t, 

Cost Element 1995-1999 2004 

JOBS training/education $xx.x billion $x.x billion 

WORK program job development $x.x billion $x.x billion 

JOBSIWORK program child care Sx.• billion Sx.x billion 

Totol Gross Cost Sn.x biUion $1.1. billion 

AFDC, Food Stamps, and Medicaid Savings 
directly attributable to TAP program 

-$x.x biUion ..$x.xbiiHon 

Total Net Co.t $xL. billion $1:,:1 biUion 

A decision to focus on young people initially in no way precludes adding aU Of part of the rest of 

the population to the program at any time. States could be given the option of doing so. lfin 4 

or 5 years time, the program is working well and it is feasible to expand capacity we can do so at 

that time. 


Of course other types of phase-in/targeting strategies could be used. One could focus on people 

who are younger and get smaller numbers. Or une could start with a group that included 

somewhat older persons (perhaps all those bern aIler 1965), or add new applicants to this target ;::::...-~ 

group and get larger estimates. Still in the opinion ofth~oup staff an~~ 

seems the appropriate magnitude if the goal is to fundamentiiJly etiangethe system and help 

people help themselves . 


. JOBS-Prep Rules . 

Any policy where work is required and time~limits imposed must take account of differences in 

the ability to work. People who are permanently disabled and thus are unable to work for at least 

one year are supposed to be covered under the Supplemental Security Income (SSI) Program. ' 

But some disabilities and most illnesses, even severe ones) last less than a year, Many other 

people suffer partial disabilities that limit their ability to work. Sometimes a parent is needed to 

care for a severely disabled child. And there are a variety of cases which some have labelled the 

~wo;;nd~--people who have such trouble coping with even day-to-day challenges of 

parenting'and'siirvival in an often highly stressful'environment. 


\ 
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One solution would be to simply defer a significant number of persons from participation 
requirements. But having large numbers of complete deferrrus can interfere with the goal of 
changing the culture ofwelfare offices and expecting everyone to do something. And deferrals 
are not necessarily beneficial to those who receive them. States and localities may send the signal 
that those who are deferred should not be subject to high expectations. Advocates for persons 
with disabilities often complain that current programs send both explicit and subtle Tnessages that 
persons with disabilities cannot and should not work, and thus cannot really contribute to 
themselves or their communities. Still, for many, immediate work or training may not be 
appropriate. 

One very intriguing formulation has been proposed by the American Public Welfare Association. 
They suggested creation of a "JOBS-Prep" program where everyone would be expected to do 
something to contribute to themselves and their community, but until they reached a certain stage, 
expectations would be different from those facing people in the time-limited training and cash aid 
program. We have adopted this formulation with our JOBS-Prep program. 

The nomenclature ofJOBS-Prep is appealing for it indicates that the expectation is that eventually 
most people in the group will be able to join the regular JOBS program. But who should be 
placed in a JOBS-Prep status? Virturuly everyone seems to agree that persons of advanced age 
(over 60), with severe disabilities themselves, or who are caring for a severely disabled child 
should be deferred. But the question of how far ruong the continuum of disability the line should· 
be drawn is difticult. 

A somewhat different set of problems is posed by the mothers ofvery young children. Should all 
mothers with (healthy) children be expected to work? The Family Support Act exempted mothers 
with children under the age of 3 from mandatory education, training or work expectations. States 
had the option of requiring participation of mothers with children over the age of 1 if they chose 
to do so. X states have elected this stricter option. 

Obviously the more people who are put into a JOBS·Prep program and not immediately subject 
to a time limit, the fewer people will be in the JOBS and WORK programs. Working Group staff 
have indicated the following percentage of the current caseload would be in JOBS-Prep under 

. different policies: . . 

Option A: Case head is 60 years or over, case head has severe disability, or child with severe I 

disability -- x% 

Option B: Case head is 60 years or over, case head has disability which limits work. or child with 

, severe disability -- x% 
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Option C: Option B. plus cases with chilCl under I year in the household or woman in the final 

trimester of pregnancy.. Chi fun conceived while the mother is on welfare would qualify 
7'

the mother for ani 4 month ofJOBS-Prep.--x% 

Option D: Option B, plus cases with child under 3 years in the household or womm in the final 
trimester of pregnancy. Children conceived while the mother is on welfare would qualify 
the mother for only 4 months of JOBS-Prep.--x'io 

Staff recommend selecting Option C, and that option is the one used in baseline estimates. It is 
easy to determine the age ofyoungest child, but difficult to determine exact rules regarding 
disability, illness, and the need to care for a relative. Rather than set up elaborate Federal rules for 
defining ability to work and then auditing performance, Working Group staff recommend that the 
Federal government set a maximum percentage of the caseload which can be placed in JOBS-Prep 
for reasons other than the age of the youngest child, while providing guidance as to who should 
be placed in the program. 

Extensions 
A related, but conceptually distinct question is that of extensions. Two-years is not enough time 
to complete some educational programs. In some cases, persons may be so educationally 
disadvantaged that they are unable to even complete high school or gain a GED within two years. 
In other cases, persons seeking post secondary education including a four year college degree 
would need more than two years to complete their education. Some programs such as the school­
to-work program involve both a period to finish high school and an additional year of training. 

There seems little disagreement that persons who are making satisfactory progress toward the 
co~pletion oftheir GED or high school degree should be granted extensions. Similarly, persons 
in School-to-Work or similar programs should be encouraged to continue their education. There 
are others who may need more time to get adequate schooling. Persons with language difficulties 
may need to learn English befc~e they can complete a GED or get additional training. 

The controversial question is whether persons should be able to- receive full welfare benefits whil~ 
·they go on tq complete a four y~'~llege de~ree: Those who favor such a proposal emphasize' 
that th~ only way to a really secure future off ofwelfare is an excellent education. Pushing··people 
into lower paying jobs which do not offer high enough payor upward mobility may be counter- -_. 
productive. Those who oppose extensions to complete a 4 year college note that only 1/4 ofeach 
cohort of graduates from all incomes and backgrounds receive a 4 year degree, and among 
welfare recipients the fraction is much lower. They wonder whether it is fair to use welfare 
benefits to help support persons who are getting college degrees when the vast majority of 
persons paying for that support will never get such a degree. There is also a concern that single 
parents would actually have greater access to economic support for higher education than persons 
who did not become single parents. A partial resolution to this dilemma may emerge if part-time 
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work fulfills the work obligation. In those circumstances. persons working part time and 
schooling part time would continue to be eligible for some support in most states. 

Just as in the previous case, staff recommend that a fixed percentage be selected as a cap on 
extensions. The current proposal allows states to use extensions for persons completing their 
OED, completing 11 structured School~to-Work or similar learning program, person~ needing to 
overcome a language barrier and other reasons. States could also use extensions for persons in 
college work study programs. Staff believe that a figure of x% of the total TAP caseload 
(roughly 25% of those who will exhaust their 2 year limit) will offer ,ufficent extensions in most 
cases, States could apply to the Secretary for additional extensions as a state plan amendment if 
they can demonstrate their caseload is very different from that in the nation as a whole or if they 
have developed an alternative program which is structured in a way that additional extensions are 
required, 

Work for Wages Versus Work for Welfare 
Unquestionably the hardest part ofdesigning a time-limited welfare system is designing the work 
program after the time-limit is reached. Much of the energy is focused on making work pay, 
collecting child support, and creating a first rate education, training and placement program in 
order to keep the number ofpersons reaching the time--limit to a minimum. Before the end ofthe 
time-limit all persons will be required to engage in a period of intensive job sesrch. Some will hit 
the time-limit nonetheless) and a work opportunity must be provided. 

The' fimt and most visible choice in the WORK program involves work for wages versus work for 
welfare. In a work/or wages plan, welfare benefits end when the time-limit is reached. The stale 
or locality is required to offer a work opportunity to the person. Hours and wages are set by the 
state or locality. Persons are paid in a paycheck for hours worked. Ifthe person does not work. 
they do not get paid, In principle they go from being a !!recipient" to a worker, In a work/or 
welfare plan, the person continues to receive a welfare check.. and is required to work at 8 

designaled community service job. Persons who fail to report for work or who perform poorly 
can be sanctioned with reduced welfare benefits, so long as the state can establish their poc:­
perionnance was not for a good cause. Persons remain recipients, but they have increased 
obligations. 

• 
There seems little disagreement within the admirustration on the strong appeal of a work for 

. wages model. It provides a paycheCk instead ofa welfare check. [, is seen as providing a 
traditional work opportunity with the dignity and the responsibilities of an ordinary workplace, I 

The major question to be resolved is not whether to encourage states both with some sort of 
financial incentives and with technical assistance to adopt a work-for-wages model. The question 
is whether to allow states to use a work-for-welfare model if they choose, Thus: the real issue is 
how much flexibili,y to allow the states in deciding which model to adopt. 

Those who argue for state flexibility on this issue point to two major concerns: implementation 
and recipient protection A work program ofthis type for this population has never been 
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mounted in this country, and though the Working Group has worked hard to resolve as many 

issues as possible. some questions cannot be resolved without more experience. As discussed 

below. the Working Group recommends a very flexible work for wages program with 

considerable state and local flexibility over the use of funds to create work slots. Many of the 

details are quite consciously left to the local community which knows its own needs and 

opportunities best. Communities will have to set up a whole new system for linking with the 

private sector. determining how and how much organizations who employ the work program 

recipients will be paid. resolving disputes, determining how placements will be made, and 

monitoring perfonnance, There are also difficult questions involving worker protection, What 

happens ifa worker is sick, or if their child is sick? What happens if the adult simply fails to show 

up for work repeatedly? What ifthe worker feels the workplace is dangerous or abusive? Issues 

suc~ as these wil1 be discussed below, but we have limited real experience for deciding the 
,
answers. 

By contrast, work for welfare has been tried·in various forms. Many states have experience with 

it. The payment structure is easy: participants get. welfare check. And dispute resolution 

involves the existing sanctioning and appeal process. States still have to find work sites. but 

monitoring and worker protections may be less ofa problem since the check continues to be paid 

unless the state decides to begin a sanctioning process. The burden ofperformance shifts at least 

pru1ially to the "tate. Before the state can reduce the check il must establish that the persons 

inappropriately violated their obligations. Such a test would never be met if a child was sick or 

transportation broke down. Though few people like the eKisting work~for·welfare programs 

(usually called CWEP for Community Work Experience Program), it is a known entity. Both the 

Republican plar' and the plan from the American Public Welfare Association called for CWEP 

after two years. Throughout most of the rest of the plan. we have sought to give states as much 


- fI'A 
flexibility a.\ possible is deciding how to implement the program. 

Those wbo urge against a1l0"'iog state flexibility in this area regard the implementation questions 

as difficult, but surmountable, especially ifthe program initially focusses on younger recipients. 

They fear that if states are given the option ofchoosing CWEP. most \\~B z..,d that will undermine 

the goals and philosophy of this pian. States will be given enormous flexibility within the work 


, for wages modd, And the number of work slots contemplated under the program targeted on 

young people grows. gradually, giving states the time tbey need to design and impleinent new . 

systems, Worse. work-for-welfare sends adverse messages to reCipients. prospective employers, 

and the public. CWEP slots are not perceived as "reaJjobsl' by anyone, CWEP participants in -~ 

one of the best run programs (in San Diego) reported that they thought the work requirement was 

fail, but they felt like they were working for free. There is little evidence that persons who go 

thro"gh.C~ subsequently fare better in the workplace than people who were just on welfare. 


@ no wo'lllg)Employers will prohably never see CWEP experience as serious work 
expenence. No regular job pays its employees regardless of when and whether they show up 
unless the employer can prove the person did not stay out for good cause, Placements are 
virtually never in the private sector, nor are they likely to be. Work~for-wages programs by 
contrast can target private sector employers. Perhaps most importantly. without the 
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responsibilities of regular work and the paycheck tied to performance. there will be far less dignity 
in WORK, 

Advocates for a work~for-wages policy would distinguish this Administration's plan from the 
Republican and serve to define and delineate the vision. A work-for-wages plan whereby persons 
are given transitiona1 aid and training and then offered a job if they can't find one on-their own 
contrasts sharply~ a plan which calls for people to work off their welfare cheek after 2 years, 
MQ~t ofthe~~~itio~ oemoCfa~c con~~t~en~e_s'~gly f~vor w~rk-for~wag~l:Jru~s·~ve 
vocIferously opposed CWEP and Mve maleatea tiiat they will continue to do SQ, TThey are 
deeply conccrIled about a work-for-wages strategy as wen, but there is room for negotiation in 
such a plan.) Most advocates for the poor and women strongly favor work-for-wages, though 
they want some worker protections built in and favor wages above the minimum. 

Part-time versus FulJ..time Work Expectations 
The TAP program focuses heavily on work, Persons cannot collect welfure benefits indefinitiely 
without working, But what level ofwark should be expected? Is part-time work sufficient or 
,hould persons be expected to work full-time, 

Allowing part-time work to count as meeting the participation and work requirements has several 
advantages. First, it may be the most realistic standard for single parents, especially those with 
young ehlldren, All working parents face significant burnens in de.ling with school schedules, 
child care. sick children, doctor visits, and the like. Though the vast majority of mamed mothers 
work, only about 1/3 work full-time all year, and they have help from the second spouse, 
Currently only 7% of adult recipients work in a given month. Getting people worlcing even part 
time perhaps should be seen as a major accomplishment. 

SecOnd, part-time work may serve as a stepping stone to both full-time work and to better paying 
jobs. Given that so few mothers nOw work while on welfare. it is a natural starting point for the 
more disadvantaged women. It may be counterproductive in the long run to pull people out of 
part-time private sector ';;erk to put them into full-time WORK slots, Employers typically Mve a 
strong preference for work experience in unsubsidized private jobs. And some of the parents 
working part-time could conceivably spend other lime getting further education and training in the 
mainstream training sectOL .Part-time workers could attend'training.s,chools or colleges on a part-
time basilt . 

Finally the cost of mandating full-time work could be very high. Full-time child care for young' 
children would be great. After school care would Mve to be provided for maoy other children, 
Perhaps most importantly, ifone required full-time work and guaranteed jobs at the end of two 
years, one could be in the position ofputting parents out ofunsubsidized private jobs to place 
them in a community work program, Unless j strider rules induced many part-time workers to 
leave welfare entirely for full-time work, this would significantly increase the number of WORK 
slots needed and the cost ofproviding a full-time work slot and full-time child care will M 
significant. 
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Note that full-time work would always b. much financially rewarding than part-time work, Part­
time workers would stm generally still be poor even with their supplemental benefits. Note also 
that the current pledge that full-time worker should not be poor explicitly assumes very low wage 
workers will still get food stamps. 

Thos. who think part-time worker should not be aHowed indefinitely worry that the rAP program 
may become a work supplementation program, Some persons might remain on rAP for many 
years while working part-time, If the ultimate goal is to move people completely off of wellllre, 
allowing people to mix work and welfare is sending a mixed message. Many parents outside of 
welfare feel they must work full time in support of their family, Some mothers who might work 
part-time and get supplemental welfare benefits might choose to leave welfare altogether ifthey 
were forced to work full-time, 

With these arguments as background, two related decisions must he made: how will part-time 
work be treated for people working in unsubsidized private jobs while still getting some 
supplementaty welfare henefits. and how many hours should be expected of those in the WORK 
program. 

Mixing Unsubsidized Work With Welfare 
Consider first the situation facing someone who is working part-time at a minimum wage job, In 
most states. they would still he eligible for some supplemental AFDC benefits, Currently only 7"10 
of the caseJoad has reported earnings in any given month, There are indications that many more 
than that work at some point during the period when they receive AFDC, Part of the reason so 
few work part..time is that currently there are few incentives to mix work and welfare. Benefits 
decline dollar for dollar and the administrative and reporting burden on the client .nd welfare 
worker when SOmeone goes to work is considerable, But with the expanded ElrC and other 
reinventing government assistance policies) there may be considerably more incentive to work, 
And if the time-limit clock was stopped in months where a person was working part-time, there 
wculd be even more incentive to work 

One possibility would be to count part -time unsubsidized work as full participation and the clock 
stops during periods ofwark, Persons would be entitl,d to any supplemental caslrbenefits ifthey 
still qualifY for them under welfare rules. Of course, such persons would receive significantly less _. 
cash aid than non-workers since benefits are reduced for income net ofwork expenses. If the 
person had exhausted their two-year limit in JOBS prior to working part-time. 20 hour per week 
unsubsidized private work would count as meeting the WORK obligation, This poliey implicitly 
sets the minimum work expectation at 20 hours, People working 20 hours or more would be 
allowed to collect supplement.1 aid indefinitely, 

An mternative is to stop the clock only when some higher level of work is achieved. such as 30 or I~J 
40 hours per week. Or one could allow part·time work to count so long as children are betow U 
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some age, and then set higher hours when children are older, Presumably one would set the same 

or greater minimum hours in the WORK program, 


The exact impact ofallowing part~time unsubsidized work to count as participation is hard to 

determine. It could be very expensive and difficult to get everyone working full-time. And 

because part-time workers would be expected to participate in other ways. such a <recision is 

likely to significantly increase the number ofpersons for whom WORK slots have to be generated, 

In addition, ifpart-time workers lose their opportunity to participate in JOBS because the clock 

keeps running. People may give up existing work to get training while they have the chance. On 

the other hand, a full-time work expectation may cause some people to find full-time unsubsized 

work and leave we1fare entirely. The current cost estimates assume that part-time work counts as 

full participation and that over time, more people choose to work part-time in unsubsidized 

employment, If part-time work was not counted, and ifwe do not observe a significant 

behavioral effect, by 2004, a total of 600,000 more people would have to be served in the JOBS 

or WORK program for a TAP program reaching all recipients. Half that number would need to 

be accornidated if young people were targetted. 


Work expectations in the WORK program 

A much more significant issue than the treatment ofunsubsidized work is the level ofwork 

expectation in the WORK program, An obvious starting point to select hours as the welfare 

benefit divided by the minimum wage" But this simple formula is not very practical. Assume for a 

moment that a work~for~wages plan is chosen. 


First. in low benefit states and for persons with non~welfare income, the hours ofwork per week 
can be quite low. In Mississippi, a mother with two children would be required to work just 6.5 
hours per week, hardJy a practical work experience. One solution is to set a rrurumum level of 
work, say 15 hours per week. If one pays the minimum wage for each hour worked. setting a 

~ minimum has the effect of increasing the amount WORK participants get relative to people on _.\. ~~ .
C I 

welfare. 
~A 

By contrast, in high benefit states, more than 35 hours per week would be required to earn \ t.)rr!1 
enough to equal the welfare payment. This implies that some sort of supplement must be paid to \ t-
ensure people working in the WORK program gamer as much income as those who are not '..--- ­
working who have not yet hit the time limit. Full-time work implies high child care costs and 
difficult placemt~nts. ' 

These issues are present but less obvious in a CWEP program. States stm set work hours and pay 
the ongoing welfare benefit. Low work hours or implicit subsidies are still an issue. but what is 
wage and what is supplmcnt is less obvious. 

, The Working Group staff and. chairs recommend giving states the option ofsetting work hours 
between say 15 and 35 hours according to whatever criterion they choose, so long as the at least 
minimum wage is paid for each hour. Ifthe e~:pected earnings (less work expenses) are less than 
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the amount the person would have collected on welfare, then tbe state would have to provide a 
supplemental work payment. Note that in the median state (pennsylvania). a woman would need 
to work 29 hours to receive as much income as on welfare, Ifevery state chose 20 hours of 
work. most states would need to supplement earnings somewhat. If every state chose to assign 
the number afhours needed to reach the welfare benefit up to 35 hours, roughly x states would 
need to supplement the WORK earnings for a family of three, AJlowing states the option to 
assign pan~time work to at least some recipients and to supplement the earnings is most 
compatable with a plan to allow persons in unsubsidized part-time work to collect whatever 
supplementary benefits they qualifY for. In effect this plan WQuld .1I0w states to choose whether 
TAP could be used as a work supplement fur part-time workers or as a mechanism for pushing 
people offofwelfare and into full-time work, 

Cost estimates here assume that states are allowed to choos. WORK hours between 15 and 35, 
and are required to supplement ifnecessary. 

Discouraging extended WORK participation 
WORK program jobs are not intended to substitute for or displace private sector piacements. 
Rather they are designed to provide temporary last resort work after the time-limit bes been 
reached when people cannot find private seetor jobs. Unless long term participation is deterred, 
the size of the WORK program could become prohibitively large. Indeed, the ultimate goal oflbe 
WORK program is to pl.ce people into unsubsidized work 

There are various ways in which a WORK program can be designed in order to .discourage or 
prevent extended participation. These include: limits on the duration ofcach individual WORK 
assignments, requiring frequent job search, denying the E1TC to WORK program participants, 
and placing limits on the total time people are allowed to spend in WORK ...igmnents. 

Limits on the duration of individual WORK assignments followed by intensive job search: There is 
little disagreement that individual WORK placements ought to be limited in duration to perhaps 
12 months. Tbis limitation is designed to prevent p:rtkipants from becoming attached to 
particular subsidized jobs. Ofcourse, there will be strong encour.agement and incentives for 
employers to retain WORK workers in unsubsidized positions at the end of 12 months, Before 
and after each WORK assignment, job search would be required, 

, -­
Denying the EITC to WQRK prQgram participants: Perhaps the best way to ensure that people do 
not eschew private sector jobs for WORK positions is to make certain that any private sector ; 
position pays better than a WORK job. Though there are various meehanisms for accomplishing 
this, one ofthe easiest is to deny the EITC for money earned in the subsidized WORK 
assignments. Since WORK slots are already subsidized and it may not be appropriate to offer the 
additional subsidy ofthe EITC, There will be some administrative complexity to treating earnings 
received while a WORK participant are not treated the same as other earnings. 
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Current cost estimates assume a relatively modest effect ofdenying the EITC to WORK 
participants because there are no reliahle estimates ofhow much difference it would make to deny 
the BITe to WORK participants, But independent economic simulation models suggest 
potentially large effects, for private sector jobs would then pay up to 40'10 more than WORK ,lot' 
(the EITC is effuctively a 40'10 pay rai,e for persons with two ehildren). 

Unions and many advocates for the poor argue that ifpersons are being expected to work in real 
jobs they ought to receive the same benefits as other workers. They believe that limits on the 
duration ofWORK assignments and frequent job search will lead people to move toward private 
work without the need for special "penalties.'! for WORK workers. 

Requiring acceptance ofany private sector job offer: WORK program participants could be 
r"'luir.(Ll£ aceept any unsubsidized job offer or be denied a WORK job for several months. After 7 
~~ the person might be denied a WORK indefinitely. Some advocates for the poor , 

argue tli.t such provisions are unnecessary, hard to administer, and potentially unf.ir, especially if 
the EITC is denied to WORK workers. 

