
E X E CUT I V E OFF ICE o F THE PRE SID E N T 

25-Feb-1994 01:27pm 


TO: Bruce N. Reed 


FROM: Bonnie L. Deane 

National Economic Council 

SUBJECT: Child Care and WORK 

Bruce here are some preliminary thoughts I have shared with OMB on daycare/WORK 
which Belle has dubbed the two birds {with one stone} proposal. 
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TO: Isabel Sawhill 

TO: Mark D. Menchik 

TO: Paul R. Dimond 

TO: Stacy L. Dean 

TO: Lester O. Cash 


FROM: 	 Bonnie L~ Deane 

National Economic Council 


SUBJECT: 	 Two hirds 1n the hand 

Please review the following draft as an attempt to layout the range of 
approaches to creating a mutual help system of daycare and employment that 
provides scorable savings. 

Objectives: To allow welfare recipients to help one another toward 
self-sufficiency by encouraging arrangements in which some parents can choose to 
specialize in child care while others are freed up to work in other areas. At 
the same time, we want to improve the effectiveness of our investments in 
employment assistance and daycare availability by encouraging activities that 
support both goals at the same time. 

Option 1) 	 Incentives to states to set up programs which provide daycare 
and jobs for welfare recipients at the same time. 

Pros Flexible, state choice. 
Cons Difficult to score savings without knowing what states 

will do. May not create savings. 

Option 2) 	 Require that a certain percentage of federally funded daycare be 
used in centers which employ post-transitional moms or in home 
based daycare centers run by post-transitional moms. States 
would be responsible for ensuring that X% of the centers hired 
a reasonable number of post-transitional moms for a given level 
of federal funds (e.g. one per four children, or one per $20,000 
annual federal funds.). 

Pros -- Could create a somewhat predictable level of 
post-transitional work slots for given levels of federal funds. 

-- Allows states to use home-based or centralized child 
j~are. So long as a certain proportion of the arrangements 
result in a reasonable number of post transitional slots. 

Does not restrict customer choice anymore than other 
federal contracting rules. 

Is less rigid than a rule linking all federal daycare 
funding for the disadvantaged to hiring some welfare moms. 
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Option 3) 

Option 4) 

Cons -- How would you ensure that enough post-transltiona~ moms 
were sufficiently trained or able to do child care? would 
states want an exemption if they CQuid argue that they had done 
such a good job before the time limit that only the "walking 
wounded II remained? Would a six month apprenticeship be enough 
to qualify many moms for jr daycare staff positions? 

/?
Require all JOBS progrems;to include a day care ~Rrenticesh~ 
~r09~ for x\ of secon~~ar JOBS participants as part of their 
-oasie particpation'requirements. This would involve moms taking 

their own child or children to a daycare program which provides 
mentoring. It could be justified.as a 90mblnation parenting 
~ucation and job_skill CQU£sa. 

Also require all WORK programs to provide y% of their jobs in 
child care centers using grant diversion. Assuming the X% 
trained for daycare in JOBS is much greater than the y% 1n WORK, 
'the supply of trained child care workers at the post transition 
stage would not be a problem in most cases. Those who received 
training. but did not end up in childcare jobs would presumably 
benefit as parents and have a skill to fall back on. 

Require states which accept federal child care funds to 
negotiate agreements with centers (federal, state t or otherwise 
funded) to provide both the apprenticeships and the work slots. 
Could be headstart. ordinary child care. franchise home-based 
network~ etc. 

,7
PROS -- Very flexible:' Has great externalities in terms of 
disseminating parenting skills. Also will increase the parent 
to child ratios in day care programs because of extensive 
apprentice arrangements. Disadvantaged children will benefit 
from having staff with more diverse socio-economic backgrounds~ . 

-- Could lower the estimates for child care funding(by $~ 

CONS -- Would create a disincentive for day care centers to 
train or hire welfare moms on their own since they can obtain 
fully subsidized trainees and employees. For example; why would 
any federally funded center consider hiring an apprentice before 
the time limit, when the center can get the same worker fully 
subsidized after the time limit? I don't think this problem is 
a show stopper--it is the natural consequence of trying to buy 
post-transition slots. 

Require WORK programs to have self-sustaining daycare systems. 
They could set up new institutions or work with eX1sting centers 
to create Child/parent Resource Centers (See Bevier Model)~ 
Such programs would provide all the daycare for WORK program 
participants while providing some OJT and work activities to 
cover overflow of people between assignments. Like the FOCUS 
HOPE model. such a system would allow people to come back 
between jobs or to get extra hours of work once they had been 

http:justified.as


through the OJT program~ 

PROS -- Easy to communicate idea. Emphasizes the mutual help 
aspect of WORK program participants looking after one another's 
children. Would create highly flexible work slots. Clarifies 
the non-displacement issue. 

-- Savings would come from the money allocated for WORK 
program daycare or the WORK slots dollars. Tremendous impact on 
the worst case, steady state which the public will want to 
estimate. 

~u 
CONS -- Limits the choice of work program participants regarding 
the provider of thel:r SUDs1d1zed daycare. May segregate 
post-transitional children. 
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MEMQRANDUM 

TO: Mary 10 Btme, David Eliwood,lt;;;'~:J 

FROM: Mark Ureenberg 

DATE: February 24, 1994 
C---""__ 

RH: -'·I",ngth "ft~RK-Pmgmm,
--'--'---~-

The welfare rcfonn planning proce", generally envisions that after a family has 
reached its AFDC two-year limit. the parent will become subi""t to the 
requirements of the WORK Progrum. 'understand that one issue under 
discus,;lon is whether a person's eligibility for Ibe WORK Program should be 
time-limited. i.e., whether after some period of time, a person would cease to 
be eligible for any fut1her WORK slOlS. The purpose of this memo is (0 set 
fOrth the argument for wby. if AJ'LlC is time-limited, eligibility for WORK 
should not be time-limited. 

My basic point is that the Administration'. guiding principle oUght to be!1urt 
government should never refuse to he-lp a parent who wants to work to support 
her children. This does not necessarily mean the individual will receive a 
WORK slot; assistance might be provided during a period of job search, or in 
retUrn for community service. or under some other terms. SuI. the overriding 
principle should be Iba! ifa parent is willing to work. the government is willing 
to help. If this principle is departed from in any way, it opens the door for 
(hose who WIlnt to depart from it man: fundamentally and potentinlly runs the 
risk of unravelling the hasic concept of Ihe WORK Program. The rest of this 
memo explains why. 

My primary points ore that: 

• The WORK Program should not b. though! of as simply • 
mechanism to provide a work experience for individuals who 
have little OJ no work hi!ltory; the other fWlctioo of the program 
is to provide work when an unemployed parent cannot find a job 
tlnd bas exhausted all other alternatives. Over time, there will 
be a group of people wbo may need more than • brier period in 
the WORK Program, either due to economic downt:U.rnS. or 
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because they have the greatest difficulty attaining employment in any economic 
drcumstances, If they are willing to wmk, why deny them help'! If they cannot 
get WORK assistancc, what will happen Ie them and their children? 

• 	 It is quite possible thal the number of WORK slots will be less than the number 
of people who need one, This will make it ....ntial to bAvo some kind of process 
by which a family can receive assistan'-"C: while lht:: paTtml is on the waiting list. 
For purposes of this waiting list, there is no reason to treat people who h.ve 
previously had • WORK slot and still need help differently from those who bAY. 
reached the AFOC IWI>-y.... point and arc Slill .waiting a .Iot. 

• 	 It is clearly essential Ie develop safeguards so that individuals do not my in the 
WORK Program when they do not need to do go, But there are many ways to do 
thut without denying access to those who qualify for and need help, 

• 	 ff the program design of the Administration reflects a willingness to time-limit 
WORK, the discussion will quickly shift to what's the appropriate time limit_ 
Here, .11 fines are arbitrary. Should WORK eligibility be 3 year.? 2 Years? 6 
Months? Should states have flexibility to offer no WORK Prob'tam at all? There 
i~ no prindple 011 which the lines can be drawn. Time-.llmiting WORK invites 
others to seek to minimize or eliminate WORK altogether. 

Some people may need ...... to the WORK Progl'1llD for extended period. or tim. 
because they are uumployed and .annot fmd an unsuhaldlzed job. 

In thinking about whether WORK eligibility should be time-limited, tbe threshold question needs 
to be "Whal'. the purpose of the WORK Program?" As I understnnd it. the underlying rationale 
for time-limited MDe followed by WORK, is that MDe ought to be available as a temporary 
safety net in limes of crisis, and as a program thal will provide temporary income support while 
a family is getting needed education and training, After thal point has been re"chud, any further 
suppon frO!1l guv(:nuru:nt ought to occur in return for work. Thus, the purpose of the WORK 
Program is to offor a means by which a parent COlI work to support her family when all other 
alternative. have heen exhausted, 

Besides providing a work opportunity for an unemployed parent. the WORK Program will also 
sometime.. perform the IUnction ofproviding • work experience ror an individual wbo has little 
or no work history. However, states can, and often wi11, be providing such a work experience 
during the first two years of AFDC. Over time, it is reasonable to expect that many in the 
WORK Program will be there not because they do not know wbAt work is, but rather because 
they tannot find any, 

Who i. likely Ie accumulate more tban • few month. of WORK participation? Whc"Il 
unsubsidi2Cd jobs are available, WORK participants will have 11 strong econom.ic incentive to take 
!bern. Any WORK participant who i. able to perform satisfactorily will bAv•• reference in 
!'reeking unsubsidi7.ed cmpl('lyrnent. WORK participants will be engaging in thelr own job search; 
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in addition. the stale can always refer a WORK participant to identified unsubsidized jobs, Any 
WORK participant who refuses to =pl unsubsidized employment without good cause can be 
punished for doing so. Accordingly, under these cireumstances, who is likely 10 be in the WORK 
Program for more than a relatively brier period of time? It seems likely that they will fall into 
two categOries: 

• people who lose or CIlllIJl)I find jobs during times of economic downturn; und 

• people who want to wot'k but, lot any number uf """,ons, are nol able to flod 
un.<ubliidized jobs even in the be.t of times. 

Io thinking about the "economic downturn" people, it is important to keep in mind that. 
depending an haw any earn-back provision is written, the MDe eligibility restrictions will apply 
for years or a lifetime. Suppose Ms. Smith receives MDC in 1995 and 1996. participates in 
WORK in 1997, .11d then needs help in 1999 or 2000 or 2005. At that point, what should 
happen? The three options seem to be to le( her return to AFDC, provide a WORK slot. or 
refuse to help her. Here, there's obviously. trade-affbetween the generCl.'lity ofthe AFDC earn­
back rule and the need for WORK slots. But assuming Ms. Smith doesn't qualify for AFDC due 
to the AFDe lime-limit, what's the policy reason for denying WORK assistance if she is 
undisputedl)' trying without success to find an unsubsidized job? 

One might hope that Ms. Smith won't need WORK beca",", she ought to qualify for 
uncmploym'~nt insurance.. However, there could be any number of Jegitimate reasons why she 
does not qualify for Ul. For example, she might bavelefther hlstjob because of serious illness, 
bUl resides in a state where a voluntary quit must be for reasons attributable to the employer. 
Or, she might have heen married, been out of the paid labor force because she bad a young child, 
and the marriage bas just broken up. As these examples suggest, there will he cases where a 
person dearly has • good reason for not receiving UI. cannol fmd • job during an economic 
downturn, and needs help. If not WORK. then what? 

The other group thai eould need significant WORK time are people who have the greal.,t 
difliculty attaining employment in even the best economic times, This will occur for a multitude 
of different reasons. 

On¢: major reason is: likely to be a basic skills deficit. Previous research indicates that AFDC 
recipients sri more likely to score lower in basic skill$; than ather women. Child Trends found 
that 47% of MDC mother, aged 22-30 in 1987 bad Armed Forces Qualiflcation Test scores in 
1980 more than 1 standard deviation below the nwan. Amanij those who had received AFDC 
for th,..e of the last five years, 87% seored below the mean on the MQT, aod 56% ,",,,,,ld more 
than one standard deviation below the mean. The average aptitude or achievement test score of 
welfare mothers was significantly below the mean of even the lowest occupational classes.' 
While we can hope that JOBS services can reduce some of this gaP. the reality is that not 
everyone can be above average. 

I ZIlI, MI)ore, Nord. and Slief. Welfare Mathus as Potmtlal Empioyce&: A Statlstlul Profile Based OD 
~.tl.n.1 S.".y Dat. (Child Trends, 1991). 
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A second factor that need. to be acknowledged is race. In December 1993, the unemploymenl 
".Ie fin white women age 20 and over was 4.6%, while the comparable rate for biacl< womeo WIlS 

9.6%. We should be willing 10 at least allow for the possibility !hal minority group members 
may sometimes have a more difficult time attaining employment than white people. 

A third faclor is the possibility of employment-restricting disabilities and incapacities. Child 
Tread. found 20";' ofAFDC molhe" described their heahh as fair or poor, as compllred with 8% 
of all mo1hers. Analysis by Michelle Adler at ASPE found that 19% of MDC mothers reported 
a !\lncliona! disability; altogether 34.5% of MDC mother. reported being either disabled 
themselves, or residing witb a disabled clilld or other d"",hled adult.' Often, individuals wiD 
have physical or mental impairments which do nol reoder them onemployable, hut which may 
significantly restrict their employment opportunities. 

There ate an atray of other reasons tbat misht make an individual a less attractive employee ­
emotional difficulties. a criminal record. below••vcrag~ social skills, limited English language 
skills, etc. The reality is that even in a 4% unemployment economy, 4 people out of every 100 
arc the least _""live potential employccs far employers, and Ihey may find it difficult or 
impossible to get hired. It i. entirely possible that someone who is omong the least attractive 
potential employees in 1995 will still be among tbe least aUraclivc potential employe •• in 1999. 
13ut if sbe is unemployed in 1999, wants to work to support her family, and cannot find an 
unsubsidized job, why should government turD its bacl< on her? 

As these examples suggest, the broad pom! i. that sometimes, peoplc will need the WORK 
Program because they cannot otherwise fiod a Job. It is entirely reasonable to .,tahliab whale""r 
safCb'UarUs are needed to ensure that is in f34.'1: their status. "But once it has been adequately 
established that they arc unemployed and have no other viable alternatives, the nnly choices are 
to make assistance available through the WORK Program, allow for a return to AFDC, or allow 
families with children to face homelessncss because they cannot find a job. 

Given limired ....our...., it seem. quite ponible that there will be fewer WORK ,10" 
than people in need. That makes it ...ential 10 ba.. some form of waiting Ust. 
However it Is structured, there must be a means of providing assistance to those wbo 
are willing to work but who .'lIlIot llnd a job alld are DOl allowed a WORK .lot. 

States administering WORK will be required 10 generate some D\lffiher or WORK slots, whioh 
mayor may nol be sufficient to be available to everyone who reaches the AFDC time limit. 
Even ifyou finnly believe the number will be adequate, the Administration', proposed legislation 
will have to address the dUlies or. state lftbe number "fWORK slots is not enough for all those 
who have reached their time limit. 

Bro!:ldJYt there seem to be two choices here: develop a waiting list structure, with some set of 
expectations in retuin for assistance while • family is on the waiting list; or, deny all assistance 

2 Adler. Disability Among Women 011 AFOC: An Issue Revisited 
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while. family'. application for a WORK slot i. pending. The second alternative seems 
profoundly llIbitrary and harsh, and seriously ineouslstent with the President's expressed vision 
for welfare reform. If State A has 1000 work slot!, sod they "'" all filled at the poin! Ms. Smilh 
reaches her time limit, it is plainly not her rault that there is no available slot. ConceptusllY, 
denying aid becall.<e all WORK slolS are occupied seems little different from a propo.<;Il1 to end 
all assislane<: at the two year point witheut • community service work structure -- for those not 
able to get a WORK slot, there would be no practical difference. This is clearly not the 
vision conveyed by lb. PrC$idenl. Acwrdingly, one is lefl with the first a1ternalive -- ,<,me kind 
of waiting list structure. 

There are obviously difficult design issues around the waiting list, since you presumably don't 
want the activities of those on the waiting list to be expensive or administratively challenging to 
states. However, there will have to be a specitication of the waiting list concept in the proposed 
legislation, Moreover. some states may want to cut their costS by, c.g., proposing to provide 
reduced assistance to those on the "",iling list. Again, this would have the effect of punishing 
families because of facrofS beyond their control - the number of WORK slots, the number of 
other families in need, the magnitude of unemployment in the area. The concept of reduced or 
no aid simply hecause onc is on the waiting list implies that a person on the waiting list is 
somehow at fault. Hut the key couslderation to keep in mind is that those on the waiting list l!!ll 
playing by the rules - they would be willing to take WORK slots if sucb slols were available, but 
due 10 the Slate's limited capacity, the slots are not available. 

For purposes of waiting list assistance and activities, those in a second or subsequent speU of 
needing WORK "",istance should be trealed no diirerently from those awaiting an initial WORK 
placement. In both cases, the individual has applied for a WORK slot, and met whatever test is 
established for the state to be satisfied of their availability and willingness to work. BUI if the 
individual is willing to work and no WORK slot is available, there must be some viable structure 
to assist the family whil. on the waiting list. This might be addressed by providing wailing list 
assistance through the WORK Program, through AFDC, or through some other entity, but it must 
be somewhere. 

There sr. better ways to deal with potential .bu... of tbe WORK Program thaD 
tlme-UmillDG slolli. 

I appn:eiate that an underlying concern is whether the WORK Program will be vulnerable to 
attack if WORK eligibility is not time-limited. Clearly, some opponents will assert that WORK 
510ts are not "rear' jobs and that individuals may be tempted to rely on them because they will 
be easier and less rigorotJli lhan unsubsidizcd work. Further, some opponents will surely contend 
that WORK will just be another fonn of dependency, that lbe government should 
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not gUllJ'lllltee anyone .. job forever, and that WORK is creating a new entitlement which 
individuals might receive forever without ever having to get a "real" job. 

Undoubtedly, all these charges and more will be made, and !bey will need to be answered, 
However, there are better answers than time-limiting eligibility, and time-limiting eligibility as 
• response runs the risk of seeming to ""knowledge the correctness of the charges. 

However big the WORK Program is, it will be a challenge to salisfy tl,. public and policy-makers 
that the jobs are genuine, serious jobs, but this will be true whether WORlC is or isn't timc­
limited. Suppose, for example, WORK eligibility i. limited to three years, If someone asserts 
that the Program is pervaded by make-work, pboney jobs,;t won't be. very eff""tivc answer to 
point out thut an individual can only be in the ptogram for three yea... , Rven if eligibility is 
limited to six months, that'. no answcr to the charge that these are make-work positions. 
Ultimately, the !UlSW!Ir here has to be development of processes to ensure WORK slot integrity, 
not time-limited eligibility. 

There i. the possibitity that lhese will be less rigorous slots, and that someone who could be 
elsewhere will try to sray longer than she needs to. One IIIlSwer (which I continue to dislike) is 
that since WORK slots don't qualilY lor the Iile, it is economically irrational for anyone to stay 
in • WORK slot longer than needed.' Moreover, in any ease where it is suspected that an 
individual could be working in an unsubsidized job, lhe remedy is fairly simpl.: place her ill a 
structured job search, refer her to known UtIllubsidized jobs. ~YJ!I!Pr,opri.~,sartetions if 
she fails to accept on<:: without &<>0<1 "!!,usc, Again, however, the claim that people will stay 
longer than they need to cannot be credibly answered by, e.g., asserting that overall eligibility 
is limited to three or five years. 

You can addres.. the dependency/entitlement issue by being clear that ,Io\,< Ca. oppesed to overall 
eligibility) ore time-limited, and followed by job search periods. Moreover, if there are fewer 
slots than people in need. there will be some sort of waiting list structure so that an individual 
will never know how long the job search period might be before the next WORK slot opens up, 
The key to receiving assiStant", however, would be a demotlSllated willingness to work, 

Tn .hort, time-limiting eligibility doesn't address the issue of abuse; it implicitly concedes the 
COtIcctncss of the criticism. A far better approacb is to addrt:ss lhe potential problems in program 
design and sequence. 

1 I continue to "trons,i)' bc-liC\iC that an indiYidual in a WORK slOl should have their earnings ftea1ed the same 
way for pUI'p!»CS of the tax system and mCIIi1I$<-C*$ted bcncll[S. as: any other worker. Appropriate exiting fun the 
WORK Prognm c:m be ensured by maklng individual WORK slob litne'-Iimitcd, followod by !ub!tnntial job search 
period, before a new slot is matte availahle. Thi. fMtt!o;. hnth faimw (o,lndividuals and Ihe "'O1l1 of reducing the 
poverty ofmOM) who work. Also, Jundemand that one rationale fQt denying the EIC is 10 ensure that <Ill individual 
who can fma an unsubsidized job will leave the WORK Program at tbe first pOMible moment. SUi Ihe ability and 
wllUngness of employers to participate in WOR.K Of provide CMittUedve work experimee may be sharply 
constrained if emp)oym must always be feful Wi the person bema &iven worlc ret>pruuibilities today might be 
&one wmorrow, 

"''hi!. I would urgc that the EtC be: extetlded to WORK participants, I do appreciale that when it is not 
extended, there 13 a substantial inc.ome differential between thO$C! in and out of the WORK Program. 
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Allowing any IIme-timlt on WORK eligibility runs th. risk of blurring tb. dia .... n.. 
between the Admin"!rati ... and Ihose advoc.ting a time limit on AFDe wltb no 
work opporlnnity after the time Hmlt. 

SUP(lOse you decide to put forward. time-limit on WORK eligibility, e.g., five years. We 
already know that the House Republicans, in H.R. 3500, would give states an option to tennirnuc 
assistance after three years in their work oompo"cnt. What's the argument for five y..". "" 
opposed ro 1hree? If the implicit rationale of WORK is that everyo"" who learns the rules of 
work can find a job, then 1hree y=5 sounds just as reasooabl. as five. One year, or maybe even 
less, probnbly sounds equally reasonabl.. And, suppose a state comes along and says it will 
incorporate work experience into the two years of AFT>C receipt, and doesn"t want to run any 
progTam ror poople after the two years. Wbnt's the basis for turning that state down? 

As these example. suggc,l, the only way to avoid the slippery sJope is to emphasize that 
sometimes people need help because they eannollind a job, and to hold firm to the prinoiple that 
if a parent wants ro work, the government is willing to help. Again, that doesn't ne=sarily 
imply a WORK slot - it could mean providing assi.lan<e during a job search period, or in return 
lor less formalized community volunteering, or SOme alternative. But it should moan that there 
is always some way tbnt a parent who wants to work can reeeive help. 

I understand that one possible approach for the Administration is to toke the position that the 
i5$ue of time-limits on WORK need not be decided yet. because it will be five yCJll'S or more 
before anyone would really be affected. I do nol think it is tenable to avoid the issue in this way 
onee the bill is introduced. Surely. the House RepubHcans will seek to put forward their three­
year option, or a more extreme version. At that point, the Administration will have to take a 
po,ition. And, when one side is asserting that time-limits on WORK are essential to prevent a 
boondoggle, it will not be very persuasive for the Administration'. response to be "we don't 
know that yet." The only effective response must be holding to the hasic principle of helping 
those who 

are willing to work. while emphasizing that in a world of time·limitcd MDe. it is essential to 
develop a WORK Progrnm with integrity. 

ConclllSlon 

I hope these comments are helpful to you. 
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Yalley Vi~w Thl'.'« 

(110}199-2667 
(214) 222-2661 12600 N. Featherwood Dr., Suite 117 

ALL OF l1G<ASV6l1(114)~8284 Houston, Texa. 77034-4411 t.8oo.580..1«>1 

(713) 465-8733 
Fax (713)481-0616 

September 30, 1993 

Honorable Bruce Read 

Deputy Domestic Policy AdVisor 

1600 Pennsylvania Ave. 

Washington, D.C. 20500 


Dear Deputy Domestic Policy Advisor Read: 

Please accept the enclosed copy of todey's letter to the President and attached materials as 
a slatus report on this coalition. 

On behalf of the many members and supporters of this coalition, I ask thai you please 
consider supportjng this coalition!s goals within the councils of the administration. 

Thank you for your devoted attention to duty and tbe well-being of our country. 

S~lcerelj' yours, 

~B~ 
Gary B. Pitts 

,
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September 30. 1993 

Honorable Bill Clinton 

President of tbe United States 

Washington. D.C. 20500 


Re, The Neighborhnod Watch Coalition 

Dear Mr. President: 

I write to you on bebalf of too captioned. coalition of 168 public officials. which includes. 
24 Governors. 38 Mayors. 76 Police Chiefs and Sheriffs. and 17 District Attorneys from 40 
States and the District of Columbia. Since my July 31, 1993 Jetter to you, the attached letters 

,from Governor Pete Wilson of California. Governor Jim Edgar's office of illinoIs, Governor 
William Schaefer of Maryland, Governor Douglas Wilder of Virginia. and from Congressman 
William Zcliff of New Hampshire have been written. Sample newspaper editorials pro and 
con are also attached. .' 

This national coalition of concerned public officials favors Federal government stimulation 
of nationwide neighborhood watch participation. The "neighborhood watch" concept means 
periodic instructional neighborhood mcetings sponsored by local Jaw enforcement agencies. 
Neighbors wm meet each other and their local poljee and learn how to lawfully and best 
uefend themselves. their families, their neighborhoods and assist the poH,,'\:. The objective is: 
to build an effective partnership between the neighbors in a community with each other and 
their local police. This should be an essential part of the prevalent community policing 
strategy. The Federal government plans on funding 50.000 additional police at the cost of 
$3.4 biHion as part of the community policing strategy. But the additional police~ without the 
active participation and training of the communities arc unlikely to make a dramatic 
difference. As the Houston District Attorney John Holmes put it so well: "Government will 
never be able to provide enough peace officers to adequately protect neighborhoods as 
completely as a well-organized and operatctl watch group. Et is only with the assistance of 
citizens that we can reclaim our communities from the lawless." 