Umiting the total time people can be in the \VORK program: The most controversial way to limit 
WORK participation is to time limit WORK, just as welfare is time~limited, Those who favor 
1imiting WORK assignments to 2 or 3 years argue that other persons are not guaranteed that they 
will be provided work until they are able to find it Theoretically persons could stay on the 
WORK program for many years, and such extended WORK participation is seen by some as 
creating a work entitlement that may become as unpopular as welfare did. Moreover. especially if 
full implementation is chosen the only way to guarantee WORK slots will not reach 1 million or 
more in a way that couId be scored by cao is to place absolute limits on the duration of WORK 
assignments, 

The big problem with limiting the WORK durations is deciding what to do when participants hit 
the WORK limit. One strategy would be to end or dramatically reduce cash assistance altogether, 
per~Ulps offering some form of additional housing aid, Another plan would be to let WORK 
exhaustees retum to cash assistance, perhaps with a lower benefit. Such a strategy would ensure 
that WORK slots are preseI"Ved for those first hitting the time limit One needn't require states to 
limit WORK assignments. one might provide the flexibility to do so. The Republican plan does 
allow states to terminate or reduce public assistance after 3 years in CWEP. 

Opponents argue dmt there is no justification for limiting participation in the WORK program. t 

especially ifWORK participants are denied the EITC. If all previous WORK limiting provisions 
are adopted, anyone still eligible for a WORK assignment after say 2 or 3 years will have 
successfully met all WORK requirements in several different placements. been through 3 or 4 
intensive privat<: sector joh searches. not refused any private otter. and will be seeking a WORK 
assignment even though any private sector job opportunity would pay 40'/0 more and probably 
offer a better future. Opponents of\VORK time~limits argue that such people are most likely 
people who genuinely cannot find any private sector employment either because they live in a 
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weak labor market, or becallse they are not wanted for existing jobs. Thus cutting them off'of 

WORK or sharply reducing their income would very likely cause their incomes to fall, potentially 

putting the family in a desperate position with a seriolls risk of homelessness and family crises. 

Virtually none ofthese families would have had incomes above the poverty line before their 

incomes were cut. Unless we are willing to provide cash benefits without a work expectation for 

people who have exhausted WORK, 


7Limiting WORK assignments will not have any effect on cost estimates in the five~year cost 1.:Yf' ' 
estimation window used for the budget. Since the program win take states 2 years to implement, 

even a strict two-year limit on JOBS followed by a stnct two~year limit on WORK would not 

affect anyone for 6 years. And since most people do not stay on welfare continuously for 4 years, 

in most cases~ it would not have any effect for 7 or 8 years. Eventually, however, limits on 

WORK could have significant effects, Ifpeople tend to remain in the WORK pro~~ as long as 

they stay on welfare today,. 3 year limit on WORK placements could push up t~ of WORK 

participants off ofsupport, Unfortunately we have no information on lhe extent to which 

extended stays on WORK will be a problem, nor any understanding ofwhat the reasons for 

extended stays would be, The issue could be revisited in later years if extended spells in WORK 

heccme a problem. 


Addendum: Work for Wages Program Design 

The following Me key policy clements and the initial recommended design, Elements with a < 
contain controversial policy questions: 

Administration: States are required to develop a WORK plan for joint approval by the Secretaries 

ofHHS and Labor, States are required to h.ve WORK advisory panel with membership from 

Labor. Business, Community Organizations. To be resolved: membership and links to PIC and 

WHxxs, The advisory panel must approve the WORK plan, 


Funding; For each WORK p1aeement: states would receive a flat amount for administrative costs 
and would be reimbursed for expected earnings (hours times wage) according to a specified set of 
matching rules. Federal matching rates would decline significantly the longer the person stayed in 
the WORK program as a further incentive for states to move people into unsubsidized work. '- .L 

~ditionat monies or a higher match would be available to states in times of recessio~? ~ ~ 
, 

Placements: Placements in private sector establishments wculd be strongly preferred, States 

would be free to negotiate contracts with private companies. placement services, community 

organizations. state and local government agencies. and other organizations to accept or place 

WORK participants in exchange for payments from the government Private sector placements 

would require that at least some portion afth. wage be paid by the employer, 


[Could talk about child care. other government programs ala HUD, etc) 
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National Service placements would be acceptable WORK placements. States would be given the 
option ofcontracting with the National Service Board to provide a certain number ofNational 
Service Placements. In addition. National Service workers could be used to help work with and 
supervise WORK participants in cumminty service activities. 

. 
*Displacement: Language to be negotiated with National Service displacement language including 
labor veto over placements in existing bargaining unit positions serving as a model. 

·Hours: Hours are set by the state, minimum (S hours. maximum 35. States are free to use 
whatever criterion they choose in deciding upon hours so long as each hour of work is paid. Two 
policy decisions are implicit in this policy. 

States can choose to offer anything from part-time to full-time work. States which offer jobs 
which pay less than what would have been received in AFDC would pay a supplement (see 
below). Requiring full-time work is considerably more expensive, more than doubling the cost of 
tbe WORK program and complicating the job creation problem considerably. Particularly for 
mothers with young children, full-time work may not be deemed appropriate or practical by the 
local community. 

*Wages, Working Conditions. and Benefits: Wages are set at the minimum wage, but states and 
localities can choose to set a higher wage rate in specific cases. Wage rates are among the most 
contentious elements among unions:. Unions would like explicit language indicating that total 
compensation (including any subsidized child care and other benefits) paid to the worker would 
have to be similar to that paid workers ofcomparable experience and skills in the same job. At a 
minimum, unions would like a provision allowing a veto over the placement of a WORK recipient 
into a bargaining unit unless compensation is similar, Sick rules and absentee policy would be the 
same that ofsimilar workers in the establishment. States would set or negotiate such rules in cases 
where a new organization or establishment is being formed to employ WORK participants, 
Workers compensation would be paid for WORK, though who bere the costs would be 
negotiated, Social Security payments would be re';llired, Unemployment insurance payments 
would not be required, 

Supplementary Support: Ifexpected earnings net of work expenses in the WORK program are 
less than would have been received by a non,,·working family on cash assistance, the state will pay 
the difference as a supplemental benefit. Note that such a supplemental benefit would never be 
bigher than the supplement that would be paid under TAP for someone with the same earnings in 
a private sector job, 

·Treatment ofearnings ITom WORK program for other government benefits: For purposes of 
determining eligibUity and benefits for other government programs, the following rules would 
apply: 
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• 	 Food stamp, housing and other benefits would be calculated treating wages paid under the 

WORK program as earnings. Benefits would be calculated on a 3 month prospective basis 

under the assumption that the person works the full number of hours assigned. No 

increases in food stamps or supplementary benefits would occur if the person did not work 

the required hours. 


• 	 Earnings received under the WORK program would not be eligible for the EITe and 

would not included in adjusted gross income for tax purposes. This provision is designed 

to ensure that private unsubsidized work would always be significantly more attractive 

than WORK. Since WORK slots are already subsidized and it may not be appropriate to 

offer the additional subsidy of the EITe. 


Limits on the duration ofeach placement with frequent requirements for private job search: 

WORK slots are designed to be temporary, available only when people really cannot find private 

sector work. Each individual placement should itself last no more than 12 months as a subsidized 

placement and be preceded and followed by a period of intensive private sector job search, unless 

the employer agrees to take the person on as an unsubsidized worker (removing the person from 

the WORK program). 


"'ReQ.uired acceptance of any private sector job offer: WORK program participants could be 
L~uired to accept any unsubsidizedjob offer or be denied a WORK job for several1months. After 
~ refusals, the person might be denied a WORK indefinitely. . 

Tracking ofPlacement and Retention Records: States will be asked to maintain records on the 

rate at which WORK workers are retained or placed by their WORK employers in unsubsidized 

jobs. Preference should be given to employers or placement services that perform better. At a 

future date, the Secretary may impose retention or placement standards. 


Returns to TAP: Persons who become temporarily ill or face a new major new impediment to 

work may seek to be re-evaluated and placed in the JOBS-Prep program until such time as the 

state deems them ready to work. Persons in this status count against the limit on JOBS-Prep 

placements. 


·Insufficient WORK slots: In cases where there are insufficient work slots, first preference goes 
to people just reaching the time limit. States are required to pay ongoing cash benefits to persons ." 7 
who are not placed in WORK programs and a reimbursed at a significantly reduced match. 
Reduced match is waived in periods of high local unemployment. 

~ 	 - 7 
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MAKING WORK PAY/CHILD CARE 

A crucial component of welfare reform based on work and 
responsibility is making work pay. Last summer~s expansion of 
the earned income tax credit was a crucial step toward making it 
possible for low wage workers to support themselves ana.their 
families above poverty. The welfare reform proposal will include 
provisions to make Bure the EITe can be delivered on a regular i 

advance-payment basis. The next crucial step will come with 
health care reform. Many recipients are trapped on welfare by 
their inability to find or keep jobs with health benefits that 
provide the secruity they need. 

The key missing component for making work pay i. subsidized day 
care. In order far families I espeoially single parent families, 
to be able to work and prepare themselves for work, they need 
care for their childre~. 

There are two major issues as we think about day care in the 
context of welfare reform~ 

o 	 How much subsidized day care should be made available, 

and for whom? 


o 	 What investments and/or requirements should be put in 

place to improve the quality of child care and the 

coordination of child care programs funded under 

different mechanisms? 


How much and for whom 

T~ere are three categories of low income families with day care 
needs that we need to think about: 

o 	 on welfare, in JOBS or working (including subsidized 

WORK slots) 


o 	 working, in Ktransition" off welfare , 

o 	 working, never on welfare or after transition. 

All three categories have legitimate claims on day care 
subsidies. Families who are required to partiCipate in JOBS are 
currently, rightly, guaranteed child care. People who are 
working but still on welfare have their day care subsidized 
through disregards from their welfare benefits and sometimes 
through subsidies. People who move off welfare and are working 
are quaranteed subsidized child care for a year in order to ease 
the transition. We propose to continue current quarantees of 
child care subsidies for these categories of recipients. 
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It is hard to argue~ however~ that low income working families 
who are not on welfare or transitioning off welfare are less 
needing or deserving of child care subsidies than people who are~ 
It seems quite inequitable to provide child care subsidies to one 
family and to deny them to another whose circumstances are 
identical except for the fact that the first family is or has 
been on wel fare. -.. 

The problem, of course, is the potential cost of extending 
subsidies to working poor families who have never been on 
welfare. Expanding JOBS and creating WORK programs for welfare 
recipients demand new reSOUrces for day care, which presumably 
must be provided before new claims on resources can be 
entertained. Current estimates of the net new federal and state 
costs of these new demands for day care are: 

o 	 $1.3 billion for those in JOBS, in WORK and working 

while on welfare. This estimate does not reflect our 

new phase in strategy, but is a pretty solid estimate 

of day care costs for welfare recipients at full 

implementation of the plan. 


o 	 $1.2 billion for those transitioning off welfare. This 

is a t,heoretical estimate I not a projection from 

current spending on transitional child care, which is 

very low. 


(Note: All cost estimates in this section assume 
current costs per child t whioh are lower than the costs 
per child used by eBO; we will work with them to try to 
resolve diffGrQnceB~ Cost estimates are net of current 
spending, except for spending on Head Start, which is 
not yet netted out. WE OBVIOUSLY NEED NEW COST 
ESTIMATES HERE THAT REFLECT OUR TARGETTING STRATEGY.) 

If these costs are pretty much given. {after reestimation to 
reflect our targettinq strategy), then the crucial issue to be 
decided is the size and shape of a day care subsidy program for 
the working poor. 

, 
uncapped V' capped entitlement. If we genuinely want to make 
work pay, to make work more attractive than welfare, and to 
maintain equity between those who have and have not been on 
welfare, it is very important that day care subsidies be 
available for the working poor independent of their prior welfare 
status. The ideal approach~ if resources were no constraint~ 
would be to guarantee a day care subsidy to all working poor
families who needed it, with a reasonable ceiling on cost per 
child. The cost of such an entitlement is estimated to be: 

o 	 $3.8 billion for the working poor. This estimate is 
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based I)n what seem to be quite good assumptions about 
workforce participation and take-up rates for 
subsidized child carel but it is certainly not iron 
clad. It is net of current spending on the small at­
risk child care program and the larger Child Care and 
Development Block Grant, but not net of Head Start 
spending. 

This estimate is very uncertain. Because it is based on current 
US8g8 f it does not relfect potential ohanges in work behavior and 
child care choices that miqht result if new subsidies were 
available. It may, therefore, be substantially underestimated. 
On the other hand, experience to date suggests that actual day 
care usage is often much lower than planners predictj based on 
this experience the estimate could be too high. Because of the 
great uncertainty of the estimates of providing subsidized child 
care for the working poor, however, it is almost certainly unwise 
at this 	point to establish an uncapped entitlement which could 
potentially become quite expensive. 

The obvious alternative is a capped entitlement, set at a level 
that reflects available resources, for a fixed authorization 
period. Capping the entitlement guarantees that spending will 
not exceed the specified limit. A fixed authorization period of 
something like seven years allows time for assessment and 
reconsideration of both the levels and the nature of the 
entitlement on the basis of experience. 

~apped entitlement; state discretion. The most obvious way of 
structuring a capped entitlement to day care for the working poor 
is to follow the precedent of two current programs I the $900) 

7 
)~milliOn discretionary Child Care and. Development Block Grant, and 

the $300 million capped entitlement program for those 'at-risk" 
0f AFOC receipt. Both these programs allot available funds to 

~ the states and allow them to use the funds for services to 
families as they see fit. There are two problems with this 
approach, however. One problem arises because the funds are 
almost inevitably less that the demand and criteria are hard to 
set. Day care subsidies tend, therefore, to be distribgted 

'~ineqUitablY' often on the basis of a first come first served~	strategy that cannot address relative need. A second problem
arises if capped entitlement funds must be matched by states in a 
ontext where there is no individual entitlement or expectatio~. 

~that pushes fiscally-pressed states to actually provide the 
services. This has been the experience" in many states with even 
the very small 1$300 million, at-risk capped entitlement. 

Capped entitlement; ta,getted. An alternative would be a 
targetted capped entitlement.- Because it would be capped, 
spending levels would be controlled.. But if it Were targetted at 
a population subgroupt and set at a level that was estimated to 
be sufficient to serve that sub-group, both of the problems of 
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the normal capped entitlement could be alleviated. ~he question. 
therefore, is whether there is a sub-qroup that eould he 
tarqetted that makes sense proqramatically and that could be 
served with a reasonable resource allocation. 

An intriguing possibility is to target young families, along the 
same lines and for the same reasons that we are targstttng young
AFOC applicants and recipients. This strategy has many 
attractive features. It can be justified on the same grounds 
that we justify the focus in the transitional program, of 
investing in young families, It also neatly solves the problem 
of equity between welfare and non-welfare recipients. Everyone 
born after a certain date (we suggest 1970) receives services in 
the welfare program and day care subsidies if they are working, 
whether or not they are or have been on welfare. 

This targetting also has the potential for coming in at 
reasonable cost. About n third of low income women with children 
under 6 are themselves under 25. This suggests to me that no 
more than a third of day care usage would be by families headed 
by someone under 25. If we put $1.3 billion new money money into 
working poor day care, we could probably serve all young working 
poor families. liE OBVIOUSLY NEED SOME REAL COST ESTIMATES HERE. 
Since take up would be gradual, a phase in of the program could 
easily come in under $5 billion over 5 years. If we followed the 
cohort principle and increased the age of eliqibility over time, 
costs would grow, though very gradually, and they would still be 
quite reasonable at the end of a seven year authorization period. 
Costs and usage CQuid be assessed at the end of the authorization 
period in order to decide whether the program should continue to 
expand and whether it should continue to target by cohort or 
perhaps by age, income or other criteria. 

Quality issues 

The issue of quality v. quantity in day care has a long and 
rancorous history. At one extreme are those who argue that child 
care subsidies should only be available for care that m~ets 
federally defined quality standards, that professionalized group 
care should be preferre~ pver informal care, and that rates 
should be set in such a way that expensive care is not only 
eligible for subsidy but is encouraged. At the other extreme are 
those who argue that day care subsidies should be able to be used 
for any kind of care that the parent chooses, with a strong 
preference for inexpensive and informal oare. The quality issue 
is often illustrated by stories and color glossy photos of truly 
dreadful child care settings, of which there are of course Bome. 
The choice issue is often illustrated by stories of grandmothers 
who could be forbidden to care for children and of costs that 
might approach $lO,OOOlyear Ichild. 

4 



Head Start, Luckily, some agreements and accommodations have 
been emerging that can guide an approaoh to child care. Nearly 
everyone agrees that Head Start, with its high quality 
comprehensive approach to child development, should be the 
preferred service for as many three and four year olds as 
possible, with supplementary other ohild care as needed. This 
administratJ.on's commitment to expanding Head start, and",to 
developing more full-day and full-year' Head Start slots, will 
ensure that as many as NEED AN ES~IMATE HERE of low income 
children who need day care will be served by Head Start. 

Parental ch9ice andJt.A!:e oversight. Nearly everyone also agrees 
that for ather child care arrangements, parents should have 
nearly unlimited choice, constrained only by state regulations 
and by minimal health and safety standards. This is the approach 
incorporated into the Child Care and Development Block Grant, 
which requires that parents have maximum feasible choice and that 
the state provide mechanisms for providing customer eduoation and 
for dealing with parent complaints. It also requires that all 
providers who receive subsidies be ~le9al~ under state standards­
-either licensed I regulated or exempt from regulation. Providers 
that are exempt from state regulatory standards (all states 
exempt baby-sitting and small in-home care arrangements for two 
or three children and aome states exempt sectarian. and other 
providers of more formal care) are required by the CCOBG to 
register with the state and to meet state defined requirements 
for the prevention and control of infectious diseases, building 
and physical premise safety and minimum health and safety 
training of providers. We propose extending this sensible ~J., )<:"1
approach to all child care providers who receive any federal 
subsidy. 

Investments in quality and supply. A third point of general 
agreement is tnat some funds ought to be available for 
investments in child care quality and supply. Again, the CCDBG 
sets a good pr.ecedent. It requires that 5 percent of the funds 
be set aside for the followinq uses: resource and referral 
programs; grants or loans to assist in meeting state and local 
standards; monitoring of compliance with licensing and regulatory 
requirements; training and technical assistance to proviaers; and 
enahncements to compensat~on for providers. We propose setting 
aside a portion of all child care funds for these same purposes.
We also propose to ensure that training and technical assistance, 
is available to enable welfare reCipients to become Head Start 
and day care providers. These programs should be an important 
source of private sector jobs and of WORK program slots for 
people moving off welfare. 

Program coordination. Finally, there is agreement that day care 
programs and funding streams be designed in ways that are easy to 
administer and appear "seamless!! to parents. This can be 
achieved both through program consolidations, when possible, and 
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through coordination of rules, procedures and automated systems. 
Because it j,B not fiscally possible to consolidate day care 
programs on the discretionary side, and since it is probably not 
politically possible to consolidate day care proqrams On the 
entitlement side, full consolidation seems unachievable. 
Nonetheless, full coordination ought to be an important goal. 

There are obviously a number of details that need to be worked 
out in the process of drafting- legislative specifications. It 
the basic issues on the scale of the program are decided and the 
basio approach to quality a9reed on, we can proceed to work 
through the specifics. 

,, 
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DRAFT 
PROMOTING PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY 

AND PREVENTING TEEN PREGNANCY 

The best way to end welfare dependency is to eliminate the need 
for welfare in the first place. High rates of female-hGaded 
family formation and the startlingly high poverty rates of those 
families lie behind our large and growing welfare rolls. We are 
approaching the point when one out of every three babies in 
America will be born to an unwed mother¥ the majority of whom will 
receive welfare at some point. Births to school-age unwed mothers 
are a special and enduring tragedy. Too many children are not 
receiving financial support from both their parents. This too 
contributes to rates of welfare receipt that are much hi9her than 
we would like. 

The societYt and its welfare system, must find ways to send the 
signal that men and women should not become parents until they are 
able to nuture and support their children~ If they do become 
parents, their responsibilities to their children should be 
articulated and enforced. Accomplishinq this 90al requires 
emphasizing both responsibilities and opportunities; not only 
changing 1:.he welfare system, but also involving every sector of 
our societ:.y in this effort_ 

The basic dilemma in designing a prevention and parental 
responsibility strategy is the lack of fit between the magnitude 
of the problem and the dearth of demonstrably effective responses 
for dealing with it. Frustration over the dramatic increases in 
out-of-wedlock births has led some commentators to advocate 
strongly punitive solutions, the most extreme of which is cutting 
off welfar.e for unwed mothers, that would have disastrous effects 
on childrt~n, doom the' society to making massive investments in 
foster cal:'e and orphanages, and almost certainly increase the 
already too high number of abortl<JJls. At the other end of the 
spectrum, some advocate massive spending on comprehensive services 
for high risk youth, despite the discouraging evidence on the 
effects on teen pregnancy from social services programs. 

We believe that the best,approach to prevention is a strategy that­
focuses on parental responsibility and provides opportunities for 
exercising it, supplemented by family planning efforts and • 
demonstrations of services programs aimed at preventing teen 
pregnancy. We believe that very clear and consistent messages 
about parenthood bringing with it serious responsibilities that 
will be enforced hold the best chance of encouraging young people 
to think about the consequences of their actions and defer 
parenthood. A boy who sees his brother required to pay 17 percent 
of his income in child support for 18 years may think twice about 
becoming a father. A girl who knows that young motherhood will 
not relieve her of obligations to live at home and to go to school 
may come to prefer other opportunities. We hope and expect but we 
cannot prove that a system that strongly reinforces the 



responsibilities of both parents will prevent too-early 
parenthood. We know that parental financial support can help keep
families off welfare. And that reinforcing parental 
responsibility is the right thing to do. 

Along with responsibility, thought We must support opportunity. • 
Telling young people to be responsible without providing them the 
means to exercise responsihility and the o~that-~~ng by the 
rules will lead to a better life is elly hypocritical. 

Our appproach has five components I each of which raises some 
serious issues for decision: 

o 	 child support enforcement. The major issues to be 

resolved here have to dO with demonstrat1ons""of child 


~ '",,1support assurance and of programs fO~1al parents. 

o 	 responsibilities of minor mothers~ The major issues 

here have to do with sanctioning options. 


o 	 responsible family planning. The major issuejhere have 

to do with the scale and scope of the effort, and-with 

the desirability of a family cap. 


o 	 demonstrations of prevention approaches. The major

issue here has to do with the scope of an approach to 

teen pregnancy prevention. 


• 
o 	 supporting two-parent families. The major issue here is 


balancing cost and equity. 


CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 

The responsibilities of both parents are emphasized in an approach 
to child support- enforcement that holds both parents responsible 
for supporting children. It makes clear to fathers, as well as to 
mothers, that parenthood brings with it clear obligations, and 
that these obligations will be enforced, with serious and 
prediotable consequences for those who become parents. The child 
support enforcement reform proposal has three major elements: 

ESTABLISH AWARDS IN EVERY CASE 

ENSURE FAIR AWARD LEVELS 

• COLLECT AWARDS THAT ARE OWED 

Establish Awards in Every Case 

Our goal is to establish paternity for all out-of-wedlock births~ 
This will be accomplished by offering states performance based 
incentives for all paternities established. whether or not the 



.. 

mother is currently on welfare; expanding the in-nospital 
paternity establishment provisions enacted as part of OBNA 1993; 
and expanding education and outreach efforts to stress that having 
a child is a two parent responsibility. 

Under the proposal paternity establishment requirements aret 

strengthened siqniflcantly. First, the responsibility for 
paternity establishment will be clearly delineated~ Mothers will 
be required to cooperate in paternity establishment as a condition 
of receipt of welfare under a very strict cooperation requirement. 
This requires the mother to provide both the name of the father 
and information SUfficient to verify the identity of the person 
named. {Good cause exceptions would be granted only under narrow 
circumstances.} In turn, the states will have a clear 
responsibility to establish paternity when the mother has fu11y 
cooperated. We propose that the states are be held fully 
responsible for the cost of benefits paid to mothers who have 
oooperated fully but for whom paternity has not been established 
within a stricly defined time frame. 

The proposal also streamlines the legal process for establishing 
paternity, enabling states to establish paternity much more 
quickly. This will be accomplished through an "Up front" 
cooperathm requirement (prior to receipt of welfare benefits) I 

olear responsibility for making the oooperation and sanctioninq
determination (IV-O, not IV-A), and streamlining, the legal 
process. 

While the proposal is very tough and striot in its approach to 
paternity establishment, it is balanced and sensible. Applicants 
must meet the new stricter cooperation requirement prior to the 
receipt of benefits, but when the mother has fully cooperated and 
provided complete information, the burden shifts to the state to 
establish paternity. In contrast, the present Republican proposal 
requires that the mother must have paternity established prior to 
receipt oL benefits. Thus the mother who has done everyt,',ij\("J that • 
can be expected of her is unfairly penalized for the state/s 
inaction or inefficiency in getting paternity established. She 
could be denied benefits for a long time through no fault of her 
own - in some states it is presently not uncommon for the state 
agenoy to take two or more years to establish paternity. 

Ensure Fair Award Levels 

The proposal will establish a National Guidelines Commission to 
study and report to Congress on the adequacy of award 'levels, the 
variability of award levels and the desirability of national 
guidelines. 

The proposal will also require the universal, periodic updatin9 of 
awards so that all awards will closely reflect the current ability 
of the nonoustodial parent to pay support. states must establish 
simplified administrative procedures to update the awards. 

• 




In addition f present child support distribution rules will be 
changed to strengthen families and assist families making the 
transition from welfare to work. 

Collect Awards that are Owed 

The propol;al seeks to develop a child support system for the 21st 
century~ All states must ~aintain a central registry and 
centralized collection and disbursement capability. states must 
be able to monitor support payments and take appropriate 
enforcement actions immediately when support payments are missed. 
certain rl)utine enforcement remedies will be imposed 
administratively at the state level, thus taking advantage of 
computers and automation to handle these routine enforcement 
measures using mass case processing techniques. A higher federal 
match ratE:: will be provided to implelllent new technologies.· 

To improve collections in interstate cases, a ,Federal Child 
Support Enforoement Clearinghouse will be created to track parents 
across state lines. This will include a National Directory of New 
Hires so that wage withholding could be instituted in appropriate 
cases from the first paycheck. The adoption of the Uniform 
Interstato Family Support Act (VIrSA) and other measures will make 
procedures in interstate cases more routine~ In addition, the IRS 
role in full collections, tax refund offsets 1 and access to IRS 
income and asset information will be expanded. 

states will also be provided with the tools they need, such as 
license revocations and access to other data bases, so that the 
child support enforcement system could crack down on those 
noncustodial parents who otherwise find ways to avoid payment of 
their support Obligations. For instance, frequent and routine 
matches wlll be made against appropriate data bases to find 
location, asset, and income information on those who try to hide 
in order to escape payment. 

The funding and incentive structure will be changed in order to 
provide the necessary resources for states to run good programs 
and it will employ performanoe based incentives to rewa:rd states 
for good performance~ 

Issue: ,Child Support Insurance 

Even with the provisions above, enforcement of child support is 
likely,to be uneven for some time to come. Moreover, there will 
be many cases where the noncustodial parent cannot be expected to 
contribute much because of low payor unemployment. An important 
question is whether children in single parent families should be 
provided some minimum level of support even when the state fails 
to collect it. The problem is especially acute for noncustodial 
parents who are not on AFDC and are trying to make ends meet with 
a combination of work and child support. . 



H",h.J<
~\ M"'s 1'-" 

fA number ()f states nave expressed a strong int~r ,{in 1 
limplementing a Child Support Assurance program~)~~der such a , 
program, €ln improved child support enforcement system would be ,,-wd'-"\ 
coupled with the payment of a minimum insured child support Vp' 

payment and would also include additional work requirements for 
non-custodial parents. Under the proposal, up to six state 
demonstration projects of Child Support Assurance are authorized. 

Issue: Enbancing Responsibility and opportunity for Noneustodia1 
Parents 

",J ",P",,5­
Under the present system, the needs and concerns/pf noncustodial 
parents al:C often ignored~ The system needs to focus more 
attention on this population and send the message that fffathers 
matter"_ We ought to encourage noncustodial parents to remain 
involved in their children's lives~ not drive them further away. 
The well-being of children, who only live with one parentI would 
be enhanced if both emotional and financial support were provided 
by both of their parents. 

Ultimately, the system's expectations of mothers and fathers 
should be parallel. Whatever is expected of the mother should be 
expected clf the father. And whatever education and traininq 
opportunit.ies are provided to custodial parents I similar 
opportunities should be available to noncustodial parents who pay 
their child support and remain involved4 If they can improve 
their earnings capacity and maintain relationships with their 
children, they will be a source of both financial and emotional • 
support. 

Much needs to be learned, partly because we have focused less 
attention on this population in the past and we know less about 
what types of programs would work. New programs should be modest 
and flexible, growing only as evaluation findings begin to 
identify thc~most·effective·strateqies. We propose the following: 

Grants to states for programs which reinforce the need for 
children to have continued access to and visitation by both 
parents. These programs include mediation (both voluntary 
and mandatory), counseling, education, development of parent-­
ing plans, visitation enforcement including monitoring, 
supervision and neutral drop off and pick up and development 
of guidelines for visitation and alternative custody 
arrangements. 

Expanded authority and additional funding for the Commission 
on Child and Family Welfare to study access and visitation 
issues. 

A portion of JOBS and WORK program funding will be reserved 
for training, work readiness I educational remediation and • 

mandatory work programs for noncustodial parents of AFDC 
recipient 'children who can't pay child support due to 



unemployment, underemployment or other employability 
problems~ 

State option for mandatory work programs for non­

custodial parents. States would have considerable 

flexibility to design their own programs 1 but the focus 

would be on CWEP, not on work for wages~ 


Demonstration grants to states and/or community based 
organization to develop and implement non-custodial parent 
(fathers) components for existing programs for high risk 
families (e.g. Head start, Healthy Start, Family 
Preservation, Teen Pregnancy and Prevention) to promote 
responsible parenting, including the importance of paternity 
establishment and economic security for children and the ~ 
development of parenting skills. 

NEED COSTS HERE. DO WE RAISE AN ISSUE OF HOW MUCH TO SPEND? 

RBSPON8XBILITIES OF MINOR MOTHERS 

The program of transitional assistance followed by work that is 
outlined later in this document focuses on the responsibilities of 
custodial parents, especially young parents, to work and prepare 
for work as a condition of receiving benefits. All young single 
parents seeking government assistance will be expected to prepare 
for and go to work~ Like the child support provisions, the 
obligations inherent in the program send a clear messaage about 
the consequences of parenthood, ensuring that welfare reoeipt does 
not release Either parent from their responsibilities to work and 
support their children. 

Minor mothers, those under lS, have special needs and deserve 
special consideration. This is a relatively small part of the 
case load at any point in time, but is a disproportionate 
contributor to long-term dependency. We have four proposals that •affect this group. 

Minor Mothers Live at Home. We propose requiring that minor 
parents live in a household with a responsible adult, preferably 
parent (with certain exceptions such as when the minor parent is 
married or if there is a danger of abuse to the minor parent)~ I 

Parental support could then be included in determining cash 
assistance eligibility. CUrrent AFDC rules permit minor mothers 
to be "adult caretakers" of their own children. Under· current 
law, States do have the option of requiring minor mothers to 
reside in their parents' household (with certain exceptions) { but 
only five have included this in their state plan~ This proposal 
would make that option a requirement for all States. We believe 
that having a child does not change the fact that minor mothers 
need nurturing and supervision themselves. The Senate 
Republicans have a similar proposal, however, they also 'give 
states the option of providing no AFOC to minors~ The House 
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Republicans make minor parents ineligible for AFDC. 

MentQrin9 by Older Welfare Mothers. We propose to allow states to 
utilize older welfare mothers to mentor at-risk teenagers as part 
of their community service assignment. This model could be 
especially effective in reaching younger recipients because of the 
credibility, relevance and personal experience of older· welfare 
recipients who were once teen mothers themselves~ Training and 
experiencfa might be offered to the most promising candidates for 
mentoring who are currently receiving welfare benefits. 

Targgting Teen Parent§. We will ensure that every teenage parent 
or pregnant teenager who is on or applies for welfare enrolls in 
the JOBS program, finishes their education, and is put on a track 
to self-sufficiency. Every teenage parent (male or female, case 
head or not, any age) will be mandated to participate in JOBS from 
the moment the pregnancy or paternity is established. All JOBS 
rules pertaining to social contracts, employability plans, and 
participation will apply to teen parents. We propose to require 
case management for these teens. 

state options for behavioral incentives. We propose to give 
States thE! option to Use monetary incentives combined with 
sanctions as inducements to remain in school or GED class. They 
may also use incentives and sanctions to encourage appropriate 
parenting., Regarding school attendance, both Republican-plans 
include sanctions for failure to attend school; the Senate 
Republicans also allow states to reward those with good school 
attendence. DO WE WANT TO PUT IN THESE COMPARISONS AS A ROUTINE 
PART OF Olm PRESENTATION? IF SO, DO WE ALSO WANT TO MENTION THE 
GROUPS THAT HATE THEM? 

ENCOURAGEMENTS FOR RESPONSIBLE FAMILY PLANNING 

Responsible parenting requires acoess to information and services 
designed t:o discourage early sexual behavior and to prevent 
pregnanacy. We propose: 

o 	 A national campaign against teen pregnancy. The 

campaign would set national prevention goals and 

challenge the states to come up with school or community 

based plans to meet those qoals~ 


o 	 Increased funding for family planning services through 

Title X. A request for increased funding was included 

in the FY1995 budget submission. 


Issue: Family Caps 

The issue is whether states should be allowed or required to limit 
benefit increases when additional children are conceived by 
parents already on AFDC if the state ensures that parents have 
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access to family planning services. Non-welfare working families 

do not receive a pay raise when they have an additional child, 

even though the tax deduction and the EITC may increase (The tax 

deduction and EITe increase for the second child is worth $1241 at 

the $20,000 income level, the tax deduction is worth $686 at 

$60,000.) However, families on welfare receive additional support 

($684 in AFDC per year for the second child in the median state; 
$1584 with food stamps) because their AFDC benefits increase 
automatically to include the needs of an additional child.. This • 
option would reinforce parental responsibility by keeping AFOC 
(but not food stamps) benefits constant when a child is conceived 
while the parent is on welfare~ Tha message of responsibility 
would be further strengthened by permitting the family to earn 
more or rl!'!ceiva more in child support without penalty as a 
sUbstitute for the automatic AFDC benefit increase under current 
law. Both Republican plans have a provision to not pay additional 
AFDC for more children. Under the House Republican plan, States 
must pass legislation in order to pay additional benefits to 
children. 

WE NEED A COST ESTIMATE FOR THE SERVICES PART AND A SAVINGS 

ESTIMATE FOR THE FAMILY CAP. 


DEMONSTRATIONS OF PREVENTION APPROACHES THAT BNGAGE EVERY SECTOR 

OF THE SOCIETY IN PROHOTING RESPONSIBILITY 


Solely changing the welfare system is insufficient as a prevention 
strategy_ For the most part, the disturbing social trends that 
lead to welfare dependency are not caused by the welfare system 
but reflect a larger shift in societal mores and values. In very • 
poor neighborhoods, teen pregnancy appears to part of a more 
general pattern of high rish behavior among youth. 

The basic issue in designing a broader prevention approach is to 
balance the magnitude of tha problem with thQ paucity of proven 
approaches for dealing with it. Because the problem is so 
compelling, it is tempting to propose substantial increases in 
spending on services and approaches to deal with it. 4 

'Unfortunately, although there are numerous anecdotal reports on 
effective programs, none~of the rigorous evaluations. of service­
based attempts to prevent teen pre9nancy has shown demonstrated 
success. (I MEAN TO EXCLUDE FAMILY PLANNING. DOES THIS MAKE THE 
STATEMENT TRUE?) 

We believe that large scale spending On unproven approaches would 

be irresponsible. There are two alternative approaches to a more 

modest approach: 


o 	 A capped entitlement or block grant allocated to the 

states for demonstrations that the states design and 

evaluated 


o 	 A strategic demonstration approach shaped at the 



national level. 

We believE~ that, because of the paucity of knowledge, an approach
directed at the national level will be more productive. 

-appt',oaob 'wou) d j nglttde 'thQ followifl.~ ~ 
National cam s. sident lead a national 
campaign aq inat teen preg aney, which inv. lves the me a, 
community rganizations; urches and oth rs in a con rted effort 
to lnstil responsibility. and shape beha ior. We ale recommend 
working w th the corpora ion on Nationa and communi Service to 
extend a ide variety 0 prevention-ori nted program~ employing 
volunte s--rather tha paid employees -at the neighborhood and 
communi y level. 

Demonstrations. Early childbearing and other problem behaviors 
are interrelated and strongly influenced by the general life­ • 
experienoe associated with poverty. Changing the circumstances in 
which people live and consequently how they view themselves is 
needed to affect the decisions younq people make in regard to 
their lives. To maximize effectiveness, any effort must address a 
wide spectrum of areas including, among others, eoonomic 
opportunity, safety, health and education. Particular emphasis 
must be paid to the prevention of adolesoent pregnancy, through 
measures which include sex education, abstinence education, life 
skills education and contraceptive services. These interventions 
show great promise, but those efforts that combine eduoation and 
services show the most promise. 

Comprehensive demonstration grants are proposed that would seek to 
change the environment in which youth live. These grants must be 
of sufficient size or IIcritical mass" to significantly improve the 
day to day experiences, decisions and behaviors of youth. They 
would seek to change neighborhoods as well as directly support 
youth and families, particularly adolescent pregnanoy prevention. 
While models exist for this type of comprehensive effort, few have 
been rigorously evaluated. All demonstrations will include a 
strong evaluation component. 

• 

SUPPORTING TWO-PARENT FAMILIES 

The Reinventing Government section includes provisions to end the 
current bias in the welfare system against two-parent families by:
1) eliminatinq the more stringent rules for two-parent families 
that exist in current law; and 2) allowing States to provide 
benefits to two-parent families continuously, instead of limiting 
provision of such benefits to 6 months. 
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GLOSSARY 

AFDC - Aid to Families with Dtpmdent Child ..... program: The primary welfare program, 
which provides cash assislance to needy families witlt dependent children that bave been deprived of 
parental support. 

CSE - Child Support Enton:emenl program: This program provides Federal matching futals to 
enforce the support obligations of absent parents to melt children and spouse or former spouse, to 
locate absent parents, and to estalliish paternity and support orders. States must provide child support 
enforcement ,ervices to persons receiving AFDC, Medicaid, and Titl.IV-E foster care benefits. 

CSEA - Child Suppor1 Enrortemenl and Assurance: A s)'litem designed to gnarantee that 
custodial parents get some assured level .fchild support. even when tlte absent parent fail. to pay. 

CWEP - Community Work Experience Prngram: This is ,lOBS program activity which States 
can. but are not required to, make available to JOBS participants. CWEP provides experience and 
training for individuals not otherwise able to obtain employment. The required number of CWEP 
hours can be no greater titan tlte AFDC benefit divided by the higher of Federal or S .... minimum 
wage. 

EITC - Earned Inrome Tax Credit program: A taX eredk that targets tlIJt relief to working low­
income wpoyers with children, to provide relier from Ibe Social Security payroll taX (FICA) and to 
improve incentives to work. 

FSP - Food Stamp Program: A national program designed primarily to incr...,. tlte food 
purchasing power of eligible low-income households to a point where they can buy a nutritionally 
adequate. Jow-cost diet. Eligible households receive food stamp benefits on a monthly basis in the 
form of coupons that are accepted at most retail grocery stores. 

JOBS - Job Oppor1unlties and Basic SkIlls Training Prngram: The work, education, and 
training program for AFDC recipients. In a greatly e.panded form, tltis program would be tlte 
central focus of the Administration", refunned system. 

JOBS-Prep: The program proposed for persons not yet able to work or enter JOBS. Persons in Ibis 
program, including mothers with very young children, wiU be expected to do something to contribute 
to themselves and their ""mm"nil)'. WbUe in lOBS-Prep, they would oot be subject to the time limit. 

JTPA - Job Training Partn ...... ip Ad program: The goal of this Department of Labor block grant 
program is to train or retrain and place eligible individuals in permanent, unsubsidized employment~ 
preferably in the private sector, Eligible individuals are primarily economically disadvantaged 
individual's. 

Healthy Start: Healtlty Start is • demonstration project designed to reduce infant mortality by 50~ 
over 5 years in 15 U.S. communities with extretnely high infant mortality rates. Medieal and social 
service providers within the targeted communities work collaboratively to develop new and innovative 
service de1ivery systems to meet the needs of pregnant women and infants. 
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PIC - Private lndnstry Co••dls: These Council, are "'mposed of business leaders from the 
private sector and representatives of the public sector and unions. Their role is to guide and oversee 
the direction of JTPA employment and training programs. PIC. are responsible for providing policy 
guidance in partnersbip with local guvernments. 

SdlooJ..UrWork Inltiaave: The peoding School.ro-Worl: Opportunities Act of 1993 would provide 
Slates and local ",mmunili .. with seed money to develop and implement systems to belp youth make 
an effective transition from school to career-orientcd work. The program would be designed and 
administered jointly by the Departm_ of Eduoatinn and Labor. and would fund worl:-based 
learning. school-based I_g. and connecting activities. 

Titl<! X - Family Planning Servicos: These grants are provided to State &geocies fur family . 
ptanning services including contraceptive services, iDfe:rtility services and special services to adoles~ 
tents, 

Transitional Assistance Program: The Administration's proposed two-year limit cash assistance 
program for oeedy families with dependent children. 

U1FSA - Vnltorm Inlerslale Family S.pport Act: A model law which. if adopted. would make 
State laws uniform and simplify the processing of child suppon actiom which involve parents who 
live in different States. 

WID - Workforce Investment Board: A body to be created at the Fedetallevel which would be 
responsible fot serving as a "Board of Directors- for workforce development programs in a tabor 
market. The Workforce Investment Board would provide policy oversight and strategic planning ror 
Department of Labor-funded and other ...ining programs in an area. The majority ofth. Workforce 
Investment Board would be composed of employers. but the boards would also be required to have 
labor. public sector and community representation. The WIB is intended to subsume the Private 
Industry Council at the local level (although. PIC that met the criteria could become the Workforce 
Investment Board), 

WORK: Th. Administrntion', proposed publicly-subsidized work program for persons who have 
exhausted their rwo-year time limit without obtlIining an uosubsidized private sector job. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Everyone is frustrated with the welfare system. Welfare- reform is designed to give people back the 
dignity and control that comes from work and independence. It is about reinforcing work and family 
and opportunity and responsibility. 

The curtent system pays cash when peoplela.k adequate means '" provide for their families. We 
propose a new vision aimed at helping people regain the means of supporting themselves and at 
holding people responsible for themsel... and their families. The proposal emphasi2:es that work is 
valued by making work pay. It indicates that people should no! bave children until they are able '" 
support them, It signals that parents-both parelIIs-bave responsibilities '" support their children. It 
gives people access to the training they Deed, but"also expects work in return. It limits casb 
assistance to twO years. and then requires work, preferably in the private sectorI but in community 
service jobs if necessary. Most importantly, it requires changing the culture of welfare offices, 
getting them out of the check-writing business and into the U'tIining and jobl'lacemenl business. 

Ultimately. this plan requires changing almost everything about the way in which we provide support 
to struggling families. To achieve this vision, the plan has four main elements. 

MAJOR THEMES 

TransitiOfUlI Asslstan'" Followed by Work 

• 	 full Participation, Everyone who receives cash support is expected to do something to belp 
themselves and their community. The requirement applies to those who are preparing 
themselves for work, to those who are past me time limit, and to those who are currently not 
ready to work. Those who are unable to work due to disability or other reasons will be 
expe«ed '" do something for themselves or tlleir conunuoily. but will Dot be suble« to time 
limits untU they are ready to engage in training, education or employment services. 

• 	 IrlIi.nin~. edijooion and employment IID'ices (th$ JOBS program). A. soon as people 

begin receiving publie assistance, they wlll .ign a personal responsibility contr.ct and 

develop an employability plan to move them into work as quickly as possible. Many 

will get jobs quickly-in weel:.s or months-after assistanee with Job search and Job 

preparation, Others will spend time in education and training services as Deeded. 

The program will be closely coordinated with existing mainstream education and 

training programs including JTPA, School-to-Work and vocational education. 


• 	 IiIDelimits. People who are able to work will be limited to two years of <:ash assi.­

tance. MOSt people are ""peeted to enter employmem well before tlle two years are 

up. Extensions to complete an education program wil1 be granted in a limited number 

of cases. 


• 	 Work for those wbo exhAUst their time; limit (the WORK program), Those poople 

who are still unable to find work at the end of two years wUl be required to work in a 

private sector, community service or public sector job. These are intended to be real. 
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work-for-wages jobs. The program will be designed f<) favor unsubsidized work and 
to ensure that subsidized jobs are short-term and non..<Jisplacing. 

Making Work Pay 

• 	 Health care WOaD· An essential part of moving people from welfare to wort is ensuring that 
working persons get hearth protection. The current system kt5epS people ftt'>m leaving welfare 
for fear of losing their health insurance. 

• 	 AdYDIlce wYl]mU of the Earned Inrome Tax Credit lElTO. The expanded Erre 

make.Ii it possible for low~wage workers to suppon their families above povetty. 

Efforts will be made f<) help families receive the EITC on a regular basis. 


• 	 Child care for the working noor. In addition to ensuring child care for participants in 

the transitional assistance program and for those who transition off welfare~ child care 

subsidies will be made available to low·income working families who have never been 

on welfare but for whom assistance is essential to enable them to remam in the 

workforce and off welfare. 


Pareotal Responsibility 

• 	 Child '=11 enforcement. The child support enforcement system will b. 

strengthened to ensure that awards are established in every ease, that fair award levels 

are maintaJned and that awards that are owed are in fact collected, Demonstrations of 

child SUPPOII assurance and of programs for noncustodial parents will be conducted. 