While the great majority of the public officials in this coalition have spedfically written in 
favor of a tax credit to effectively mobilil'.c and compensate the nation's citizens for their 
participation in the war against crime. there arc at least four ways that the Federal government 
can mobilize the nation: . 



, , 

I,) Our national leaders. particularly the President and Attorney General! s.hould speak 
out dearly and frequently for Americans to participate in the neighborhood watch concept. as 
a contemporary moral duty for American citizens; , 

2.) The compensation of a modest income tax credit, analogous to the modest 
compensation presently given to a dozen for serving on a jury, should be granted to 
participunts. The savings in lost lives. and property would more than compensate for a small 
legitimating tax credit; 

3.) If the promised middle-<:lass tax cut is to be phased in OVer four years as you said 
on May 17. 1993, then the Federal government should !ink receipt to participation. This 
would be compatible with your "New Covenant" philosophy of linking citizen rcsponsibiHtics 
to government benefits. in order to "recreate" government. Such linkage would also make a 
middlc..c)ass tax cut more possible. since ule crime rate that would be brought down is a drag 
on our economy._ besides being a national disgrace and aclear threat to the life. liberty and 
pursuit of happiness of Americans; and ­

4.) Continuing receipt of welfare benefits should be linked to proof of attendance at li 
semi~annual or periodic instructional neighborhood watch meetings. This would again be ..,.... 
compatible with your "New Covenant" philosophy and the philosophy of your promised 
welfare reform plans. It would also help the poorest neighborhoods in our country1 which 
have the. highest numbers of victims to crime. by organizing and empowering the law~abidin8 
citizens and introducing them into an effective partnership with each other and the police that 
serve them. 

Since 1960, violent crime has increased 500 percent in the United States. The annual rate­
of murder in our country (24,700 in 1991, according to J:.1U statistics) has grown to about 
twice thc annual rate of Americans tHIed in the most intense year of the Victnam War 
(14,623 in I%S). 

For the decade of the 1960s America gave many lives and tens of billions of dollars to 
hclp organize and train Vietnamese communities to defend themselves from the communists. 
It' a little more than two decades later the Federal government now chooses a false economy 
and says that it "cannot afford" to organize and train the communities in its own country to 
defend themselves, then there is a failure In leadership. We arc not talking about spending 
money to defend "political stabUity" in Vietnam. Somalia, Macedonia or Botswana. We arc 
talking ahout your litera) backyard and mine. Go out on the back -porch of the White House in 
the middlc of the night occasionally and sec if you don't hear gunfire. Consider this as a 
wake up call. 

Military history shows that organi7..ation and training are effective. and that on the sma11 
unit level where batr:1cs are fought, people arc heroic in looking out for those they know• .Jove 
and train with. People arc also naturally territorial, and most are social to some degree. These 
human predispositions can be drawn on and instructed in lawful means of defense by the 
neighborhood watch concept. 



,Mao Tse Tung once said that the communist gucmlla is like a fish in the' sea of the 
people. Likewise, wide-spread criminal violence and anti-socia] behavior can only occur in a 
weak. atomized and demoralized people. Nationwide neighborhood watch organization will 
[Urn the tabli;s from a defensive faUurc to a successful offense against crime. There is no 
reason our rate of crime cannol be returned to the l-evel of more civilized societies such as our 
own was 25-30 y~rs ago. Neighborhood watch organization will alienate. isolate and identify 
the criminally antisocial and violent To paraphrase Gencm) George Patton, the neighborhood 
watch participants will hold thc criminals by the nose, and the police will kick them in the ass 
(using tne least force necessary to make arrcst'\ of course). ' 

Ultimately. the authority for many Americans to participate in a neighborhood watch 
program will be the New Tesl.8mcnt directive to love your neighbor as you love yourself, In 
the meantime the amount of organization and participation in neighborhood watch programs is 
pathetic compared to the problem. This is where our national leaders are nooded. 

Whether one wishes to face it or not. there is a war going on in our country. a crime 
war, It is a crisis of aJienation, lack: of social responsibility. lack of discipline and need of 
effective leadership. The American people have been losing this war for some time now. As 
all Federal servants -are, you are of course sworn to protect the Constitution against enemies 
foreign and domestic. The life, liberty and the pursuit of happinc.''iS of your people are being 
lost as each frequent battle of this war is lost. As. the leader of this country we look to you to 
lead us to victory in this war which is. going on within miles of you and every reader of this 
letter. 

Thank you for the usc of your gifts for the service of your people. 

s;::~ 
Gary B. Pitts 



GOVERNOR PETE WILSON 

August 25, 1993 

Mr. Gary B. Pitts 
Pitts. Coll.rd, L.L.P. 
12600 North Fe.therwood Drive 
Suite 117 
Bouston, Texas 77034-4411 

Dear Mr. Pitts: 

Thank you for keep"ing me informed about the progress 
the Neighborhood Watch Coalition. 

As you knowt I have proposed a number of reforms to 
deter the senseless victimization of Californians and 
punish those who commit crime. Clearly, local community 
support is key to successfully preve.nting crime. Groups 
such as yours play an integral role in developing that 
community-based support. 

Please accept my best wishes for continued success in 
the Neighborhood Watch Coalition's crime prevention 
efforts. 

Sincerely, 

PETE WILSON 


STATJC CAPlTOL • SACRAMENTO. CALIFORNIA 95814 



STATE OF ILLINOIS 

01'1'[1:)<: OF Tln~ 'GOYEICHHl 
CYICAGO 60601 

August 24. 1993 

Mr. Gary B. Pitts 
Pitts & Collard. L.L.P. 
Gulf Freeway at Fuqua 
12600 North Featherwood Drive 
Suite 117 
Houston. Texas 77034 

Dear Mr. Pitts: 

Thank you for your letters and status report regardi!'ll the Neighborhood 
Watch Coalition. The Goveroor has asked me to respond on hIS behalf. 

The Governor agrees that neighborhood watch groups can have a significant 
impact in the fight against crime, especially gang-related crime. In Illinois, the 
Governor i. working aggressively to stem the tide of gang violence through 
reforms ranging from school instruction that discourages gang membership to 
stiffer penalties for gang· related criminal activity. The Governor believes that 
community involvement in crime prevention Ca.D complement these efforts and 
help reduce the level of gang.related crime. Programs, like yours, that would 
promote community involvement in crime prevention are certainly worthy ,of 
careful conlsideration., ' 

. 
The Governor commends your efforts and wishes you continued good luck. 

r\Sincerely• \). d.iii 
i"'}i:Y~i\/\.tJ-,/) rft,)-r\J\GJ'IUY\->,
I Jkes S. Montana, Jr. , ./

Cllief Legal Counsel and EKocutive. ­
( Assistant to the Governor for 
, . ....public Safety . 

JSM/glr 

.
. 
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STATE OF MARYLAND 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR 

C/SPIN REPLY REFER TO 
W(U.IAM DONAL,:) SCHAEFEI1 

GOI/SANOt:: 

ANNAPOlIS OI'I'ICE 
$lATE HOUSE 

100 STATE: C!RC!.E 
ANNAPOLIS, MAP"t,ANO 2\401 

,..I j r;!! 111'4_3901 

August 25 f 1993 !!IAtTiMOR£ CrI'IC!! 
Su'TE 1$') 

)OJ Msr PI1EsrON STRSET 
aAtT,UORE. MARYLANO 2120' 

Ii J()) 225-<\$00 

w"S"1iNGTON OfFICE 
S!;,TE 3\ 1 

Mr~ Gary B. Pitts 4 ... :.ORr., CAPITOl sm(H. N'I/, 
WASHlNGW:V 0 C ZOC-oipitts &. collard, L.L.P. 120211"S.Z11$ 

Attorneys at Law T2-::: (4101 JJ3.j!Bl:!

Gulf Freeway at Fuqua 
Suite 117 
12600 North Featherwood Drive 
Houston, Texas 17034-4411 

Dear Mr. Pitts: 

I have read with interest your recent letter proposing 
a federal tax credit to encourage participation in 
cotlanunity-based crime prevention programs# ' 

It has become increasingly obvious that government 
acting alone cannot hope to reduce crime in our cities 
and towns. New partnerships must be formed between 
government, business and the community to encourage 
citizen involvement in improving the quality of life in 
their neighborhoods. We in Maryland have very active 
community crime prevention programs at both the State 
and the local levels, and any assistance which the 
federal govern~ent can provide would be welcomed. In 
the lI'.eantime, my administration will continue to 
encourage neighborhood self-help efforts and 
aggressively promote anti-crime initiatives t including 
a ban on assault-type weapons. 

I applaud your efforts. 

Sincerely, 

~.~+. , 



COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA 

Office of the Governor 

Law(Qrce oOl.lg'll1t W!ld~!r 	 fSlj4.) 786.22 j 1Richmond 23219Go-~m()1 ruo t$(4) 31'·6015 
September 23, 1993 

Gary B. pitts, Esquire 

pitts & Collard, L.L.P. 

Suite 117 

12600 North Featherwood Drive 

Houston, Texas 77034-4411 


Dear Mr. Pitts: 

Thank you for your recent 'letter. I was pleased to hear 

about the progress you are making regarding the Neighborhood 

Watch Coalition and the proposal for a tax'credit for citize~ 

participation. 


Your message of greater citizen participation is an 
important 	one, and one that we have strongly advocated in 
Virginia for a long time. citizen involvement is the other side 
of the community policing equation. In order for us to be 
successful in addressing cr~me, we will all have to be involved~ 
I hope that your program will expand this much needed citizen 

-participation and support. 

With best 	wishes, I am 

Lawrence Douglas Wilder 

LOw/slt 

cc: 	 The Honorable o. Randolph Rollins 

Secretary of Public Safety 


Mr. Lindsay G. Dorrier, Jr. . 
Director# Department of Criminal Justice Services 



WILltlAM H. ZELJFF", JR C",4lAI,IAN, AE"U8'.\C.i.N T;&,S1t F"Ol'lCE ON 
1ST D$'ffIJC'f. NEW r{"~f'5HI"1! T....:-: PQUCv "NQ Joe CREATION 

* 224 C .... NNQU HOUSE OFnCE BOllOI"a 
WASr1ING1OhI. D,C. 20515-2901 

COMM(TTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS 
AND TP.AN$PORT~ION 

(202) 225-5456 ~""~"'."~1....._._ 

DISTRICT OFf'liCES: w.'"1>m!1'<i.ot,...,.".~"."'>(>.. __-

340 COMMf:RCIJ,L STRUT 
MANChESTER. NH 03'01 COMMiTTEE ON 

{6(0) 569-6330 

601 Sf'hKO<'1(l TI,I"NPII(E 
Surfe 28 

PCms;.<Ovt><, NM 03801 
(603i 433·1601 

(!tnngress of tlye lIlni1eb !!;tates· 
:House lIf 18.eprellentatiufs 
liIIIullfJingtun. 1I<1r 20515-200 I 

GOVERNI.IENT Ol"ERATIONS 

co~~,." c"""'...~ """ 
1,1""",. Af'''''l 

COMMITTEE ON 
SMAll eUSINESS 

TOl.l FREE IN NEW H"'J"~"'!flE 
1.8Q0..649·7290 August 23. 1993 

$iU. .......... ,""' ... 
T""G<"'_Eco-o>~, 

Mr. Gary B. Pitts 
Pitts & Collard, L.L.P. 
1600 North Featherwood Dr. Suite 117 
Houston, Texas 77034 

Dear Mr: Pitts: 

Thank you for contacting my office to express your support for 
. initiating a tax credit for community crime prevention programs. 1 
appreciate your alerting me to your interest in this idea. 

I believe community involvement should be an integral part of our 
federal anti-crime policy. "Neighborhood watch" initiatives have proven 
quite effective where they have been implemented. A tax credit for crime 
prevention expenses certainly would encourage greater participation. 

As Congress continues to consider crime control legislation, I will keep 
your proposal in mind. Thank you again for taking the time to write. 

Sincerely, 

~ J./. . j, 

William H. zeliA.'" . 
Member of Congress 

WHZ:mp 

PRINTEO ON RECYCLED PAPEA 
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Tax incentives .' 
might wor~,:~ell 
A ttomeyGarr B:'Pitts isn'ttryihgto 

change th~ whole country. jUst the 
part that has the potential to make a 

difference in the batHe ~ crime. ~ . . -,..~ 

Well. all right then - he is tryingkl 
change the whole country. Because certainly 
there is potential L'Verywhere to make a 
difference, especially when Americans are 
pro\"ided with the incentives Gnry Pitts has 
in mind. . 

Pitts's crusade began following the violent 
death of his friend and paralegnl, Patrick 
Gannon. 

In 1991, Gannon was robbed and beaten 
to death in his Houston apartment about 
300 )llrOs from Pitts's law firm, Pitts & 
Collard. 

GaTV Plus and Patrick Gannon's sister 
were raced with the traumatic obligation of 
cleaning up the apartment and packing up 
Gannon's personnl be!on~ 

Pitts said he spent sleepless nights 
thereafter. agonizing over the search for an 
appropriate response to the nution's 
e$ealutir.g violence" 

His response began \\1th a letter to the 
local newspaper in which Pitts and his law 
(X\rtner said thut.. with regard to crime, 
"there is nowhere to run," and that "the 
time has tome when we must fight for the 
defense or our soeil.!ty, or our children will 
wish that we had. We must be politicized or 
we will wish thut we had been," 

THE TWO LAWYERS ffilldeseveral 
recommendations in their published letter, 
including labor-rehabilitation camps for 
dl'ug addicts, the cessation of early paroles 
and the enforcement of jury sentences, 
workfare inst£ad of welfare, and. finally, 
individual tax credits for those who 
PArticipate in neighbQrhQOd security groupe.

'. , ..- .-

ThuS the NeIghbOrhood \'latch L'4oUtion 
was born, taking root with the idea of tax 
incentives - perhaps $25 per person per 
yeAr - growing today to inclUde the 
endorsement of govetnom, r.1n)"ors, and 
chiefs of police ftom 40 states and the 
District of Columoia, 

"The idea of the neighborhood as the 
center of this, made sense because it feeds on 
the naturru territorial of people wanting to 
be proud of their neighborhoods," says Pitts, 

"For more than a decade America gave 
many lives and tens of billions of dollars to 
help organize and train Vietnamese 
cOmmunities to defend themselves from the 
communists. Ifa little more than two 
decades later, our government now chooses 
a false economy and says that it cannot 
afford worganize and train communities tn 
its own literal back yard'to defend 
themselves from the worst crime rate in the 
industrialized world. then we really have 
gotten off tM track." 

The murderer of Patrick Gannon has 
never been captured, though the pollce do 
have a suspect - a man previously 
convicted of burglary as weB as robbery 
during which he told h.is female victim that 
he had a weapon, 

In fact, he did not have a weapon. $0 

technically his crime: was not aggrnvated, 
and he was sentenced to intenruve probation, 
n.n expensive alt¢rnative to incarceration 

that sometimes pro\1des an opportunity to 

the untrustworthy for continued preJing . 

upon the community, In short. the alleged 

perpetrator never spent much time in jail, 


TIwugh th~re were no witnesses to 
Patrick Gannon's murder, nn investigation 
led ,police to the robbery suspect: on intensive 
probation. Murder investigators picked him 
Up for questioning and he failed i1 polygraph 
test, Still, police had no evidence with which 
to go to trial. much less arrest the suspect, 
Howtlver, he was behind in hig rent 
payments, so pOlice acoompanjed the 
landlord - who was armed with Ii 
landlord'sHen - intothesuspect'g 
apartment. 

THEY DID NOT diSCOVer sufficient 
evidence regn.oing Gannon's murder. hut 
police did lind proof that the suspect 
continued to deal cocaine, and b~ upon 
that discovery they moved to revoke his 
probat:on. But the suspect immetiiateJv 
entered a -drug rehabilitation program-and 
the effort to r-e\'(lke his probation was 
subsequently withdro;\'ll. He then chf:Cked 
himself out of the rehabilitation program. , , 
and he has now disappenred. 

"The nation," says Pitts, "is suffering 
from a crisis of the spirit, an alienation that 
needs immediate attention. People want to 
join som-ething larger than themselves _ 
that's why they join gangs - $0 why cnn't 
We organize the good guys for a change?" 

Indeed, it is time to organize the good 
guys, if not to take a.dvantage of Pitts' 
modest tax credit, then to recognize that 
Patrick Gannon's murderer is living in 
someone else's neighborhood" _,. " 
(Mark Genrich's co}U11llJ 'appears 'on tbJs 
page 'everY Wednesday.), . " .. :

'., '. 
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WORK A.ND WELFARE 

President Clinton bas proposed establishing a time-limited welf .... system. Persons could· 
remain on AFDC for a peried of two Y""", with subsidized job, available for persons who 
cannot fond wol1< when their stay has been exhausted. This paper explores issues relating to 
what sucb • subsidized wol1< component would look like. It includes sections on early poblic 
aid in the U.S.; wol1< program' during the Greal Depression; public service employment in 
the 1970,; the Carter Administration's welfare reform demonSlnllion; a San Diego welfare­
to-wol1< demonSlnltion similar in many respects to current welfare reform proposals; 
subsidizing private .eclar jobs; and issues relating to establishing a subsidized '0'011< 

component in welfare reform. 

I, EARLY PliBUC AID IN THE U,S, 

How to deal with widuws, orphans, and the inftrm has been a problem societies have dealt 
with since ancien' times. Povelly existed in America even in Colonial times, but it became 
particularly salient when large cities formed during the Industrial Revolution in the 19tII 
Century. 

•It is interesting that the issues swrounding helping the poor during the Industrial RevollllioD 
are basically the same as today..in-kiod VernIS or cash we!fate; the role of the private ...:tot 
versus the public sector; the role of institutional care; the role of local versus Slate ! 
governments; the role of the: federal government; reside.cy requi.mnents for local relief; 
requiring work in excbange for publIC wistai>cc; and designing work relief SO as to 
encoumge recipients to move 00 to private sector jobs. The notion IbaI welfare sbouId 001 

Inake a persoll better off than the lowest paid laborer goes back at least to 1834 in IlnglaDd. I~ 
and the doctrine even bas a nam ....·t... eligibility' (Trattocr). There was even. forerunnor 
to the Earned Income Tax Credit operated in several diJtricU in IlnglaDd in the late 18th and I 
early 19tII centuries in whinh IiI.lioiers paid lesa than a certaiilamouut ....re·granted·relief
allowances (!'rattt!er), "...... ..~.,......... -. '. . 


The United Slates responded to ud:Ian puve!ly in the 19tII CeoIury willi • combinatioll of 
private cbarity IIIIfliicaf~IIt!ioIlii,"W.lIljft(gmerany-__giml'io'tInd. because 
it waa feared cub. ...i_ woUld subven the'wort" eItile?-'BOdfwoddloa...-and' COUIIIy ..' 
almsbou... or poot!iOOitiacexurm'jiI'\IIe' ISOO."(Brown). III' IS«!. for enmpIo. there'we 
219 almsbouSea ili·tbO SI.Ii'OtMassacllllseCIs '~•.~ occurred roughly. 

~ "",,:<"_ .0<1. ... -'4·~ 

every twcmy~'~nlll,"'.1II1837; and each doprcsaion ...sed!did mOHo swell. III 
the 18llOa.. ......alJOllaIm iii several major citins becallse of Dill< burdeaand 
suppoaecIlf DepiI~'taCii'oiftbO 'wort' eIftic (Brown): .Poor fatms abo ~ in tile U.S•. 
Bveo in 1922rdiiie'iifti''1O';OOOjlenollJ admitted to poor fatms in tile OOUDIIy, 6,000 01 
them cbiIdmI. 

In tile first part of tile 20th c-.ry. there was some progress towuda...,.., hnmlllO social 
pulk:iea. Per example, StateS bepn enacting mother', aid and wortman'. compe....tioo 
law.. SliD. inhumane and miIerIy pulicies towards the poor pndomiIIaIed. Bveo in 1934• 

j 
I 
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six States did !lOt bave mother's aid programs; and in the remaining 42 StaleS, such programs 
were operative in only half of their counties (Brown). States continued to impose residency 
requirements for local relief, and as late as 1930 four StaleS required settlement for at least 
10 years before a person could be etigible for public aid (Brown). 

A reading of the history of aid to the poor in 19th and early 2M Century America suggests 
two lessons: 

1. Policies towards the poor were basically stingy, and this stinginess caused a 
great deal of hardship and suffering for the poor. 

2. In retrospect. much cruelty was done and much suffering caused in the 
name of protecting the work etruc. 

II. WORK PROGRAMS DURING THE GREAT DEPRESSION 

During the G_ Depression, work relief projects were funded UDder a number of federal , 

programs. The IlIOSI notable programs were the Civilian ConsetVation COtpS (CCC), the.t, 

Works Progress Adminisuatinn (WPA), the Public Works Adminisuatinn (pWA), and ther 

National Youth Adminisuatinn (NYA). I! , 


The CCC was a residential program aimed III young men from families receiving welfare, 

and was one of the first pro8Jllllls started under,the N...... DeaL The Army was'''''lP''''sibie 

for food, sbelt«, and discipline III the work camps, wbile agOllCieot sucb as the Forest 

Service. Intertor Depamnent, and Soil and Conservation Servioe were n:opoDSibIe for the ­
work projects. Ilxperienoed woodsmen and carpetIIIm were bimd as foremc:a. Work 

projects included refOlllSlalloD. building national and Stare parla, and'soil coosemlIiOll.- The 

CCC had • peal: Clliullmeot of 500,000, and close'lO $3 biIline .... speIItOil the pro8JlIlIl 

over its I().year life (Kesselman). ""... 


The WPA was the New. DIlaI:, principal.w"'" re&f,propIIIb·,lI providecHedaaI fuods for 

work projeets OJIC'I"IM.by.SIaIe and local govMl1llOllll., llIigilrillly·lbr.d1O procn.m·was ,.' 

basnd on faniiIy need, bul,~ <Iid·DOI bav.lObe on diRcllllli<lflO pulicipalC>. 

Howe_, II -poiaI;.IIi!~wpA·. deputy director Rlp()fti:d that !IS, peI'lCIlt of eoroIloes came 

from re&f,roJ!L"JlDroIl~;was limited 10 one persoo per.poor family. The propam peal: 

enrolJmem Wl'I}.3.",""",,~1l,Id,0Yer ru. ciPl·year bUIOry over SIO bilIioa in federal fuods 

was speItI "" iltx......rrian);t.A wide variety of wodt projecU·_lUndeII;!Jut aD empbasia 

was placod "")Ii~~~ Bi&btt~ ~""'WPAfuods were !~!!tOl1_ 

~(Briscce):, OVi!r,itI~. the WPA built or .....-uo:tod 617,000 mlIt:o of IIOw 

roads, 124,000 bridges and viaducts, and 35,000 buildings. ProjocIa it!clt>dod tile 

construclioo of_ York', CeatraI Parlt Zoo, the PblladeIpbia All Mu...,m, and La 

Guardia Aiipod (BriIcoe)., 


• 
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The PWA funded federal, State, and local construction projects conducted through private 
contractor.. Due to the use of private contractors, funds were not directed at the poor hut 
rather more generally at increasing employment. The PWA preceded the WPA, and once 
the WPA was established a division of responsibility was established wbereby the WPA 
would concentrate on light construction and service projects and the PWA woold conduct 
heavy construction througb private contracto". The PWA's peal< enrollment was S4O,OOO, 
and over its lifetime $4.5 billion in federal funds was spent on it (Kesselman). 

The NYA included work programs for both in·school and out-of·school youth. These were 
relatively cheap, non-residential projects. Peak enrollment was 808,000, and $534 million 
was spent on the program over its Seven-year existence (Kesselman). 

Some observations on these depression-era programs include the following: 

President Roosevelt and Congress understood that direct income support was 
cheaper than work reUef. Estimate> we", that work relief was 30 percent j 
more expensive than direct relief (Kesselman). Nonetheless, the President and 
Congress decided to go with work relief because of • general loa!bing for 
simply paying out cash welfare to peno... There we", people aI the timo woo 
argued that direct ",lief could ",rvo more people. • 

Even then, there was a recognized trade-off betw.... the goals of income 
support and producing useful work. The cooflict betw.... these goals was 
evident in decisions on how selOCtive 10 ~ ill hiring. worke", what projects to 
conduct, whether 10 use private CODttacto", 110.,.. much fuodt..woukl be spent 
on supervision, and bow much funds could be spent on equiplllClll, materials, 
and suppIiea. Within the Admialstrasion, there wereadvOCale$ of both the 
income. suPport and the useful work goals. The diff.rent work relief programs 
varied ill the empll3sis placed towards eacb goal. The WPA was aimed maialy 
at income 5UpPOIt, and • high proportion of its funds went 10 wages for the 
participants By CODlDSt, the PWA and CCC'spent a much gmW!r proportion 
of their,.~~'!'i'.l'J~~~~!'Il~ equipmcaI, and materials. 