• 	 EffotlS aimed at minor mothers. resoonsjble family nlannjng aod preventjon. Minor 

mothers wiU receive speciaJ we management services and will be required to live at 

horne and stay in school to receive income support. Access to famiJy planning wil1 be 

ensured. A strategy fur investing in and learning from programs to prevent blgb~risk 


behavior and teen pregnancy will be pursued. 


• 	 Efforts to promote tWtw¥nt families. We will provide better support ror two-parcnt 
families by eliminating or reducing the current bias in the welfare system in which two-parent 
families are subject to more stringent eligibility rules than singl~ent families. 

Reinventing Government Asslstanee' 

• 	 Coordination. simnlification and imDroved incentives in income support proe-rams. The 

edrnin;;tr.tiv. and regulawry program SttUctures of AFDC and Fond Stamps will be red.. 

signed to simplify and coordinate rules and to encourage work. family formation and Wet 

accumulation. 


• 	 A perform."ct=b ..oo -mem. In addition to incentives for clients. incentives will be 

designed to bring about a systemic change in the culture of welfare offices with an 

emphasis on work and performance. 


5 



C-eNPlBEIfl'IAb DRAFT-For Discussion Only
PC. 

ISSUES TO BE RFSOLVEl> 

This paper lay. out the ",*,r unresolved issues wt need I<l be addressed. It is organized around 
each of the £isst three broad elements listed above. In each ...., a description of the proposed policy 
is provided and remaining issues discussoo. (The details of the fourth element-Reinventing 
Government Assislance--will be addressed later In a separate pape:. W. anticipate that changes will 
be cost neutral fur that part of the proposal, so they will 110' affect cost estimates or finaneiog needs.) 

There are four particularly significant issues that need to be resolved: 

• The ,cale and phase-In of tbe reformed welfare system-5bould we •..,. to bring In all 
persons quickly. Of should we initially target our resources to sub-groups. such as new 
applicants or the youngest third of the caseload? 

• 	 The ,trodure and requlrtmeots of !be WORK program ror people who beve ........sed 
the dme Dmit-Alter. person hits the tim. limit, should we mandate S!3ies to provide "Job 
which pays an bourly wage, or should we allow States to continue paying a we1f>re check 
while requiring work: as a condition of receipt? How many bours of work should be 
required? What medtods should we use to minimize long..tenn participation in this wort 
program? 

• 	 n.e leyel and focus of child care tor the working poor-What level of resources should we 
devote to cbild care for the working poor? How should limited resources be targeted! 

• 	 F'inandng-Wbat measures should be used to finance the welfare reform package7 How 
should the borden be shared between States and the Federal government? 

Financing is not discussed in this paper. 

To provide a sense of the scale of a program and the cost of particular elements, we have created a 
hypothetical proposal. The actual cost of the program will differ depending on what decis;ons are 
made about the issues identified above. In the remainder of the document~ we will refer to this 
bypothetical baseline and indicate where different programmatic decisions would bave led to a larger 
or smaller program. The table which follows is provided only as a basis of discussion-not as an 
indication that polley decisions have been made. 
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TABLE 1.-PREUMINARY COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL AND STATE) 

FOR A HYPOTHETICAL WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL 

(By flscal year, In million. of dollar.) 

..v .... 
1995 1!196 1997 1998 1999 Total 

PARENTAl. RESPOI'ISIBILITY 

Minor Mothers 0 (45) (SO) (50) (SO) (195) 

Compr«wnslve Demonstration Grants 0 50 50- 50 50 200 
TWo-Parent PI'OVi$IOM 0 0 680 \>IS 2,065 

No Additional eGr\flfits tor Additional Children (35) (100) (110) (140) (150) (535) 

ChIld Support Enlot<:!Tl<lnt_'ty E.tlIblishment (N.') 
Enfoteomen'(NoQ 

S 
(10) 

20 
(SO) 

(110) 
(65) 

(165) 
(80) 

(l!15) 
(320) 

(465) 
(495) 

Computet Costs IS 3S 95 180 100 465 
Non-Cuatodial Patent ProvisiOM 0 2S 80 110 175 390 
AQcess Gre.nts and Parenting Oemonstratlons 20 25 30 30 SO 13S 
Child Support AssuranCG 06moM$trations 0 0 100 200 250 550 

SUBTOTAL, CSE 30 as 130 2S5 80 580 

TRANSmOlW. ASSISTANCe FOU.OWED BV WORK 

JOBS-Prep 0 15 ·50 80 70 195 
AdditiOnal JOBS Spending 0 210 750 920 1,000 2.880 
WORK Program 0 0 0 130 690 B20 
Additional Child Care forJOBSIWORK 0 190 630 745 900 2,465 
'rranslt1Qnal ChIld C4I'O 0 70 230 200 300 940 
Enhanced T9&n Ca$e Management 0 30 90 105 110 33S 
Econom!o Oevolopment 0 0 100 100 100 300 
Savlngs ~ Caseload Reduction 0 o. (30) (SO) (SO) (170) 

SUBTOTAL, JOSS}WORK 0 515 1.620 2,280 3.150 7,755 

MAKING WORK PAY 

Working Poor Child CMt 0 SOD 1,000 1,SOD 2,000 5,000 
Advonoo EITC 0 0 0 0 0 0 

GRANO TOTAL (5) 1,DOS 3,280 '.515 .,025 14,880 

Note: Parenthl):ses denote tJavlngs. 

Source: HHS[ASPE staff estimates. Thoo estimates have been shared with staff withln HHS e.nd OMB but have not been 
Offidally reviewed by OMS, The politi" do not represent a COMeflSlJ$ recommendation Of tho Working Group oo-chairs. 

SEE APPENDIX FOR ENDNOTES TO TABLE 
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BACKGROUND IJ','FORMATION ON 11IE AFDC PROGRAM 

Befort turning to the key policy issues. we provide brief background infurmation regarding the 
cumnt AFDC progrlllll•. 

AFDC Program under Current Law 

The Aid to Families wllll Dependent Children (AFDC) program was nnacted as TiUe IV of the Social 
Security Act of 1935, Its primary goal is to provide cash assistance to children in need of economic 
support due to the death, continued absence or incapacity of the primary wage earner (typically the 
chUd's father). AFDC provided benefits to a monlllly average of 4.8 million families (13.6 million 
persons) in flS<al year 1992. This includes 322.000 families in llle AFDC-Ullenl()loyed Parents 
(AFDC-UP) progrlllll. The total AFDC caseload represents 5.0 percent of lIle total resident U.S. 
popolation. TW<Hhirds (9.2 million) of AFDC recipients each month are chUdren. 

AFDC benefits totaled $22_2 billion in 1992. Total AFDC monthly benefits averaged $388 per 
monlll. per family. but benefits vary widely aeross States. In January 1993. the maximum monthly 
AFDC benefit for a famUy of lllree willl no countable income ranged from $120 in Mississippi to 
$923 in Alaska. In real doll.... the average mo.lllly benefit per AFDC family has declined from 
$644 in 1970 to S388 in 1992•• 40 percem reduction. attributable lIlOSIly to inflation rather lIlan 
reductions in nominaI benefit levels. The Federal government's share of total benefit expenditures 
was S12.2 billion in 1992. and $10.0 billion was paid by the States. Total administrative costs • 
•hared equally between lIle Federal government and the States. were $2.7 billion in 1992. Overall. 
the Federal government pays roughly 55 percent of total AFDC benefit eosts and 50 peree.t of 
administrative costs. 

The Family Support Act of 1988 created llle Job Opportunities and Basic Skills (JOBS) program to 
provide education, training. and employment-related services to AFDC recipients to promote self~ 
sufficiency. To the extent resources are available, all non-exempt recipients are required to 
participate in JOBS activities. Exemption categories include most children, those who are employed 
30 or more hou~ per week, those who are iH. incapacitated, or of advanced age, women in their 
second trimester of pregnancy, and those who are caring for a young chiJd, or earing fur an UI Or 
incapacitated family member. Federal _ing to States for lOBS progrlllll costs is avallable as a 
capped entidement limited to 51.1 billion in fisoal year 1994. The matching rates vary between SO 
percent and 90 percent. depending o. lIle type of costs being reimbursed. 

Most AFDC families are eligible for and participate in the food stamp program, wbich provides an 
imPOfWIt in·klnd .upplement to cash assistance. While participation rates varied among StlIIes. 86.2 
percent of AFDC housebolds also received food stamp benefits in fiscal year 1992. AFDC benefits 
are eounted when determining food stamp benefit amounts; one dollar of AFDC reduces food stamps 
by 30 cents. Additionally. all AFDC families are eligible for Medicaid ooverage. and under the 
provisions of the Family Support Act~ all families who leave AFDC due to increased earnings or 
bours of work are eligible for one year of transitional Medicaid coverage. 
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Welfare Dynamics and Characteristics 

It is extremely common for women to leave the welfare rolls very soon after they begin a spell of 
welfare receipt, More than half of all welfare recipients leave the welfare roUs within their first year 
of welfare receipt; by llIe end of two years the percentage who have left increases to 70 per....t. By 
llIe end of five years, about 90 percent bave left Ill. welfare roll.. However, many of those who have 
left welfare cycle back on. Within the first year after leaving the welfare rolls, 45 percent return; 
almost two-third> return by the end of three years. By llIe end of seven years, more than three­
quarters of those who have Jeft the welfare system have returned at some point. Almost balf of aU 
spells of welfare end when a recipient becomes employed; other reasons for leaving AFDe include 
marriage and children growing up. About 40 percent of women who ever use welfare are shon-tenn 
users. about one-third are episodic users and one-quarter are Jong..rerm users.. Using data from 1968 
througb 1989. the average time spent on welfare WlIS 6.2 yean. 

While the number of AFDC recipients remained relatively oonstant between 1975 and 1988. AFDC 
caseload. ro,e sharply during tile early 19905. The monthly average of 13.6 million recipients in 
1992 represented a 2.1 million increase since 199(), According to a recent Congressional Budget 
Office study. the primsry reasons for tile sharp incr.... in the AFDC caseload between late 1989 and 
1992 are llIe growtll in llIe number of female-beaded femmes, especially those headed by women wbo 
never married, the recession and the weak eoonomy. 

The vast majority of AFDC families are headed by a single female. Among single female·headed 
AFDC bouseholds, the proportion of AFDe moth.,. wbo have Dever been married has significantly 
increased, although the proportion of divorced AFDC mothers still remains sizable, The AFDC 
caseload is racially and ethnically diverse. Thitty..nine percent of AFDC family caseheads are 
African-American. 38, I percent are- white, 11,4 percent are Hispanic. 2.8 percent are Asian, 1.3 
pereent are Native American. and 1.6 percent are of another race or ethnicity. 

The average AFDC family i, ,mall. In 1991, 72.3 percent of AFDC families bad 2 or fewer 
childre •• and 42.2 percent had only one child. Oo1y a small proportion of AFDC families - 10.1 
peteent - bave four or more chiJdren. The average family size of an AFDC family bas also become 
smaller over time, from 4.0 in 1960 to- 2.9 in 1992. Over two-thirds of AFDC recipients are 
children. In 1991, almost one-half of AFDC children were under six yean of age; 24.S percent were 
under age 3, and 21.4 percent were between ages 3 and S. One-third (32.6) of AFDC children were 
aged 6 to II, and 21.4 percent were age 12 or over. 

Over half of AFDC mothers began their receipt of AFDC as -.ge..; bowever, AFDC cases with 
teenage mollie.. (i.e•• under age 20) make up only a small fraction of the AFDC caseload at anyone 
time. In 1992, 8.1 percent of the AFDC caseload was beaded by. teenage mother. Almost half of 
AFDC mothers (47.2 per ....t) were in llIeir twenties, a third (32.6 percent) were in their thirties. aod 
12.1 percent were in their forties. 
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TRANSmONAL ASSISTANCE FOLLOWED BY WORK 

Perhaps the most critical and difficult goal of welfare reform is: to reshape the very mission of the 
current suppOrt system nom one focused on writing checks to one focused OD work. opportunity. and 
responsibility, The proposal eall. fur replacing the AFOC program with • tranSitional assistulce 
program, to be followed by work, The new program indudes fuur key elements: full participation, 
education and training. time limits, and work:. 

KEY ELEMENTS 

• 	 Full Participation. EV<f)'one who wishes to receive casb support wnald be expected to do 
something to Ilelp themselves and their a)mmunity. Recipients would .ign • personal 
responsibility contract indicating exactly what was expected of them and the go......,ent. 
Most would go immediately into the JOBS' program. A limited number of persons who are 
not yet in a position to work or train (because of disability or the need to care for an infant or 
disabled child) would be ...igoed to • lOBS-Prep program until they .... reedy.fur the tim.,. 
limited JOBS program. Everyone has something to contribute. Everyone bas a responsibility 
to move toward work and indepeedence. 

• 	 Training, Eduatlon, and Placement (the JOBS program). The core of the tranSitional 
support program would be an ""panded and improved lOBS program, which was established 
by the Family Support Act of 1988 and provides training, education, and job placement 
services to AFDC recipients. The lOBS program would be revamped. Every aspect of the 
new program would empbasize paid work. Recipients and agency workers will. as under 
current law, design an employabillly plan. Ooe option would be to require all persons 
applying for assistance to engage in supervised job search from the date of application. For 
those who need it, the JOBS program will help recipients gain access to the education and 
training services they need to find an apprupriate job. Recipients who willfully fail to comply 
with their JOBS program employability plan will b. sanctioned. The .ew effort will .eel:. 
close coordination with the lTPA program and other mainstream training programs and 
educational resour.... Central to this welfare refunn effort is recognition of th. need to 
support workers wllo have recently left welfare to belp them keep lbeir jobs. 

• 	 Tome Limits. Persons able to work would generally be limited to two years of cash 
assistulce. While two years would be lbe maximum period for the r"';pt of cash aid by 
people able to work. the goal would be to place peeple in private sector Job, long before the 
end of the two-year period. In a very limited number of cases, extensions of the time Jimit 
would be granted for completion of an educational or training program or in unusual 
circumstances. The time limit would be a lifetime limit. but persons who leave welfare could 
potentially earn back time on assist.anee for time spent off welfare. 

• 	 Work (the WORK proJ\T8m). The new effort would be designed to help as many people as 
possible find employment before reaching thetwo-year time limit. Those persons who are oot 
able to find employment within two yw:s would be required to lake • job in the WORK pro­
gram, WORK program jobs would include subsidized private sector jobs, as well as positions 
with IDeal ool·fo'-profit organizations and public .""tor positions. The positions are intended 
to be short-term, lasHcson jobs. designed neither to displace existing workers~ nor to serve 
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as substitutes for unsubsidized private sector employment, The primary emphasis of the 
WORK program will be on securing private sector employment. 

Key elements of the new program are d .....ibed in gr_ detail in addenda on JOBS and WOI\K at 
the end of this section. 

Changing what bappens in welf.... offices wUl require signifioatlt ohMges In wbat is measured and 
rewarded, The Federal government will create strong financial lneentives linked 10 long-term job 
placement and will seek to minimize the number of people who reach the tw<ryear limit. Ultimately 
the best time-limited welfare system is one in which nobody bits the limit because everyone is 
working before that point, 

KEY QlJFSI10NS 

sii key questions need to be addressed in designing the program of transitional assistance followed by 
work, 

• 	 Fows and Dbase-in, How quicltly sllould the reforms be phased In and wbe should be 
targeted initially? 

• 	 lOBS-Prep 011"" Who .hould be assigned w the JOBS-Prep program because they are not 
able to work or are needed at borne? How many perso~ should States be allowed to place in 
the JOBS-Prep program? 

• 	 JOBS extensions. Who should be grattte<J extensions of the two-year time limit? What limits, 
if any. should be put OD the number of extensions allowed? 

• 	 Work-fQ[RWages versus Work.for-Welfare. Should States be required to 
, 

provide jobs, paying 
wages. to those in the WOI\K program? Would Stares be allowed to use CWEP placements 
for all or pan of til. WOI\K .Iots? 

• 	 Part-tjme vmqs fulHime wort MPoctiltions. Should persons working part-time while on 
welfar. be subject to time limits? How many Ilours should WOI\K participants be required to 
work? Should States be allowed or required 10 supplement WOI\K earnings in a work-for­
wages program? 

• 	 DjscoQmjng extended WORK DBrticjpation. What can be doDe to keep the duration of 
WORK participation short and to move people Into unsubsidlred work7 Silouid the mc be 
denied to WOI\K program participants? Should any panicular WOI\K placement be limited 
w 12 months? Should the wOO time people are allowed to spend In the WOI\K program be 
limited? 

Focus and Phase-In 

The ultimate distribution of persons among the various eletnents of the program (JOBS-Prep. JOBS 
and WORK) depends on poliCy decisions. As a starting point. consider what would bappen if we 
chose to undertake the extremely ambitious !JISt of beginning the program full-scale in 1991_ Most 
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States will need at least 2 years to pass implementing legislation and get the program up and running. 
This would entail requiring everyone on welfare in 1997 and all those who apply subsequently to 
meet the new requirements. The JOBS program, which now serves an average of 600.000 persons 
monthly, would have to explllld to almost 2.7 million participants in 1997. By the year 2000, about 
1.0 million WORK slots might be needed for persons who bad reached the two-yoar time limit. 

It is vcry unlikely that Surtes could implement the new program so ropidly. Even If res<l\I.fCeO were 
plentiful. prooeeding so swiftly to full-scaI.implementatlon would almost JlIl'Il'antee coormous 
administrative difficulties at the State leve!. Facing the need to serve millions of new JOBS clients 
and to .....t. hundreds of thouSllllds of WORK slots, many States might be unable to deliver 
meaningful aervi... to JOBS participants. An effective JOBS program is essential to moving people 
from welfare to work and to transforming the ",Iture of welfare offices. Acrotdingly, h is c:titical 
that Surtes, ..' part of the welfare refunn effort, be able to focus on building such. JOBS program. 

Phasing in the program gradually, ,tarting with • subset of recipients, clearly sooms a preferable 
approach. There are a number of different strategies for a more gradual phase..in. One Strategyl as 
in the House Republican bill, applies new rules, including tim. 1Imhs, to applicants (both new and 
returning). This strategy has the obvious appeal of changing the rules initially for people who enter 
the welfare system in the future. rather than for those who entered earlier. under a different set of 
expeo:t.ations. Such a method, however, raises serious equity concerns. A 25-year old mother who 
had children before age 20 and had been on welfare continuously since wt point would tace no time 
limit for several years. as long as she remained on assistance, Meanwhile. another mother of the 

same age, with the same number of children, who bad been married or bad worked to stay off 

welfare but Suddenly found herself io need of support would be .ubject to time lindts. Applying the 
time lintits to re~appncants also creates very perverse incentives to stay on welfare. Most of the 
persons who leave welfare do retum at some stage, and consequently many recipients wbo would 

.otherwise leave might be inclined to stay on welfare to avoid the time limit. 

An alternate strategy would be to ph.....in by State. The ""sts to the Federal Government during the 
phase-in period would be lower, since not all States would be implementing the program at the same 
time. However, States implementing the program would still bav. to grapple with Ibe diffICUlties 
accompanying the massive expansion of services described earlier in this paper. 

An attractive alternative to these strategies is to focus on young parents, for example, dtose under 2S. 
it is the younger generation of actual and potential welfare recipients that are the source of greatest 
concern. They are also the group for which there is probably the greatest bope of mal<ing • profound 
difference, Younger recipients are likely to have me iongest stays on welfare, in part because they 
are at the beginoing of their spells. Uoder this approach, we would devote energy and new resources 
to end welfare for the next generatlon, rather than spreading efforts so thin that little real belp is 
provided to anyone. 

One method of focusing on younger recipients would be to place all persollS born in 1973 or later 

(uoder 25 in (997) into the transitional support system. All persons of the same age and 

circumstances would then face the same rules, regardless of when they entered the system. This plan 
implies. gradual phase-in of more and more of the welfare caseload. since the fraction of thnse on 
assistance who were born in 1973 or later would dse with each year. As of 1m. the new rules 
would apply to everyone under age 25. Ten years later. everyone under age 3S would be in this new 
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transitional support structure. For this age cohort and aU younger cohons following. the welfare 
system would be transformed. Note that such a plan would not contemplate any reduction in existing 
education and training services for older recipients. They wwld still be eligible fur JOBS services. 
But the new resources would be focused on young people. This pJan would caU fur a reassessment 
five years after enactment, to determine whether we are successfully implementing the program for 
the younger generation and can accelerate it to pbase in older recipients. 

The number of perno"" ••rved under such. strategy is shown on the table on the ...t page. III 1997. 
the first year of implementation. everyone in the program would be either worting, in JOBS~Prep. or 
In the JOBS program. There would be no one in the WORK program until 1998. when persons 
would begin to reach the two-year limit. Note that most people who entered the welfare system 
would not r.ach the limit two years later. Many perno"" would. as Is the case now. lea.. welfare 
within. short period of time and consequently would not be affected by the time limit. Otbeni would 
cycle on and off welfare and so would accumulate 24 months of receipt over four or five years or 
more. Estimates indicate that as 8 result of the implementation of the new program and other reforms 
(health reform, child care for me working poor) more people win choose to work while on welfare 
and others who would not bave left without mese changes will leave altogether. 

The projected COsts of focusing on this target group are shown on in me introduction. Clearly~ , 
phasing in a larger group would inereas. these costs. while targeting a .maller group would d........ 
them. A decision to foeu. on youug people inltlally in no way precludes addiug all or pan of the 
older cohorts to the program at a later time. For example, Stales could bave the option to phase in 
the program more quickly, 

The JOBS-Prep Program 

Any policy where work: is required and time-limits imposed must take account of differences in 
people's ability to work, People who are permanently disabled and thus unable to work for at least 
one year should in tIlooty be covered under the Supplemental Security Income (551) Program. But 
some disabilities and most illnesses. even severe ones, last tess than a year. Many other people suffer 
from partial dL"bilities that limit their ability to work. Sometimes a parent is needed in the home to 
care for a severely dls.bled child. There also are pernoos who have great difficulty coping with the 
day-ttr<!.y challenges of parenting and survival In wber are often highly stressful environments. 

One solution would be simply to exempt persons facing such obstacles to employment from 
participation requirements, as is the case under eurrent law. Having large oumbets of exemptions, 
however, may serve as an obstacie to,changing the culture of wetfare offices, Moreover, deferrals 
are not necessarily beneficial to those who receive them. Advocates for persons with disabiHties often 
compJain that current programs send both explicit and subtle messages that persons with disabilities 
cannot and sbould not wort. and thus cannot really contribute to themselves or their communities. 
Still~ for many persons, immediate work or training may not be appropriate. 
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PIl.OJECTED CASEWADS UNDER A HYPOTHEI'/CAL PIl.OPOSAL, 
ASSUMING IIIIl'LEMENT A nON FOil. PERSONS BORN AFTEIl. 1972 

FY 1997 FY 1999 FY 2004 

Projected Adult C.... With P......t 
Born Arter 1m Without l!.eform 

1.28 mllUon 1.67 milllon 2.90 million 

Off welfare with Reform 
(Health reform after 1999, EITC, 
Child eare, JOBS, WORK, etc.) 

.03 million .07 million .SO million 

Program Pertidpanls 1.17 mllnoo 1.60 mllUnn 2.4 mUlion 

Worldng While on Welfare .14 million .20 mution .30 mimon 

JOBS Participants .74 million .89 million .87 million 

WORK Participants .00 million .13 mlllion .63 million 

Pre'JOBS- disabilitylagelimlts work .13 million .20 million .30 miUlOD 

Pre-JOBS-severely disabled child .03 million J)4 million ,()(;i million 

Pte-JOBS-caring for child under one .13 miUion .16 million .24 million 

Notes: 

Numbers assume modest behavioral effects that increase over time, ihese behavioral effects include 
a 50 percent increase in the percent of recipients working part~time. employment and training impacts 
simUar to San Diego's SWIM program and a modest increase in the percent of recipients who leave 
welfare for work when they bit the time limit. Figures (or 2004 are subject to considerable error, 
since it is difficult to make caseload projections or to determine the impact of WORK requirements on 
behavior. Figures for FY 2004 also assume behavioral effects from the full implementation of health 
reform. 

The bypothedeal proposal assumes th~ polley wUi be implemented in all States by Fedetallaw by 
October 1996. In addition, the estimates assume that fur .w percent of the caseload, Stales will 
implement the policy by October 1995. This follows the pattern of Stat. implementation under the 
Family Suppon Act. 
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One very intriguing formulation h$ been proposed by the American Public Welfare AssociatulD. 
They suggest a "JOBS preparation phase" for persons not yet able to work or enter an education or 
training program, All persons in this phase would be expected to do something to contribute to 
themselves and their community, but they would not be subject to- the time limit until they were ready 
to enter the JOBS program. We have drawn heavily on this fonnutauon in deslgning the new JOBS.. 
Prep program, which would provide services intended to prepare persons for entry into the JOBS 
program. 

Naming the program JOBS·Prep establisbeslbe expe<:tationlbat eventually many, if not most, people 
in Ibis caJegory will he able to join Ibe regular JOBS program. But wbo should he placed in JOBS· 
Prep status? Virtually everyone ...... to agree Ibat persons of advanced age (over 60), those wilb 
severe disabilities or those wbo ate caring for a severely disabled child should be assigned to the 
JOBS·Prep program. But the question of bow far along the continuum of disability the line should he 
drawn is a difficult one. 

A somewhat different set of problems is posed by the ntnthers of very young children ..Should all 
ntnthers with children he ..persed to work, provided neither the mother nor Ibe child is disabled? 
The Family Support Act exempts ntnthers with children under the age of 3 from participation in the 
JOBS program. States have the option of requiring participation of molbers with children over the 
age of I if they choose to do so. Eight States currendy choose this stricter option. Five other States 
require mothers of chUdren over 2 to participate. 

Obviously, the more people who are placed in the JOBS·Prep program and consequentiy not yer 
subject to • time limit, the fewer people will be in Ibe JOBS and WORK programs. It is estimated 
that lb. following percentages of lb. current ceseload wool<! he in 10BS·Prep under different policies: 

Option A: Case bead is 60 years or over, case head bas a severe disability or is caring for a child 
with a severe disability, 
8 _t In JOBS-Prep 

Option B: Ca,. head is 60 y ..... or oVer, case head bas • disability which limits work. or is caring 
for a child wilb a severe disability. 
15 _t In JOBS-Prep 

Option C: Option B, plus cases with a child under I in the bousehold or with a woman in the final 
trimester of pregnam:y, Mothers of children conceived while the mother is OD welfare would be 
assigned to 10llS·Prep for a perlnd of time consistent wllb the Family Leave Act. 
2S _t In JOBS-Prep 

Option D: Option B. plus cases wilb child under 3 years in the household or woman in the final 
trimester of pregnancy. Molbers of children conceived while the mother is on welfare would be 
as,lgned to JOBS·Prep for a poriod of time consistent with the Family Leave Act. 
58 _t In JOBS-Prep 

Except for the shorter time limits for children conceived while the mother was receiving assistance~ 
Option D is essentially the strategy used in tile Family Support Act, though States are currently 
permitted to elect Option C (as noted above, only eight bave done so). Option C, which would 
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I "" .reduce the number of exemptwns:by nearJy half from current law, is the strategy used for the cost 
estilllllles in the hypothetical proposal. 

It is easy to determine the age of~OUngest child, but difficult to define disability. illness or the need 
., we for. relatiye for purpos" of assignment to JOllS·Prep as opposed to JOllS. Rather than set 
up el.borate Federal rules for defjning ability ttl wort and then auditing performanC<l, the WOfting 
Group may want to recommend tifat the FederaJ government set a maximum percentage of the 
easeload which can be placed in JOBS·Prep for reasollS other than the age of the youngest chUd, and 
provide guidance as to the other .!rited. for assignment to the JOllS·Prep program. The hypothetical 
plan estimates assume that States Can place aU mothers of children under age t and, in addition, up to 
lS percent of the wtal adult easelOad in JOllS·Prep. 

JOllS Extensions 

A related. but conceptual1y distinct question is that of extensions. Not all persons will be able to 
complete the needed education or :ttaining programs: within two years. For example, some individuals 
with learning disabilities may not ~e able to obtain a high school degree or 3 GED within a two~year 
period. Other persons may be enrolled in post~secondary education. such as a four~year college 
degree program, which requites more than two years to complete. Some programs., including school· 
to-work programs. involve both a:period to finish high school and an additional year or more of 
postgraduate training. I ' 
There seems to be little disagreement that persons who are making satisfactory progress toward 
attaining a high school degree or Completiag • OED, school-to-work or similar program should be 
granted extensions to attam their degrees Ot complete their programs. ExtenSion policy should also 
be sensitive to the particular circumstances of recipients. Persons with language difficulties may 
need~ for e:umple. to complete art English as a Second Language (ESL) course before they can obtain 
a GED or job training, 

I 
The controversial question is whether a person should be able to receive fuU welfare benefits while be 
or &he goes on to complete a four~year college degree. Those who favor such a proposal emphasize 
that assisting poople to obtain a bachelor's degree is the best way to ensure that they do DOt return to 
welfare. Pushing people into IQw~e positions whim do not bring the family up to the poverty Hne 
or offer upward mobjJity may be counter1'roductive. 

I 
Those wbo oppose extensions to a!low individuals to complete a four-year oollege degree note that 
only one-<!uarter of all high school graduates obtain. bachelor', degree, and that among welfare 
recipients the fraction is. much lower. They question whether it is fait to use welfare benefits to help 
support persons who are getting fOur-year degrees when the vast majority of persons paying fur that 
suppan will never get such a degree. There is also a concern that Single parents who receive cash 
assistance would actually have greater access to economic support for higber education than persons 
who did Dot become Single parentS, A partial resolution to this dilemma may emerge if part-time 
work fuWlls the work obligation. lin those circumstances, persons working part time and attending 
school part time would rontinue tri be eligible for some supplemental cash support in most States.,
Another option would be to Jet St8;tes apply for waivers to allow extensions for coUege, 
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As with the issue of assignments to JOBS-Prep, the Working Group may want to recommend that the 
number of extensions be capped at a fixed percentage of the caseload. The current proposal allows 
States to grant extensions to persons for attaining a high school diploma or GED or for completing a 
sebooi-to-work: or other appropriate education or training program, as well as to persons facing a 
language barrier or ocher serious :obstaele to employment. States could also opt to use ~ions for 
persons in post--seoondary education, especially persons in work-study programs. 

We believe tIIat setting the cap at \10 percent of tile JOBS program caseload will provide StJltes • 
sufficient number of extensions. barring unusual circumstances. A State could apply to the Secretary 
of HHS for additional extensions as an amendment to the State plan if it could demonstrate that its 
caseload is very different from til.. in tile nation as a wOOle or if it had developed an alternative 
program which is structured in such a way that additional extensions are requited,

I 
Work-ror-W",.. Versus Work-tor-Welton 

I 
Unquestionably tile hardest pan of designing a time-limited wdfare sys!em is structuring the work 
program for persons who have r~hed the time limit. The wclfare refonn effort will focus on 
making work pay, collecti", child support, and creating a Iim-r.te education, traini", and placement 
program in Older to keep tile number of persons teaching tile time limit to • minimum. In addition, 
all persons approaching tile two-ye... limit will he required to engage in • period of intensive job 
seMCh. Despite these efforts. some persons will hit the time limit without finding a job on their own, 
and work opportunities must be provided for them. 

I ' 
The first and most vlsible choice in the WORK program involves W(}rk.for-wages versus work~for-
welfare. Under a work1'or~wages;plant the State or locality is required to offer a work opponunity to 
persons who bave. reached the tim.e limit. Hours and wages are set by the State or locality. Persons 
receive a paycheck for hours worked. If the person does not work. he or she does not get paid. In 
principle. persons are wage earners rather than recipients. In a WQrk1or-weljare plan, the person 
continues ro receive a welfare cb~k but is required to work at a designated community service job as 
a condition of eligibility for cash benefits. Pernons who fail to report for work or wbo perfurm 
poorly can have their welfare benefits reduced. SO long as the State can establish that there was 00 
good cause for their absence or pOOr perfomumce. In effect, noder a work-far-welfare plan, WORK 
program participants remain recipients; but they have additional obligations. 

There seems to be considerable Jeement on tile strong appeal of • work-far-wag .. model. The 
structlJre is seen as providing a tradhinnal work opportllnit)' with tile dignit)' and tile responsibilities 
of a standard work place. Perso~ wouJd receive wages rather than a welfare check. 

i 
The major question to be resolvO(O. whether StJltes should be permined to opt for • work-fur-welfare 
model if they cboose to do so. If the decision is made to allow Stales to elect a work-for.-welfare 
model, the Administration's plan Could have provisions to encourage States. through financial 
incentives and technical assistancel to adopt a work...for-wages model.

I . 
Those who argue for allowing States the choice cite two major concerns: implementation and 
recipiem protection, A work-fur-wages program of this magnitude for this popnlation has oot been 
implemented previously. : 
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Under a wOl'k~for-wages structure, communities would have to establish a system for Hnking WORK 
participants with the private .sect~r. as well as with the WJt~fur.profit and public sectors. They would 
need to detennine how and by what method to poy organizatlons who employ WORK participants, In 
addition, they would need 10 Set ~p procedures for monitoring WORK program participation and 
resolving disputes. There are alsO difficult questions involving worker protection. What bappens if a 
WORK participant. or his. or ber IchiJd. is sick? What happens if the adult simply fails to show up fur 
work repeatedly'! What jf the w6rker feels. the work place is dangerous or abusive? We have limited 
real experience to draw on in addressing these concerns, 

While a work-for-wages model hk not been tested on this scale, work-fur-welfare bas been tried in 
various forms by many SlJIIes, The paymw stIuct\lre is easy-participants get • welfare check, 
Dispute resolution is handled willlin the same sanctioning and appeal structure used for other disputes 
concerning cash benefits. States Isdn have to find work: sites, but protection for workers is less of a 
problem, since the benefit continUes to be paid unless the State decides to begin a sanctioning process.

I 
Before the State can reduce the benefit it must establish that the person failed to meet his or her work 
obligations without good cause. Such a test would never be met if a thUd were sick or transportation 
broke down. Though few people like the existing work-fot ..we1fare programs (usually called 
Community Work Experience Program, CWEP), and evidence regarding their impact on employment 
and earnings is oot encouraging. work~for~welfare is a known entity. A number of other welfare 
refonn plans eall fOr CWEP after two years of transitional assisUUlce. 

Those who argue against allOWinl States the option of selecting CWEP fear that many would cl!oose 
the approach that they know, without giving the workMfor-wages model serious consideration. This 
would undermine the goals and ~iIosophy of the reform plan. They view the implementation 
problems in \\'Ork-for~wages as difficult. but &urmountable. especially if the program initially focuses, 
on younger recipients, As discussed below, States would be given enormous flexibility in deciding 
how to implement a workRfor-wages model. Moreover, under the phase--in strategy recommended 
above, the number of work .lots ;WOuld grow gradually, due to the targetiog of young parents, giving 
States the time they need to design and implement new systems. The scale, rather than the structure, 
of the WORK program may be the primary "'ncem for Swes: , 

Work~for..weIfare sends adverse ~es to recipients. prospective employers, and the public. 
CWEP slots are not generally perceived as "real jobs," CWEP participants in arguably one of the 
best run programs (in San Diegu) reported that they thought the work requirement was fair, but they 
felt like they were worldng for free. There is little eviden.. that p.rnons who go thmugh CWEP 
subsequently fare better in the wOrk place than people who were just on welfare. Employm will 
probably never see eWEP exper~enee as serious work: experience. No regular job pays its employees 
regardlet;s of when and whether they show up unless the employer can prove the person did not stay 
out for good cause. Placements are virtuaUy never in the private .sector, nor are they likely to be. 
Work~fof-wages programs by coDtrast can target private sector employers. PerMps tllO$t importantly, 
witbout the responsihilities of reiular work and Ill. poyeheck tied to performance, there will be far 
les. dignity in WORK, i 

Advocates for a workMfor.,wages ~liCY note that such a mode! would distinguish the Administration's 
pJan from other proposals and serve to define and delineate our vision. A work-for-wages plan 
whereby persons are given transitional aid and training and then offered a job if they can't find one 

I 
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on their own contrasts sharpJy with a plan which calls for people to work off their weffare check after 

!W1) years. I 
The Worting Group may want to recommend a very flexible work-for--wages program, with 
considerable State and 10Clll diseri.tion in the operation of the program. Many of the detail' would b. 
quite consciously left to States ~ local communities, who know their own needs and circurnsta.oces. 
including labor market conditions, best. 

, 

I 


Part-time ...... Full-lime Work Expe<l.adons 

The transitional support program ~ilI focus beavily on work:. Persons would not be able to collect 
welfare benefits indefmitely with~ut working. But the question remains: should someone who bas 
reached the time Hmit and is working in a low~wage job~ either a WORK position or an unsubsidized 
job, be ab1e to receive cash benefits in addition to wages. if the family's income is below the 
eligibility st>ndard in the State? 

One option is to aUOW' families in,which one member is working part-time (20 hours per week in an 
unsubsidized job) to continue to chuect cash assistance. Under this strategy. months in which an 
individual was working part-time Jlwould not count against the time limit, and persons who had 
reached the time limit and were in WORK positions or in unsubsidized jobs could collect cash 
benefits if otherwise eligible. AlSo. pan-time work would meet the JOBS participation requiremeot. 

I 
This approach bas several advantages. Part-time work may be the most reasonable standard for single 
parents. especially those with young cbildren. All worklog parents face sigoiflcant burd ... in dealing 
with scbool sthedul~, chi1d care,: sick chjJdren. doctor visits and the like, Though the vast majority 
of married mothers work. only about 113 work full-time all year. and they bave help from their 
spouse. Given that at present only 8 percent of adult AFDC recipientS presently work at all in a 
given month, getting people to wOrt parHime may be seen as a major ~mplishment. Moreover) 
part-time work may serve as a stepplng stone to both fuUwtime work and to better-paying jobs. 
Employers typically bave a strong' preference for work experience in unsubsidized jobs, 

I 
In addition, if wages from WORK, assignments oould not be supplemented with cash benefits. the 
higher-benefit States would have to either make their WORK assignments full-time or leave people in 
WORK assignments worse off than those wbo were not working and on assistance (i.e., those who 
bad not reaclled the time limit). It could be both e.pensive and counterproductive to take poople wbu 
have reached the time limit and ate working part-time out of thelt unsubsidized work. to plate them in 
full-time sub.idlud WORK .lots.1 

, 

The current cost estimates assum~ that part~time work stops the time-limit clock., and ronsequentJy 
more people choose to work: part-time in unsubsidized employment than are doing SO now. If part­
time work does not ,top the clock~ the number of WORK positions needed migbt well be higb .... 
because persons who would worklpan-time whiJe on assistance might give up their unsubsid1zed work 
ro obtain education and training within the two-year window. 

! 
Finally, some argue that since full-time work would always be much more fmanciaJly rewarding than 
part-time work, persons would already have every incentive to work full-time rather than part-time. 
Part-time workers would generaUy be poor, even with their supplemental benefits. 

19 



I 
C9Hf'IB@I!ft>\!: DRAFT-For Di,c,",sio" Only 

I lOt. 
A second option is to end cash aSsistance entirely at the end of two years and require participation in 
the WORK program, even for the working poor who might still quaUfy in some States. People in 
WORK SIOlS 0' unsubsidized part-time wort would not be eligible for supplementary benefits. It 
would encourage poople to beco,p., self-sufficient, with the help of the EITC, child care and health 
care-rather than eontinuing- to rely on welfare indefinitely. It would seem more equitable to single 
parents who are working fuU~timle to support their children without t.h.e benefit of welfare. It might 
also be less costly in the long run than the first option. 

I, 

A third alternative woutd be to Stop the titne--limit clock during part-time work only if the parent had 
a young child, on the grounds that these are the parents most likely to encounter difficulties working 
full-time as well as those for wbOm child care is likely to be the most expensive.

I 
Finallyt a fourth alternative could be to leave the decision to the States, whether to stop the clock for 
persons working part time. I 

,, 
YWk E:soectatioDS in the WORK Program, , 

Related to the treatment of part..t~e work is the key question of how to set the number of hours 
expected of panieipantS in the WORK program. An obvious strategy is to calculate the required 
hours of work in the program by ~dividing the cash welfare benefit by the minimum wage. But this 
simple fonnula raises issues which vary depending on each state+s level of benefits. 

I 
In JQw~benefit stm:~. dividing ea$ benefits by the minimum wage yields a very Jow level of required 
work, tn Mississippi, fOT example, a mother with two children would be requited to work just 10 
hours per week - bardly a substantiaJ work experience. One solution (consistent only with the work~ 
for-wages model) js simply to setla minimum number of hours. In some states. this would mean that 
WORK participants would have more income than people receiving cash assistance only. Another 
solution (consistent only with the ;Worlc:.for~we1fate model) is to include in the formula the value of 
food stamps in addition to cash benefrts. Some would argue that it is unfair to require peQpJe to work 
off DOnwCaSh benefits, and this concern is intensified by the fact that this would occur in some states 
but not in others. 

By contrast, in bigb:benefit m= a different set of issues arises. In these states dividlng cash benefits 
by the minimum wage yields a ven. high level of required work - more man 3S hours per week. 
The greater the number of hours of work, the greater the asso<:iated child care costs, and the greater 
the difficulty of developing WORK assignments, Mo,eover, in some SUItes if no supplemental cash 
benefits were providoo, people earning m.inimum wage in WORK positions would actually be worst 
off than poople receiving cash assistance only. " 

Beeause the issues in setting the nlmber afbours vary depending on each st.ate~s level of benefits, the 
Working Group may want to reco!nmend giving States flexil1ility to determine work. bours within a 
reasonable range - say. 15 to 35 ~ours per week. States would also have flexibility to decide 
wllether to provide supplemental Cash benefits to WORK partitipants. They could USe whatever 
formulas Or criteria they choos., provided that they ensu,. that (I) WORK participants receive at least 
minimum wage. and (2) WORK pBrticip&nts are better off than poople receiving cash assistance only. 

I, 
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IlI_.raglng E>:t<nded WOw{ Partlcipation 

WORK program jobs are not int1ndOO to serve as a substitute for or displace private sector 
placements, Ramer, they are deSigned to provide temporary. last~resort work for persons who have 
reached the time limit without fifldjng a private sectOr job. Unlesslong..f:erm participation is deterrOO. 
the size of the WORK program ",uld become prohibitively large, Indeed, the ultimate goal of the 
WORK program is I!> place people into unsubsidized work, 

There are various ways in which la WORK program can be designed in order to discourage or prevent 
extended participation. These include the foJlowing provisions: limiting the duration of each 
individual WORK assigmnent, ,.gulring frequent job search, denying the EITe I!> WORK program 
participants and placing limits on the total length of time people are allowed to spend in WORK 
assignments , 

Limiting the duration of indiYidual WORK assignments and foUQwlna them with intensive job seaceh. 
There is little disagreement that individual WORK placements ought to be limited in duration to 
perhaps 12 months. Thi.limit is!designed to prevent participants from becoming attached to 
particular subsidited jobs. Of co~rse. there would be strong encouragement to and .incentives for 
employers to hire WORK participants as unsubsidized employees before or lit th. end of the 12 
months, Before and after each JORK assignment, job search would be required, 

l2en.Yinl tit. EITC to WORK Il1llgraID paoi.ipants, Pernaps the best way to ensure that people do not 
eschew private sector jobs for WQRK positions is to make certain that any private sector position 
pays better than a WORK job, Though there are various mechanisms for accomplishing this. onc of 
the easiest is to deny the BITe for money earned in the subsidized WORK assignments. Since 
WORK slots are already subsid~. it could be argued that it would not be appropriate to offer the 
additional subsidy of the ElTC. There would be s(}DlC administrative complexity to tteating earnings 
received while. WORK participant differently from other earnings. 

, 

I 


Some argue that if persons are being expected to work in real jobs they ought w receive the same 
benefits as other work.ers. They ~elieve that limits on the duration of WORK assignments. frequent . 
job search and the possibility of p~omotion wilJ lead people to move toward private work without t!1~ . 
peed for special "penalties" for WORK workers. 

, 

Others argue thaI without such a ri,quirement. the WORK program will not truly be a last resort fur 
those unabJe to find unsubsidizOO jobs.

I . 
Requiring acceQWJce of any Private sector iob offer. Both JOBS and WORK program participants 
would be required to accept any offer of an unsubsidized job. provided the job met certain health and 
safety standards, Of be denied assistance Of a WORK job for several months. After two refusals, the 
person might be permanently denj~ access to i WORK assignment. Some argue that such provisions 
are UlUlecesSary, bard to administer end potentially unfair, especially if the EITC is denied to WORK 
workers. I 
Limiting the total time people can be in the WORK grogram. Another way to limit WORK 
panicipation would be to time limit WORK. just as welfare is time--Ilmited, Those who favor limiting 
the total length of time in WORK assigmnents to two or three years argue that other persons are not 
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guaranteed paid work if they canLt fmd it on their own. Theoretically, persons ""uld SIlly in the 
WORK program for many years,]and such extended WORK participatlon is seen by some as creating 
a work entitlement that may become as unpopular as welfare is now. 

A second argument involves the ~ use of resources. WORK slots require resources for job 
cr..tin. and child care, If peopie have bee. in the WORK program for two yean and in the lOBS 
program for two years prior to that. resources, including WORK positions~ might be better focused 
on other recipients. 1 

The biggest problem with limiting the duration of WORK participation is d""iding what I/) do when 
individuals hit such a WORK time limit. One strategy would be to have individual evaluations for 
those who reach the WORK timelimii I/) d~. whether they sbeuld be _med I/) lOBS-Prep, bave 
their welfare benefits reduced if they are job ready, Of be eiassified as permanently deferred. Such a 
Stnltegy would ensure that WORK slots were preserved for those fil1It reaching the time limit. One 
need not require States to limit WPRK assignments; one might only provide the flexibility to do so. 
Other welfare refono proposals allow States to terminate or reduce public assistance after 3 years. in 

COpWEP, th th . .I.~. fu I'" Ii" ~ WORKpanents argue at ere is DO JUStiucatlOD r lm1tmg pan c patlon 10 we program, 
especially If WORK participants are denied the EITC. If all the provisions listed above for limiting 
the length of WORK limiting provisions were adopted, anyone still eligible for a WORK ...ignment 
after, say, 2 or 3 years would hav~ successfully met all WORK requirements in several different 
placements. been through 3 or 4 iIltWiVe searcbes for unsubsidized employment, not refused any 
private sector job offer and woold~be seeking a WORK assignment even though any private sector job 
opportunity would pay 40 percent more and probably offer. better future. 