'l'bete wort RIIIof ~s toot; a large amcunl,of Iho fede!al bodpt and of 
GNP'dntllli'tlliGieit Ilepressino. CombiDod, the New Deal work RIIIof 
progr8JIiI,~ over 4 millioa a year out of. blIaI populaIioa of leu than 
:l3OniIWOii~TbII would be Iho equivalonl of employing 8 millioa people
rilCti{liip.r,uc·eeM:e employmeal. The WPA'I $1.36 bilIIoIlam ...J bodpt
niiiIO" ,m;r'10.:::=- of the fede!al 'I bodpt IJId _ I . }IP.. __ ., II!'" ....... govemmonI 

pelcemUflfllj couiIuy'. GNP. An equMIod .xpeI"'...... lOday would amounI 
to an_ $60 biIIIoa • year pllbllc works JII08I1UII• .. 

m: PVBUC SERVICE EMPLOYMENT IN 'l1IE mo. 

I 
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The fodsrnJ government operated pubtic service employment programs through most of the 
1970.. Over time !l!ese programs ~e increasingly targeted on the economically . 
disadvantaged. However. AFDC =lpients never constituted a large percentage of pe"""" 
served uodsr these programs. 'Ibis summary of PSB programs is bssed primarily on an 
Upjabn Institute report (Cook <I.aI.) as well as various Employment and Training Repon. of 
the Presidenl. 

The Public Employment Program (pEP) was signed into law in 1971. and was fuodfd at $1 
billion in FY 1972 and $1.25 billion in FY 1972. At its peak, it provided emplayment far 
aboul 185,000 persons. Most jobs were created in loc.aI and State government agencies. 
Eligibility was open to anyone unemployed for a week or more, was working less <ban full­
lime involuntarily. or working full-lime at wages that provided less than • povelty-level 
income. Sixty-four peroent of panicipants were white, 72 percent were male, only 26 
percent were higb school dropoutS, 31 percent had some post-secondary lllIining or 
education, and only 12 peroent were welfare recipients. The average wage was $2.87 an 
hour, when the minimum was $1.60 an hour. 

In 1973, the Comprehensive Employment and Training Aa (CETA) was passed. and PEP 
was replaced by a public service employment (PSE) program aimed at structurnJ ; 
unemployment under CET A Title n. Funds were to be disbursed to areas of unemploymeDt 
of 6_5 percent or more., In tate 1974, Congress added to CETA a Title IV COlID!en:yclical! I' 
PSE program. "., legis~ fo1..bolh.of.~p~s specified !bat at least 2ll..Jl\lItC1lt:of_ / 
funds be used only for ~and employee benefttsof participants. In 1une of 1975. ' 
enroUmeots stood at m,ooo for Title n and 125,000 for Title'IV."1'be jobs in these PSE ' 
programs were mainly " .. Slab: and'Iocal' goveminent ageocics; aDd participants were mainly 
wbite, male, and bigh sdIooI geaduates. Only 36 pen:em were economically diJadvaIitaged; 
rougbly 5 percent were APDC recipients. ­ r",' 

Amendments to these PSI! program•. in ,1976 were' aimed at mlucing tile Il!aI substitution of 
locally paid workers witll fedonilly subsidiud workers: 1'bese amendments restricted 
eUgibl1il}' to persons wI» had been unemployed IS of tIIe-previoua 20 wcets;'aDd RJ(jUired' 
!bat all newly hired Tidi! VI wcillrlirsbeyood·tIIe Dumber oeeded'!O'SI,SIa!n'S_and'looaI 
govermoeolS at tbefr eidaIdias'PSB I!VeI be IlS!igned to-.peclal'projecIs·!batwoiLklla&l 00···' 

more than one year. Tltn~ also·\OWe:redtlle·,OiIpIIlemcmof fuDda golnglo wages 
and employee beiJeI'ltalo'SS1;eateot: During the spring'of PmsIdontCalUJr'sflrst year in 
offine. Coogt\!a aUtbOiBd ____ $4 billion for PSB propms. IlmoIImeaI in these 
programs iocreUedfrom300,ooo in May 1971 to 7S5,OOO in April 1m. Ala> during this 
period, the pr~ <t'JaI! IIoIJgolng to commllllity baaed 011*"1 ....10lIl iDcRoued greody 
to 25 """"",,'oftlle'~,;I' ......,",_c, 
--- ·a:....,."'',;'·''..'WI.... ~fh:P • ., ... 

There __ a large diffemxe hi· tile types of people hired for d1trSWDIJld 1ooaI'~ 
.'SO$lllin_' slots aDd tbese hired for the one year special pnljecIa. in 1ocal..,..,mmaalS and 
CIIOs. EnroIIIles in speciarprojecll were more likely to be miDoriI}'. bigb ocbool dropoota,
and welfaie recipieotlI. . ., 

t 
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Job slots in the sustainment component of PSB tended to be in the areas of property 
maintenance, pobUc wooo, street repair, aides in police and rue departments, and part 
maintenance. Special project slou also included wort in part and street maintenance, but 
more generally were in social service positions such .. teacher'. aide, heaJlb alde, child care, 
social wort, drug counseUng, recreation aide, school lunchroom aides, Ubrary a.'ISistants, 
hospital attendants, and cleoo in socialwelfate agencies. In 1977, the average wage paid in 
sustainment positions was $4.SO and the average wage in project jobs ..... $4.32. The 
minimum wage at that time was 52.30. In 1978, stightly less !ban 10 percent of PSB 
participants w.re AFDC recipients. 

In 19711, amendmems to CETA further tightened eUgibility requirements, lowered the limits 
on wbat PSE wort .... could be paid, and required job totinlng to be provided to participants. 

Of interest to the current Administration's ideM for refunming AFDC, the Carter 
Administration considered conv.rting PSE into a wort component for its welfare reform 
initiative. The idea was 10 provide beads of AFDC hoosebold•.with minimum·wage PSB 
job.. This PSB program would be operated by local CETA· prime sponsors. As it tunted 
out, tb. Carter Administratioo did net reform ...elfare, but did implement the large 
Employment Opportuoities Pilot Project described below. 

1 
Funding for PSE decUned sharply in 1979 and 1980, and iii 1981 the Reagan Ac!m.inisInItioJ'· 
tenninated the program. In FY 1980, 8S pereent of PSE participants had incomes below !hi! 
poverty Une at intake, and 17 pereent were AFDC "",ipients. <AI more disadvantaged :. 
pelSOllS were served by PSB, the wages paid in real terms deeUned. WbiIe in 1977 job. in 
the sustainment component of PSB paid almost doable·the minimum wage; the a.osage PSB 
wage in 1980 was ooly 26 pereent higher !ban the minimUDI wage of $3, 10 an boor. 

•" 
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T'he CETA PSB progrnm differed fu.damenlally from the depression."", CCC 
in that CBTA simply in<:remenlally added work ... to existing progrnms, 
CETA was a public ,.!Vice ernplQyment program, not al!ll.bJil; 1il!IIII 
program, CET A did no! build new parks or roads as the cec did, This 
explains why the CET A PSB progrnms were so relalively cbuap. They 
involved minimal extra supervision, equipment, and materials, Recreating the 
CCC today, with some of the light and medium coostnJction that it did in 
building State parks, would probably cost about $30,000 per slot, CETA PSB 
programs were much cheaper, However, legacies to the CCC still exist today 
in State and national parks, Such legacies to CETA PSB do not exist, 

IV. THE EMPLOYMENT OPl'OR:l1JNITY PILOT PROJECT 

T'he Employment Opportunity Pilot Project (BOPP) ..... developed as a field test of the jobs 
component of President Carter', welfare refonn proposal, President Carter', welfare reform 
ideas were similar to President Clinton', in buing based on the notiOllS tbaI I) employable 
.... lfare recipielllll ought to work, and 2) if primary earoen in welfare families cannot ftnd a 
job they should be placed in a subsidized public service job or training position, The BOW 
demonstration opented in 10 sites during. 27·montb perind from ntid·l979 to mid·1981. f 
Between January 1980 througb Febroaty 1981 the demonstration eomlled an average of ' f 
1,600 clielllll per month, and all told, over 24,000 pel!lOlis .....re enrolled in the 
dentoostration. The results pl'OSellled here are from the evalualion of the'project cooducted' 
by MaIbemaIica(Brown<l.aI. } ., • " 

As originally conceived, BOPP WlIII to test the idea of an enti!.Iemem'jobs program available 
to all of the eligible pOpUlation within the demonstration sites, In JII1Idice, funding 
limitations and the change in administrations in the 1980 elecIio& somewhat altered the 
scope of the demonstration. SliD, BOPP provides mucll information relevant to President' 
CIintoo', proposed welfare RIform. ,.. ""_0, ".. " .. 

I'ersoos eligible for BOPP iDclItded·both'AFDCreclpielllll andtbo priar;>ipal'lI\IJDI!tIof low· 
inooIne families. 'Over Wne, tIIn was,an'ioc:mIaiq'empbaaiJHln wJl!illna dleplO8l8lllOD 

AFDC reclpielllll. ~:~.1hI'empbuis on AFDC reclplema; die IIuIt ot:'emdIees in 
OOPP were lI_ntecHeri,..!!!!:, Of Ill00PP emoU-, 16,000 _1IIIIIIIIIricd females, 
3,000 were mantedfanaJCSj'1Dd ',OOO ....ere males. AFDC"",IpHa'e1lgib1efor the 
program included boII,I ~ earners and otbor aduIta, However, oaIJ primaIy ear-. 
were'eligiblei,for'iU~'jdla or 111IhIlng. Other aduIta in AFDC ....oeboIda ....... eligible 
only for job seom:Ii(wllltaiiCitl(JSA):" , '. ',.,',',. ,.. ' .. , 

During OOPP, the Work lnocIlIive (WIN) program was in opetalioD, wbleb at tballime 
required padicipatiOD in a job I11IhIlng pI08I8IIl depeodiIIg on the ... of cIIiJdnIa in die· 
AFDC bouaeboId. PIersorls eligible for OOPP included penoIII wIlD _ both WIN· 

I 
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mandatory and WIN·voluntary. Only person, in the WIN-mandatory group were at risk of 
having their AFDC payments reduced or canceled for non-participation in BOPP. 

Program services provided under BOPP included an intensive job sean:b component of up In 
8 weeks, and then. subsidized employment or trainjj,g (SB'I) component iliai could liISt up 
10 one year. Rougbly tw<>-thirds of SHI' participants we... placed in a PSB job, 25 percent in 
classroom training, 14 percent in work experieace, and 7 pertelll in orr. Child care and 
transportation assistance w.... the main support services offered, although some sites also 
offered counseling. Participants who could 001 find a private sector job during their one·year 
period in SHI', were returned for re-eUgibility determination for BOPP service. and then re­
assigned '" the ISA and then the SHI' component. 

Overall, there were 50,000 primary earners in AFDC families eUgible for BOPP services in 
the I() demonstrn.tion sites. Of these, 30,000 were WIN-mandatory. Also, there were 
70,000 primary earners in Don·AFDC families eUgible for BOPP in the demon_tion sites. 
FinaUy, there were 70,000 other adults in AFDC families in the 10 sites who w.re eUgible 
only for ISA, Rougbly 33 percent of WIN·maadalnry primary earner. eligible for BOPP 
enrolind in the program; 31 percent of WIN-voluntary primary earners; 8 percent of non· , 
AFDC primary earners; and 1... than 3 percent of other adUlts in AFDC families. It ~ 
that the main reason eligible persons did not enroU in BOPP is simply dtaI they did not k:!to)i 
about the program. Eighty percent of eligible oon-enrollees reported that they did not Im<ni!, 
about EQPP. • ' 

The 33 percent average enroUment for WIN-mandatories masJcs'diVeijjennmroUment me. 
herween new WIN registraots and WIN'registrnnU who had al ... adfbeeil oo'ciI8e1oads when 
BOPP started. New ",gistrants had • higher enroUment rate in BOPP than did persons on - ..­~.--~.

existing ca<cloads. Still, the majority of BOPP pa:tticiparItJ were persons who had already 
been on AFDC caseloada, Ei~ percent of WIN·manda!Prieo enrolled in BOPP were 
new registrnnU. 1 S percent had been 011 AFIlC bel:Weeo _-aild'six'mODths;' and the 
remaining two--thinIs bad beea on AFDC for over six 1l'lOIIths.:- -,..l:;. " -.<:t.~',. • 

, .,."'..; .. " ,,.,. _. ,'f" -:~~ , 

Not aU per8IlIlS who enroIIi:Idln EOPP actua1Iy ..ceiW:it'siifiDi"fiimfdlO progmm:'--" 
,Estimates during tbo plaonlnlfplliao w .... !hal 90perceaI of·cin.,lIiiiii"would cii!lii ISA. aDd 
!hal M percaII of ~'wi!uItfftiqi1i1ll some SHI' ~·-AI'It"fum.cnliit;M percent 
of enro1lees .....r.ed JS";._'oaIy 17 percaII of enio1IiIca' iiIc:i::Mid'SBI' servicea. Of 
participanU wtiOemoJ1od'lil')sA, 32 percaII fcomd nnSllbsidiml jobs, 24 percaII_ed 
SHI', 16 percaII:_leIo>i"*" (or failing to oomply wi1b dID pmgnun, 9 percaII dropped 
out for IloaIth or liulIll1.JSI..... 3 percaII <IlIaed """,SOW training oi ac:booI~ 7 percaII 
were 110 !onaW'eIiii!*>'rot,die'pqnun. aDd 2 percaII' 10ft !i6o'Ii."JioCIeiSiiy suppOtI " 
services were nOt miJihle, Overau. 17 pel""" of putic:lpaio'retumed to :/SA: after. 
period in SHI' or bavIng left JSA previouoIy, ...." 

Of those who rec:cMd SBT servkes, 35 percaII evenIuaIIy fClIIDcl'anllllSllbsidlztl job, 7 
percent left for __BOPP tmlnIDa or scbool. 11 pe...... _'!eJ1I!ioared for failing to 
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comply with the program, 8 percent left for health or family reasons, 3 percent dropped out 
because of lack of necessary support services, 7 percent left for unknown reasons, and 28 
percent eitber left the program because they were no longer eligible or were still in SET at 
the time the demonstration ended. 

The avemge length..,f-time varied for the various services offered under SET. For those 
assigned to PSB, th~nI8C S!X was ~.2 IJK)nths; for those in those classroom tminiDg, 4.6 
months; for those in ~orl< ex~rience, 3.' months; and for those in OJT. 3 months. The \..~J 
PSE andjob training provided under EOPP was funded out of CETA doUars. "~!,.'r,

"'"' ",\".... \; ""v 
M."LThe avemg. pazticipant stayed in JSA for four weeks, at. cost of rougbly $1,154. The 
t~~avemge pazticipant stayed in SET for 5 months, at • cost of approximately $5,400. Sinoe 

current welfare reform ideas see some persons staying in subsidized jobs indef'mitely, the 
annual cost per ,lot in SET is pemap, more relevam than the COst per pazticipant. A person 
slaying a fuU year in SET would have cost roughly 513,000. The cost for the PSB 
component in SET was .tightly IUgher than 1IIis. Within the PSB component of SET, wages 
and fringe benefits amounted 10 $8,270 for a person slaying. fun year. Thus, wages and' . 
fringe benefits amounted to less than 60 pelttnt of PSB costs in BOPP. l 

t 
The evaluation of BOW was II!lI based on • randomly selected control group. Rather, it wU 
based primarily on comparing clWlges over time in employment, earnings, and rates of ' 
welfare dependency in the BOW demon.stralion sites with. matched sec of similar sites. . 
Such. resean:h design does IlOl have the validity of random assignment. For what they are 
worth, the results indicated positive, !bough modest employment and'earnings impacts on 
unmarried women; highly positive earnings impacts on males; and bighly negative earnings 
impacts OD married women. No difference iD welfare dependeIIcy rates betweea 
demonstration and ooinparisoo sites were found. A positive henefitfcost ratio was found for 
the program.' , . 
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job club; and 3) educali"" and job training. lbe community wort component included 
positions as teacher', aideo, clerks within the Depattment of Social Service, aides in heilth 
clinics, and park mainteoance, The initial goal of the program was to have 75 percent of the 
WIN-mandatory caseload participating in one of these three components at any given time. 
The program was designed to serve both new and existing welfare recipients, Approximately 
40 percent of AFDC enron... in SWlM were new registr.ults, while 60 percent of AFDC·U 
enrollees in SWlM were new regisuants, 

While SWlM never reaehed the 75 percent participation goal, it did socceed in getting. 
large proportion of the WIN-mandatory caseload involved in employment and training 
activities, In a given mooth during the program's second year of operation, 19 percent of 
SWlM enroUees fulfilled their wort requirement by being employed at least 15 hours a week 
in an u.subsidized job; II percent enroned in education and training programs outside of 
SWlM; and 22 percent were enroUcd in SWlM'sponsored wort or training activities. Most 
of the remaining 48 pen:cnt of the caseload had temporary defermls. were scheduled to begin 
the work component he next month, or were pending deregi<tratioo from SWlM. Over the 
course of the demOlJS!r.!lion. 54 percent of AFDC recipients and 58 percent of AFDC-U 
recipients participated in the job searcb component of SWlM, and 21 percent of both AFDC 
and AFDC-U recipients participated in SWlM community wort proj«:Is. Rougbly II > 
percent of AFDC enrollees and 9 percent of AFDC-U enrollees assigecd to SWlM we... i 
san<tioned during the demonsttatioo for non-<:OmplWlce with the wort n'<jUiremeou. I ' 
SWlM was evaluated usl.ig 11 randotUJy' assignei1'cootroi grOup:' n.. .....;itS ewre quitC 
encouraging at two and • balf years aIW P!08f3lD <;!'tty, wi!Il.JlOIi!ive results for both . 
women and men In eamiiig$;' emptOYm..t, and <lCC1Wcd wdfare depeodooce (Hamilton and 
Friedlander). However, by the flve-y.,ir foUow-up'Point. COOiroIs bad caught up to 
e.perimentals in _ every oui<:ome (Friedlander and Hamilton).' 

/ 
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envision«! under welfare reform, could be expected to bave k>nger term impacts than those 
found under SWIM. 

The SWIM evaluation is also useful in distinguishing between program impactS on new 
registrants versus persons already on AFDC caselonds. In the female AFDC sample, the 
programs had very IaIge earning. impacts on first-time applicants and moderare earnings 
impacts on less disadvantaged penon. already on welfare roUs. Recipients wbe were more 
disadvantaged were beIped less by the program, and ~roing applicants were 1101 helped at 
aU. Decreases in welfare payments were roughly equal for these four groups. Among 
males. conversely, it appears that the more disadvantaged recipients and the returning 
applicant. were affected most by the program, both in terms of increased earnings and 
reduced AfOC payments. 

CTOO-c-o-Csts--of;:CS;:;;~::.=-~ were $~5'~for~~ enrollees .~ $1,292 for AFDC·U eiIiOiJea::::, 
This includes operating cost., support services, stipends. and education and training services. 
It does not inclnde the AFDC payments made to participants in the community work 
projects. These costs would need to be taken Uno account in compaiiiJg the SWIM mndel to 
the existing AFDC program or alternative proposed welfare systems. Cummtly, the average 
AFDC family in CaHfornia receives over 57.500 a y_ in AFDC payments. which woUld} 
bring the total cost of a SWIM prognun today to over $9,000 per enroHee: ." , 

t·". 
The costs in SWIM were kept low by baving community aj\ettcies provide '!UPl'!':'ision for the 
work projects and by IY!YiOi w~.~1loo1 hours so that cI!U<I.car"­
would not need.w.be_provided; The benefit/cost aualysiS of SWIM showed 'Positive gains to 
society for the progsam. . '," ,"',' ' • 

. 
VI. SUBSIDIZlNG PRlVATE SECTOR JOBS 

/
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Results of the 18-month fono...·up in the National JTPA Study show OJT to inc..... the . 
earnings of aduk women by ahout 8 percent, and inc..... the percentage employed during 
the sixth quartet after entry from 67 percent for controls to 69 percent for the experimental 
group (Bloom et.aJ). Twenty·five pen:ent of the womee in the orr sample were AFDC 
recipients. Results for adult men (only 6 percent of ... hom ...ere AFDC recipients) were 
roughly the same as for women. OJT results for youth were not positive. Preliminary· 
results from the 3O-mooth foHow·up indicate that OJT's positive effecu 011 adult males 
persist, hot the effects 011 adult females wane. The benefits of orr, however, most likely 
will still outweigh the costs even for adult women. 

Two Slates have emphasized OJT in WIN demonstrations that were evaluated using a 
randomly assigned control gnoup (see Gueron and Pauly). In hotb Maine and New Jersey, 

. participation in the orr program was volullt¥Y. Efforts were made to place all vol.nlee", in 
OJT slots, but only 31 pen:eot of enroUees in Maine and 40 pen:eot in New Jersey were 
.ctuaUy placed in orr positions. The remaining eeroUce. were provided pre-employmeot 
training, wori< experience, and JSA in Maine, and primarily JSE in New Jersey. The New 
Jersey program offered orr placements of to six IlIOlItiu. In Maine, there was • SCCjUC'IIC<I of 
services, consisting of 2 10 5 weeks of pre-employment training, up 10 12 weeks of unpaid 
wori< experience, and thee placement in an OJT job for up 10 26 ...eeks. . ! . .. t 
The New Jersey program resulted in earnings increases in the second year of 14 pereent .over 
controls. The Maine program resuked in increased CIlI1Iinp the third year of 34 perCent . 
over control,. BotIl the Maine and New Jersey programs boosIed earnings by increasing . 
wage rates or hours worted. Neither program had mUcll of an impart on increasinS the 
number of enroU... with jobs. NeW Jersey had a aUght positive effect 011 reducing wel/'ano 
dependeecy--48 percent of C011IRllJ versus 46 pe1eent of experimeotals were sIiU receiving 
AFDC at the end of the second year of foll()w·up. In Maine, bowever, more experimeotals 
than controls (56 pereent versus 50 percent) were sIiU'00 AFDC at the end of the third-year 
foHow·up. It appears that the impart of OJT in Maine may have been to increase the level 
of job obtained by pers<llIS _ would have left ",elfunnyway (Guemuand Pauly). 

, ._- ' ... ,,'. ,;: ".' '. . . 
Note that the lTPA; MIIiiOl'and'NeIii'J'CiosiOy'sIlidIe$·dIit·IIII~'OJT IIiiDllig versus 110 
training at all. RilhCt, tIie iIIUdies examine !be lIIagl"'! jgqprt of having an OJT program. 
The J'll'A studJ.perIIIiIbIc!!be.COIlInlI group ro I'I!<eiw """"* fiDIII...,.,..JTPA sources, and 
!be MaiDO and New 1tni:rJ d:iiioaauatinos permitted the COIIIIOI group to recei... altemali.ve . 
WIN and lTP,t'1m1bi>ia'MiIiDI, 9O'petaIIII of~'p8ldclpaledia _ ..... 
uaiaing proiiiia:''''~:tO :so pereent of COObolJ. III. New 1C!11OY, 84 pereent of' 
experimelltali~~III<_job training activity. u COIIIp8I!Id to 13pettC11t of 
cOauola MoitCiiiittols"'"iliNft.'Jmey, bowevet, primarDy rec:cived otIIy JSA;"so thenI wu a 
difference in batIi tile quoilIIIIYiIid i_sity of """"* prov!ded.i .' m'" ...., ... 

The n:sulIs of the JTPA, Maine. and New 1ersey evaJuatioaa suggesI that, wIIiIoOJTmay be 
cost-beoeficialln _s of earnings gaina, it does not have a laJF impart 011 iDclI!:uing !be 
100",-_ empIoymeat rata of panlcipanu. Gueroa and Pauly .'IF" that. couaseIors may. 
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pre-select !be best candidates for orr, and thus end up serving persons who would have 
done well even in !be absence of the progrun_ It may make sense, then, in • new welfare 
progrun to concentrate on JSA or additional schooling for mo", educated enrollees, and to 
reserve (lJT for more disadvantaged recipients. Morts could abo be made 10 operate a 
big!!er quality orr progrun than existed in 1TPA, Maine, or New lersey_ 

Employment tax credits can be aimed at expandiug the number at jobs in !be country in 
general or at boosting employment levels of specific target groups. industries, or regions. 
An example of. general employment incentive is the New Jolts Tax Credit (NITC) that was 
in effect in 1977 and 1m (see Bishop), The NITC provided a laX credit amounting to 50 
pen:ent of the increase in each employer's wage base above 102 pereem of that wage base in 
the previous year. The credit was restricted to the first $4,200 at wages paid 10 eacb 
employee, Because of !his restriction, employers of low-wage workers benefined more than 
other employers, and part-time employment was also encouraged. For each firm, total 
credits were limited to $100,000, The NITC effectively reduced !be cost of labor, giving 
employers an incentive to hire more employers and also to substDute labor for capital. The 
long-term impaa of the NITC is unclear boca... il is !K)( known how much such a Ill:< credit 
increases wage inflation. " 

r 
As in any employment incentive, the NITC in part increased !be number of jobs and in pirt 
paid employers for new hires !bey we'" going 10 make in any caae. How much of !be tU 
credil goes IOwaeds a windfall to employers determines tile net cost of job cmallon, A way 
10 measure 1hiswould be to randomly assign f1l'Dl' to'....,.,;w, or iIot to """,ve sucb a credit, 
Sucb a random assignment stndy Iw Dot been done, NoD-experimenIa estimates by !be ' 
Treasury Department suggested 1ha1!be cost o('!be N1TC for eadljobcreatnd was quite 
bigb, Without an experiment, !be CClrrect answer cannoI he known, 

An example of. specific employment inceDlive is the Targ.:ted JoI>o Tax Credit (TJTC) Iha1 
has been in oxisteOce except" for _ year since 1919' (_Beny ad FeldmaD), Under the 
TITC, employ ... can get Ill:< credils of 40 p."",1It of the first so,OOOinWliges paid 10 a 
certified wm:br over the"oourse of a year. "'CettiflcaIio.ds tot theT.ITCire lintltnd 10 the 
following targeted'l""iPI: ecooomicaII:r~ JilUIb'1&III 18-"22, V'ieIDarIl-eJa­
veterans, ea-oll'ellderl."'"p_yClIJIII employees.,.. 16-11, JiiDooiWidi'PI!ysidol'" 
disabilities, AI'DC n>CljlIeIIII;'SSI'teeipIeaII; and'GeIIIiiI'AalsIIU'~·:As in the 
NITC, the T1l'C'sS6,ooo'lbllI! 011 saIarico affected, favors """*,,on of low-wage worbtll '.. . ,. '~"'"and also 'eocoII!I'&"4'PI!l:l;t!iiiO,worlt. ·,_n ,..," , 

':.~. ~, .-'..;J~~.~ .~ ...... ~:,,,... ­
-ll,~ "".~. .~ ........ -­

The iniIIaI <iOIIceIII'of diO,T.ITC is Iha1 WpI &rOUP iodMdDa!a'''''''' be giwIIa vouclalO 
aid ~ in&jol,ioiicIa.'i!'However, a seoond pnl(ledwe bu developed ",filch now , 
pllldoJninali,o;"COMiiIIIiiS firms bave heea sIaJted speciflcdly"Io" firma in ...-ma 
applicaats ..110 will bo T.ITC eligible, aod 10 ~ vouchen for dlem befOR> they are hired. 

Since 1979; 0Yf!It 4 miUion T.ITC cettiflc:allOlls have been illSllCd) III 1989, 4SO,OOO 
certiflcaIl_ wen> issued, Even so, only 1 pemeo1l of priYlfll employers mab _ of the 
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TJTC each year. Retail trade is the industry that makes the most use of the TJTC. The. 
major users in this industry include restaurants. grocery stores, department stores, and retail 
apparel stores. Other major users include lodging and health services and security guards. 
In 1989, youth represented 55 percent of all certifications, and AFDC recipients 22 perceot. 
Thus, roughly IOO,OO!l.TJTC certifications were issued to AFDC recipients that year, 
representing roughly 6 percent of all AFDC recipients hired in the overall economy that 
year. 

It is also useful to look at the distinction betw""n TJTC vouchers and TJTC certifications. 
TJTC vouchers let an employer know an individual is eligible for the tax credit. A 
certification occurs once the !lire takes place. For youth during 1989, certifications 
amounted to almost three-fourdls of vouche.... For AFDC, Sst, and Geoeral Assistance 
recipients, however, certifications amounted to less than a !hind of certifications. This 
difference reflects the relative difficulty of welfare recipients obta.inin8 employment (Berry 
and Feldman). 

There was also • ptedecessor to the TJTC known as the WIN!AFDC tax credit. Between 
WlI and 1975, the WIN!AFDC credit was available only to WIN registrants. StaltiDg in 
1975, AFDC recipieou wbo had ~n on welfare for 90 days became eligible eve. if they !. 
were not enroUed in WIN. In 1982, the WIN!AFDC tax credit OlD folded into the TJTC.f 

(
One can imagine several possible impacts of the TJTC. II conJd incroase the Ieve.I of 
employment by malcing the COlt of labor cheaper; it <:oo1d he I windfall to employers for 
biting the exact iWlIll. people tlley were going to bire anyway; It could simply result in the 
displacement of equally diJadvantaged persons wbo would bave been hired; it conJd aIJow 
some persons a foothold in the labor _ whUe only tempomrily displacing other persons 
who will soon find a different job on their own; it conJd also be, D suggested by Daniel 
Hamermesb, that ..e.stigmalim people by giving them TJTC voochers and bolt their loot­
term employment prospects. 

A set of I'&IIdom wipnwtt Sbldies-some randomly asaignin, firma and other randomly 
wigning individuaIa-wOuId he ........-y to diseotangle diose efI'ecII. Tbote wu a n""'" 
usignmem experiment c:ondU'eIlod by the Depattment of Labor as part of Ihe SOpp 
Ilemonstradco in DayIoa. 0biD iD 198G-81 which tested the impott of the TJTC ( ... 
Burtless). A toIaI of 916·JI8I'f'radll w.... enrolled iD the SIDdy, 46 pen:oot of whom wae 
AFDC ~ and t1IiI,..,.i..der Geoeral AMistance roo:ipi<au. One thin! of the sample 
was l'&IIdomIy:uSipOdu. ~ TJTC vouchen and It'ltinod 011 bow to p.- them to 
entployera. AIiOdiot.thinI til t1IiIlIIIIIpIe wu auigned to reo::eivo cub ~ which they

"" .. ,-. """,~ <''''">:''''''conJd offer to .,......1aI ~.. The fiDaI thin! .,.... usi8l"' to a COIIIrOI group. AD 
persons in the lIIIIIpIe'~.__ job semh aMi_ cIua. 

The SIDdy fouod !IW after • six-week job seardI periDd. 13 pen:oot of the TJTC group had 
found jobs; 12.7 pen:oot of the cash, voucher group; and 20.6 pen:oot of the COIIIrOI group. 

t 
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Thus, tatller than help people rmdjobs, it appears that the 1TIC stigmatized them as IIeing 
welfate recipients (Burtleu), 

There was also a smdy in three smaU cities in Wisconsin in whicb persons eligible for TITC 
vouellers were randomly assigned to receive coaching on how to use the VOUCllef (Bedeau 
et.al.). TIle study did .... bave foOow-up data on ovemU employmenllevels of <he two 
groups, bUI fouod that the group onoouraged to use the 1TIC in looking for worl< bad lower 
rates of receiving 1TIC-<ertified jobs than the control group. Thus, it appears thaI even 
among fums who use <he rITe, <here is. bias against persoos who present themselves as 
rITe-eligible. 

Probably the main justifIcation for the rITe is that we are leIting some persons obtain 
employment, while only _pomrily displacing more job-ready persons. Give. that only I 
percenl of fums currently participate in tile 1TIC, tlleee is 100m for expaoding the program 
in a new welfare refonn ittitialive. However, given tile program', obvious potential for 
simply displacing other disadvantaged workers as weD as the negativeresults in <he Dayton 
experiment, il is bigbiy qnestionable wbelher <he TTrC should be made a key pan of any 
welfate refonn effort. Consideration could lie given to using instead a general employment 
tax credit such as the NTrC. i 

. - .• ,,' "., .,,~••"': p"";' 	 i: 
, 1: 

ISSUES IN TIlE DESIGN OF EMPLOYMENT PROGRAMS IN AFDC \ 
•. ~ U'.'" ~_", "" 

, 

In the I!I!()P cIcmoostraIiaa, ..,bid! waa designed as a -..a!IoD model, only 31 peroem of 
SO,ooo persOiiii'. we.ii'AFDC recip_ and primuy eamcn ill their famili.. enrolled in 
SOPP. primary earners, only 19 peroem eveoIuaIly enrolled in the 
SBT . , 1'Ini5! only 3,000 (oi'6'pemeIII) of the SO;OOO 
eligible enrolled in BOPP empIo~ or ttaining beyond JSA. 

'.. '. ''''~ ... ;;t. ~' ••, ..... '. ... ., 

In the SaD aIJoo dealgued uo -..a!IoD model, 28 peroem of 
AFDC 6 aDd abcive'iiid 24 pea*.of'AFDC-U6ilhcn ftlCCIved 
some education or ttaining programs dutina the foUow-vp peaiod, and only 21 peroem of 
boIh the AFDC and AFDC-U poUps.partid:paIed iIISWDoraCOllllll1inilywodt projects. (It is 
uoclear fmIn the SWIM data the _ to wbid! the job ~ and'lXiIiununlty wort 

. experieoce groops 0VIIIiap). . 
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From the EOPP and SWIM demonstrations, then, it appears that • welf.... reform effort need 
only plan for providing education and tr.lining to roughly 2S percent of recipients and' 
subsidized jobs to roughly 20 percent of participants. The results of the HHS teen parent 
demonstration in Camden and Chicaga may have ,bown larger participation rates. The 
results .... not available to DOL yet. 11li.s dcmon,llaIion emphasized blgb expectations and 
mandated education and tr.lining activities far teen parents entering AFDC for the ftrst time. 

2, Serving Males. Another issue that must be decided in developing ... employment and 
tr.lining component in • new welf.m .ySlem i. how much emphasis to plaCe on serving 
male•. At a minimum, males in AFDC-U caseloads most likely will be served in an 
employment and training component in proportion to their numbers in the AFDC popolation. 
But. further question is whether DOn-custodia! fathelll sboold be eligible--or even given top 
priority..far employment and tr.lining services. Budget constraints will push towards leaving 
out non-custodia! fathers from the employment and tr.lining comJlOll"lll. However, notioll! of 
fundatnentaliy changing the welfare system and resIOring.. !IIe bllu::l family.argue strongly in 
favor of making absent falbelll the foc•• of job training and employment efforts, 

The SWIM evaluation suggests that serving AFDC-U fathe!ll resulll in positive sbort-tenn t 
impacts on employment rates, earttings, and welf.m redu<:tion, aItbougb these impacts are ! . 

•not as strong as those for wamen on AFDC and appear to fade over the long term, ResultS. 
from a welf.m to wod< program in San Diego prior to SWIM showed-DO stalisti.<:ally·· ' 
signlllC8Dt improvement in earnings for males (Guerooand Pauly). The·NaIict!aI ITPA 
Study suggests that earnings gains from job training for ecooornica1Iy disadvantaged adult . 
males may actually be stronger and more persisteot than gains for adult women, However, 
only 6 percent of the adult maIes~in.\be ITPA Slud)"were AFDC ~ at intake, 

3, PSI!. ...... ColDDllloily Work ~ Bod! PSI!. and CommwriIy Work Bxperieoce 
Program. (CWBP) would put weIf.m rccipietItJ to work in soeiaIly useful projecU. The 
main dif'fe-__ Ibem IJI that under PSB, participaDIJ wooId be paid a wage and 
fringe beneflII, while imder CWIlP partieipaDIJ would IIiII be paid their AFDC JIUl and 
esscatially be wortinl for me to pay off their gtlIIII. .The advaIJIap of PSB is that it wooId 
eUmjnate 1hc stigma _bed !O being <II weIf.m, as ~ wooId _ally be ~vins a 
wop; .The advaIIIa&<> .of <;WBP lllhat it wooId COllI IeOII MP"Nag ftlCipiMla work fuD-dmo 
,imply'becau.e;APDC bcGofIIa III most states .... below ..bat a fulI-dmo minimum wage job 
pays., If,CWlll..~work Iesa than fuJl..lime, wIIicb most IibIy will be \be cue, it II 
DO • cIeOr,1hat CWBl' Iii dleapcr. . . "", 'ore' ~. <,:,;,,,,.. ' 

~~'f ar-~fJ;~,· 't\' 

FunliOr; anycOat~~ between CWIlP and PSI!...., ........ 0IIIy from alallpayer's 
p8.!spootive. l'l'OGuociely's poiIIt of view, if1hc work produo,,",la 1hc SIIDIl, !lie bcGofIIa ..., 
'\be -.. PaJiDI ~ Iesa ill CWIlP omy amounts 10 " IIaIISftr paymeol from .' 
rccipietItJtO lalIpayers. 
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Regardl..., of their relative meritll,CWEP would be politically easier to implement on a . 
large scale beeause of the budget process. PSB would require an appropriation by Congress, 
with the largest com for wages paid to enrollees. CWEP; even if conducted the same wor!< 
projects and COSI tile same money, would not require a new appropriation for wages paid to 
enrollees because AFDC benefits are an entitlement. CWEP would only require an expanded 
appropriation for costs of administJatiOll, supervision, and materials aod supplies. 

II is possible that an agreement could be reaclled with Coogress to allow for a simple wor!< 
supplementation formula in which a persoo's AFDC grant could be used to pay wages fur the L ,. 
person. This would perotit Ialdng advantage of the less atigma atlaclled to PSE with the '" 1" 
easier budget path of CWEP. 

4. Quality or Work Projects. Budget pressures will push towards maltiog PSB or CWEP 
projects as cheap as pussible, and for tight COlIStJaims on costs going towards 
administration, supervition. aod materials and supplies. Typ~y, IlltemplS "'" made to 
require thai at least 10 percent of expenses go to wages, thus sharply limiting all other costs. 
However, a lessoo from PSE progIams is that effective projectS require plaruting, quality 
supervision, aod materials aod supplies. In the Civilian Cooservation Corps, widely , fA "'., 
pen:eived to be tile most successful wor!< prognm ever, wages amounted. to leS.s than 40 ~vw"lo 
percent of total expenses. . 1 

One ..ay to achieve qualicy work projectS wbile limiting CO'SIJ is to emphasize work projects 
that "'" socially useful but do DOl require constant supervision, heavy equipmem, aod maDy 
materials and supplies. For example, quality teacber aide projectS <XlUld be developed fairly 
cheaply. However, COIL!tt1Ictioo aod forestry projects, which would be ideal Inr serving 
males, would be expenaive to do rip!. This leaves a set of questions aa to whal !nI!l!! of 
i9!!! we would provide Inr males. How much empbaais do we .,aut to place 00 - tile social 
utility of tile jiitiS we jiroVide7-Do""we care about .,hetber the jobs load to private sector 
pusitioos7 Can quality projects am be developed that would pro_ tile lang-term 
employability of males y.. still be inexpenaive? An: willing to !pCIId op to $20,000. slcC • lI'l 
for coostNctioo aod fomby jobs thai would have much social vaIoe aod oould load to 1"­
priVlW> sector p~ 
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in PSE and CWEP. Use of wll8e subsidies are a way of promoting private sector 
placemenlS, bul the negative results for the TITC in the Dayton BOPP experiment castS . 
serious doubt 011 the effectiveness of targeted wage subsidies. 

6. Ne.. AFDC Registrants Versus Existin& EnroU....,. One option for phasing in time­
limited welfare would be to concemtate on newapplicanlS. However, as is clear from botb 
studies of welfare RlCipienlS and the oomml group in the SWIM evaluation, existing AFDC 
enrollees are a much more disadvanlllged group thaD new registrants. Further, the SWIM 
results indicate thai earning. impacts and welfare reductions from job trainhlg programs are 
strongest among existing enrollees. In any case, lime-limiting welfare only for new 
applicants would create a perverse incentive for existing enrollees to stay 011 welfare so thai 
tbey would not be subject to new requiremenlS if they bad to _ to the roDs. 

7, Need for a Work Support Agency, Single mothers oftetlleave welfare to accopI 
employment, only to bav. some family or personal crisis cause tbeIn to qult worlc and _ 
to AFDC. A time-limited welfare system will need to recognize the obSW:1es 'AFDC WOlllCll 

will face in handling a job perllaps for the (lJ"$I time. As descrjbed by Demetta N~, 
neigbborllood work support offices could fill the role of providing AFDC women with thel 
varina. social sorvU:es they .-I to bold a job. 1'beoe offices wookl operate iIIdqleIIdcntIy: of 
the welfare SYilml, and provide COWlseDing, job seatdlaisiSlallOO. beIp with ooUege', t­
application forms, assistaoce with tax form., worlcshops on balanclng work and family' 
responsibilities, and referrals to cl!iId support enfoo:emetll, crisill illterventiOll, family 
coonseDing. and bealtb screening. Work support offices could also operate the CWBP 
projeclS. " 

, 

9, RatIoIIID: UlIIlted Fmp...,1IIiI!IIl ami 'mlal", FImdL IJIbeI Sawblll bu csdmated dill 
evea with'~ 8W'mprionJ 46 pe_ of the cuttelll AJIDC casdoad; or abouI '2 miIIimt 
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pe<>ple, would be eligible for a CWEP or PSE placement once their two-year lifetime limit 
on AFDC ran out, Her estimate includes an assumption that lSA and training program. ' 
during the initial two years on AFDC have been available for winnowing the number of 
clients requiring subsidized jobs, 

CurrenUy, tbe minimum wage is $4,25 an boor. amounting to $8,500 a year for a fuR-time. 
year-round job, Half-time PSB jobs with only. minimal amount of supervision and 
materials could probably be developed at a cost of about $6,000 per participant. For $1 
billion, 167,000 PSB job. could be funded each year. If CWEP were used instead of PSE. 
the costs to society would be the same, but compensation to enroUees would be picked up by 
the AFDC grant and thus would not require a new appropriation. Assunting $1,750 per 
participant as tbe cost of supervision and matetiaI,•• $1 billion new appropriation would pay 
for about 570,000 CWEP haIf·time jobs. 

These numbers suggest that with $1 billion we could serve rougbly 8 pen:ent of Sawhill', 
estimated eligible population with PSB. or roughly 28 pen:ent with CWEP. Given the 
participation rares in BOPP and SWIM. we may 001 need furtber rationing. as more than 28 
pereent of eligibles may not partieipate in CWEP. However, we would also need an 
additional $1 billion or so for job training that Sawhill .....m.. will _ur during at 
recipient's initial two-year period on AFDC. It also igno..,.any PSB jobs to non-<:uSfOdialll; 
fathers, " 

k 
If $2 billion is not available to cover both a traiiting component and a work component. 'or if 
a more intensive intervention it desired, then • rationing of available funds it required. 
Possible rationing mechanism. include Wgeting on new registrants, Wgeting on bigh-poverty Iareas. or providing demonSlXation funds to Stales. 
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CENTER FOR LAW AND SOCIAL 

MI!lIORANDOM 

To: Interested Persons 
From: Mark Greenberg 
Date: 0uly 6, 1993 
Re: public Employment VB. CWEP 

A major component of the President I so V1S1.0n of welfare reform 
involves a work expectation for families that have received welfare 
for two years~ In developing this component, a crucial question is 
whether families will be provided public service employment, or 
simply required to work without wages for their welfare grants .. 

One possible model for public employment would involve the creation 
of 20 hour a week public sector minimum wage jobs. The earnings 
from those jobs would be treated as earned income for purposes of 
AFDC and food stamps. 

In contrast, in a CWEP model, the individual would not receive 
wages, but would be required to work some number of hours e.ach 
month, based on a formula that divides the AFDC grant by the 
minimum wage to determine the required hours of obligation~ 

In fc'\any respects, from the standpoint of the individuals and 
society, public sector minimum wage jobs would be substantially 
preferable to CWEP. The ~ajor problem wit~ public sector jobs is 
their greater cost. However, there is reason to believe that the 
marginal eost of such jobs over CWEP. for one million slots, would 
be in the range of $2 billion or less -- a figure that is low 
enough to justify serious policy consideration. 

This memo summarizes the advantages of minimum wage jobs over CWEP I 

and then discusses the basis for the cost estimate. . 

Why would~work for wages be better than work for welfare? It would 
be better for families, the welfare system, and the nation's 
economy because: 

Families would be financially better off. In a CWEP structure, an 
individual who is working off her AFDC grant is no better off than 
an individual who is not. There is no return for work. And, in 
high benefit states, individuals would be working full time or 
close to full time in order to receive a welfare check; this is 
fundamentHlly inconsistent with the President's principle that a 
family where the parent works full-time shouldnlt be poor. 

In contrast, if individuals are in jobs paying wages/ then 
their family will have more income, and will both be and feel 
better off from working. The amount of gain from work will depend 
on the number of hours or work, how the system I S rules treat 
earnings from employment, and whether the earnings qualify for a 
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full EIC. However, it will always be true that the family is at 
least somewhat better off as a result of working. 

People who work should be treatgd like workers~ Historically, one 
rationale for CWEP is that individuals with little or no work 
experience would benefit from an unpaid work experience. This 
might be true for some people for some period of time, but not on 
an ongoin9 basis for everyone who has received AFDC for two years. 
If individuals are willing to work, and neither they nor the state 
can find a private sector job, they should be offered a real job 
paying a real wage. If one goal is to provide work that individu­
als can list on a resume and that does not include lfwelfare 
stigma 11, than government (or other non-profit) employment is surely 
preferable to "welfare unpaid placement. If • 

20 Hour a week jobs would foster and reflect the principle that 
there should be reasonable expectations for single parents: One 
problem with CWEP is that the hours of obligation would be 
different in every state. In high benefit states, e.g., families 
would, in essence, be working full time just to work off their 
AFDC: In low benefit states, one of two things will happen: either 
the work obligation will be quite low, i~e'f about II hours a week 
to work off a $200 AFDC grant. or there will be substantial 
pressure to include food stamps in the work-off-the-grant calculus~ 
If that occurs, then individuals in low benefit states may be 
working full-time or close to full time for food coupons and a 
small amount of cash. 

Full-time obligations will cause a number of problems •. First, 
they will be much more expensive than 20 hour slots, because many 
more families will have child care costs, including those with 
school-age children. Second, displacement issues are likely to be 
greater if employers are essentially offered free full-time 
workers~ Third, as the required compliance level goes up, the 
number of non-compliers is likely to increase, and penalties for 
non-compliance are likely to have to be imposed on more people. 

Most fundamentally, though, an expectation of full-time work 
for single parents is inconsistent with the fact that most married 
mothers do not work full-time outside the home. Only 34% of wives 
work year-round, full-time, and only 27% of wives with children 
under age 6 work year-round, full-time~ As originally framed by 
David Ellwood in ~oo~ Support, in two parent families, one parent 
typically either doesn't work outside the home or works part-time. 
In a one-parent family, where the mother must be trying to balance 
her work and caretaking roles it may not be gOOd family policy tot 

mandate an expectation of full-time work. 
In the current debate, while there may be strong public 

support for the principle that welfare mothers should work, there 
is not likely to be strong public support for the principle that 
single parents should either have their children in day care or 
leave them unattended for 45 or 50 hours a weak. Nor is there 
likely to be broad agreement that the best social ,policy for 
families of middle-schoolers and teens is for their parent to be 
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leaving them unsupervised for a number of hours before and after 
school each day. 

In short I a 20 hour expectation balances a serious work 
expectation with a concern for what is reasonable for parents and 
best for children. 

20 Hour a Week Jobs Would be Significantly Easier to Administer 
than CWEP. CWEP is complicated to administer in part becaus~ the 
individual's required hours of participation vary with her AFDC 
grant~ SOt for example, an individual getting an AFDC grant of 
$372 would. have an 87 hour obligation that month. However, if she 
received a $100 contribution from a relative the next month, and 
her grant dropped to $272, her CWEP hours would drop to 64. Few 
employers have any interest in readjusting work hours each month t 

or in, for instance, having Ms~ smith work 20 hours a week, while 
Ms. Jones works 17, and Ms. Doe works 13. Many potential employers 
that might be attracted to designing 20 hour jobs would have little 
interest in a structure where each new slot may have different 
required hours of work t and the hours per slot may vary every 
month. CWEP forces administrators and employers to devote massive 
resources to odd hour calculations; 20 hour a week jobs would not. 

Creating wage4 jobs would reduce the number of families receiving 
Arpe; mandating CWEP wguld not. If families were paid the minimum 
wage for 20 hours a week, and the earnings were treated as income 
for AFDC purposes, some number of families would cease to receive 
AFOC checks. For a family of three with no other income, the 
earnings would result in no AFDC check in one state immediately, 
and in six more after four months. For a family of two with no 
other .income! there would be no AFDC check immediately in five 
states. and none after four months in five more states. For 
families with other non-AFDC income, the numbers would be greater. 
While this is obviously not a huge case load reduction, it is 
substantially better than what would be offered by CWEP. (Note 
that there would need to be a means to "deem" Medicaid and child 
care eligibility for families ineligible for an AFDC grant.) 

Jobs paving the minimum wage would be better for the economv than 
work payinq no wages. A basic concern about large-scale CWEP is 
that it may depress wages and job growth: individuals in CWEP slots 
would be part cif a large pool prepared to accept any minimum wage 
job, even under the most adverse working conditions. It may not be 
in the best interest of children, for example, for their mother to 
be working for minimum wage on the late night shift at the local 
convenience store. If the government were offering part-time 
minimum wage jobs during the school day for single parents, then 
private employers would need to offer something more attractive to 
attract them, e.g" higher wages t better working conditions, more 
hours, opportunity for advancement. If the government offers 
ninimum wage jobs to AFOC families, it is a way of putting pressure 

on the private sector to do"b;:e~t~t~e~r~;~i~fdt~h~eb:~~:!~~~Jfu~j~t~~CWEP, then the worst ~ 
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and it will seem irrational for many private employers to ever pay 
more than minimum wage. In short, either approach is going to have 
an impact on the private economy, but minimum wage jobs encourage 
private employers to do better I and CWEP encourages private 
employers to do worse. 

Note that there is another concern about the impact of either CWEP 
or minimum wage jobs on the economy: if public sector or private 
non-profit employers have an essentially unlimited pool of free 
workers t when will they ever have an incentive to add additional 
paid workers to their workforce? While this is a problem in either 
approach, it could be less of a problem in the public employment 
approach if, for instanc he worksite were required to put in 
some amount of match. match requiremen would also increase the 
likelihood that the wor s e 00 e Jobs more seriously, and it 
would also be a means of bringing down overall program costs. (For 
instance, a 25% required employer match would essentially offset 
the cost of a 25% Ele for workers in public service minimum wage 
jobs) . 