Opponents of WORK time limits ~gue thll1 such people woold most likely be individuals who 
genuinely could not find any private sector emptoyment either because they lived in a weak labor 
market, or because they could not,! despite their bast efforts, successfully compete for available jobs. 
Denying them the opportunity to parueipate in the WORK program would very likely caus.lbelt 
incomes to faJi sharply. potentially; putting the family at serious risk of home1essness or other crises. 
Virtually none. of these families would bave had incomes above the poverty line while they were in 
the WORK program. Unless we are wi1ling to provide cash benefits without a work: expectation for 
people whn are no longer eligible fur the WORK program, we would be placed in the position of 
denying suppon to persons who had demonstrated a willingness to work. Finally, there is lbe 
question of what would boppen I/) people who had exhausted both their JOBS support and WORK 
support, succeeded in finding work, but lost that work when the economy changed or for other 
reasons. What would be the tempqrary safety net fur such families? 

I 
Time--limiting participation in the WORK program would DOl bave any effect on cost estimates in the 
five-year cost estimation window uSed for the budget, Since it will likely take States two years to 
begin implememing the program, ~en a strict two-year limit on JOBS followed by a strict tw&-year 
limit on WORK would not affect anyone for six years. Since most people: do DOt stay 00 welfare 
continuously for four years, in most cases it would not have any effect for seven or eigbt years. 
Eventua1ly. however, such limits; o~ WORK could bave a significant impact. Unfortunately. we bave 
no information on the extent to whi,eh extended stays in the WORK program will be a problem, nor 
any understanding of what would bO the reasons for such extended stays, The issue ""uld be revisited 
in later years if extended spens in WORK became a problem. 
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IndivldWlI Economic DeVel.~1 I'Cl 

As part of the welfare reform efflrt. we wHl be exploring a range of strategies, above and beyond 
education and job training, to help recipients achieve self~sufficiency. Microenrerprise development 
and incentives for saving will be ;unong the complementary approaches to be examined. The 
hypothetical welfare reform plan includes two individual economic development demonstration 
programs. one testing the effect of Individual Development Accounts on savings and another 
attempting to encourage peroons 00 assistance to start microenterprises (smali businesses). Raising 
the asset limit for eligibUity for c3sh benefits to $10,000 for savings accounts da~:ignated for specific 
purposes such as purchase of a flCst home is also under consideration. 

An Individual Development Aerolnt (IDA) woul4 be a special type of savings acoount, in which 
savings by recipients would be matched by Federal government dollars. Savings from an IDA, 
including both the individual's share and the matching'doUars, could only be withdrawn for a limited 
number of purposes, including paying for education or training. starting a business or purchasing a 
home. The IDA demonstration will anempt, through. randomized evaluation, 10 determine the effi:ot 
of such savings incentives on both asset accumulation and movement toward self--sufficienC}'. 

The hypothetieaJ reform plan aJso~ includes a demonstration program to promote self-employment 
among welfare recipients by providing access to both microloan funds and to technical assistance in,
the areas of obtaining loans and starting businesses. The demonstration, which will, as above. be a 
random assignment study, will explore the extent to which self--employment can serve as a route to 
self·sufficiency for recipients of cash assistance. 

23 




eoo<_Nl'I"'L DRAFT-For Discussion Only
I ~ 

ADDENDUM: EXPANDED JOBS AND T1ME-UMITED CASH ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 

DESIGN I· 
A greatly expanded lOBS program will be the centerpiece of the new transitional assistance program. 
lOBS will be a two·year job searc~, education, training and job placement program designed to belp 
welfare recipients secure empio~t and achieve self~fficiency. While individuals are in JOBS. 
they will be eligible for cash assiStance. Following is the ",ooDll!lellded ""panded program design.

I
Administration. As under current law, State welfare agencies will administer the cash assistance and 
expanded JOBS program under broad Federal guidelines. States will have., submit a JOBS plan, 
which bas been developed and cOOrdi.n.atOO with re'evant employment~ training, and educational 
programs in the State, to the Se<:let.ry of HHS for approval.

I 
EuMina. A. under current law, Federal matching funds for JOBS will be available as • capped 
entitlement. .I 
Activities. New entrants will be assessed and then enter into an agreement with the agency 
administering the JOBS program 'that stresses the mutua) responsibilities of recipient and agency under 
a time-limited assistance prog~. The fOC'US will be on the activities and services that the individual 
needs in onler., achieve self.sufficiency. Stales will have the option., require persons applying for 
assistance to engage in job search from the date of application. 

, 
State JOBS services and activitieS will be largely those provided under current law. including 
education. U'aining. CWEP and other work activities, job development and job placement. A key 
aspect of the plan is to increase cOordination and integration of JOBS with mainstream education and 
training programs and initiatives.!Curreru limitations on the duration of job search within the lOBS 
program will he relaxed to prom~ employment. 

Recipients who are within 45..90 days of reaching their twQ~year time limit wilI be requited to engage 
in job search at that point. ! 

ParticiPation standards. The new' transitional assistance program wilt be phaswwm gradually over 
several yean. At full implernenrJ.tion, minimum State JOBS participation rates will be significantly 
higher than the current rate. nit! definitioD of parti<:ipation will be expanded to include a broader 
range of activities that promote sdfwSufficiency.

I 
Sanctions. We are considering strengthening the sanctions for failure to panicipate in the JOBS 
program. One option would be to adopt the APWA recommendation that the sanction be set .1 25% 
of the total of cash benefits plus Food Stamps. 

Earn~back provisions. ReciPienJ who leave JOBS and transitional assistance for regular unsubsidized 
employment before reaching the two-year limit but subsequently lose their jobs will be able to return 
to the transitional assistance program. Per.sons who have left welfare can earn back potential mont.bs 
of assistance for time in which th~y were out of the welfare system. . 
JOBS-Prep. Recipients who arelnot able to W()rk or to participate in a JOBS education or training 
program will be assigned to IOBS·Prep and expected to do something to contribute 10 themselves and 
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their community. individuals in!the JOBS:ep program would include persons of advanced age, 
those who have severe disabiIities and mothers of very young~ very ill or severely disabled ebiJdten. 
Persons assigned to the JOBS-~ program would not be subject to a time limit unless and until they 
entered the JOBS program. The

:
peroentlIge of the caseload thai S..... could place in the JOBS·Prep 

program will be limited. 

EXteosjQos. States wilt be permitted to grant a limited number of extensions of the time limit for 
completion of education or training programs and in other appropriate circum.st.ances. It is proposed 
that States be allowed to extend +maximum of 10 percent of their caseload at anyone time. Under 
special circumstanees. States could be permitted to exceed tbe cap on extensions. 
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I "'" ADDENDUM: WORK-FOR-WAGES PROGRAM DESIGN 

The following are key policy elelents and the initial recommended design. Elements with an • 
contain controversial policy questions: 

I
Admjnjstriltion. Slales would b. required to develop a WORK plan for Joint approval by the 
Secretaries of HHS and Labor. States would be required to bave. WORK advisory panel with 
membership from labor, buslnessland community organizations. To be resolved: membership and 
links to Private Indus!r)I Council" (PICs) and Workforce Investment Boards (WIBs). The advisory 
panel would have to approve the WORK plan. 

Funding, for eaeb WORK Plalent, States would receive a f)~ amount fur administrative c:osts and 
would be reimbursed for w"1les plod (bourS times w"1le) according to a specified set of matcliing 
ruJes. Federal matching rates woUld significantly decline the longer the person stayed in the WORK 
program as a further incentive fo~ Slates to move people into unsubsidized work:. Additional monies 
or a higher matcb might be available to Stales in times of recession. 

Placements, Placements in Privat~ sector establishments. would be strongly preferred. States would 
be free to negotiate contracts with: private companjes. placement services. community organizations, 
Stale and loc.a1 government agenci,cs, and other organizations to accept or pJace WORK participants in 
exchange for payments from the government. Private sector placements would require that at least 
some portion of the wage be paid by the employer.

I 
In addition, a major effort would ~e undertaken ~ith State and Federal government agencies to find 
job pJatements througb existing ~itiative:s and program ~pansjons such as child care, Head Start 
centers, housing rehabilitation projects, Empowennent Zones, and many others. 

, 

National Service placements would also be acceplllble WORK assignments. Sillies would be given the 
option of contracting with the N~onal Service Board to provide a certain number of National Service 
Placements. In addition, National; Service workers could be used to help work with and supervise 
WORK participants in rommunity Iservice activities. 

I 

I 
, 

• DispJaceroen1. Language to be developed, with National Service non-displacement language serving 
as the base. 

• HOUrs. HourS would b. set by the SIale-a minimum of IS hOUrS and a maximum of 35 bOUB. 

States would be free to use whatever criteria they choose in deciding upon hours so long as each hour 
of work was paid. I 

, 

Sillies could choose to offer anything from part-time to full-time work. If the WORK Job paid less 
than the family would bave re<eivOc! in casb beoefits (before reaching the time limit) the Slale would 
be required to pay a supplement (see below). Requlrlng full-time work would be considerably more 
tx:pensive, more than doubling the: cost of the WORK program and complicating the job creation 
problem consid,,,ahly, Particularly fot moth... with young children, full-time work may not be 
deemed appropriate or practical b~ the local community. 
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I ~~ 
• Wages. wQ[ting condjtions. and benefits. WORK assignments would have to pay at least the 
higher of the Federal and any State or local minimum wage l but States and localities could choose to 
set a higher wage rate in specific cases. An argument can be made that on' the grounds of equity, 
total compensation (including any 'subsidized child care and other benefits) paid to individuals in 
WORK assignments would have to be similar to the compensation paid to other workers in the same 
job (taking experience and .kilis i(lto lICCOlIllt). Sick rul.. and absentee policy would be the same as 
that of similar workers in the establishment. States would set or negotiate such rules in cases in 
which a new organization or establishment was being formed to employ WORK participants. 
Workers compensation coverage ~Id be provided~ either through the employer or by another 
meth04. FICA tlIX.. would b. paid, wilb, again, lbe ..act mechanism to be developod. Unemploy­
ment insurance payments. however. would not be required.I . 
Suwlemental sl!])J)Ort. If expected WORK program earnings .et of work expenses were less than 
would have been receiv(ld by a non-working family OD cash assistance, the State would be required to 
pay the difference as a supplemenW benefit Note that such a supplemental b••eflt would never be 
higher than the supplement that wOUld be paid under transitional asslstance for someone with the same 
earnings in 3 private sector job. I 
• Treatment of earnings from WORK mP&ram for oUler goyernment benefits. For purposes of 
determining eligibility and benefits for other government programs, the following rules would apply:, 

• 	 For purposes of calculating food stamp, housing and other benefits. wages paid under the 
WORK program would beitreated as earnings. Benefits would be: calculated on a 3~month 
prospective basis under the assumption that the person were going to work the full number of 
hours assigned. No incr~es in food stamps or supplemental benefits would occur if the 
person did not work. the required hours. provided be or she did not bave good cause (e.g., a 
serious illness) for the misSed work:. 

• 	 Earnings received under tbb WORK program would not be eligible for the EITC and would 
not be included in adjusted\gross income for tax purposes. This provision is designed to 
ensure that private unsubsidized work would always be significantly more attractive- than 
WORK. . I . 

, 

Limits on the duration of each plaOOmem with frequent requirements for supeo:ised job search. 
WORK slots at. designed to be IMlporary, available only when people really cannot find private 
sector work:. Eath individual plac~ment would be limited to no more than 12 months as a subsidized 
placement and would have to be prOceded and followed by • perind of intensive job search. If the 
employer agreed to take the person1on as an unsubsidized worker. the individual would be considered 
out of the WORK program. I 

I , 
• Required acceptance of any private sector iob offer, WORK program participants would be 
required to accept any ullSubsidized job offer or be denied a WORK job for several mooths. After 
two refusals, the person migbt be pe:nnanentJy denied access to a WORK assignment. 

Tracking of placement and retentiQ~ recQrds. States would be required to maintain records OD the 
rate at which WORK workers are ' .... !ned by their WORK employers or placed in UllSubsidized jobs 
by placement services, States would be expected to give preference for contracting with the WORK 
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program to the employers and placement &e1Viees with tho best performance. At. future date, the 
Secretary of HHS may impose retention or placement standards. 

! 
Re!JIrnS \0 JOBS-£m>. Persons Who b...... temporarily UI or faced a major new impediment to 
weric could seek to be re-evaluated and placed in lhelOB5-Prep program until such time as tho State 
deemed them ready to work.. Persons in this status would count against the limit on JOBS-Prep 
placements. I . 
• Insufficient WORK slots. In eases where there are insufficient WORK slOUt first preference would 
go to people just reaching the tim. limit. States would be required to pay ongoing cash benefits I<> 
persons who were DOt placed In WORK assignments, and States would ho reimbursed for such 
benefits lit • signlficantly reduced match. The reduced match might be waived In periods of high 
local unemployment. 

28 




I 
CQNFIBBtfHA-L DRAfT-For Discussion Only 

I \'If> 
MAKING WORK PAY/CHILD CARE 

I, 

, 


BUILDING BLOCKS: E1TC AND HEALTH CAllE REFORM 

A crucial component of welfare lronn based on work and responsibility is making work pay. 
Although they are not discussed in this paper, working family tax credits and health reform .... two of 
the three major components of m1aking work pay. Last summer's $21 billion expansion of the Earned 
Income Tax Credit (EITC) was amajor step toward making it possible for Jow--wage workers to 
support themselves and their families above poverty. Wben fully implemented, it will have the elfect 
of making a $4.25 per hour job pay Dearly $6.00 per bour for a parent with two or more cbildten. 
The welfare reform propo.sal wiU. include provisiOns to make sure the EITC can be delivered OD a 
regular, advance-payment basis throughout the year.• 

I 
The next critical step is ensuring that all Americans have health insurance coverage. Many recipients 
are trapped on welfare by their ulabillty to find Or keep jobs with health benefits that provide the 
security they need, And too ofte~~ poor, non·wori::ing families on wclfare have better health coverage 
than poor, working families. Th~ President's health care reform plan will provide universal access to 
health care. ensuring that no one ,will have to fear losing health coverage and choose welfare instead 
of work to ensure that their children have health insurance. Both the EITe ~pansi.on and bealth care 
reform wiH help suppon WQrkers' as they leave welfare to maintain their independence and seff­
sufficiency. I 	 . 
The key mis,ing component for making work pay i, subsidized obUd care. In order fur families. 
especiatly single~parent families~ to be able to work and prepare. themselves for work, they need care 
for their ehildren. In addition to :ensuring child care for participantS in the transitional assistance 
program and for those who transition off welfare, child care subsidies will be made available to low­
income working families who have never been on weJfare. 

! 
There are two major issues as we: think about child care in the context of welfare reform: 

I
• 	 How muob subsidized child care 3~ould be made available, and fur whom? 

• 	 What investments andfor ~equirement.s should be put in place to improve the quality of 

child care and the coordulation of child care programs funded under different 


mechanisms? I . 
ISSUE: HOW MUCH CHILD CARE AND FOR WHOM? 

I 
There are three categories of low~income families with child care needs that we ought to consider: 

• 	 Families in JOBS, world~ part-time, or in WORK 

• 	 Families in a transition p~riod) having just work«l their way off assistance or the 

WORK program 
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., Families working without having ever been on welfare or working beyond a transition 

All th~::~ri" have legitl claims on child care subsidies. Famili.. who are required to 
participate In lOBS are currently; guaranteed child care, and righdy so. People who are _Icing hot 
still on welf"e have their child case subsidized through disregasds in their AFDC and food SllImp 
benefits, and sometimes througb Isubsidies. We propose to cnntinue eurreat guarantees of child We 
subsidies fur these categories of tecipients. People in the WORK program are like welfare recipients 
in that they are working as a condition of receiving continued suppoftt they arc working at the 
minimum wage, eed they are not'receiving the EITC, The proposal would guarantee thelr child care,,
jllSt as it is guaranteed fur JOBS eed AFDC participants. . 

Under current law, people who .Lve off welfare and are worlcing are guaranteed subsidized child 
care for a year in order to ease the transition. We propose to continue that guarantee for participants 
in the transitional assistance program who move into pdvate sector work. 

It is bard to argue~ however1 that\low~inoome working famines who are not on welfare 'or are 
transitioning off welfare are less ~eeding or deserving of child care subsidies than people who are on 
welfare. It seems quite inequitab!e to provide child care subsidies to one family and to deny them to 
another whose circumstances are identical except for the fact that the first family is or has been on 
welfare. I 
The crucial issue to be decided is:the size and shape of 3 child we subsidy program for the working 
poor. This program should almost .....inly be desigued as a capped entitlement. There are three 
basic options. which reflect different overall 1evels of resources and different tatgeting strategies. 

. I 
capped Entitlement: Full..s.rvlce Level 

If we genuinely want to make wofk pay. to make work more attractive than welfare, and to maintain 
equity between those who have an~ have not been on welfare. it is important that child care subsidies 
be available for the working poor,I independent of their prior welfare status. The ideal approach, if 
resources were no constraint. wOl1;ld be to guarantee a thUd care subsidy to all working poor families 
who need it. with a reasonabJe ce~ing on cost per child. The cost of such a fuJl..serviee entitlement is 
estimated to be herween $2 eed $3 bUlion per yeas of net new Federal eed State spending.

I 
This estimate is very uncertain. B,ecause it is based on current usage, it dooo Dot reflect potential 
changes in work behavior and child care choices that might result if Dew subsidies. were available. 

>

The estimate may, therefore, underestimate actual COsts, On the other band l experience to date, 
suggests that actual child care usage is often much lower than planners predict; based on this 
experience, the estimate could be too bigh. Because of the great uncertainty of the estimates of 
providing subsidized cbild care fo~ the working poor. how~er. it seems unwise at this point to 
establisb an uncapped entitlement which could potentially become quite expensive. 

The logical a1ternative is a capped lootlement set at a level that ·reflects available resources. ,Capping 
the entitlement guarantees that .pending will not eXceed the SV"'ified limit. 

I 
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We suggest a funding level at less than fun service in order to reflect available resources. The 
proposal is for $2.0 billion in 1m. with a fivbwyeat COst of $5.0 billion. This is: Jess than our 
es.timates for fuU service, and therefore, requires some method of allocation. 

Allocating a Capped Entlt .....Jt: Stale Discretion 
I 

The most obvious way of stfUcwting a capped entitlement to child care for the working poor, whether 
at the fuJi-service level or at a loWer leve1~ is to allot available funds to the States and allow them to 
use the funds: for services to families as they see fit. This approach should work: very well if the 
funds are set at the rull.serviee leVel. At a lower funding level, however, a problem arises because 
the funds may not meet actual d~. and criteria for determining which familie$ to serve are 
difficult to set. Child care subsidies tend, therefore. to be distributed Inequitably. often on the basis 
of a first-come, first-served strategy that cannot address relative need. 

I 
Allocating. Capped Entitlement: Targeted

I 
An altornative would be a targeted capped entitlement. Because it would be capped, spending levels 
would be controlled. But if it were targeted to a population sub-group. and set at a level that was 
estimated to be sufficient to serve'that sub--group, the allocation problem of the fuU'"5uvice, capped 
entitlement could be alleviated. The question. therefore, is wbether there is a sub-group thai could be 
targeted that makes sense progranlmatically and that could be served with. reasonable resonrce 
aiJocatlon, \ 

One possibility is to target young families:. along the same lines and for the same reasons that we are 
targeting young AFDC applicantS lutd recipients for phasIng in the transitional assistance program. 
This strategy hi" many attractive features. It can be justified on the same grounds thai we justify the 
focus In the transitiooal program-Investing in young families. It also addresses the problem of equity 
between welfare and non-welfare ~iplenlS. Everyone born after 1972 would receive services in the 
JOBS and WORK programs and child care subsidies if they are working. whether or not they are or 
have been on welfare. The dis.ad~ge of this kind of targeting~ ohviously. is that it denies services 
IX> older mothe" simply on the basis of their blnh date. F.,using child care subsidies on young 
mothers may send a wrong message about the desirability of deferring parenthood. 

I 
The estimated additional costs of ~ild care subsidies for young families are about $750 million per 
year. Our suggested funding level would, therefore, be soffitlent to serve all young families and • 
portion of older familjes. I ' 
QUALITY AND COORDINAllQN ISSUES 

The issue of qUality versus quantity in chUd care has a long and contentious history, At one extreme 
are those who argue that cbild carelsubsidies should only be available for care that meets Federally­
defined quality standard•• that profesSional group care should be preferred over informal care. end 
that rates should be set in such a way that expensive care is not only eligible for subsidy but is 
encouraged. At the other extreme ~e those who argue that child care subsidies should be available 
for any kind of care that the patent;can find, with a strong preference for inexpensive and informal 
care. 
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Head Start 

Fortunately, some agreements an~ accommodations in the Head Start program bave been emerging 
that can guide an approach to child care, Nearly everyone agrees that Head Start, with its high 
quality comprehensive approaeh tp child development~ should be the preferred service for as many 
three- and four'year-olds as possible, with suppl_ child care as needed, This Administration', 
conunitment to expanding Head Stllrt, and to deVeloping more MI-day and full.year Head Stllrt slots. 
will ensure !bat as many as 1,006,000 low-inrome children in 1999 will be served by Head Start, 

l'arental Choice and Stale Ov.1ght 
Recent child "",e legislation has been based on the co..ensus that for other child care arrangements, 
parents should bave nearly unlimited choice, constrained only by State regulations and by minimum 
bealth and safety standards, The 'general principle is that providers wbo receive subsidies should ..... 
State licensing or registration st>ndards and that parents should be informed about their child "",e 
choices, Providers that are ..empt from State regull.ory standards (most Sillies exempt baby-sitting 
and small in4lome care arrangements for two or three children, and some States exempt sectarian and 
other providers of more formal care) would be required to register with the State and to meet Swe.. 
defined requirements for the prevention and control of infectious diseases, building and physical 
premise safety and minimum heal\h and safety training of providers, 

, 

Investments in Qua61y and Supply 

I
A third point of general agreement is that some funds ougbt to be available for investments in child 
care quality and supply, We proPose , ..ing aside a portion of child <:Me funds for the following: 
resource and referral programs; grants. or loans to assist in meeting State and local standards; 
monitoring of compliance with Iidmsing and regulatory requiremenlS; training and tecbnieal assistance 
to providers; and enhancements to compensation for provid .... We also propos. to ensure that 
training and technieal assist>nce are .v.ilable to enable welfare recipients, ineluding JOBS and 
WORK participanlS, to become Head Start and chUd care proViders, These programs sbould be an 
important sour"" of private sector job. and of WORK program .lolS for people moving off welfare. 