The costs of minimum wage lobs are within a range that merits their 
consideration. Much of the previously-expressed concern about 
public employment concerns its potential cost. However, given the 
commitment to a work program, the relevant question is its marginal 
cost above the cost of CWEP. For example, there appears to be no 
reason to believe that the cost of job creation, administration, 
and supervision would be different for public employment than for 
CWEP. And for comparable. hours of work, there is no reason to 
believe that child care costs would be different. The difference 
would involve the payment of wages for minimum wage jobs. However, 
there would be a partial offset in reduced AFDC and food stamp 
expenditures. qL---~ 

" . ~~ On an annual basas, the marglnal cost to government (over eWEP) for U I 
one million slots would appear to be less than $2 billion without 

"the EIe, approaching $3 billion with the EIe. For example; the 2Q ~s..'.f­
hours a week times $4.25 is $365.50 a month. Wages of $365.50 a l~v~ 
month translate to a $164 reduction in AFDC for the first four I t 

months, and a $246 reduction in AFDC after the first four months, Lt$"'\.... 
when the 1/3 disregard expires. There is also a food stamp Com 
reduction. The amount of the food stamp reduction depends on one's 
assumption about shelter costs. On the attached pages, there are 
examples for the median benefit state, a high benefit state, and a 
low benefit state. The basic picture appears to be that for the 
median state benefit lovell a 20 hour a week minimum wage job would 
involve a net cost over CWEP of approximately $171 per person for 
the first four months t and $126 per person after the first four 
months without the E1Ci if a 25% ErC were provided, the cost would 
increase to $263 and $219 respectively. On an annualized basis, 
this translates to $1.7 billion to 2.8 billion. If there were a 
required 'employer match, costs would go down (depending on the 
amount of the match). 
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Costs 	may be somewhat (though not substantia~ly) higher because: 

• 	 not all AFDC families receive fOOd stamps, and when the 
family does not receive food stamps, there will be no 
food stamp saving when income increases; 

~. 	 in low benefit states, if the AFDC grant is less than 
$164 in the first four months, or less than $246 after 
the first four months, the full AFOC savings will not 
occur; 

• 	 cost estimates for food stamp savings are sensitive to 
anets assumptions about housing costs, in the complicated 
way in which excess shelter deductions interact with 
income. 

Nevertheless, even if costs are slightly higher, they nevertheless 
suggest that this approach is within the range of reasonable 
options, and ought to be given serious consideration in the coming 
discussions. 

- 5 ­



CWEP and PUblic Employment: Comparing costs 

Example A: 	 AFDC Grant of $372 (Median state, family of three) 
Assume $300 for rent and utilities 

l. status: No Earnings or Other Non-APDC income: 

AFDC $372 

Food stamps $272 

Total Income $644 


2. Status: Working 20 hours a week at $4.25, for qross earnings of 
$365~50/month. Durinq first four months, AFDC's 1/3 disreqard 
available: 

Earnings $365.50 

AFDC $208 

Food Stamps lill 

Total Income $787.50. 


3. status: worxinq 20 hours a week at $4.25, but l/3 disregard 
expires after four months: 

Earnings $365.50 

AFDC $126 

Food Stamps 
 ~ 
Total Income $742.50 

4. cost to Governmont: 

First four months: $767.50 - $644 ~ $143.50 in net costs; if 
government paying socia 1 secur i ty of 7.65% • add $27.96 to get 
$171.46. 

After first four months, $742.50 - $644 = $98.50 in net costs, plus 
$27.96 social security, equals $126.46~ 

First year cost to government is $1697~52: 
(4 * $171.46 = $685.64, 8 * 126.46 ~ $1011.66) 



Example'S: 	AFDC Grant of $200 (Low Benefit state) 
Assume $200 for rent and utilities 

1. status: No Earnings or other Non-AFDC income: 

AF'DC $200 

Food stamps $292 

Total Income $492 


2. status: Working 20 hours a week at $4.25, for gross earnings of 
$365. So/montb.. During first four months, AFOO's 1/3 disreqard 
available: 

Earnin9S $365.50 

AFOC $ 36 

Food Stamps 
 ~ 
Total Income $663.50. 

3. status; Working 20 hours a week at $4.25, but 1/3 disreqard 
expires after four months; 

Earnings $365.50 

AFDC $ 0 

Food Stamps $277 

Total Income $642.50 


4. Cost to Government: 

First four months: $663.50 - $492 ie! $1'71~50 in net costs; with 
social security of 7.65%, add $27.96 to get $199.46~ 

After first four months, $642.50 - $492 = $150.50 in net costs¥ 
plus $27~96 social security, equals $17S.46~ 

First year 	cost to government is $2225.52: 
(4 * $199.46 = $797.84, 8 * 178.46 = $1427.68). 



'. 

Example c: 	AFDC Grant of $600 (High Benefit State) 

Assume $400 for rent and utilities 


1. status: No Earnings or other Non-AFDC income: 
• 

AFDC $600 
Food Stamps ~ 
Total Income $799 

2. status: workinq 20 hours a week at $4.25, for qro9s earninqs of 
$36S.so/month* During first four months, AFDC's 1/3 disreqard 
available: 

Earnings $365.50 
AFDC $436 

Food Stamps ~ 

Total Income $942.50. 

3. Status: Working 20 hours a week at $4.25, but 1/3 disregard 
expires after four months: 

Earnings $365.50 
AFDC $354 

Food stamps $178 

'.rotal Income $897.50 

4. cost to Government: 

In first four months, $942.50 - $199 = $143.50 in net costs; if 
government paying social security of 7.65%:, add $27.96 to get 
$171.46. 

After first four months, $897.50 - $799 = $98.50 in net costs, plus 
$27.96 social security, equals $126~46. 

First year cost to government is $1697.52: 

(4 • $171.46 = $665.64, 8 * 126.46 = $~0~1.6S) 




ISSUES 


It/hat should be the nature of the work? Should it be entry-level, 
unskilled? Should there be job progression and training with 
growth potential? What are the trade-offs in terms of costs? 
Incentives to stay in the program vs. incentives to move into 
private sector jobs? What do we know about the effectiveness of 
job progression models for welfare populations? How much 
supervision and administration is involved? 

Job SearcQ 

Should participation in CWEP be combined with some period in job 
search? Should there be a period Qf job search after each CWEP 
assignment is over? Are there other ways to encourage partici ­
pants to move to private sector jobs, and to encourage private 
employers to hire these individuals? 

Education 

Should partic!pants be given additional time to receive education 
and trainin9 or pursue other activities to increase employabili ­
ty? What are minimal job skills and work habits that partici ­
pants need to have? Are they likely to have already acquired 
these before they reached their time limit? What further 
development are they likely to need? 

Duration 

What is the maximum amount of time participants can remain in 
CWEP? lndefinitely until they find a private job? TWo years? 
One year? 26 weeks? Should it vary depending on local unemploy­
ment rates? What happens after this period is over. 

As signed HO,!il]i 

Should each person's assignment be based on their individual 
grant levels divided by the minimum wage? Or should there be a 
set number of hours regardless of former welfare grant levels, 
e,g. 20 hours a week for everyone? 00 we need to customize these 
jobs to the needs of single mothers? 

Safety Net 

Are we responsible for ensuring a minimal safety net for the 
post~transitional population?- Can individuals refuse to 
participate in the work program? What happens if slots are not 
available? Is the population off of welfare or still on welfare, 
but working? 



L~.vel of Income 

What is a minimally adequate income for the post-transitional 
assistance population? Do the plans provide this with a 40 hr. 
per week assignment? With a 20 hr work assignment? Should there 
continue to be an effort to maintain aggregate income levels at 
AFDC benefit levels, varying by state and family size? 

,',t;'reatment of Earnings 

Does reimbursement count as earnings for EITC, FICA, unemployment 
benefits? What is the interaction with food stamps and housing 
assistance? 

Universality 

Should community work programs and incentives be available to all 
poor families with children or targeted to former AFDC recipi­
ents? Should these programs be available to non-custodial 
fathers who need jobs to pay child support? Should these 
programs be available to welfare rocipients who have not yet 
exhausted their time-limits? Are they available to former 
welfare. recipients who found a private job and then were fired or 
quit. 

Should there be a system of sanctions, or should participants who 
dontt perform simply not get paid? Should participants be paid 
for the hours they work or should they not get paid at all if 
they don't work for their assigned time, e.g, 20 hours a week? 
What ....~ould be "good cause" criteria for not participating. 
Should those who drop out of the program be allowed to be 
reinstated immediately by participating? Should participants be 
able to be "fired?" 

PQst wot:~ 

If the work program is of limited duration and the family still 
hasn't found a private job, what happens? What happens to those 
who are fired from the work program or move on to a private job 
and are fired? 

Financing 

viho should pay for the cost of these programs? Federally funded, 
federal-state match? At what match rate? 

Employment .Rights 

Do participants have access to appeal rights? How woulri disputes 
over nonperformance be resolved. 



Implementation Issues 

How long will it take to implement such programs? What could we 
expect to have in place after 1 year, 3 years,S years, etc. 

Further Research 

What are the major areas where research and demonstrations are 
needed? 
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24 January 1994 

To: Mary Jo Bane. David Ellwood. Bruce Reed 

From: Larry Mcadfllttl;( 

Subject: 	Comments on Draft Discussion Papcr by Working Grnup on Welfare Rerorm, Family 
Support and Independence. 

Here arc some comments on each main section of the pnpcr. Sec also my paper on "Rcfonning 
Welfare Through Half-Time Work, > 

Pn:motc Parental Resoonsibllity nnd Prevent Teen Pregnancy 

Note that f'more than 100 hours a month" on p. 8 should read "more than 99 hourn a month." 
Thc idea of ending the lOO-hour rule and the 6-monlh limit on AFDC·UP is good. However. the 
labor force ullm:hmcnt rules for U?ought to be kept. That is, a wc1furc father should have to have a 
work history. 

Alternatively. onc could substitute a work requirement fur the father. At present. he merely has 
to look for work, The Family Support Act (FSA) mandated that high shares of UP fathers have to 
enter workfare jobs, but this is only now being implemented. h ,vouid be better to obligate the father 
to work in the private sector along the same lines as the mOlher, but he should have to work sooner 
(that is, not be eligible for an extension) and nearer to full-time. 

Mentoring by older welfare mothers strikes me as hurd (0 sell. Are mothers who have lived on 
welfare good role models for younger women who we hope Lo steer away from wcffarc? This could 
look like legitimizing welfare as. an u1tcmalh'c lifestyle. 

The community~oricntcd measures (p. 9} look soft and send u mixed mcssugc, They suggest 
that society assumes responsibility for unwed parenthood. when we want individuals to do that. 

Raising the family planning issue is risky. us the abortion controversy might naif up and sink: 
reform. BCHef to shjrt the issue to the hculth area and let that feform proposal deal with it 

Make Work f';IY 

I was surprised how little you proposed here. The reason must be that a lot has already been 
done, EITe anJ lhe minimum wage have already been raised, and health refoml is on ;mother track, 
TI"<lnsilionuI child and heath care is already avuilablc under FSA, 

The urgumcnt for further steps is weuk. Although anecdotes su)' the Medicaid notch is serious, 
research says it isn't except fOf families with serious health problems, in which the adults would 
probably not be expected to work unY'...ay. There is little evidence of a child care shortage at present 
work lc.vcls. A lack might develop if JOBS were expanded, but higher funding under JOBS and Ihe 
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Mead comments 2 

I V A entitlement should take care of that Why eliminate the stale matchjul't for child care when it is 
aU of a piece with the test of JOBS? 

1 don't sec a reason to make the Dependent Care credit refundable or do other things do improve 
child care, atlca.;;t not as part of \vc1fare reform, That would eat up money you need to fund an 
exJXtnded JOBS, It really serves the agenda of udvocatcs for "quality" child care and Head Start. 
While they may have a case, it should be dealt with separately and not hold welfare rcronn hostage. 

Work fails to JXty more than welfare mainly when one docs not work rull~time. The 
expectations you set about work: levels seem 10 me a billow. You suggest that families with one full~ 
time worker should not be poor. That is fine for a single JXtrent. But in the case of an intact family it 
woutd be reasonable [0 expect the other spouse to work at least half-time, since that is what most 
people n01 on welfare do today. You also suggcst that a single mother working half- or thrce-quartcr­
time should be able to get off welfare and out of poverty (p. 14). I'd accept that, but to justify it 
politically. the bulk of employable welfare mothcrs would have to work this hard. not just a fcw. 

I agree lhullhc working mother should do better than a non"\'orking recipient, but one can 
assure that simply by denying support to the nom"'orking mother. I'd also give the working mother a 
bonus on welfare. There is no need 10 construct a new set of income supports for her. 

The most important proposal in this section is to make EITe regularly payable in more cases. 
That means tackling the whole work supplementution problem, which is tough, H will probably be 
dirfwult to get many employers to serve as (.:onduits for government aid. It's probably best simply La 
pay EITe through welfare in the ctlse of working poor who remain on AFDe or Food Stamps. 

You also suggest dcmonslmtions in the area of income support for working families. I don't see 
a need for special "work support offices.. n s.ince the programs in question already serve many working 
J'X)()( ramilies, nor for front-cnd emergency assistance, which might revive the welfare fmud problems 
of twenty years ago. 

But I do sec an argument for liberalizing thc work history rules in VI so that more people with 
short job histories cun get UI. This is also the best nonwclrare way to help the working poor. Vnlike 
some other propo.<;ah;··children1s allowances, assured child support·-iL docsn1t require creating ne\\' 
entitlements. only expanding an old one. 

Provide Access to Edu9tion and Tr.lining.lmposc Time Limits. and Expect Work 

For a morc detailed re.,;;ponsc to the JOBS tt.«:pccls of the plan, see my separate paper on 
"Reforming Welfare Through Half-Time Work. n My approach. like yours, is to keep a~ many 
rcciplcnt~ as pu~ible from hilling the two-year limit on cash assistance that the President has 
proposed. Howcvcr.l think that to do that one must mandatc work search at the outset, condition 
eligibility on half-time work. and penuil extensions only to two years, not beyond it. The current 
plan is vague ubout how and when work would acluaHy be expected. 

Your most important recommendation in lhe whole paper is to movc JOBS to full participation, 
I strongly suppon that. To implement that policy, you need to define new participation noors for 
years beyond FY95. You would also need a set of ceilings to bring down the share of clicnl~ allowed 
extensions over time. 

(n addition, the emphasis within JOBS ha... to be shined away from remediation and towards job 
search. The document is vague UOOUi this. Job search is specified only at the cnd of the lwo~ycar 
period. Up-fronljob search should be mandated, not Icft to state option, 

The two-year lnmsillon period should not universally be allowed. I'd limit it to people who h.ad 
tried to get a job at the outset and failed, To aITow it generally contradicl"llhc n1c.~sagc that welfare 
eligibility is to be based on work:. Rather, I'd make all the employable look for work at the outset and 
then limit extensions to two years. 
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Exemption criteria are too vague. You probably need 10 take a stand on the age of youngest 
child question. I'd lower the age of exemption to two, Even better, define mothers with children of 
any age 4l$ employable, but give those with children under two an extension of up to tv>'O years, 

Work is too long postponed. It shouldn1t take 90 days just to get into JOBS (p. 18) You allow 
everyone two years to go 10 work and then allow further extensIons for some percentage of the 
cusek'JUd. Pd require up-front job search, give a two-year extension to a fixed percentage or the 
cascloo.d. and allow no extensions beyond that--unlcss one was working half-time. 

Rather than allow people to Ijearn~, months of future welfare by working (p. 21). I'd let them 
eam eligibility for UI by working, like other people. 

More reder.lI funding for JOBS is needed. but I would not mise the federal malChing rate above 
75 percent. Without ull important stale share, localities wonlt "owntt their JOBS programs, and they 
wilt wither. In WIN, the predecessor of JOBS, FFP was 90 percent, and the programs were ignored at 
the stale leveL Rather than cut the state share, I'd promote awareness of hmv much well-run work 
programs save government at all 1evels, according to the evaluations. This connects to tho question of 
accounting for welfare savings (sec below). 

Public jobs as a way of guaranteeing work slrike me as a morass. If WORK jobs were promised 
as an entitlement. they would only be given to a sman share of the caseload, other cases would £0 on 
a waiting li;;t. and any idea of a time limit on aid wllhout work would go by the board, WORK 
should be provided only as a non-entitlement, as eEl'A was. Alternatively clients should have to 
meet tough work~search requirements to demand a WORK slot on pain of remaining on aid without 
working. If private jobs are scarce, it would be benef to aHow more extensions, during whkh people 
would have to look for wnrk, 

Public jobs, if provided, should not be described as work for wages, as conservatives regard this 
as setting up a scpamlc job empire within govcrnment~ nor as work for welfare, because liberals 
regard that as punitive. Rather. call them "work experience," a term lhat was anodyne in WIN. 

The economic development proposals (p. 24) strike me as soft and unpersuasive, given the 
small impact of such programs in the past. And like child care investments. they threaten to sook up 
funds that you need to expand JOBS, which is the really critical reform. 

Child Suppon Enfon;cment 

While the proposed bureaucmtic improvements are useful, they donlt get to the heart or the child 
supJX>rt problem, which is failure to establish paternity, The $50 incentive now given the mother to 
coopemte obviously isn't enough. I'd require her to name the father to get any aid ata1l. with no 
"good cause" exemptions. If the father hassles her, p~osccutc him. She could name morc than one 
man if unsure. If the name, or names, did nol result in achHd supportjudgmenl.lhe ca."e WQuld be 
closed. 

Child support assurance is presently impolitic, as suggested at the meeting. although 
experiments with it should go forward. The main limitation J see is. that it doesn't cause very many 
\....cl rare mothers to go to work. 

Too idea of "mandatory work programs" ror noncustodial fathers (p. 28) is worth exploring. I 
think you'd sec more support for using governmenl jobs for this purpose than within JOBS. This 
discussion again brings up the question of work tests for fathers. I'd combine this discussion with the 
earlier treatment of AFDC-UP into a separate section on work arrangements for the fathers. This 
would parallel (he seetion on JOBS and lime limits aimed mostly at mothers. 

The message would be that the fathers of welfare famJlies face three choices. in order of 
preferen..."C: Work fUll-time and support your family off welfare. If you can't do that, join UP, and 

/ 

/ 
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welfare will make sure you look for \\'ork and go to work within 90 days. (f you don't do that, you 
will face tougher treatment from the child support system, including mandatory work. 

Reinvent Government Assistance 

1share the skepticism about this section voiced by others at the meeting. I agree that welfare 
administration typically ignores the work mission now. But I don't sec this as a reason to tl)' to 
change the focus of the eligibility/claims payment operation, That bureaucracy has been built up over 
decades: around the mission o[ avoiding payment errors. in part bc(.1\use of federal incentives and 
sanctions. II would be difficult and impolitic to change thal direction now. 

Rather, build a comparable bureaucracy around the work mission, driven by its own incentives 
and penalties. If the politicaJ and funding payoffs are clear, lop management will give it priority. 

While there is no general nced to reorient cluims payment, itdoos huvc to be reconciled with a 
higher incidence of work by people on welfare. According to anecdotal accounts. the current system 
doesn't lake kindly to oojusting gmnts to reflect work by people who remain on the rolls. One 
approach, which I got from Mike Wiseman. would be to give out gmnts at the end of the month. not 
the beginning, Recipients would appear in person, prescnt pay stubs to evidence earnings in the last 
month (aJw hours if work levels were enforced), get incentives like ElTe. and then receive a check 
of the appropriate am()unt Sort of like VI claimants queuing up to get their checks. 

I'm also skeptical of the need to streamline eligibility processes and combine rules [or different 
progmms. I think the programs appear more scparate in Washington than they really operate at the 
local level. where the same agency usually runs AFDC. Food Stamps, Medicaid. etc. The main 
problem in welfare isn't that needy people can't figure out where (0 apply for aid, It's that many stay 
on it too long without '\\'orking. 

The qucs.tion of pcrfonnancc measures (p. 31) IS t;rudal but subordinate to the goals of the 
progmm. The desire to mca.r.;urc "resulLs~ and not "Inputs" or "processes" is orthodox. But some of 
the result.. reform should seek are matters of process, such as higher panicipation mlcs tn JOBS and 
higher mles or employment from people on welfare. Above all, the performance mcusures cannot be 
as clienlworicntcd a'i those used in cvaluations tend to be, aimed mainly at earnings and employment 
gains for the recipienL'):, The goals of a mandatory work policy arc to satisfy society first, then scrve 
the clients. Welfare saving..<:; and. above all, work levels have to be pammount, or the reform will not 
be seen as "ending welfare us we know it If 

Four other administrative problems raised by reform arc not discussed and s.hould be: 

o How to develop the case management systems that seem necessary to make higb~intcnsity wcifare 
work programs effective. Close foHow~up of clients is what keeps them in progmms, 

o How to reconcile welfare payment ~ystems with a higher level of part~time work (see above). 

o How to monitor the working hours of clients us weB as carnings, us would be required by any work 
test couched in terms of hOllrs. As with earnings, this might be done through an cndwof~thcwmonlh 
reckoning. 

o How 10 give JOBS appropriate credit for the welfare savings it generates. Requires estimating the 
share of grant reductions attributable to the progmm, using evaluation findings as a guide. Without 
such credit. JOBS appears to Jocaiilics not as a worthwhile investment but at;' a cost levied on them 
by Washington. That is one reason, I think. why stales have underfunded it. 
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The foHowing paper develops an approach to wclrare reform based on half-time employment.l 

In pan, the plan is a reaction to the initial reform itleas produced by the Clinton Administrationls 

Working Group on Welfare Reform. 2 Below rdiscuss the general approach and its rationale. a 

number of the dctails-~uch as exemptions, extensions, and the role or government jobs~~and 

i~plcmcntation. I ha\'c not attempted to estimate caseloods or costs. 

Genera! Approach 

Rcfonn should primarily require that AFDe recipients, if employable. work: serious hours as a 

condition of aid. Welfare adults would have to get a job within 90 days of going on the rons and 

would have to k.eep working as long as they were on welfare. However. in most cases recipients 

would have to work only half time. and they would face no time limit on aid provided they kept 

\vorking. A minority of the cascload would be allowed aid without work beyond 90 days, but 

limited to two years, 

These cxpcclations arc chosen to be simple and straightforward. and to match those faced by 

women riot on welfare, The hope is to make the rules. broadly communicable and Jegitimate, so that 

the work tcst becomes known and established in PC'::'. communities. the way other obligations. such 

as paying taxes of sending children to school, already are, A reason to define the work requirement 

as half-lime is that this is already the participation standard in JOBS. A reason to ljmit extensions to 

two years is that this is the limit President CHnton has publicized for aid without work {although the 

current Administr.ltion plan would permit some extensions beyond this), and experts often use two 

years to demarcate shon-term welfare cases from long, 

This strategy differs from standard liberal and conservative approaches to refonn in that the 

immediate goal is not to gel the mothers off weI rare or cui the rolls. It is simply to put the mothers 

1 The author is Proressor of Politics at New York University and, currently, Vis.iting Professor 
of Publi..: Policy at the Kennedy School of Government, Harvard University. 

2 Working Group on Welfare Refonn. Family Support and Independence. ~Drnft Discussion 
Paper: November 1993. . . 
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10 work while (fit welfare. A significant proportion of the recipients probably would leave welfare 

once required to work at aU. and gr,mt money would certainly be saved, but this is not the immediate 

objective. My plan agrees with the President's notion in part. J judge that it is not possible currently 

to cul welfare eligibility or benefits much, a'i some conservatives want. without causing unacceptable 

hardship. Nor ~ould one set an absolute time limit to benefits. One can sct a two·ycar limit to 

benefits without work. HO\\,cver, to do that onc must demand work much S(XmCf. of more of the 

employable, ,han suggested in 'he currenl Working Group plan. 

One might finally be able to cut welfare or set strict time limits to it, but only aftcr a much 

higher percentage of the caseload was routinely employed than now, Until then, to lake such steps 

would nOl be hUmane orcrooiblc, a..;; they would simply throw a lot of needy families on the street 

The com of reform is to r..usc work levels on AFDC, but some clients should also shift to other 

programs that are le~s controversial. Some mothers now on AFDC would be exempted from work as 

disabled and go On SSI. Those who left AFDe for work and then lost jobs would be supported on 

Unemployment Insurance (Ul) and Food Stamps by preference rdther than returning to AFDC. It is 

more politic to "mainstrcam ll welfare familia.. on these existing benefits than on new ones that have 

been proposed (e.g., children's allowances, assured child support). 

Ratic"'dc 

1 cannot give it detailed mtionalc for this approach here,) but my reading of the research and 

policy experience related to welfare suppor1.s these conclusions: The main rea.';;on the working-age 

poor and their families go on welfare is that the adults do not work regularly~ family breakup is 

sccond~lry. The main reason for nonwork is not that the poor do not want to work. Of thal barrierS 

such as lack of jobs or tow wages keep them from working, although those factors contribute. 

Rather, it is that welfare and other institutions do not enrorce work. Publk authority motivates the 

seriously poor to work more strongly than do the incentives surrounding work and welfare. 

3 Forsupponing arguments and documenlation. sec Lawrence M. Mead. The New Politics of 
Poverty: The Nonworking Poor in America (New York: Basic Books, 1992), chs. 3-8; liThe Potential 
for Work Enforcement A Study of WiN," Jnurnaf of Policy Analysis and Management 7, no. 2 
(Winter ]988): 264-88; and "Should Workfare Be Manda,ory? Wha' Research Says: Journal of 
Policy Analy~is and Management 9, no, 3 (Summer 1990): 400-4, 
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Welfare rcfonn is an administrative problem, not a problem in social reform. While measures 

to "make work pay" such as a higher EITe or minimu~ wage would help people already working, 

tbey would not cause many more nonworking poor to go to work Thus. such steps may be desirable 

in theiT own terms, but they do not constitute a refonn of welfare. Nor would radical cuts in welfare 

benefits or eligibility have much effect, other than to make ncedy people worsc~off_ In contrnst, 

requirements to cnler work progmms do show some power to shift the welfare cascIoad' toward 

constructive activity. While welfare employment programs have not cul dependency or raised 

earnings much to date, they have expanded by two or three times the share of the employable clients 

doing something [0 help themselves. if only to join training activities or look for work, 

Welrare work programs need money for support services slIch as child care, but the key to lheir 

impact is their aurhority, The share of the employable caseioad that goes to work is projXJrtional to 

the share that is Obligated to participate in a work program. Ir also reflects the share of the 

participants who go into actual \\'ork or job search as against edUcation or training, Participation and 

job entries are high in programs that c(}mmunicate strong work expectations and follow up on clicnlo; 

closely to prevent them dropping ouL Remediation should play rome role. but it seems to do more 

good after recipients are working than before, 

But if many rccipients can work, it is hard to get a great many entirely off welfare. at least in 

the short run. That is partly because they typicalty cam low wages, compared to what lhey can 

"cam" on w~!farc. and partly because they have trouble working full-time, due to personal 

difficulties and the burdens of childrearing, While the majority could gel off welfare \\tith full-time 

work, government cannot feasibly require that Whal it can and shouhl do is to get the mothers 

organized for employment and working part-time, That should enable a fair number to gel off the 

rolls over time. More important, it would trdnsforrn welfare for [hose staying on the rolls, 

A half-limc work standard also filS the politics of refonn. At a policymuking tevel. both 

lihemls and conservatives would like to raise work Icvels among the poor, but disagree about how to 

do this. Liberals want to do it through new benefits, conservatives through cutting back welfare and 

its disincentives. That difference becomes unbridgeabJe if one insists on getting people entirely off 

welfare, To do Ihat, liberals have to rct'ommcnd expensive steps to ~make work pay, I' such a...:; 
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government jobs, while conservatives have to demand large cuts in eligibility and benefits that 

reduce wcJfarc'~ ability to support [he needy, Each side then prefers to leave the mothers idle rather 

than promote work on the other's terms, and reform is defeated. However, both sides can agree on 

part-time work, because it is. relatively cheap and docs not put the principle of aid in question. 

At the level of public opinion, a half-time standard is also politic, Most voters do not oppose 

welfare as such, only the "abuses, ~ such as nonwork, that arc Hnked to wc:lrarc. While Americans 

would like to gt:l people off welfare, their main demand is that the adult recipients work alongside 

the taxpayers to help support their families. If work were seriously required and sustained. even 

half-time, public oont...'Cffi would be allayed. and the c1imateror a more generous antipoverty polky 

would improve. 

The Work Test 

Eligibility ror AFDe should normally require working at least half4imc. To keep aid. an 

employublc recipient would have to be in a job requiring half time or more within 90 days of going 

on the rolls, and would have to keep working allhis rute a<; long as he or she stayed on AFDC. 

"Employable" here would nonnally include all adults aged at least 16 covered by a case unless they 

were elderly, disabled, or tccnagers in school. Mothers wilh children under two would be classed as 

employable but not requircd to work immcdii.l;, ' .. ~sce below}. Those meeting the work test would - . 
face no time limits on benefits. although they would still have to satisfy other e1igibiHty rules for 

AFDC. such as being ncedy and having a child under IS, 

tn the Clinton plan, everyone has two years to go to work, and some recipients arc allowed 

extensions beyond that This does not make the work test immediate enough to be (.,'Ompclling to 

many recipients, for whom work would remain a distant prospect at the time they applied for aid. In 

this plan, recipients have 90 days to go to work, and the extensions are limited 10 two years (see 

below). Vinually no nOll\\'orking reCipients would be kept on the rolls beyond this. While 

dependency would not be strictly time-limited. it would be conditioned on half~time work, 

The test generally would be 20 hoors work regardless of the wage earned. The JXJint of the 

work test is [0 satisfy a social expectation "nd not to "work ofC" [he benefit in a literal way. 

Recipienls working atlO\\' wages would not have to work mOle hours. nor wl)uld those in high-wage 
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jobs have to \\'orl;: fewer, unless lhcir earnings would take them entirely off welfare (see below). 

Hours might vary per week bUl would have to avcrngc 80 per month. The work lest would not 

demand more than halfwlimc work, (0 give the mother time for cbildrcaring and also to train for a 

better job, provided she kepi working half-time (sec below), 

Of cournc, welfare has the jX)wer to require work.only jf recipients stay on lhe rolls. They 

usually would stay on while working half-time in states with high benefits, typically in the North. 

They would not stay on in slates with low bcncfiL~. typically. in the South. Thus .. work could be 

enforced in these siate.<; only at a lower level. The requirement might be to work enough to defray 

half or two-thirds of the need standard or for 20 hours a week. which was lower, For the bulk of the 

cascload, which is in high-benel1t states, the half~time standard would apply. 

New recipients. if employable, would enrolJ in JOBS and would remain in it as long as they 

staycd on welfare. They could be given child care and job search assistance, and coutd look for 

work for as long as 90 days. For the Ics.~ job~ready recipients, the first week or lwo would be spent 

in job clubs learning job search skills. The employable would have to look for work at least half ~ 

time until they got a job. Adult" would entcr job search as soon as they had appHed for welfare, in 

hopes of forestalling a need for aid, JOBS would have to cenify ,hallhey had liegun job search 

before their applications could be approved, if support services were available., The 9O~day dock 

would start running after they were on the mils 

Two group." would be treated specially. Welfare Cathers. in AFDC-UP cases, would facc a 

work test of the same kind as the mothers's, but somewhat more stringent. A rather would have 90 

days Lo gel ujob, and would have to be working:at leust half~time at that point He could then have a 

two~ycar c.xtension to gel up to fun~rimc work (defined as 35 hours a week). Fathers would be 

ineligible Cor nonworking extensions. 

For teen mothers s.till Qf school age, the obhgatlon would be to stay in school. These mothers 

WQuld have to maintain normal progress and live with their parents, On graduation, they could 

establish their own households but would become subject to the regular work test. Those who failed 

to maintnin normal progress or dropped out would also Cace the regular work test. nSchooln here 

means ordinary school pursued fulHirnc. Alternative progI".ims such as GED or lmining would not 
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be allowed except for mothers already working half~limc (see below), Mothers who cannot handle 

regular school do not seem to learn much in the classroom. at least not before going to work, 

Excmptiort§. 

Outright exemptions from the work test within AFDC should be avoided. The Family Support 

Act normally exempts mothers with children under 3, l would reduce that age to two. And rather 

tnan exempt these mothers totally, I would define them ac; employable but include them in the clients 

to be given extensions of up to two years, During that time. they would enter the JOBS program and 

face some service or work:~readincss obligation, but for less than half-time, Their children would 

then be at least two when the extensions ended and they faced the regular work requirement 

Disability has traditionally been a grounds for exemption and should remain one, but not 

within AFDC. Much or the controversy oycr AFDC results from mothers who a:re not narrowly 

disabled yet arc trealed as unable to work. AFDe intake workers should refer clients who might be 

disabled to SSI. where tbey would racc SSt's eligibility tests. Some expansion of SSI would result 

All other applicants should be referred to JOBS and face the regular wort test. 

Most often, recipients now referred to ssr nrc older mothers. long out or the laror force, who 

are too old {oadjust to employment when their youngest child turns 18. It is important that the 

numbe'" "f younger mothers, and the number with mental as againsl physical impairments... :.:J go 

on SSI be limited. The fuct that a mother is disorganized should be grounds for an extension. not 

total exemption. Otherwise, work controversies will continue in AFDC. or win arise in SSt. The 

battle over DIsability Insurance reviews in the Reagan Administration is a precedent. 

Work inccntin~s 

In this conception. the work obligation is mostly separate from how much money a family gels, 

The former' is an obligation owed by any employable recipient, while the laner depends: on the need 

standard set by the state, Traditionally, welfare reformcrs have tried to assure that a working mother 

gained a higher income by working by allowing her to keep some of her earnings net of any 

reduction in her gmnt. Howcver, research and experience show that work incentives cause few 
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welfare rccipicms to go to work. Adminislr.llivc stipulations have more cfrect. Hence, the work 

requirement would be presented to clients as a moml obligation and enforced as an eligibility rulc. 

However, work incentives might well be used to recognize and reward work once it occurs. 

would misc the prescnt $30 earnings disregard to perhaps $60 and describe it as a work bonus. I 

would keep the 33% work incentive and make it open-cnded rather than limiled to four months. but 

would apply it only to earnings from hours above 20. Given the large savings welfare would realize 

from clients going to work at all, sizable bonuses. and inc;enth'cs may be affordable. However, such 

benefits should be limited to what could be paid out of the saVings produced by JOBS (see below). 

In addition. EITe could be paid 10 working reeipienl"i on a routine basis through the welfare 

system provided they stayed on the rolls (sec below). The same (."Ould be done for working families 

off AFDC but stili on Food Stamps. 

Support Services 

Could a mother, as now, demand child care, tnlOspol1alion, etc.•,as a condition of participating 

in JOBS? I'd leave t.....tnsportation a~ an entitlement, as it is not a crucial problem in the big cities. 

One can reasonably expect thal rccipicnlll take public transportation to job.'\ provided that commuting 

times arc nor excessive. 

The big issue is child cure. One wants to be s~re children arc taken care of. but at the Same 

lime make child care less of an "out" than it sometimes is now. I'd continue to provide child care as 

an entitlement, but I'd also allow work bonuses or incentives only to mothers who arranged their own 7 
carc~·as mmhers oul"idc welfare have 10 do--and financed it out of their $175 child care disregard, \. 
Such care would typically be cheaper than care JOBS paid for in child care centers. and awarding the I 
bonuses or incentives recognizes this. 

Extensions 

1':01 all Ilondisablcd mothers can gel ready to work within 90 days. Some proportion of those 

who did not gel jobs in that time \\'Quld be given extensions, but limited to a minority or the 

mandatory ca..<>eload. This: limit is esscnliullo be sure that both clients and welfare departments lake 
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the initial job search seriously. Whom to extend would be up to the locality. but the choice would 

presumably favor Lhc more disadvantaged clients. 

Those given extensions would still have tQ participate in JOBS at least half-time. Within 

JOBS, most of the extended clientS would continue in job search, and would remain there until they 

got a job fulfilling the work lest. The morc disadvantaged would combine some community service 

obligation analogous 10 ajob, such as volunteer work of un approved kind, with work~rcadjncss 

activities decided on by staff. the total to equul half time or better. Work~rcadincss activities would 

be limited to the remediation needed to hold the most unskilled jobs, such as drug rehabilitation or 

English-language instruction. Except for Iccn mothers making normal progress in school, other 

education of even the most basic sort~-OED, adult basic crlucation~-would be postponed until the 

work test was satisfied (sec below). 

E,'\ccpt for the teen mothers still in school, no one could stay on AFDC pa."it two years without 

meeting the work {esL Thc nonworkers could gel no further aid except by qualifying for SSI, relying 

solely on Food SL.'1mps, or giving up lheir children to foster care and seeking gcncm! assistance. 

Furthermore. an extension \"lould be allowed only once. The second time a mother applied for 

AFDC, she would have to satisfy the work test within 90 days and would be ineligible for an 

extension. The third time, she would to satisfy the test even to apply for aid. 

Sanctions 

A[ any stage, clients could be sunctioned for noncooperation. A sanction could occur wilbin 

the first 90 days if a mother did not look seriously for work. It could also be applied to former 

recipients who left \\'ork without good cause and rClUmed to AFDC. 

The sanction should end thc entire grant and not, as now, only the noncooperator's share of it. 

Whole gmnts arc dosed for other rule infringements. Failure to comply with the work tcst should be 

no dirferent Unless their families arc at risk, some recipients will decline to take ernployment 

seriously, 
• 

Howcver, sanctions arc administratively cumbersome and unpopular with clicnL.;; and sUlff 

alike, They would playa lesser rule jn enforcing work under this scheme than up-front job search, 

the limit set on the share of cascload given extensions, and the two-year time limit on extensions, 
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AsscssmS!ll 

Many states now assess clients: and dmw lip employabililY plart.1\ or "social oontmct!.." when 

people first cnter welfare, But the initial job search cannot be tailor·made if it is to apply 

immediately and widely enough to cbange the face of wclfurc. Early as:sessmcnl is also orten a 

waste, because many ciients do not know their interests or potential at the OUl'Oct, and it it is difricult 

to predict what (hey can do, Requiring work or at least job search provides a tot more information. 

Beyond adjudicating claims to disability, the initial asses-"mcnt should be confined to what is 

necessary for job scafch~~rccording the client's work history, if any, and referring him or her to 

appropriate job openings. Clients should be apprdised in more depth and employability plans dmwn 

up only ancr they arc working hulr-limc or have failed to gel jobs and been given extensions, 

SubSC<jucnl training or worb>readincss ~lctjvities, if funded by JOBS, would have to be appro\'cd by 

staff as consistent with lhe plan, 

Training 

Tmining prior to work would be confined 10 the school obligation of the teen mothers and the 

limited job-rwdiness preparation given to the extended clients, Other education and lr.lining would 

be funded, bUI would be limited Lo clients already fulfilling the work requirement and would have to 

be approvl'd by staff as consistent with employability plans. That is, training would be conditioned 

on work and not, as it often is now, a substitute for work. The Family SUpfXJrl Act!s preferences for 

education in advance of work for much of the caseload would have to be altered. 

Many molhers now undertake postsc(.'Undary education programs on their own while they are 

exempt from JOBS due lo young children. Then they seek to continue their studies mther than work 

once they bc(~ome mandatory. That has proven to be a big ~(}ut" rrom the work test in New York. It 

is an abusc, since AFDC is not supposed to be a college scholarship progmm. JOBS needs these 

more motivated ClienL'i available for job placement in order to generate case closures and fund 

services for the more disadvantaged clients, 

When the new rules cook effect, rwould include mothers already in self-initiated progmms 

among those given extensions" But from that point, newly mandatory recipients could not normany 

pursue tmining without working half-time. They could jf they wished undertake tntining or 
, 
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education prior to becoming mandatory and could continue these progmms after entering JOBS, but 

only if they also went to work half-time. Work~study assignments in support of postsecondary 

education would qualify if they were at least half~time. 

Job A vailabjlit~ 

The greatest question factng [his plan is whcther there would be enough jobs to absorb aU the 

employable mothers. When implementation began, job availability would probably be sufficient. 

Many mothers alrcudy have jobs, but do not report them. The new po!icics:~-as wen as the incentive 

to get EITC--would act to force these jobs onto the books, or the recipients off welfare. Also, if 

work levels rose in poyerty arcas, so would incomes, and enough additional jobs might be created so 

that there was little displacement. 

However, a..!;) the numbers of mothers seeking work rose, job availability could prove 

inadequate. or it might be reduced due to a recession, I would prefer to deal with that problem 

without abandoning the work lest or allowing indefinite aid without work. Instead, extend the period 

of job search permitted at the outset of Welfare, or allow 11 higher proportion of recipients 10 gel 

extensions, Those extended. however, would have 10 keep looking for work, as the regular jobless 

~avc to do, To be a meaningful work. test, job search \vould have to be more closely monitored than 

it is in UI (sec below). I would not extend the t\Vo~year length of extensions. 

If working recipients. lost jobs, they would Ix! referred first to UI. then Food Stamps if 

necessary, VI benefit" arc normally limited to six months, but Congress usually extends them during 

recessions, making (hem more \\'clfarc~likc. UI following a part~time job might well pay too little to 

support a family, but families if still needy would apply to Food Stamps. Only as a last resort would 

they return to AFDC, where they would face the same work test as before. 

One of the great attractions of an up.fronl, half-time work test is that recidivism on welfare is 

no longer problematic. The fact lhal some recipients lose jobs and return to {he rolls does not defeat 

refonn. since the initial goal is not to get people orr welfare, It is simply to be sure that the 

employable work whenever they arc on welrare. 

Suppon rrom UI and FCKxi Stamps is to be preferred since thc.'iC programs are more adequate 

and/or less stigmatizing lhnn AFDC. UI's work connection rules might be slightly eased to raise tbe 
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share of the unemployed receiving benefits, which is currently only half. BUllhe change could nol 

be great without seeming to turn UI into a welfare program and damaging its respectability. 

The three progmms \I<"ould present a hierarchy where the more sensitive a benefit. the tougher 

the work test.. VI is the least sensitive. as these benefits arc earned and time-limited; accordingly, 

Ul's requirement [hat claimants look for work is not generally enforced. Food Stamps is 

noncontributory and open-cnded, but the benefits arc in-kind, an? the casclood includes many intact 

and working families; accordingly, it has a job~scarch rcquirementonty somewhat more serious than 

UI's. AFDe is the most sensitive, as it is opcn~cndcd and in cash, and goes to the most troubled 

families. So its work test should be the most stringcntly enforced. That is one thing that should 

motivate recipients to live on UI and Food Stamps ir thcy can and get oul of AFDC. 

Governmcnt Jobs 

I would minimize guamnteed jobs as a backup to work·conditioned AFDC, If orfered u,'\ an 

cntillcment. huge numbers of slots would be required. To provide them would be prohibitively 

costly as well as a nightmare to administer. j would allow localities to create some backup jobs with 

;1 federal match for part of the cost. But recipients could not demand sucb jobs as a right. so that 

those who did not receive them stayed on welfare without working. Jobless recipienl<; who did not 

get a slot w(luld still go off the rolls at [he end or (wo years. 

Alternatively, nne could provide the jobs as an entitlement but set demanding preconditions. 

No one couid get such a job without first undergoing the up-front job search, faiHng 10 get a job, 

/qualifying for an extension. and then fulfilling his or assignment during the extension with no 

trouble. For the more job-ready, that assignment would be to look for work steadily; for the tess joo.. 

rcady. it would be to complete community service and remediation assignments. Presumably. the 

number that would futfill these conditions: and still not get a regular job would be smalL 

The jOb:::. if provided, would be designed to satisfy the regUlar work lesl and nothing more. 

They would be half-time and pay the minimum wage. They would offer no raises and no promotion 

ladder. I \\lould not describe them a'i either work for wages or work for welfare. To conservatives 

the first formulation suggests an attempt to create a haven from the private sector. while liberals 
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rcjcci the latter a..<; punitive, Rmhcr, call the jobs \-...ark experience, designed to fulfill the work test 

until [he recipients got regular work. 

Implementation 

(mplementation would primarily involve expanding JOBS and shirting its focus from 

remediation to job search, The expansion would have to occur over several years to avoid swamping 

the progrJm and. perhaps, Lhe labor market 

The new legislation should set an ascending series of floors for particJpati<)U in JOBS. rising 

from the 20% in FY95 in current law to something well OVer 50%. Simultaneously. it would set a 

descending series of L'eilings for the proponion of new cases given extensions. The more new 

, applicants that were given chIld care and job search by a growing JOBS, the fewer would have to 

wait to work. 

Por existmg nonworking casc..Il, the two-year limit \y'ould be phased in gradually, with 

appropriate warnings Biven to the clicnl~, The loogest cases would go to work or be terminatcd first. 

lhen shorter ones, until nu one remained on AFDC longer Ihan Iwo years without working .. Again, 

those ousted from AFDe would not necessarily be denied aU aid, bUllhey would have to get it from 

SSI, Uf, Food Stamps, or other programs, 

The proposed vcrsion of wclfare refonn is cheaper than some others. because it docs not 

iO\'olvc large spending on training or gow:rnmcnl jobs. However, the new administration required 

would still involve substantial costs, As JOBS is expanded, it is cruciallhat sizable numbers of job 

entries and Case closures be achieved cnrly on. To generate those is one of the rcawns for up-front 

job search. Although the goal is more Lo transform welfare than cut the rolls, implcmcnlers have to 

rca.li7...c some savings from their labors to sustain (he Wilt Lo reform welfare. Reform cannot seem to 

be simply the addition of a new program to the old, as FSA has appeared 10 be. To be sure that 

rcfonn saved money overall, any new benefifs such as work incentives would be limited to what 

could be financcd out of the savings. 

Besides building up the scale of JOBS, five key problems would have to be solvcd: 

L Case managemenI. Work enforcement is palemalist. It reqUires providing needy families 

support, but also enforcing norms, in this ca<>e work. The current welfare b~reaucnlcy is oriented to 
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eligibility determination, grant payment, and~-within JOBS--the provision of job search and support 

services, To those operations must be added a corps of case managers who would monitor the 

mandatory adults and keep them involved in their assigned activitic's. Such administrators have been 

cssentiallo'thc success or lhe best welfare employment programs iodate. 

2, Imegraling gram paymettt aud parHime work: Currently. payment systems: arc good al 

recording large eumings gnins that close cases, typically due to full-time work, They arc less good at 

adjusting granl<.; for earnings that leave a case open, typically due to part~limc or inlcnnittent work, 

Some clients have been discoum.gcd from working part-time because of [he paperwork involved. 

Partwtlme work would v>t"tly increase under this refonn, so the adju.;;tment of grants for earnings 

must become morc routine. The best solution IS probably to combine the reporting of earnings with 

gmnt payment. At the cnd of the month, recipients would visit the welfare agency and present pay 

stubs and other evidence of caming~. With this inrormation. computers could make adjustmcnt~ for 

work incentives, add in EITe. and print out a welfare check for tbe amount necessary to mcct the 

need standard." To combine earnings with aid through the welfare system IS probably easier than 

through gmnt diversion or work supplementation schemes involving the employer. 

3. Monitoring work effort. Work enforcement requires tracking employment slatus as well as 

earnings. To do this through the UI reporting system, as evaluators do, is inadequate, as that system 

records only earnings and quarters of employment. not working houn;, and it tolerates considerable 

lag time. Again, the solution is probably to have recipients deliver evidence of employment to 

welfare und then receive their gmnts. They \\.'ouJd have to show employment to stay on welfare, and 

this would give them an incentive to report eamings, as well as hours, honeslly. 

4. ACcOIUllillgJor welfare saving. Evaluations demonstrate that a work progrnm of the 

proposed kind would save large sums for government overall. But the savings would show up in 

lower grant payment .. and, over time. smaller welfare rolls. JOBS itself will still appear costly 

unless it is credited with some of these s\iyings. One cannot attribute any specific case closure or 

grant redm.:tinn to the progmm, the way one can child support payments to child support 

enrorcement. because many dicnls lc-ave weffarc for work voluntarily. Rather. some fair share of the 

4) am indebted for this suggestion to Michael L, Wiseman. 
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savings must be imputed to JOBS, on the basis of evaluations, and then used to fund iL One 

approach would be 10 estimate JOBS1s impact on welfare reductions in each fiscal year. then use that 

money to fund (he program in the nexl cycle. 

5. Performance measures. JOBS will need pcrfonnancc criteria 10 drive it lhrough the 

implementation of the ncw work rules and then 10 guide it on an ongoing basis. Designing such 

mca.<;urcs should be easier for the proposed reform (ban for some others, since the main purpose is 

simply to get clients working halr~time. Moniloring that goal should be possible with a modification 

of the current system for measuring JOBS participation rates, However, it would be dcsiroblc to 

[rack as wdlthc qu.tlity of jobs clients gct~~thcir wages and duration. JOBS progmms should 

primarily put people to work in available positions, but they should get some credit for obtaining 

"good" jobs. 

An additional issue that could well arise during implementation is immigration. One of the 

reasons to Ihink that jobs would be available to welfare recipients if required to work is that there is 

little cvklence to dale thal immignml~, either legal or illegal, are displucingjobless Americans from 

employment. BUl immigmtion conlinues at high levels while job creation in the current recovery is 

below recent experience. There is thus reason to fcur that competillon for jobs could develop among 

welfare jobscckers and immigrnnts, particularly the illegal migranl;'; who now do many unskilled 

jobs in cities. One part of a work~oricntcd welfare reform package, therefore, should be new 

proposals to restrict illegal immigration, 
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As work on the development of a comprehensive plan of welfare 
reform progresses, there is need for attention to the issues of 
the administration of work sites for individuals who complete two 
years on AFDC and must accept available post-transition work 
program assignments. 

The Bmployment and Training Administration (ETA) has a history of 
administering similar activities, primarily through public 
service employment programs (PSE). Our experience with these 
programs has shown that all PSE entails some job creation and 
management problems with regard to the structure of comparable 
public sector wage rates, personnel system requirements, 
retirement system charges, and collective bargaining agreements. 
To deal with these problems effectively. there must be 
professional expertise in running these programs at the local 
level. Employment that focuses on a particular project. with both 
a limitation on the duration of the .project task and the tenure 
of the workers, helps control against the substitution problems 
(where the hiring entity receives a windfall from hiring workers 
it would normally have hired without incentives) experienced by 
the early public employment programs. 

Another lesson we have learned is that PSE can be, in current 
dollar outlay. terms, prohibitively expensive. It was estimated 
in 1989 that creating a series of more strictly controlled j~bs 
in limited-duration projects, rather than in regular State and' 
local government operations, would cost approximately $15,000 
each. This cost included a $7,200 annual salary. fringe 
benefits, participant training and services, and administrative 
overhead. A 300,aOO-slot program nationwide would cost at least 
$4.5 billion. 

Our past experience is reflected in the initial list of issues 
discussed below. 

Administration - There is clearly"a need for an administrative 
entity that: will focus on the activities involved in the work 
site development and administration. 'Our experience in PSE and 
in other activities demonstrates that the identification of 
sites, the assignment of individuals to si'tes/ the fOllow-up to 
ensure that individuals so assigned report and work as scheduled 
and the dealing with issues, including grievanoes, are all 
functions t;hat must be performed by agencies at the State and 
local level.s. 

There are at least three options that could be pursued since both 
the welfare and the employment and traininq aqencies have had 
experience in operating similar programs. One option might be to 
have this program administered by DOL and the State and local 
employment and training agencies, These agencies have had 



extensive experience operating PSE programs and currently operate 
the JTPA program which has important ties to employers and staff 
who are knowledgeable of the delivery of employment and training 
services at the local level. On the other hand, State and local 
welfare agl::!ncies have had experience administering CWEP .projects 
in a variety of situations. They have developed an expertise in 
addressing the special needs of welfare clients. A third option 
would be to utilize the arrangement we currently have under the 
JOBS program, where primary responsibility rests with HHS and the 
welfare agl::!ncies but where DOL shares responsibility for some 
aspects of the program, such as handling complaints regarding 
displacement and working conditions. 