Rates 

In general, States pay subsidies fo~ child <:Me equal to actual COSl, up to some maximum, This 
maximum should be set in a way that reflects reasonabJe costs of tare. It should also be the same 
across child care programs and payment mechanisms to reflect current market conditions and be 
defined in such a way that It can viIty automatJeally over time and possibly reflect geograpbieal 
differences in prices, I 
Program Coordination 

Finally. there is agreement that chlld care programs and funding streams sbould be designed in ways 
that are easy to administer and appe.. 'seamless' to parents, This can be achieved both through 
program consolidatk>n. when possi~le~ and through coordination of rules* procedures and autnmated 
systems. Because of fiscal and pol,tica.l difficulties full eonsolidatioQ is very difficult to achieve; 
nonetheless, full coordination ought to be an Import>nt goal,

I, 
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PROMOTING PARENTAL RESPONSmILITY 
AND PREVENTING TEEN PREGNANCY 

I 

The best way to end welfar; dLency is to eliminate the nend for welfare in the first place. High 
rates of female-headed family formation and the startlingly high poverty rates of those families lie 
behind our large and growing welfare roUs. We are approaching the point when one out of every 
three babies in America will be born to an unwed mother. and the majority of these will receive 
welfare at some point. Births to 1:school~age unwed mothers are an especially enduring tragedy. Too 
many childten are not receiving ~nanciaJ support from both their parents. This too contributes to 
rates of welfare receipt that are much higher than we would lite. 

Concern over the dramatic inerL in out"'O'f·wedlock births has led some commentators to advocate 
largely punitive solutions. The ~ost extreme of these would cut off welfare for unwed mothers. a 
"cure" that might well bave disastrous effects on the children of these mothers. increase the need fur 
.pending on foster care and orpha..,ges. and potentially !ncr"",. the number of abortions. 

I 
We believe that the best preventiOn strategy is one that focuses: on parental responsibility and provides 
opponunities for exercising it, supplemented by increased family planning efforts and demonstrations 
.of service programs aimed at preventing teen pregnancy, We believe that very clear and consistent 
messages about parenthood. and the ensuing responsibilities which will be enforced. hold the best 
chance of encouraging young people to think about the consequences of their actions and defer 
parenthood. A boy who .... bis brother required to pay 17 percent nfbis inwme io child support for 
18 years may think twice about becoming. father. A girl who knows that young motherhood will 
not relieve her of obligations to Jive at home and go to school may prefer other thoi~, 

The current welfare system sends Ivery different messages~ often letting fathers off the book and 
expecting little from mothers. We hope and expect that a reformed system that strongly reinfurees 
the responsibilities of both parentS will help prevent too...,.ly parenthood. 

Along with responsibility. thOUgh.! we must support opportunity. Telling young peopJe to be 
responsibl.e will not be effective utuess we also provide them the means to el(W'cise responsibility and 
the hope that playing by the rules will lead to • better life. B<>th our child support proposals and our 
transitional assistance proposals are designed to offer opportunity to wOrk and prepare for work? and 
are built on the experience of effeCtive programs. However, the knowlooge base for developing 
effective programs that prevent tOO-early parenthood is mucl:t less solid. Our strategy, therefore, 
emphasizes trying many approaehes ahd learning about: which are most effective. 

I

Our approach has five components: 

• Child support enforcement 

• Responsibilities of sclioolNage parents 

• Responsible family Plannink 

I 
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.___ ~ fCI', __"' _.I,
• ~lIlng 110m compreuenswe preventIOn appro.u.;ues 

, L I,• Supponmg two-parent UUlU les. 

I 
CIllu) SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT , 

, 

A strengthened approach to child support enforcement holds both parents responsible for supporting 
children. It makes dear to fathers, as wen as to mothers, that parenthood brings With it clear 
obligations, and that these obliga~ions will be enforced, with serious and predictable consequences. 
The child support enforcement reform proposal bas three mlllor elements: 

• Establish awards in every calc ' 

• Ensure fair award levels 

• Collect awards that are ow~. 

Establish Awards in Every ~ 
I 

Oor goal is to establish paternity f<>r all out-of-wedlock births. This would be acoompllshed by 
offering States performa.nce--based, incentives for aU paternities established. whether or DOt the mother 
is currently on welfare, expanding the in-bospital paternity establishment provisions enacted as part of 
OBRA 1993, and expanding educi!lion and outreach efforts to stress that having a child Is a two· 
parent responsibility. \ 

The proposal streamlines the legal process for establishing paternity, ..abling States to establish 
paternity much more quickly. This would be acoompllshed by requiring 'up front' cooperation (prIor 
to receipt of welfare benefits), by!establishing clear responslbHity for the !v-D agency to malte the 
cooperation and sanction determination. and by simplifying the process by which p21et1lity is 
established. 

! 
The re.ponslbility fur paternity "'!'blishmcnt would be clearly delineated, Mothers ...,uld be 
required to cooperate in establishing paternity as a condition of receipt of welfare, This strict 
cooperation requirement would require the mother to provide both the name of the father and 
information sufficient to verify the Identity of the person named. (Good cau.e exceptions would be 
granted only under narrow circumStances.) In turn. the States would have a. clear responsibility to 
establish paternity when the mother has tully cooperated. We propose that the Slates be beld fully 
responsible for the cost of benefitS paid to mothers who have cooperated fully but for wbom paternity 
bas 001 been established within a .... iclly defined time frame. 

While the proposal Is very tough ~d strict in its approach to paternity establishment. it does 1101 
punish mothers who cooperate fuJlY. Applicants must /Mtt the new stricter cooperation requirtmenl 
prior to the receipt ofo.nefiJs, but when the mother has fully cooperated and provided complete 
information. the burden shifts to the State to establish paternity. In contrast, some bave proposed that, 
the mother must /uwe paternity established prior.o reuipl ofbenif/ts, The mother who has done 
everything that can be expocted ofher I. unfairly penalized under thl. approach for the State'. 

, 
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inaction or inefficiency in 8ettinJ PatemitY~bHshed. She could be denied benefits for a long time 
through no fault of her owo. 

Ensure Fair Award Levels 

The proposal wou'd estabJish a N,ational Guidelines Commission to study and report to Congress on 
the adequacy of award levels, the variability of award leve1s and me desirability of national 
guidelines. I 
The proposal would also require universal', periodic updating of awards so that all awards would 
c:losely reflect the current ability of the noncustodial parent to pay support. States must establish 
simpJified administrative procedu~ to update the' awards, . 
In addition, present child support1distribution rei'; wo'uld be changed to strengthen families and assist 
families making the t.ransitlon from welfare to work . 

. 

Coiled Awards that .... Owed I 
The proposal seeks to develop a ~ild support system for the 21st century. An Swes must maintain a 
central registry and centralized collection and disbumment capability. States must be able to monitor 
support payments and take approPriate enforcement actions immediately wben support payments are 
missed. Certain routine enforcement remedies would be imposed administratively at the State level, 
thus taking advantage of computer;s and automation to bandle these measures using mass case­
processing tecltniques. A bigber Federal match rate would be provided to implement new 
technologies. I 
To improve colleotions in interstate cases, a federal Chlld Support Enforcement Clearinghouse would 
be created to track parents across State lines. This would include a National Directory of New Hites 
so that wage withholding could bel instituted in appropriate cases from the first paycheck. The 
adoption of the Uniform Interstate1family Support Act (UIFSA) and other measures would make 
procedures in interstate cases morb routine. In addition, the IRS role in full collections and tax 
refund offsets would be strengthened" and a<:ee$S to IRS income and asset information would bf! 
expanded. i 

States also would be provided WiJ the tools they need, such as the aulhority to revoke Ii"""",," and 
access other data bases, so lhat the child support enforreme.nt system is able to crack down on those 
noncustodial parents who othetwis~ find ways to avoid paymem of their support obligations. For 
instance, frequent and routine matches would be made against appropriate data bases to find location. 
asset, and income infonnation on those who try to hide in order to escape payment. 

The Federal funding and incentivelstructure would be changed in order to provide lhe necessary
•resources for States to run good programs. and performancewbased incentives would be utilized to 

reward States fClr good performance. 
I 
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Issue: Child Support Enfot"Cmlenl and Assu....n'" (CSEA)
I 

For children to achieve real economic security and to avoid the need for welfare. they ultimately need 
support from both parents. The11propoSalS described above are designed to co1lect as much money 
from absent parents as possible. But what bappens when little or no money is collected from the 
noncustodial parent either beca~e the child support enforcement system is ineffective, or be<:au.se the 
absent parent is unable to contribute much due to low earnings? In those circurmtantes. a child 
support enforcement and assurance system would guarantee that the CUStOdial parent gets some 
assured level of child support, e~en wben collections from the noncustodial parent fall below that 
level. Thus. single parents wiili a child support award in place could count on some level of child 
support which. since the benefit is not incoml.HeSted, they could then use to supplement their 
earning.. Numerous StJlte and .aoonal reform commissions (including Ill. National Commission on 
Children) have called for demonStrations of this concept. 

Proponents argue chat .bild .upJ" enforcement and assur..." would significandy ease the difficult 
tAsk of moving people from welfare to work. If single parents can count 00 some child SUPPO~, 
usually from the noncustodial patent. but from the assured child support payment if the noncustodial 
parent fails.to pay, then they eanlbuild a reliable combination of their own earnings plus child 
suppon. This llilproach would offer single parents real economic security. CSEA is O{)t unlike 
unemployment insurance fur intaCt families. When an absent parent becomes unemployed or cannot 
pay cbUd support, the child still bas some protection. And since CSEA is not income-tested. there 
are no reponing requirements. nq welfare offices~ no benefit offsets and no welfare. stigma. 
Proponents also suggest that CSEA benefits be subtraeted dollar for dollar from welfare payments, 
especially in high~benefil States. :Thus. it woman on welfare is no better off with CSEA, But if she 
goes to work, she can count on her child support payments; thus, the rewards from working rise 
considerably. Essentially, all of the net Dew costs of a CSEA protection program would go for 
suppo"ing custodial parents who .... off welfare and working. Proponents also argue that if CSEA 
protection is provided only to peOple who have a child suppon award in place, women will bave 
much more im:entive to cooperate in the identification and Jocatlon of the noncustodial father. since 
they can count on receiving benefits. Finally. proponents argue that the program would focus more 
attention on the importance of noncu.stodlaJ parents providing economic support to their chiJdren. 
States might also ell:periment wjth~tyin8 the wured payment to work or to participation in a training 
program by the noncustodiaJ parent. and with other incentives to encourage noncustodial parents to 
pay child suppo". I 
Opponents worry that CSEA would dilute the pressure to actually collect child suppo" and would 
increase incentives to form single-'parent families, If mothers c:.an count On the money regardless of 
whether the State actually collectsithe amount owed, less effort may be put into collections. States 
may choose not to try to increase collections, especially if the Federal government is paying for 
CSEA. There is also a danger tlult CSEA would be seen as welfare by another name, since it is a 
source of support for single parents, Some opponents also argue that there would be fewer incentives 
for absent parents to pay child support since their children are assured of some level of support even 
if they fail to pay. 
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Issue: Enhancing R",ponsibility and Opportunity for Norn:ustodlal Paratl$ 

Under the present system. the n~s. concerns and responsibilities of noncustodial parents are often 
ignored. The system needs to foCus more attention on this population and send the message that 
-fathers matter-, We ought to enCourage noncustodial parents to remain involved in their children's 
Jives-not drive them further away. The well·being of children wbo live. only with one parent wouJd 
be enbanced if emotional and financial support were provided by both of their parents. 

I 
Ultimately, the system'. expectations of mothers and fath... sbould be parallel. Whatever is expected 
of the mother sbouio be expected of the father, and whatever education and training opportunities are 
provided to custodial parents. simUar opportunities shouJd be. available to noncustodial parents who 
pay their cbUd support and ,emain involved in the lives of the it cbUdren. If !hey can improve theit 
earnings capacity and maintain relationships with their ebUdren, they could be a source of both 
financial and emotional support. I 
Much needs to be learned ahou, noncustodial parents, panJy because we have focused relatively little 
attention on this population in the past, and we know Jess about what types of programs would work:. 
We propose the foUowing approaches: 

WDrk.QPl)QI1unki" and obIigaliQJ for rumouSlodjal Ntoots, A portion of JOBS and WOJU( progtalll 
funding would be reserved for ttaihing. work readiness, educational remediation and mandatory work 
programs for noncustodial parents of AFDC recipient children who cannot pay child support due to 
unemployment, underemployment or other employability problems. In addition~ States may have an 
option for mandatory work programs for noncustodial parents. States would have considerable 
flexibility to de:~ign their own progtams. 

aWlS for ....... and DiItlIDlinl! pJmrm. We propose grants to States fot programs which reinforce 
the desirability for children to have continued access to and visitation by both patents. These 
programs include mediation (both Voluntary and mandatory), counseling, education. development of 
parenting plans, visitation enforee~ent including monitOring. supervision and neutral drop-.off and 
pi<:k~up, and development of guidel,ines for visitation and alternative custody arrangements. 

, 

We also propose demonstr~jon gralus to States and/or communlty4la.sed organiDtioDS to develop and 
implement ooncustodiaJ~parent (fatllers) components in conjunction with existing programs for high­,
risk flImilies (e.g. Head Start, Healthy Start, family preservation, teen pregnancy and prevention). 
These would promote responsible pMenting, including me importance of paternity estabJishment and 
economic security fur children and lbe development of parenting skills. 

I 
RFSPONSIBILlTIE'S OF SCHOOL-AGE PARENTS 

The program of transitional assistarlce followed by work' that was outlined earlier in this document 
focuses On the responsibilities of cuStodial parents. especially young parents. to wort and prepare for 
work: as a condition of receiving ~eflts, AU young parents seeking government assistance would be 
expected to prepare for and go to wOrk. Lik<> the child support provisions, the obligations iJlberent in 
the program send a clear message a~t the consequences of parenthood, emuting that welfare receipt 
does not release either parent from their responsibilities to work and suppon their children. 
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Minor mothm. those under age lB. have special needs and deserve special consideration. They are a 
relatively small part of the casel~ad at any point in time. but a disproportionate contributor to long­
term dependency. We bave four proposals that affect minor and school-age patents: 

• 	 Minor mothers live at b~me" We propose requiring that minor parents live in a household 
with a responsible adult,: preferably a parent (with certain exceptions, such as wben the minor 
parent i. married or if there is • danger of abuse ro the minor patent). Current AFDC rules 
permit minor mothers ",!be "adult cat<tak""," of their own children. We believe that having 
a child does not change the fact that minor mothers need nurturing and supervision 
themselves. and they would be ronsidered children-not as beads of bou&cbold. Under current 
law, States do bave the option of requiring minor mothers to reside in their patents' 
household (with CettJlin .xeeptious), but only five have intlnded this in their State plans. Thl. 
proposal would make that option a requirement ror all States. 

• 	 Meotorin& I!y older welrk mer>. We propose ro allow Stales ro utilize older welfare 
mothers to mentor at..mk, sehool~age parents as part of their community service assignment. 
This model could be espe;cially effective in reaching younger recipients because of tbe 
credibility, relevance and, personal' experience of older welfare rec:ipients who were once teen 
mothers themselves. Training and support would be offered to the roost promising candidates 
for mentoring, \ 

• 	 Tirge!jng .choQI-ili' .'Wlt!. W. would ellSure that every school-age patent or pregnant 
teenager who is on or applies for welfare enrolls in the JOBS program, COntinues their 
education. and is put on atrack to self·sufficiency, Every scbool·age parent (male or female. 
case head or 001) would ~e required to participate in JOBS from the moment the pregnancy or 
paternity is established. All lOBS rules: pertaining to personal responsibility contracts~ 
employability plans, and plltticipatlon would apply to teen parents. We propose ro require 
case management and speCial services, including family planning counseUng, for these teens. 

• 	 State options for behavjQr~ incentives. We propose to give States the option to use monetary 
incentives combined with Sanctions as inducements to remain in school or OED class. They 
may also use incentives and sanctions to encourage participation in appropriate parenting 
activities. 	 \ 

ENCOURAGEMENTS FOR RESPONSIBLE FAMILY PLANNING 

ResponsibJe parenting requires acc~ess, to information and SCfVi~ designed to discourage early sexua! 
behavior and prevent pregnancy, We propose the following: 

• 	 A national Campaign agaiJi teen pregnancx. We propose that the Administration lead a 
national campaign against teen pregnancy. involving the media, community organizations, 
churches and others in a cOncerted effort to change perceptions. The campaign would set 
national prevention goals ahd ch.allenge the StaleS to come up with school or community based 
plans to meet those goals. 
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• 	 Increased fundine; for J.u)' plann: services through TItle X. Responsible family planning 
requires that family planning services be available fur those who need them. A request fur 
increased funding for Tide X was included in the FY 1995 budget submission. 

Issue: 	 Family Caps I 
The issue is whether States shou1d be allowed or required to limit benefit increases when additional 
children are conceived by patentS already on AFDC? if the State ensures that parents bave aece.s.s to 
family planning services. Non~welfare working families do not receive a pay raise when they bave an 
additional child, ""en though the'w deduction and the me may increase. How....., families OD 

welfare receive additional suppo~ because their AFDC benefits incr.... automatically to include the 
needs of an additional child. 

Proponents of family caps argu.lat they would reinf."" p.....tal responsibility by keeping AFDC 
(but not food stamps) benefits constant when a cltild is conceived while the patent is on welfare. The 
message of responsibility would ~e further strengthened by permitting the family to earn more or 
re<:eive more in chiJd support without penalty as a substitute for the automatic AFDe benefit increase 
under current law. I 
Opponents of family caps argue that there is no evidence that they deter births, and that they deny 
benefits to needy children. Opponents also argue that the value of the benefit increase is similar to 
the value of the tax deductions anid EITC increase for a working family that bas an additional child. 
(The tax deduction and EITe in"':"" for the secoud child is worth 51,241 at the $20,000 income 
level; the tax deduction is worth 8686 at $60,000. AFDC benefits increase $684 per year fur the 
second child in the median State; includIng food stamps increases benefits by $1,584.)

I 
LEARNING FROM PREVENTION APPROACHES THAT PROMOTE IlESPONSIllJUTV 

Solely changing the welfare ~ is insuffitient as a prevention strategy. For the most part. the 
disturbing social trends that lead tb welfare dependency Ite not caused by the welfare system but 
reflect a larger shift in societal m~res and values. Teen pregnancy appears to be part of a more 
general pattern of high·risk behavior among youth.

I 
The Administration is developing severa) initiatives that aim to improve the opportunities available to 
young peopJe and to provide altenlatives to bigh-f"lsk behavior. The Sdtool-to-Work initiative, fur 
example, would provide opportuni'ties for young people to combine school with work experience and 
on~the-job training. as a way of easing the transition into the workplace. The Administration's crime 
bill focuses additional resources on crime prevention, especially on youth in disadvantaged 
neighborhoods. initiatives like these are aimed at raising aspirations among young people who might 
otherwise become patents too early, 

In addition, we oUght to direct $Orl attention specifically to preventing teen pregnancy. The basic 
issue in designing a prevention apProach is to balance the magnitude of the problem with the pam;:ity 
of proven approaches for dealing with it. We need a strategic approach that develops and funds some 
substantial demonstration programS, and evaluates them for their potential to be more broadly 
effective. 
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DernonstrllliollS. Eatly childb .... ing and Qther problem behaviors are interrelated and strongly 
influ.enced by the general life.experience associated with poverty. Changing the circumstances in 
which pe(IJ)Je live, and consequelltty how they view themselves. is needed to affect the decisiom 
young people make in regard to their lives. To maximize effectiveness, interventions should address 
a wide spectrum of areas lneluding, among others, tc()oomic opportunity, safety, health and 
education. Particular emphasis must be placed on the prevention of adolescent pregnancy, through 
measures which include sex education, abstinence education. life skills education and contraceptive 
services. Comprehensive conununity based interventions sbow great promise, especially those efforts 

•
that inelude education. 1 

W. propose comprehensive demonstration grants Ibat would I'}' different apprnaches to changing lb. 
environment in which yolllh live aoo carefully evaluate Ibeir off_. These grantS would be of 
sufficient size or ~crjtical mass* to significantly imp~ the day..(&oday experiences. decisions and " 
behaviors of yoolb. They would Seek to change oeigbborhoods as well as directly support youlb and 
families and would particularly focus on adolescent pregnancy prevention. While models exist for 
this type of comprehensive effOrt.lfew have been rigorously evaluated. We propose a systcmaOc 
sttategy to learn from variations in different types of approaches. All demonstrations would include a 
strong evaluation oomponent. I. 
SUPPORTING 1Wo-PARENT FAMILIES 

Ideas under oonsideration for Rei~enting Government Assistance include provisions to end or reduce 
Ibe current bias in the welfare sY'tem against two-parent families by: I) eliminatiog Ibe more 
stringent rules for twQ.pa.renl families that exist in current Jaw; and 2) requiring States to provide 
benefits to twoaparent t'anillies continuously. instead of limiting provision of such benefits to 6 
months. Allowing two·parent families to receive the- same benefits that single parentS receive should 
encourage families to stay together. remove disincentives for parents to marry and send a strong 
message about the vatue of both parents. 
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APPENDIX, ENDNOTFS JTABLE I'PI'> 

Two-Parent Estimates 

1. 	 The C<1S1S for elimillllling the special eligibility requirements fur _-parent famili.. is based 
upon estimates from the food stamp quality control data file. These estimates were then 
adjust'" for increased participation based on estimates from the MATIl model employed by 
Mathematlca Policy Res~. Inc. 

I 
Child Support Enforcement E'sUmal<s 

I. 	 The costs for the DOIlCUSLiai parent p~isioDS are 10 percent of the lOBS and WORK 
program costs, I ,.. 

Cas.load Numbers and JOBS and WORK E'stimates 
I 

The caseload numbers and the JOBS and WORK cost estimates are based on the foJlowing policies. 
assumptions and sources of data: \ 

I. 	 Adult .ecipients (includinB teeD custodial parents) born after 1972 are subject to the time limit 
beginning in October 1996 (FY 1997). The cost estimates assume about one third of the 
States, representing 40 pefcent of the case1oad. will implement the policy a year earlier than, 
required. This follows the pattern of State implementation under the Family Support Act. 
lOBS spending on other pOrtions of the caseload would continue as per current law. 

2. 	 Non-parental caretaker re1klYeS are not SUbject to the new rules and are not phased-in. 

3. 	 Parents who have a child Jnder one (or under 3 months, if conceived after the initial welfare 
receipt). are caring fur a severely disabled child, report a work limitation or who are 60 years 
of age and older are deren'ed from participation in til. lOBS and WORK programs. As of 
FY 1999, about 25 percent of the phased·In caseload is deferred. 

4. 	 The easeload numbers incltde modest treatment effects as a result of the new rules. 
I 

5. 	 Cost per lOBS participant figures are taken from the FY 199310BS data (adjusted for 
inflation using the projected CPl). 