Eligible Employers - A decision needs to be made regarding the 
types of employers eligible to participate. Should private non­
profit agencies, as well as public agencies, be allowed to 
participate? Experience in CETA has shown that using non-profit 
agencies simplifies the process considerably by avoiding civil 
service personnel regulations. 

Assignments - In terms of assignments, will there be a policy 
that assures that an individual assigned to a site has the 
necessary skills to perform the activity envisioned? Some level 
of matchin9 to provide to' the site an individual capable of the 
activity and to the individual an experience that further 
prepares them for the employment seems necessary. 

Availability'- Is the system required to provide a work site for. 
every person who '''hits the wall' after two years, What about 
areas in which transportation, child care or other necessary 
services are not available,' particularly rural areas? Some areas 
may not have work sites or sufficient work sites for the number 
of individuals who need such sites. 

Participation - An issue in mandatory programs is whether and 
under what conditions failure to participate in available work 
sites is justified. Both temporary and long-term illness, lack 
of child care, transportation, family emergency and other 
conditions arise that affect participation. What is the minimum 
for participation and under what conditions is exemption 
permitted? Under what conditions are individuals declared 
ineligible for further work-sites assignments? 

Full-time vs. part-time - Many PSE employers found that it was 
not beneficial, given the supervision, reporting, etc. required, 
to bring on less" than full-time persons, yet most would not 
necessarily have to work full-time to equal the grant. 

Wage vs. grant - Is the payment received a grant under AFDC or a 
wage. If a grant, does the individual continue eligibility for 
AFDC related benefits? Is the individual subject to the AFDC 
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administrative adjudication system? If a wage, who is the 
employer and who determines satisfactory performance? 

Wage supplementation - Most discussion of the maximum number of 
hours to be worked by participants seems to center on 20-30. At 
20 hours per week at the minimum wage of $4.25 per hour, a 
participant would earn an annual salary of $4420. At 30 hours 
per week¥ 1:he annual salary would be $6630. In the PEP program 
in the early 1970s, salaries could not exceed $7200 based 00 
working full time at the minimum wage. Bowever, non-Federal 
funds could be used to supplement this amount up to a maximum of 
$12,000 per year per job. 

Employer - One question that needs to be addressed at an early 
juncture is the issue of who is the employer as opposed to the 
work site. Will the administrative agency or the site be the 
employer? The employer is responsible for assuring that 
necessary health and safety requirements, eligibility for 
employment (1-9), workers compensation and other provisions are 
met. The employer is also responsible for FICA~ unemployment 
insurance contributions and any other withholding and for any 
required governmental reports. 

Displacement - How do we minimize the effects of displacement? 
Public employee unions have a vital ·interest in ensuring that 
their members don't lose their jobs to participants in this 
program. This issue was recently addressed in the National and 
Community Service Act which provides very' strong safeguards to 
prevent displacement. Among other things, the Act requires ~he 
"written c<;,ncurrence of any local labor organization representing 
employees of the service sponsor who are engaged in the same or 
substantially similar work as that proposed to be carried out." 
perhaps we would want to provide similar protection. 

Benefits - Are work site individuals eligible for and must they 
be covered by retirement plans, health plans, and other benefits? 
DOL is still dealing with problems that arose out of non-coverage 
of PSE participants under CETA, particularly related to 
retirement plans, Would participants be eligible for 
unemployment benefits and would employers have to make 
contributions to the unemployment insurance trust fund? 

Adjudication - There is a need for a system accessible to work 
site assignees to deal with the issues that come up in the 
administration of such a system. Failure to participate without 
good cause, termination, inappropriate behavior and other matters 
arise that can be subject to administrative appeals. In this 
rsgard t we may want to look at the joint regulations, that were 
crafted for the JOBS program between DOL and"HHS. Those 
regulations provide that, in addition to the fair hearing process 
of the State welfare agencies, any dissatisfied party may appeal 
to the Department of Labor,' s Office of Administrative Law Judges 
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(ALJ) in disputes involving hours of participation, working 
conditions, and workers' compensation coverage. The decision of 
the ALJ is the final decision on the appeal. 

Use of work experience - we may want to look at the use of work 
experience as a viable option in getting people rapidly 
participating in the program. Under CETA, work experience was a 
useful means of avoiding cumbersome civil service systems. the 
emphasis was on simplified job descriptions that supplemented 
regular jobs and were not part of the regular payroll. On the 
downside, this made transition to the regular public sector 
payroll more difficult, and eventually we prohibited the practice 
for that reason. 

Use of one stop career centers - In reinventing the delivery of 
services, perhaps we should look at the use of the proposed one 
stop career centers to perform some activities such as job 
development: and placement. The use of these one stop career 
centers or perhaps even private for-profit employment agencies 
would be a good way to introduce competition into this area and 
ensure that customers would be served more efficiently and 
effectively. 

4 
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To: Mary J C? Bane 
David Ellwood 
Bruce Reed 
Wendell Primus 
Kathi Way 

From: Jeremy Ben-Ami 

Attached are two memos which I received while I was away 
concerning the WORK program from CDF and from CLASP. I wanted 
you to have these to consider while you are deliberating the 
future of the WORK program. 
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To: Jsremy Sen ~Ami 

From: Cliff Johnson and David Kass 

Date: Febr~ary 10, 1994 

Subject: The WORK program 

We understand. that you are now in the midst of further 
drafting and refinement of the WORK program. We also understand 
that the range of options 'J.I:der consl.deracion in this drafting 
process may be constrained. Non~tr.eleasI we want to reiterate how 
concerned we are about the equity and effectiveness of the 
structur.a of the WORK program as otttli:led in earlier drafts and 
conversations with HHS officials. and again urge the Working Group 
to take. steps to substantially improve and strengthen theBe key
previsions. 

We believe that job creation and =inancial rewards for work 
effort are ce~~ral to the success of any welfare reform effort. 
While earlier drafts of the WORK program purport to embrace the 
eoncep~ of "work for wages, ~ in actuality the program design more 
strongly resembles the current Community work Experience Program 
(CWB?) than a serious job creation and work reward initiative, The 
proposed WORK structure is inadequate in a number of key areas: 

o 	 Laok of finanoial rewards for work: Throughout the past year, 
the Administration has held the moral ilnd political high 
ground by insisting on steps to lImake work pay, n The 
Admi~istracion now is opening itself up to attack on tbese 
same grour:.as by proposing a welfare reform plan that would 
leave AFDC parents whc work no better off financially than 
they wers. on AFDC. 'The proposed wage/benefit structure in the 
WORK program must be changed 'Co ensure at least: modest 
financial 9ains for parents who accept public sector jobs/ 
both by guarant:~ein9 a minimum number of hours of work and by 
using earnings disregards or oo:he:r mechac'isms to allow parents 
to combine earnings and benefi~s when appropriate. 

This revised approach alea avoids the administrative 
corr.plexities of any effort: to match earnings from public "'obs 
with prior APDC benefic levels. To ensure that so~e par;nta 
do not end up with ~ income when they worK, the proposed 
WORK program would have to return to the preeise ca.lculation 
and ~onsta~t recalculation of requ~red hours of work that has 
contributed to CWEP's problema, cOB=liness, a~d limited use. 
Such a design unde~cuts any notion that these public sector 
jobs offer "work :or wa.ges" and the dignity of genuine
employment. 
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o 	 Denial of EIe eligibility. At least partial Ere eligi~11i~y 
also shDuld be a pa.rt of the Administration' a effort to re....'ard 
work. The co~plete denial of EIC eligibility would raise very 
':.r01,lbling eql,lity issues, For example r parents in public 
sector jobs should not be required to pay FICA taxes and at 
the same ti~e be ineligible to receive EIC pa~nts thac ~re 
in'.:er~ded in part to offset these taxes. In addition, ~he 
likelihood that WORK participants will work alonga~de oCher 
workers with aimilar or ~ven identical responsibilities who 
~ eligible for the EIe underscores the inequicies inherent 
in this stru=ture. 

We understand the desire to retain financial ince:c.t:ives for 
pare~es to move from the WORK program into regular public or 
private sector jobs, However I the opportunity to secure full .. 
time work even at the minimum wage alone provides an incentive 
in this dirl!:ctiC'fl th.at. will be much more powerful than any 
lim! ts on Erc el.tgibi lity ~pa.t:ticularly giv@n th@ limited 
awax'e,neS:iJ of EIC benefits among low-wage workers}, At the 
very least, partial EIC eligibility would further reinforce 
those incentives while offsetting FICA liabilities and 
treating parents iT- public seccor jobs mora equitably. 

o 	 Bxcesaive reliance on CWBPr There is no policy justification 
for allowing stat.es to use CWE-P on a large scale. As you 
know, the MDRC researck shows that Ch~P is ineffective: MORe 
found that unpaid work experie~ce had no impact on employment 
or earnin9S of participants; the only instance of a 
statistically significant impact was for one subgroup of 
applicants in a si:l91e site, We kl1.ow that conservative 
estirna~es ot CWE~ cos:s are $3,000 per recipient _. with no 
income gain, Pa!'tic',.:.larly 9iven the limited resources 
available for welfare ~eform efforts, we strongly believe tha~ 
resources must be focused on initiatives that will help 
famill.. ee mov~ towa.rd. self-sufficiency and out of poverty. 
There is no usefu:' or legitimate role for large-scale CWEP 
activities in this regard, and it is unacceptable for the 
Adrni::1.is::rati:::r. t.o rely upon CWEl? simply as a means of avoiding­
the higher costs a9sccia~ed with real job placement aDQ job 
creti~ion, 

As alt.e-cnatives :'0 CWEP •. 'there are enormous opportunities t::: 
link public job creation under the WORK program and other 
Administration investment prioricies related to peor children 
and their fi!tmilies. Appropriate roles for AFDC parente in 
Head Start. :::enters. immunization outreach activities, and 
yout.h developmen't and violence prevention all deserve careful 
examination as ways to get t.he moat out of limiee5 welfare 
r~form and job creation funds. 

Potentia.~ ho~ee in the saf4ty net, We oontinue to b~ 
concerned about ::he poeential for cO':nplete and 'Ullwarranted 
lose of benefies to poor children in the event of disr'...p~io:-.s 
in the work schedules of parent:s who accept p~lic sector jobs 
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under the WORK program. We must enaure that par.::-n:.s are 
fairly treated and that poor children receive the incol.le 
support they need tc prevG::lc extreme deprLration, 
ho:nelessneas, and increased foster care placements. In 
addition, we certainly hope that parents already working part ­
t.ime will be consider-=d employed and not subject to the 
re~lirements of the WORK program. 

o 	 Targeting resources vS. volunteer "jobs·: The creation of 
large numbers of vol1.lntee:=- "jobs" would con.tribute little to 
ending welfare as ~'"e' k:1oW it or h~lping recipients move from 
welfare :0 work, and nothing ~o making work pay. We are very 
concerned ab~ut using ver/ large numbers of volunteer 
posJ,tions as a default mec~1anism 'Co fulfill quotas when real 
jobs are not available because of insufficien-c investments ill 
the employmen~ s~de of the program. We are also concerned 
abcut the enormous practical problems and potential costs. 
For example, pl"oviding child Cal"e would be extreme.ly difficult 
bec~use voluncee~ "jobs l ' would bave few hours and often would 
be cifferent times each week. Sound policy and po:itics mean 
using limited available resources to provide significant 
services in a more targeted fashion, focueir~g energy and 
resources on real jobs and inco~e gains for families in those 
jobs. 

We h,')pe chat yot< will be able 1;0 share additional information about 
the structure of the WORK program as soon as possible. Wa look 
forward to continuing to work with you -- please let us know if we 
can be helpful, 

TOTAL P.B4 
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Michael WaJd 

Mark Greenberg 

Felmtary 7, ]994 

Il<>oipient Safcguaxds in the WORK I'mgrmn 

This memo offers some pn::liminary thoughts on poinu. where recipient 
safegu...d, ""d due prooe~, protc:ctiODll nced to be i_,1IIed inIu the WORK 
Program, As you knDW. [ have grave con.cems about the .basic desi&n of the 
WORK Program, and do lIDI think !/tat the procedural protections I ootlioo in 
this memo are adequate to IIddtoss my """"""'" Novertheless, I hope this 
memo can b. helprul to you in devclopin& saleguards for the peRll'1I"'. 

As you'U .... th"", .... _her of pi.... where ] identify the ru:nd for • 
du.'jI\I1e resolution process and. hearin& _, A dispute resolution prouss 
could be something far lIwrt of. f"""at hearing • it might simply be the 
opportunity for review for • neutral individual who WlIS not a part of the initial 
decision. The hcw:ing process could, but need not, be the same as the AFDC 
fair bearing process. However. the hca.rins must coRWin a set of basic 
rcquiromcnts to satisfy due process ••.g., rigbt to be heald, rigbt to prcSOll! 
evidence and witnesses, right to CTOSS>-examine. neb' to have ~) pte!feOt. 
right to an imperli.l decisIDn-maker woo base:< the deci>ion 00 the rule. and 
evidence. 

I unden!bind !/tat !iO!llC of those involved in the planning process may be 
ooncerned that too much anphasis on hearing rigbll! could UDdercut program 
goals by makjng WORK seem more like AFDC than employment I appreciate: 
the C4.mcem; however, 11 basic differcrn;e between the private sector and the 
gU'Jemment is that a private ~tor employer .is free to act Nbitra.rily. end 
guvemnu:nt i. Me Muoh of what I describe is likely., be constirutiooaJly 
mandated: even where !/tat is not the ...... _ saleguards are essenIiaI .., 
ensure !/tat the program operates in oonfonnity with the expectation.. _Iished 
for it. 

!616PS]lU:m:NW-$urm 13(; 
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THE WORK ProKRDl 

I'U briefly begin by outlining my cum:nt UIldorstJlnding <>r WORK Pmll""" 
desiJ!!l: 

• 	 An indlviOutd rcacbing she AFDC time limit would be subject 
to WORK Pro_ requiIomenis. There wollld be • limited 
number of slots, and she would nol have a right to participate in 
she WORK Prall""". However, if she stale chose to ",lcct ber, 
she ...ould be .ubject to WORK requi~ and could DOt op< 
to simply """,ive AFDC lcctood. 

• 	 If .h. individusl were lIllt selected for tho WORK Prognun, she 
woIlId eontinue '" ""';ve MDC, l!UQieot to • requirement to 
participate in comnnmity volUll_ werle. 

, 	 The number of hours of WORK obligation, COl!lpll!lSOted at the 
minimum wage. would in many states provide gross income 
equal to or greater than the family'. prior AFDC grant. In_ 
states where it was not sufficient la do so, she Iiunily would 
..... iv •• supplo_ cheel< suffici<nt to reach she prior MDC 
grant level, '!'bus, in at 1_ $I)tru) _ a WORK l'rogram 
participant would no IonQer """,Ive AFDC. In albers, whece. 
supplemental check was provided, the individual mighl or mighl 
not still be considered l1li AFDC rccipicot. 

• 	 The WORK l'rogram would opor"" on • "pay fur pcrfurmancc" 
stJuct\l!C, in wbich IIll individual wnuld be paid for Ito"" 
warkcd. 

• 	 It is not yet !<SOlved whether the individual', employer would 
be she wnrioIite, Of the WORK Prognun. 

• 	 WOKK l'rogram funds collld be III!Cd to provide wage subsidies 
for priva.. (or, 1assume, public) .....". employm""~ la pmvide 
fWldillll for job p_ conlt...., or tor publicly funded 
employment slot~ 

Raacd on this initial outline. 1want to identify potential issues in the following ......: 
• 	 Issues oroWld WORK l'rogram entry. 

• 	 I"""", oround she WORK Pragram .....gnment; 

• 	 Issues aroand Itours of worl<, and payment for Mlll'> worked; 
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• I..... II1'OIlIl(\ disclwge from • WORK slot. 

nbputet arooad WORK P_ Entry 

Two lICCnII!'io!<seem possible around WORK Prosrrun entry. dopencJ.Wg on how 
8ItI'IlOdve the WORK Program """l\S in COmpariSOD with AFDClvQIuntee< 
work; in llDIIle ...... individuals might W1IJII1O participate in WORK ODd be 
dismayed they were Dot seleculd; i. other instan=. individuals might Wl!lIt to 
rosillt WORK enrollment and continue m:civing AFDC. It ill, of 00"""" 
possibl. that a state will alway. or o!'teo have some people in """h group. 

For the first """""in - iudiviJuol¥ wanting '0 be in the WORK Progmm - the 
key would seem to be avoiding eilhor the _ or reality of aroitmrinl:ss. 
If WORK is 8ItI'IlOdve. it would be troubling if. e.g., Ms. Smith claimtXI she 
bad _ denied • WORK ,lot __ of her rae<> or religion. at __ her 
c:uewotIrer haled her. or because her """""",leer lost her file. etc. 0 •• way to 
avoid Ibis acenario would be for tlie statw to explicitly speci/}' the order of 
WORK __entry. or to provide that state pllms must explicitly specifY en 
objectively determined order of entry. There might IIIiII be disputes (and the 
ru>ed for a dispute resolution mcclmnilllll and bearing procedure '" """Ive 
disputeD) about whether 'be state fotinwed itll polley, but IhoJ. would be Iar 
preferable to allegations of racism, rlaying r..om.., ..,. 

There also Deeds to be a disPUte settlement meohoniam, and ultimately a right 
to • bearing. about in._where individuals do.out W1II\I w participate in !be 
WORK Prosr&m. For """"pie. an individual would not b. 8Ubjcet w WORK 
""lUitemelltll until she reached the two y.... Iimi~ there are bound '" be 
disp""'" about ho_w to count two )'<3tS. Tbe specific> will depend on how the 
counting: rules work.. but suppose. e.g.• that unl), months when one is non-­
exempt, or months when one is rc:cciving services. count against 1he limit, 
Th.... could potentially he dispute. aboul wbethor Ms. Smith had been exempt, L 
or about whether she ..........ived oervius, or whether !be setVicos met the vI 
promise of her emp\oyBbilily plan. Similarly, if there is an 
exemptioniextA:!Won ~ there will bedispotea about whether individuals 
qualify for it A. a resuI~ J think it follows IhoJ. you necessarily ru>ed • bearing 
proceduto for dlsp.- about whether an individual must partioipate in the 
WORK Ptogmm. 

D .... u .... ah ••t WORK ...lpmoalll 

Once an individual enters the WORK program, there will be di~' about tile 
IlPprOJ!<iatenes. uf particular assignments. I do "'" know what, ifany. _ 
you"", eons;iliiniii ror the ~ of ..... goments. But, for exmnple, 
under oum:ut law, a work assignment """"'" be anlt!W'OllSOllllb disrance from 
the participant', home. cmmot violatc bealth and safety S1ancIards or oivi! rights 
laW$, atXI must be _nably rotated 10 !be individual'. ability 10 perform the 
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job. If you ..,min such standards (and 1 would hope you would), !hen there 
IDlIY be disput... about whether particular nssign.tllCllts meet (or oontinoo to 
malt) the applicable criteria. 

DilputeJ lObo.t houn .r WORK uUgDmeata 

I am not clear on bow ho.... of WORK essignmcnls .-ill be detenni1!ed. Will 
tho 11Wl1bi:r of authori2ed hours vary .-ith family m.: (l<'flcctiDg 1h!: ....iation f 
in J!fODI amounts)? Will an individual be roquired to take tho numbor of 
.UIboriz.ed holllll, or rouId. e.g., the individual n:ques! IS hollB instead of 207 

1 
. 

Ifthae is any potential for dispute about tho number ofauthorizal hours, there 
needs to be • disput< resolutionlbearing procc.u .va!lable for """Iving the 
issues. 

Di..,ul.. lOboot WORK mmp..._. 

I gen&rally UlIder.mmd that the intent of WORK i. to operate on • pay-for­
pcrfortnllDCC basi~ in wbieh an individual is paid minimum wage for the 
number _hours actually worked. I aro not olear on bow sick 

~"..~will be bandied. If1h!: WORK Progtam i.!be employer,
~Wliiiil~~ .tics still be hased on the practices oj' lheln<fividual work sit<:, or 
.-iU there be uniform rules fur all WORK participants? I am also not clear on 
whelher you ""vision lIDy 'good _"-.or whether }'OIl would expect 
_ to be subsum<:d .-ilh!n lIiclt 1",,"'vllOlllion rules. 

AI m!nimwn, then> may be diBpu"'" about how many bours ...".. aetuaily 
worked? For """"'J'!6, tho time-sheet may say ~" Smith WIIS absen~ and she . 
",:,y claim .!!la' it ilL~ 
I believe it is wentiaI that then> be some 'good cause' """""" that would 
allow ror payment even when an. abs:ettee is not (;Overed by sicklvaoation 
policy, For example: 

• 	 Suppa,", Ms. Smith begins her WORK assignmenl, bcs only 
IIOCumulstod ooe day of sick leave, and !!<Il! tho flu fur a week....,..., . 
Would her family jllSt be out of luck? W J 

• Suppa.. Ms. Smith', young child gets the flu. Some employers t1 
WDuld not c:onBider the sickness of a family member a I.A 7 
permissible""""", fur using sick lea..,. "f/--/ . 

I
• 	 Suppose there i,. IIIIOW emetgency, -and the employer does not 

provide any work tOT some iiUiii'ber of days, or sends all 
employee. home early. Or suppose that dot to the mow 
emergency, school i. """""led and Ms. Smilh hsa DO plB<c to 
provide: child care Cor her six year old child. 
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• Suppose Ms. Smith'. child <= nrrqemcnts break down due 
'" the £all"", of the ......, '" meet i1ll obIiJlOllons, i.e., the __ 
f"l, '" timdy issue payment, and the provider infOl1llll Ms. 
Smith that she no longer has • slol. 

As th.se exwnplcs suggest, there may be • number of -..nos in which on 
indlviduol will not £all within the """""'8" ofan employer'. personnel policiea, 
but for which "good cause" plainly exists. Acconliogly. I think some form or 
good CII1lOC provision fur payment of WORK. amounts is needed, and if th.... 
is a "good cause" _dan!", there will iMvitably be disputes and the need for 
• dispute ....lulionlbearing process. 

D"....1aI AroUJld T.rm.lnatloot or WORK _ 

I'eriodioally, individual. will be let go at rl!'ed from their WORK .loIs. An 
iodividual may or may not hnv. -. fi!<d fur good cause. She may have been 
dischn.rged beeause hm work .... simply not of good qusllty. or beeause the 
employer condudcs that her wori< i, no Iongor needed. In any case. you may 
need to drew • distinction hmo berween public employ.,., who may not act 
arbillllrily, and privale employ.,., who IUC generally fr"" to do so. A legal 
qUOD I bave IISll "",CBJCl>ed is whether if. e.g" • privale job wm: IOQ% 
_dim! with governmental ftmds, there woold be any due process 
obligation" ror the private employer. In llnY case. whore.", there i. •req_ that termination can only lie for cause. there will be • need Il>r • 
di>pUlc ",,,,I.tlODlbeariog pr""". 

Fot purposes of this memo, 1 assume that private employers. even if deeply 
Mlhftidi7.Cd, would be free to te:nninak:: an individual for no Cil\U.e. However, 
this PO"" • difficulty in a poy-fur-perfotIllllJlCC strudUn!. SuJ>rose M... Smith 
is phwed. through the WORK.~. with the XYZ Cmnpany. On Fcbrwlry 
2, she is tc:nninatod. WOOl hnppens to Ms. Smith? Will she receive only two 
days of income ror Febrwlry? Will she be rodi.tected to "",,!her WORK. slot 
on FebrwIry 3, or re~ on AFIX."1 Onea the answer tum on whorber abc 
was terminated for misconduct? 

Unl... there i. some mechanism I<> ensure that Ms. Sntlth "ols _ WORK. 
opportunity on the day u.fler ltmnination. there are bound to be issues 
eonecrning whctIic% Ma. Smith should receive less dum a full month's pay in 
the month she is terminated from a WORK slnt. Ifthc answer to the question 
turns on whether she is at fault, there r=::ds to be: a dispute CC301utioolheating 
stnJi:t\mO on issues of fault for tenDination from WORK. slots 

CoDt;lusion 

·As you can see, there .,. poinb! thruoghout the process whmc there could be 
disputes about whorber individuals..., being treated fairly and in coni""""""", 
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with prngrun ""l.ur-. Eoch of !hose re1jUirc Ihe provision of. dispute 
resolutionlhearing process. As II practical matter. it is quite possib16 that 
utilization of !he process could be infrequcn~ though we have no way of 
knowing for sure at thl!l point. In any case. whether utilization is froqucnt or 
infn>quen\, llIe proces! needs to be recognized as an """,,,liat pan of the 
WORK ProgTIlfIl design. 

Please let me !mow iflh.... l.something useful Tmight do to follow up on this 
memo. 