I 
6. 	 The cost estimate assumes that all non~eferred phased-in recipients are engaged in activities. 

We assume that at a given Point in time, 50 percent of the phased-in recipients are engaged in 
activities which bave cost. (For recipients with extensions, it is assumed that everyone is 
participating in a JOBS actiyity wbich costs the program money, 

, 

7. 	 The cost of developing andmaintainiDg • WORK assignment Is colculated using CWEP data 
from lOBS and from the wclfare.to.work demonstrations of the 1980$ (again, adjusted for 
inflation u,ing the projected CPI). Approximately 25,000 and 130,000 WORK slot> would be 
''''JUired in 1998 and 1999, 'respectively. 
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s. 	 The figures for JOBS pJiclpants ~ JOBS spending under current law are taken from the 
baseline in the FY 1995 budget for the HHS Administration for Children and Families 

9. 	 The JOBS and WORK Jst estimates do not consider the potential impact of cbild support on 
the .ize of the weload. I 

Teen Case Management and JOJlS.Prep Cost Estimates . 
1. 	 The case management ¢OJt estimate presumes that at full implementation, enhanced case 

management services would be provided to al1 teen parents under the age of 19 and receiving 
assistance. The percentalc of teen parents receiving comprehensive case management services 
I. predicted '" ris. from 10 percent in FY 1996 '" 80 percent in FY 1m, 90 percent in FYs 
1998 and 1m and '" 100 p ... cent in FY 2004. 

I . 
The cost per teen figure for enhanced case management is drawn from Teen Parent 
Demonstration data. There is no data availabJe on the current level of case management 
expenditures in the JOBS Iprogram. Consequently. the estimate employs, as a proxy for a 
JOBS case management cost per participant number. a figure calculated using data from the 
welfare-to·werk demonstrations of the 1980, (San Diego I and Baltimore Options). 

The additional cost of colpre1lensive case management fur teens is the difference between the 
cost of providing enhanced ease management to teen parents under 19 and the cost of 
delivering st>ndard case management to the same population. The difference Is roughly SS60 , 
per p ..ticipant per year, i1J 1993 dollar.;. 

2. 	 The JOBS·Prep COst estimate presumes th.. JOBS·Prep ,<tvi ... will be provided '" 20 percent 
of thos. in the JOBS.Prep:prognun. As SllItes currently serve only 16 percent of the non· 
exempt caseload In the JOBS program, It I, plausible", suppose that States will oat serve a 
significantly bigber perc.ntage of persons in the JOBS·Prep program. We do not know wbat 
••rvices States will provide during the JOBS.Prep program (candidates include parenting skills 
classes, )ife skills training:and substance abuse treatment). so arriving at a cost per participant 
figure for the program is difficult. 

I
For purposes of the estimate, we assume that States will not provide serviee:s such as 
vocational rehabilitation in, the JOBS-Prep program. JOBS~Prep services will consist 
primarily of case managen1ent and referral to external service providers. Many persons in the 
JOBS·Prep prognun bave disabilities, although moSt mothers of children under one do not. 
The cost estimates assume Itbat a fairly intensive level of case management would be required 
for a small percentage of Persons in this program. 

The cost per JOBS-Prep pkiC'Pant figure represents a level of case management more 
intensive than that in the cUrrent JOBS program but not as intensive as the levet provided in 
the Teen Parent Demonstration. The number is arrived at by muJtiplying the Teen Parent 
Demonstration case management figure by .7S. 
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Child Care 1!&tlmat.. 

1. 	 These estimates reflect th~ chUd care costs associated with the phase~in assumptions described 
above under JOBS and WORK. 

2. 	 This estimate is based uJn haseline spending for the Head Stan program and therefore dots 
not acc.ount for the additio'nal children who will be served by Head Start when it expands. 
This foUows conventional 'eBO scoring rules, 

3. 	 There is no sliding sca1e rL fot services included in this estimate. 

4. 	 We assume that approXimltelY 40 percent of ali AFDC families' ponlolpating in lOBS and 
WORK will use paid child ""'e. 

5. 	 We assume that Transitio1 Child Care eligibles will bave average utilization rates of 4(), 	 . 
percent, 	 . 

6. 	 Our working poor estimate represents a phase-in of a capped entitlement to cover children 
whose families are below i30 percent of poverty bot do oot rooeive AFDC. By 1999, we 
will approach full implem~ntation with $2 billion in net funding. We assume that there ate: 
approximately 8 million ndn-AFDC children below 130 percent of poverty, 40 percent of 
whom will pmentially need child care because of their parents' work .tItUS, and that 40 
percent of these families will use paid cbild "",e. 

, 

N. Additi.....1 Benefits for Additional Cbildren , 

I. 	 This cost estimate is based;upon an estimate by the Congressional Budget Office. The 
estimate assumes a State .,ption policy wbere States representing 33 percent of the effected 
caseload adopt a cop for benefits for new child..... 

2. 	 It is assumed that States wJuld reduce the monthly bonefit by $63 for each child (after the 
first) born whUe the mother was receiving AFDC. 1t is also assumed that States would have 
litt1e success identifying children bom on AFDC during previous speUs of welfare receipt. , 
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MEMORANDUM FOR 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

The draft produced by the Welfar 
'a level of creativity seldom ssen in 
certainly a valuablelpiece of work. 
could be improved. Toward this end, 
that the Working Group might want to 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF T 

COUNCil OF ECONOMIC 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 
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BRUCE REED 
DEPUTY ASSISTANT TO 

FORlooMESTIC POLICY 
MARY JO BANE 
ASSISTANT SECRETARY AD 

CHILDREN AND PAMILIE 
DAVID I ELLWOOD ASSIST 

EVALUATION TH 
I 

JOE STIGLIT 
I

Comments on Welfare Re 

I 

period. 	 I.. 
My commentB are .presented in term 

ease of exposition. 'However, these th 
others, since it is seldom appropriate 
welfare reform in isolation. 

I
'rhame 1. What is the IiDtitllllD8Dt? 

Should current ~evelS of payments 
entitlement, the reduction of which sh 
with the strongest of reasons, or shou 
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E PRESIDENT 
DVISERS 

4 

PRESIDENT 

INISTRATION FOR 
HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES 
SECRETARY FOR PLANNING AND 
HUMAN SERVICES 

orm Proposal 

Reform Task Force exhibits 
group project. It is 
e draft proposal. however, 
have a number of comments 
dress in discussions of 

the present draft and that might be ilorporated in a future 
draft. 

One over-riding concern is that y welfare reform 
legislation enacted is reversible. Ti~refore, it is important 
that the program ultimately put into ace be likely to 
experience quick success. Otherwise, uring the phase-in period, 
support for the reform effort may dWi~ le and the legislation be 
reversed (or worse). I Accordingly, the proposal should concern 
itself with demonstrating success (e .. , increased labor force 
participation or reduced case load) in the initial implementation 

of six major themes for 
es are clearly related to 

to view anyone part of 

be viewed as an 
uld only be undertaken 
d we view the whole 

discussion of welfare Reform one in wh'ch the entire nature and 
Siltructure of the Glntj,!tlem~mt is: unCle:, .view? 

o 	 The varied leve~s of support acro~s different statea--which 
we are allowing Ito persist--suggests that we are not 
committed to any: particular level of 	a "safety net. II 
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o 	 Does any individual who bas capab lity of working (at an 
unskl.lled job) rulVe an obligation to do so, if there i. an 
available :lob? I 

. I 1The Worklng Group general y steer d olear of the issue of 
the nature of the 'entitlement,' takin the State level of 
benefits as a given. IGiven the curren political constraints, I 
concur with that judgment, though I wo Id like to see a movement 
towards establishing more national no s. Whether this should be 
done, and if so, how it could be done at effectively, requires 
more discussion. j 

At several points, an implicit a~.ant for whY certain 
policies should be pursued seems to ha e been that we cannot make 
recipients on welfare' worse off than t ey are nOW. But that is 
preciaelythe q~e.tioh at hand: do re ip1ents have an 
°entitlement " to curr'ent levels of benQfits?I 	 . 

To implement any, phased incentivei that would reduce 
benefits as a reCipient's time on the elfare rolls incre~see 
(discussed below), we would have to ad ress this issue. 

I I 
Th_ :I. 'l'P .Rol. of 11I4ivid"al %""""" i ves 

I
I wish to emphasize the importar~ of incorporating strong 

incentives Within the program~ 

o 	 Legal rights maJ limit the abilit to 'force" individuals 
off welfare on a disoretionary be is. 

o 	 Even with best bf intentions, stales IT,ay find it difficult 
to 	change the direetion of agenci~S administering programs. 
We 	 should be wary of having excesfive c6~f1dence in existing
and proposed A~iniatrative struc~ures for accomplishing our 
objectives. I l 
In general, the' Working Group hal eved that individual 

reCipients needed to have appropriate ~ncentives to enter the 
paid labor force as 'soon as possible.. This requires that the 
benefits an individual receives while ~ot working always are less 
tben the total amount of compensation lus benefits received 
while working. and :the difference mus. be large enou.gh to 
compensate for the effort of working. I 

Assessing thes~ incentives requi~ integrating all 
assistance programs,! including food s ps and housing. under 
current programs, in some states! the at return to working at a 
full time job can be as low ae a doll~r or two an hour. The 
consequence is that Ithe incentive for rk is le•• than might
otherwiae seem to be the ease. 
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Though full integration would cle rly be desirable, partial
integration. with welfare payments adj sted to reflect other 
benefits could'go a long way to addres ing the basic incentive 
iS5ues. I 

We may want to consider alternati e ways to providing the 
requisite incentives: j 

(a) 	 Some argue that it would be a inistratively simpler to 
reduce some entitlement other 'than SITe for WORK 
participantsj and to keep theienCitlements provided
through the income tax .yst~ intact (since the tax 
system has less direct contac with WORK participants
than the welfare system) ; 

(b) 	 OVerall bene~it levels could J:i,e reduced the longer a ferl
recipient isl in the welfare Plogram. encouraging
individuals to enter the paid labor force, 
. 	 I 

(c) 	 Finally, for those with the 1 ngest stays on the welfare 
rolls, benefit levels to the arent could be effectively
reduced through provision of 'ore in-kind benefits 
targeted to children.I 	 . 

EVen when recipients are required to accept any full time 
private sector job offered, there are nstances where the 
incentive to enter the paid labor fore would be dulled by the 
operation of the draft proposal. For .xample, under the draft 
proposal. part-time WOrk may stop the tunning of the 2-year time 
clock on training and welfare benefits this case. a 
recipient with a part~time job may 
Alternatively, if parlt-Ume work does 
of benefits available in a positive
le.s satiGfaetory than simply making 
to be availL6lA. A compromise 
appropriate incentives is to ratably 
on benefits for those who engage in 
scheme. a person who :works 20 hours 
able to receive benefits for 4 years 
program (note that such a lor.g period 
to result in the recipient bv.ilding up a 
to leave welfare forlpaid employment). 

i 

receive benefits. 
change the possible set 
, it may be rejected as 

of the training proposed
that retains the 

-l~~~~EI~ 
: 
-time) be 
to the WORK 

part-time work is likely 
sufficient work record 

The draft propodal implies that tte 2-year time limit is a 
lifetime limit. Accordingly, someone ho received benefits at 
age 25 would be ineligible to receive raining and other non-WORK 
benefits at age 35. IA more appropriat~ policy might be to allow 
persons to "earn" additional welfare coverage by participating in 
the 	paid labor foreelfor a sufficientl' long period. The exact 
schedule would require some care to pr vent recipients from 
repeatedly cycling between welfare and the paid labor force. but 
t.he 	potential problems are not insunno table. 
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~ 3. The aol. of IInstltutional X 

Providing appropriate incentives 

2D23956947~ 

~o individual recipients is 
only part of the overall incentive issue. A similar concern 
exists with the incentives provided to Icase workers and to the 
States to ensure that Ithey act to move ~elfare recipients into 
the paid labor force in a timely mann"". 

I ' 
The draft proposal makes heavy d~ands on individual case 

workers to assess whether recipients a~e ready to enter the paid
labor force and in what capacity. Res arch in the area of 
organizations suggests that large chan as in the inc~ 
B~ructure for CAse wprkers ~y need to be a part o1r1:he changing 
culture in the welfare otfice. If the incentive structure is 
ignored. case workers ,will likely reve t to current behavior 
rather tha,11 wholeheartedly implement w Hare reform. Figuring 
out what those incentives might be ond requiring States to 
incorporate them in their own welfare 
integral part of our proposal.

I 
State incentives Iwi1l also playa

of the welfare reform effort. If Stat 
Federal resources without fully impl«
initiative. they may do so. Tying act 
State success at placing welfare recip 
should be seriously considered as part
reinventing the welfare office. Thoug 
built in t.he current proposal. I am eo 
sufficient. I 

,

'.I'li6me', 'The EffecUv-... of lI"bt.l. 
I 

rograms should be an 

major role in the success 
s are able to obt~in 
nting the welfare re!orm 
al Federal payment. to 
ants in unaubsidi%ed jobs
of the process of 
there are some incentives 

earned whether they are 

1'__ 

The draft proposal generally a.au, as that the training and 
placement programs will be approximately as effective as fairly 
successful local programs. I am cones ad that these programs 
may not be effectively deployed on a n tionwide basis. noting
that the predicted succesS rate for tr ining and plac~~ent in 
prior programs often outstripped actua performances. There do 
not appear to be progrllJ!ll\'.a.tic .. sefety et.' in place in cas.. 
these new program. are less successful than projected.

I 
Tl>._ 5. llqu.i1oy :bat_ lIao.l.pinu a the Workll1ll' 1'00" 

One of the basic! tenets of the We fare Reform draft proposal
is that paid work is preferred to rece, pt of welfare benefits. 
This implies that thelworking poor should not be financially 
worse off than welfare recipients. E~ur1ng this 1. difficult. 
because the exper1enc~. of w.lfare racipi.nta differ dramatically
from each other and from those of the rking poor. Guaranteeing
this equity implies that, child care '.hould be provided to the 
working J:)oor on termsl similar to thoa ' for welfare recipients, . 
disability standards should be simila for welfare recipients ~~a 

I 

/ 
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workers; deferments from work requirem ts based on age should be 
granted only for those ot approximatel retirement age; and the 
guaranteed income for 'welfare recipien s (especially those in the 
WORK program) should exceed incomes fo the working poor only
when there is a strong justification f r the discrepancy. 

I
Tbama 6. ~l o! Stat. Discretion 

While there are Jany virtues to g anting States wide 
latitude in redesigning thair welfare rograms. this latitude 
must be tempered withlconcern for over rching national interests. 
Stete. should not be permitted to dafe large portions of their 
case load from work requirements. if t e national policy is to 
favor paid labor force participation. (There are both basic 
policy issues and hudgetary issues inv Ived here,) A strateg'Y of 
granting States a fixed number of deEe ents (perhaps as a 
percentage of ths case load) may prove to he effective in getting 
States to use deferments only in appro riate circumstances. and 
not as a tool to manege the burden on ocel welfare offices. 

I 
A major problem is that we do not know what tbe appropriate 

percentage of deferments should be. T many. deferment of 25 
percent of the caSB load seerr.s too big will it. really mean 
that we bave ended welfare as we know t1 Excessively high
deferment rate. not only presents a po itical probla~. but also 
an economic problem. i A lcey element in welfare reform is 
providing appropriate' incentives to re ipients. If the reform 
plan effectively provides for a 'lotte '--tbe chance at 
continuing welfare as' we used to know t·-it may adversely affect 
those incentives. Al'eo. if States are held to a deferment limit 
of 2S percent of caseload thet~ may be a tendency for Stetes to 
push against that limit. with tbe atte dant negative, 
consequences. I 

CUrrent easeloads may provide us ith poor guidance on what 
the appropriate deferment percentage should be, especially if the 
welfare reform plan succeeds in rAdica~-ly changing the current 
system. It the proposal i. successful in getting a large ,

percentage of recipients from welfare 0 tbe paid labor force 

quickly. then the percentage of the ~amaining caseload that is 

extremely difficult to place in privat~ sector jobs may be high.


iI tentatively .&ggest the fOllOW· g approach, combining
appropriate incentives with flexible ~mit.. First. the Federal 
match fot.' w.~fa..re bellef! ta would be t~'Od to State performance in 
~oving people to paying jobs. This w uld limit State discretion 
to provide benefits that exceed the n tional average by a wide 
amount (by making those States pay moe of the benefit from State 
funds. if the higher, benefits result rn longer stays on welfare)
and would help line ~p State incentives with the purpose of the 
national welfare reform program. tomprehensive measures of 
perfo;rmance should be designed to takl account of local labor 
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market 
limits 
of . g . I 

2 Idren under 

. Third, ~he ::~Et;~:~!:a~:~~L~:~:~!~ltb:~e related Co localeconomic conditions, , and historical 
perfoxmances. Theee - would be set tightly, to 

tantial j current practice. 

as we have notQd, ie is 
possible that State pollc:Les have adverse effects on 
the base casoload, a which is alil,or',ei nation..lly.) This 
outlined approach may-help align State behavior with the national 
goals of welfare reform. 
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For Background Use Only 

The AFDC Program: The Context for Reform 

... $22 billion in benefit payments 

4.8 milliln families 


Average monthly check = $388 


70% of entrants off within two years. 

I .
But two thirds of those who leave come 
back on -ivithin three years. 
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For Background Use Only 

Recent Reforms 

The 1988 Family Support Act 

~ Established IJob Opportunities and Basic Skills Program 

Over half of recipients deferred from participation 

~ States must serve 15% of those not deferred 

State Reform. Efforts 
, 

Twelve states have substantial welfare reform 
demonstrati~ns. 

~ Various apJroach~s to time limits and work incentives: 
I 

California, Colorado, Florida, Iowa 
Michigan, Vermont, Wisconsin 
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For Back9round Use Only 

· · · 
I . 

Values Behind Welfare Reform 

i 

Work 

Responsibility 

Family 

· to- Opportunity 
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For Background Use Only 

A New Vision 

.. Transitional Assistance Followed by, 
Work 

I 
Making Work Pay 

Parental Responsibility and Prevention 

Reinventing Government Assistance 
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For 	Background Use Only 

A New Vision: 
Transitional Assistance Followed by Work 

... 	 Full participation 

Traimng, education and job placement 
services (the JOBS program) 

Time limits 

Work for those who exhaust their time 
limit (the WORK program) 
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Improving the JOBS Program 

Full Participation 

Training, Education and Placement 
I

(the JOBS pr9gram) 
I 

.. Personal ~esponsibility contract 
& employability plan 

Focus on work & private sector placement 

Closer coordination & integration witb 
existing ti.ainstream education & training 
program 

Emphasis on worker support once people are 
placed in a job 
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The Post-'Fwo-Year WORK Program 
,,,,, 

TemporarYI work opportunities after the 
time limit for those unable to find 
unsubsidizJd work 

I 
... CommUnity involvement and 


oversight . 


... 	 Emphasis on private sector 
placements 

... 	 Flexible placement options 


'" employer subsidies 
'" non-profit/community-ba~ed jobs 
'" placerrlents using new and existing initiatives 

I • •
'" 	 commumty servIce 

I 

Non-displacing placements 

Special provision for weak local economies 
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I 
Tp.e WORK Program: 


Work for Welfare Versus Work for Wages 


Work for Wages 

\ 
~ paycheck not welfare check 

,, 

dignity ahd responsibility of a "real job" 

Work for Welfare 


uses existing administrative structure 


prevIOus ixperlence 


state flexibility 
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Discouraging Long-Term WORK Participation 

, 

Sauctions for private sector job refusal 

I 
Limited duration iu anyone placement 

Freqient job search 
I 

No EITC benefits? 


Declining state reimbursement 
, 

.. Limit~ or reassessment after several 
I

placements? 
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i 

Focus and Phase-In 

How dra~atic a change, how fast? 

.. Capacity constraints require phase-in. 

Phase-in 'alternatives: 


Focus 
on new applicants and reapplicants? 

Focus on young families? 
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For Background Use Only 

A New Vision: 

Making Work Pay 


Health care reform 
I 
, 

. 
Advance payment of the Earned Income 
Tax ICredit (EITC) 

Child care for the working poor 
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A New Vision: 
Parental Responsibility and Prevention 

I 
Child support enforcement 

EffO~S aimed at minor mothers, 
resp6nsible family planning and 

I t'preven Ion 

r. Efforts to promote two-parent families 
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For Background Use Only 
i 13 

A New Vision: 

Reinventing Government Assistance 

Coordination, simplification and 
imprbved incentives in income support

I 
programs 

I
A performance-based system 

I 
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Possible Pat~ways Following Assessment 

After WORK Slot 


WORK Slot/Job Searcb 
l 

Assessment 
l 

1) Unable to work -;. SSI? 

2) Able to work, 
unwilling to work -;. off welfare 

3) Marginally abll to work, 
unable to command minimum 
wage -;. off welfare? 

-;. appropriate activities 
(including community 
service) 

-;. welfare benefits? 
-l> WORK slot? 

4) Able to work, 
willing to work, 
unable to find iob -;. off welfare? 

-;. appropriate activities 
(including community 
service) 

-;. welfare benefits? 
-;. WORK slot? 
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Labor Force Status of Married Women 
with Children Under Six 

,, ,, All Poor 
Labor Force Status Families Families 

Worked full-year, full-time 31.2% 5.6% 
Worked part-time or part-year 36.0% 27.6% 
Did not work 32.8% 66.6% 
Total 100.0% 100.0% 

,, 

Source: Current Popul~tion Reports, Series P60-18S, Table 14 
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Survey Results About Work 


Do you thiuk a single lother working at a part-time, minimum­
wage job should be petmitted to receive welfare benefits, for as , 
long as shl: earns less than the poverty level, or do you think she , 
should not be permitted to do so? 

Should be perkitted 86% 
Should not be permitted 9% 
Not sure 5% 

Should mothers who have preschool children and who are on 
welfare be required to rOrk? 

(If Yes): Should they bi required to work full time or part time? 

Yes, should work: 
Full time 17% 
Part time 38% 
Not sure how many hours 5% 

I 
No, should not work 34% 
Not sure 6% 

Based on Peter Hart Associates, Inc. 
~merican Viewpoint 
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Facts About W ~men Mixing Work and Welfare 
,,,,,, 

8% ofl women on welfare work in any 
given month 

50% of women on welfare work at some 
point ~ver a three-year period 

. I . 

Women who work while on welfare are 
much !more likely to leave welfare in the, 
following month than women who do not 
work I 

I 

I,,,,,,,,,,, 
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Net Income for a Mother and Two Children in Pennsylvania 
with No Child Care Expenses, 1993 

----------------------------------------------~'---

Not Working Working 
Working 20 Hours 40 Hours 

Net Earnings (earnings 
less taxes & work expenses) o 3,385 6,770 

EITC o 1,700 3,272 
AFDC 5,052 1,872 o 
Food Stamps 2,868 2,796 2,340• 
----~---..--------------------- -----------­

Net Income $7,920 $9,753 $12,382 