/ 	
., 

" . ,.., 

Considerations In Golng-to-Scale with Public Service Employment, _, 
Community Work Experience, or Services for Non-Custodlal Parents 
as Part of Welfare Reform: Perceptions of Selected State and Local Stakeholders

'. 	 I 
, 

Prepared For: 	 Working Group on Welfare Reform, Family Support, and Independence 

The Offtce of the Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation 

US Department of Health and Human Services 

Prepared By: 	 Michael C, Laraey 


Casey Fellow 


The Annie E. Casey Foundation 


December, :1993 

DG!ESERVATIQN pWCl'OCOPY. 



l~XExecutive Summary 

I. 	 Introduction I 


11. Methodology 3 


Ill. Key Findings and Analysis of Responses 5 


A. 	 Public Service Employment and Community 

Work Experience Programs 5 


I. 	 Receptivity to Time-limited Welfare 5 


2. 	 Receptivity to Public Service Employment 

andlor Community Work Experience Programs . 6 


3. 	 Preference for Public Service Employment 

or Community Work Experience Programs 7 


4. 	 Scale and Availability of Appropriate 

PSE/CWEP Jobs 8 


5. 	 Types of PSE/CWEP Worksites in the 

Voluntary or Private Non-Profit Sectors 12 


6. 	 Goals and Roles of WORK Placements " 15 


7. 	 Characteristics of WORK Participants 16 


8. 	 Alternatives to PSE/CWEP for WORK 17 


9. 	 Availability and Quality of Private Sector Jobs 18 


10. 	 Wages, Benefits and Supportive Services 19 


II. 	 Participation Expectations and Availability' 

of Supplemental Benefits 21 


12. 	 Duration of Placements and Time Limits 22 


13. 	 Sanctions and Enforcement 23 


14. 	 Service and Administrative Costs 24 


15. 	 Concerns of Organized Labor 25 


16. 	 Administrative Responsibility and Authority 26 


P~ESE~VAT:ON ;::>hOTOCOPY 



27B. 	Services for Non-Custodia! Parents 

l. 	 Receptivity to Serving Non-Custodial Parents 28 

2. 	 Characteristics of ",CPs - Low Income 

and Otherwise 
 29 

3. 	 Expectations About Potential Payback 

from NCP Services 30 


4. 	 Goals and· Intent of NCP Services 31 


5. 	 Lack of Guidance from Research on NCP Services 32 


6. 	 Resource Allocations Given a "Zero-Sum" Budget 33 


7. 	 Appropriate Services and Sttlltegies for NCPs 34 


8. 	 Treatment of Arrearages 35 


9. Use of Non-Welfare Delivery Systems Services 36 


lO. Degree of "Smoke-Out" Effect 36 


IV. Conclusions 	 38 


V. 	 Bibliography .; 41 


VI. Appendices 	 43 


A. Work Plan for Field Visits Regarding Post-Transitional 
Activities and Non-Custodial Parents. 

B. Revisiting the Issue of Unit Costs for Community 

Work Experience Programs (CWEP) and Public 

Service Employment (PSE) 


C. 	"Where Will We Find 300,000 to 500,000 PSE/CWEP 
Jobs for WORK?" Thoughts From the Field 

D. 	"What If We Were To Go One Million WORK Slots?" 

E. Michigan's Self-Initiated Community Services 

Activity and Its Possible Relevance to WORK 


F. 	 The Costs of Worksite Supervision of PSE/CWEP 

Panicipanl' As A Component of Overall Costs 


pqESL~VATION PHOTOCO~Y 



Background 

This report focuses on two important componentS expocted to be included 
in President Clinton's anticipated revamping of Aid tn Families with 
Dependent Children (Ar-"DC): 

1. 	 Using public senice employment ((,SE) andlor 
Community Work Experience Programs (CWEP) for 
AFDC recipients who have reached the proposed two-year 
limit on AFDC receipt without finding a job in the private 
sector; and ' 

2. 	 Including special seivices for non-custodial parents 
(NCPs)-general!y fathers-of AFDC children to enhance 
their child support payments and strengthen their role as par- .. 
ents.. 

This analysis compiles and summarizes the results of interviews with more 
than one hundred state and local officials during October. November. and 
December of 1993. These officials shared their perceptions. concerns and 
judgments abeut implementing the above noted services as part of a nation­
al overhaul of the welfare system. Of spocial concern were their insights 
into the feasibility of enlarging PSEICWEP, formerly small-sclile pilot or 
demonstration programs. into large scale public service employment efforts. 

This repon complements the federal research and analysis. and the findings 
of independent sources such as MDRC. MPR and the Urban Institute. 
Hopefully. the findings herein can aid the Working Group on Welfare 
Reform, Family Support, and lodepeodence as it finalizes its recommenda­
tions to President Clinton. 

Key Findings and Analysis of Responses 

Listed below are the highlights of the stakeholders' responses. These 
responses deserve spocial attention of the Working Group on Welfare 
Reform, Family Support, and Independence in finalizing the proposed wel­
fare reform package. 

A. 	 Public Service Employment and Community Work Experience 
Programs' 

1. 	 Receptivity to Time-Limited Welfare 

Most respondents favored a transitional, time-limited welfare 
i 
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system; more than 75 percent could embrace the President's 
proposed two-year limit on AFDe receipt. However, many 
respondents envisioned from 20 to 40 percent of the AFDe 
caseload being exenipt from the two-year limit. 

2. Receptivity to PSElCWEP 

Most state and local officials would attempt PSE{CWEP as 
the principal post-transitional service or activity for AFDe 
recipienrs unable ro find private-sector jobs. 

Most respondenrs believed that, coupled with other refonns to 
make work attractive,such as an expanded EITe and univer­
sal hcal!h insurance, it would be worth trying a two-year limit 
lllli! PSE{CWEP. 

3. 	 Preference for Public Service Employment or Community 
Work Experience Programs. 

Respondents favoring PSE were in the majority and cited the 
philosophical value of being paid for work rather than work­
ing for welfare. receiving a paycheck instead of welfare 
check, and the less punitive and demeaning work available 
through PSE. " 

Many respondents saw PSE as easier to administer; yet some 
respondents minimized !he CWEP's administrative obstacles. 

A significant number of stakeholders had no preference and 
maintained that states and localities should be able to choose 
between !he two programs or even implement both . 

• 

\ 	 4. Scale and Availability of Appropriate PSEICWEP Jobs. 

Respondenrs believe that sufficient and meaningful public 
sector work exists to engage 300,000 to 500,000 PSE/CWEP 
participants. 

Nevertheless. most respondents lacked confidence in their 
ability to link work and workers easily. especially in large 
urban centers. Yet, respondenrs believed that, with adequate 
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support and resources, a WORK program of 300,000 to 
500,000 worksite SIOL' was possible in most cities. 

Expanding the program to I million slots was viewed as high­
ly problematic. 

Types of PSE/CWEP Worksites in the Voluntary or 
Private Non-Profit Sectors. 

Most respondents felt that WORK should stress private, non­
profit agencies as PSEJCWEP sites, because stateS with the 
largest AFDC cascloads are experiencing the greateSt reduc­
tions-in-force within the public sector. thus precluding plac­
ing PSE/CWEP participants in state agencies_ 

State and local officials recommended placing PSE/CWEP 
participants as workers in urban churches, Head Start centers, 
settlement houses, tenant groups, neighborhood organizations. 
or using them to care for the elderly and infirm and in envi­
ronmental programs. 

Goals and Roles of WORK Placements 

All respondent' said that the jobs had to have sooial value: a 
function or service of some value to the community, and 
agreedth.t the slots should not be "make work" situations. 

Respondents differed on the goals of these programs. Some 
said the programs should enforce society's expectation of 
work, such as conventional ''workfare.'' Some felt the pro­
grams should develop the participants' skills, similar to an 
internship. Others thought the programs should have a mixed 
approach. with some placements being valuable to partici­
pants. and some merely engaging them in productive labor_ 

Characteristics of WORK Participants. 

Most respondents agreed that the participants in PSEiCWEP 
worksites will tend to have personal characteristics. ci:rcum~ 
stances or attitudes that will present major challenges. But 
Some respondents who manage CWEP programs downplayed 
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the differences between participants and the "typical" AFDC 
recipient or typical person entering jobs comparable to those 
underWORK. 

Alternatives 10 PSEICWEP for WORK. 

Among the alternatives to PSE/CWEP specifically mentioned 
were: work supplementation. grant diversion and on-the-job 
training; tax credits to employers; private. for·profit place­
ment firms; micro enterprise efforts; and intensive job search. 

Respondents perceived WORK as a program of"last resort" 
for participants who could not be placed into private sector 
jobs through JOBS. They felt that such services would be of 
greater value in JOBS than in WORK. 

Ahnost without exception, respondents expected PSE or 
CWEP to be the primary components of WORK. 

Availability and Quality of Private Sector Jobs. 

Stakeholders drew a distinction between "minimum wage, 
high turnover" jobs which generally seemed plentiful, and 
"good" or "self-sufficient" opportunities which \liere far more 
difficult for their clients to secure. (A "good" job was usually 
defined as one offering anywhere from $7 per hour to $12 per 

. [ hour. with some family health coverage.) Almost all respon­
dents Concurred that an eltpanded EITC, universal health 
insurance. and better access to subsidized cbild care would 
close tbe gap between "good" jobs and minimum wage jobs • 

. 
Wages, Benefits and Supportive Services 

Alinost all respondents agreed that the federal minimum 
wage-{Jr state minimum, when higher-would be an appro­
priate level of compensation. Also, everyone agreed that con­
tiuued Medicaid coverage (or universal health insurance) was 
essential for WORK participants. as was child care compara­
ble to that under JOBS. 

it! 



,/ 

11_ 

12. 

13. 

14. 


Roughly two-thi~ds.of all respondents ended up favoring 
making PSE wages i~eligible for the EITC, but only after 
being pressed on the issue of making private sector employ­
ment more attractive than PSE. 

Participation Expectations and Availability of 
Supplemental Benefits 

Respondents shared their views about the number of hours 
per week panicipants should be expected to work, and 
whether-under PSE-participants should be given supple­
mental benefits if their PSB eannings were insufficient to 
bring their income up to their welfare grant levels, 

This question generated some passion; although perceived as 
technically complex, it was seen as one of great consequence 
for clients. Respondents recognized its policy significance 
even if they did not fully grasp its details. 

Duration of Placements and Time Limits 

Almost everyone believed that placements shoulq be time­
limited. not open-ended, Most respondents recolTunended 
that PSE/CWEP placements be followed by an intensive peri­
od of renewed job search before another placement was stan­
ed. 

Sanctions and Enforcement 

There was united sentiment for prDll)pt, meaningful, enforce­
able sanctions. On the other hand, respondents recognized 
that many WORK panicipants would be of limited capacity 
and might fail at PSE/CWEP due to no fault of their own. 
They felt that these individuals should not be terminated or 
sanctioned. 

Service and Administrative Costs 

Almost all respondenL~ were concerned that the federal gov­
ernment would not adequately reimburse for service and 

v 
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administrative costs. 

15. Concerns of Organized Labor 

Although seen as a serious problem. no one suggested that 
PSE/CWEP he avoided on the basis of labor union opposi­
tion; most respondents offeted a variety of ideas on how to 
diffuse or minimize the enmity of organized labor. 

16. Administrative Responsibility and Authority 

Respondents were unsure about how best to structure WORK 
and where to vest organizational authority and accountability. 
Similarly. they viewed PSElCWEP as not fitting neatly in the 
labor system nor within the welfare/JOBSsysrem. 

Everyone stressed the importance of giving states plenty of 
lead time to make decisions and to plan and phase-in the pro­
gram. 

Both local and state stakeholders stressed the need to plan at 
the local level, affording urban mayors the oppotrunity for 
getting involved in the early planning of WORK 

" 
B. Services for .Non-Custodial Parents 

Structured programs for non-custodial parents are still quite rare­
perhaps one to two dozen pilot or demonstration projects national­
Iy-and few have existed for more than two years. Consequently, 
about 75 percent of respondents had limited expertise or familiarity 
with NCP programs: 20 percent declined to.comment at alL In all, 
about two-thirds of respondents engaged in some substantial discus­
sion of NCP issues. 

Respondents were far more tentative in discussing NCP services and 
many admitted to uncertainty on specific questions or qualified their 
answers. Their responses might he revised as they become better 
informed, or gain more experience with NCP services. 

The major perceptions of NCP issues and services are: 
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I. Receptivity to Serving Non-Custodial Parents 

Almost all respondents recognized the urgency of serving 
these parents and shared their acute awareness and concern 
about the status of NCPs - especially younger fathers in 
urban centers. 

While recognizing that something must he done. stakeholders 
were unsure of what could he done and were all not in agree­
ment that welfare reform was the appropriate vehicle for 
addressing the problem. More than 75 percent of respondents 
favored incorporating some NCP services in welfare reform. 
Several hnd reservations about using the impending Clinton 
welfare reform package as the venue for funding NCP ser­
VIces. 

2. Characteristics of NCPs--Low Income and Otherwise 

Most of the stakeholders interviewed understood the diversity 
of the characteristics and circumstances of NCPs. 

Many perceived important differences botween younger, 
never-married, NCPs and older, divorced, non-custodial 
fathers, and botween inneHity, unemployed. abient fathers 
and middle-income men who were simply avoiding their 
child support obligations. They recognized the need for dif­
ferent strategies to deal with each population. 

3. Expectations About Potential Payback from NCP Services 

No one expected tremendous monetary payback., at lea~t in 
the near term, from investments in NCPs. Rather they talked 
in terms of values. social norms. social stability, and justice. 

4. Goals and Intent ofNCP Services 

There was little consensus among respondents about what the 
primary goals and intent of an NCP initiative should he. 
Some spoke of enahling the NCPs to meet their child support 
obligation, They viewed NCPs as a new approach to child 
support enforcement for those unable to he reached through 
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conventional strategies. 

Others talked about enabling NCP. to be better parents and 
partners in raising their children. They emphasized reintegrat­
ing the absent father into the social mainstream and the 
healthy development of the child. 

Lack of Guidance from Research on NCP Services 

Currently there are less than two dozen pilot progrMIS nation­
wide, most of which are part of either MDRC's Parents Fair 
Share Program or Public/Private Venture's Young Unwed 
Fathers Program. 

All findings to date are either in the form t7f process and 
implementation analysis or impressionistic. 

This lack of strong research guidance influenced the views of 
most respondents and seemed to restrain them from support­
ing large-scale national NCP services. For example, only a 
few respondents urged incorporating services for non-custodi­
al parents as a core part of JOBS. But many respondents sup­
parted allowing Slates the option to allocate some modest por­
tion of JOBS funding to NCP services. Virtuallf everyone 
urged a major expansion of the current research demonstra­
tions of NCP services. 

Resource Allocations Given a "Zero·Sum" Budget 

Respondents were asked to assume budget neutrality for the 
President's welfare reform program" and were told that they 
had a fixed pool of new resources available to spend on all 
components of welfare reform (e.g., $2 billion), including 
enhancements to JOBS, the new WORK program, and 
improved child care. They were asked what percentage of 
their resources they would devote to NCP services. 

About one quarter of all respondents declined to make a finn 
recommendation. Two stakeholders said they would devote 
no welfare reform resources, using instead existing funding 
streams such as JTPA. Several suggested 20 to 33 percent 
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and one suggested 50 percent Most suggested 5 to 10 per­
cent_ either for state-elective programs or for greatly expand­
ed demonstrations. 

Appropriate.8ervices and Strategies for NCPs 

All respendents noted that the services required to assist low­
income males would probably vary from those for females. 
For example, on-the-job training. which usually provides 
trainers with some stipend income, might be appealing to 
young men since they have no AFDC to live on while in 
training. 

Peer counseling, legal services, parenting skill training, rec­
onciliation services and substance abuse counseling were also 
perceived to be vila! services. 

Treatment of Arrearages 

Large arrearages are daunting for young men whose earnings 
prospect-even after successfully completing a NCP pro­
gram-are quite modest. Some policy makers bave proposed 
allowing NCP programs to negotiate reductions or forgive­
ness of the back debt in return for enrollment, successful 
progress, and promises of future compliance. 

Some respondents opposed forgiveness as sending a bad mes­
sage to young men that they can escape debt. Others favored 
flexibility, with certain caveats. Still others suggested forgiv­
ing arrearages Qver time. 

Overall, almost all respondents recognized the perversities 
and disincentives of the CUrrent child support system v.:hen it 
comes to NCPs making back payments. 

9. Use of Non-Welfare Delivery Systems Services 

There was universal consensus that existing service delivery 
systems badly underserve the low-income NCP population, in 
particular JTPA. 
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Respondents recognized that little seems to be effective with 
marginalized young males, but suggestions included models 
based on Job Corps, Youth Corps and boot camps. 

10. Degree of "Smoke-Ou!" Effec! 

Mandatory full-time participation in a NCP program forces 
some young men to confess that they will soon be starting a 
job (ajob they already hold with payment "under the table") 
and that they will be able to make suppon payments. This 
"smoke·out effect" seems to oecur in ten to 30 percent of 
cases. 

Respondents believed that the smoke-out effect would be sig­
nificant. Several respondents speculated-tlmt smoke-out sav- • 

~".. 
i,!gs alone could fllilllli'e Jl ~rate sized program of services 
for non-custodial parents. 
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In 1994, President Clinton will aJticulate his vision for a funda­

mental overhaul of the nation's welfare system for Congress and the 
American people. This analysis focuses on two important compo­
nents expected to be included in the President'S multi-faceted 
revamping of Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFOC): 

• 	 USing public service employmem (PSE) andlor community 
work experience programs (CWEP) as principal ·post-tranSi­
tional" service activities for AFDC recipients who have 
reached the proposed two-year limit on AFDC receipt with­
out securing employment in the private se.l:tor; and 

• 	 including special services for non-custodial parents 
(NCPs)-generally fathers-of AFOC children to enhance 
their child support payments and strengthen their role as 
parents. 

This report provides federal policy makers in the President's 
Working Group on Welfare Reform, Family SuppOrt and 
Independence with information and insights on these twei compo­
nents of the planned reform proposal; it compiles and summarizes 
the results of survey interviews with more than one hundred state 
and local officials during the months of October, November, and 
December of 1993. The interviews focused on two general issues 
likely to be important considerations in federal decision making with 
regard to PSElCWEP as post-transitional activities andlor services for 
NCPs:· 

• 	 the overall receptivity of the public officials to the possible 
inclusion of either or both of these initiatives in the 
President's package; and 

• 	 their perceptions, concerns and judgments about the pro­
grammatic and operational implications of implementing 
these services as pan of a national overhaul of the welfare 
system. 

Of special concern to this report are the various considerations 
1 
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entailed in "going-to-scale" with either of the two initiatives, Most 
recent experience in implementing and managing PSE/CWEP or ser­
vices for non-custodial parents have been relatively small-scale pilot 
or demonstration programs, Not since the CETA program of the mid 
and late 19705 has the United States undertaken a large seale public 
service employment effon. Similarly, eWEP has generally been 
implemented only on a modest scale as pan of tighGy-controlled 
research-demonstrations, utilized as a minor component of the 
national JOBS program (approximately 3 percent of lOBS slll!Jlding,js 
devoted to CWEP), or reserved for mal",dominated, "General 
A;ss::':':is:::ta:::n"-c"'e'"''''::o'''r:';,,7H''ome Relief' state welfare programs. And, services 
for non-<:uStodial parents have only recently been started in a series 
of small, but promising, initiatives as part of two foundation funded 
efforts, "Parents Fair Share" and "Young Unmarried Fathers." These 
experiences provide invaluable, but limited, instruc!lbn about the 
myriad of obstacles and challenges in developing and managing full­
scale PSF.lCWEP or NCP programs in all fifty states. Consequently, 
prior to making decisions, it is particularly important for federal poli­
cy makers to explore the implications of a commitment to going-to­
scale, 

This repon is not a comprehensive analysis of either PSE/CWEP or 
NCP services. Rather, it attempts to distill the views and i.nsights of a 
range of knowledgeable and experienced state and loca(stakeholders 
on how well PSE/CWEP and NCP services will be received, and how 
they might be best implemented. The material presented here is 
meant to complement theJederal agency stafrs more rigorous 
research and analysis, and the findings of independent sources such 
as MDRC, MPR and the Urban Institute. It does so by articulating the 
operational and policy concerns and suggestions gathered in the 
course of the field interviews. Similarly, it cal) supplement the more 
formal input and advice of key interest groups such as NGA, NCSL, 
APWA, CBPP, CLASP, and the AFt-CiO. 

Hopefully, the findings presented here can be of some value to 
the Working Group on Welfare Reform, Family Support and 
Independence as it finalizes its recommendations to President 
ClintOn. As of December 22,1993, the Working Group had pro­
gressed in its endeavors to a point where it had spedfied many of the 
components of the package it would present for the President's con­
sideration. Because of the rapid pace of the Working Group's myriad 
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activities and its overlap with the preparation time frames of this doc­
ument, some of the initial questions delineated in the author'S 
October work plan have been serried, with tent1tive decisions made 
by the time this report is finalized. In particular, the broad outlines of 
the proposed post-transitional program-tentatively n~mlCd 
"WORK"-have been completed. Nevertheless, it is hoped that this 
repoft Cln still be of value, if only in confirming or calling into ques­
tion the decisions of the Working Group. 

This report was undertaken at the suggestion of Wendell Primus, 
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Planning and Ev:tlulltion in the US 
Department of Health and HUll41n Services, as part of the aud10r's 
autumn field placement in ASPE under the Annie E. Casey Children 
and Families Fellowship. Sponsored by the Annie E. Casey 
Foundation of Greenwich, Connecticut, the Fellowship affords ten 
mid-career professionals dedicated to the reform of systems serving' 
children and families the opportunity to pursue a year-long program 
in leadership and professional development. The Fellowship 
includes a series of group learning experiences and two three-month 
individualized field placements for each Fellow. [n his placement at 
ASPElDHHS, the author served in the capacity of consultant (uncom­
pensated) for the months of October, November and December. 111is 
analysis- together with the set of several shorter interim analyses 
contained in the appendiccs-<:onstitutes the principal d<!livemble of 
the field placement. The findings and conclusions contained in this 
document are solely those of the audlor and do not necessarily 
reflect the views of either ASPElDHHS or the Annie E. Casey 
Foundation. 

[n preparing this report, dlC author reviewed the limited literature 
available on public service employment, community work experi­
ence, and services for non-custodial parents. Then, consulting widl 
ASPE s~lff, the author drafted and refined a series of intelview ques­

. tions that responded to the Y"rious needs and COncerns of the federal 
policy-makers. As noted above, these interests related to the recep­
tivity of state and local stakeholders to the program components and 
their perceptions as to operation,,1 issues entailed in going-to-scale 
with national initiatives, The author presented a set of 23 survey 
questions in a work plan memorandum (Appendix A) approved in 
mid-October. Subsequently, these questions were refined and others 
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added during the course of the field interviews. 

Concurrently, the author developed a list of fWO dozen key 
respondents - primarily state and local officials - to interview 
using the survey questions. These key respondents were selected 
upon the advice of ASPE staff and outside welfare policy experts, 
including SOUrceS at APWA, MDRe, MPR, and the Urban Instirute, as 
well as the author's own experience. The respondents fell into one 
of fWO categories: 

• 	 Highly-regarded state or local program managers directly 
responsible for developing or managing PSElCWEP services 
or services for NCPs, usually as demonstration programs or 
part of JOBS. These individuals could offer insights gained 
through actual experience with the programs, and could be 
especially valuable in exploring the issues entailed in 
going-ta-scale. 

• 	 Asrute mid and senior-level public officials in state and 
local government who, although llQt involved in either 
PSElCWEP or NCP services, would be key decision-makers 
if these programs were introduced in their jUrisdictions. 
These respondents could be particularly heJpful,in gauging 
the probable receptivity ofstakeholders and in anticipating 
likely concerns and obstacles. 

To the extent allowed by time and travel constraints, the author 
conducted the interviews in person and on Site, and used teleconfer­
encing when logistics precluded travel. For the most parr, the two 

. dozen key respondents invited several colleagues to participate in 
the interviews, thus expanding the number of Jndividuals surveyed to 
more than one hundred. In such instances, the interview process 
resembled an informal focus group discussion. 

The States included in the survey were California, Indiana, 
Michigan, New Jersey, New York, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Washington, 
and Wisconsin. The cities and counties surveyed induded New York 
City, IndianapOlis, Milwaukee, Trenton (N)), San Diego, Cleveland, 
Seattie, and Cumberland County (N). 

Supplementing these stakeholder interviews, the author also sur­
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veyed officials at APWA, NGA, and CLASP, as well as academics or 
researchers at Rutgers, SUI\'Y, MDRC, The Evergreen State College, 
and RAND, 

The author did not attempt to develop a sample of respondents 
that represented or reflected "typical" state and local stakeholders. 
Indeed, as noted above, the sample was anything but random: the 
key respondents were selected because of their special expertise, 
experience, or reputation, Consequently, the key findings and pat­
terns of responses in Section III and conclusions in Section IV should 
not be construed as necessarily predictive of general reactions and 
concerns of all or most state and local stakeholders, The findings 
and responses presented below may tend to be generally more posi­
tive, informed and receptive than those of a more stlictly representa­
tive group of respondents. ,­

Encapsulated below are, in the author'S judgment, the most signif­
icant findings of the interviews with state and local stakeholders, 
This portion of the report synthesizes and highlights the mOSt salient 
and consequential of the respondents' perceptions. The reactions, 
suggestions, and concerns noted below are deserving of special 
attention by federal policy-makers as they finalize the pr<)POSed wel­
fare reform package for Presidential and Congressional consideration, 

A- Publlc Service Employment and Community Work 
Experience Progl'3llls 

As noted above, this report addresses the topic of PSElCWEP in 
greater depth and detail than it does NCP services. Part of this imbal­
ance is because the respondents were more f~miliar and opinionated 
about the former, However, in large part, the stress on WORK 
reflects the evolving concerns of the Working Group and ASPE lead­
ership as time progressed. During the three months of this analysis, 
the debate on WORK assumed greater urgency, while discussions on 
NCP services appeared to reach closure, 

11. Receptivity to Time-Limited Welfare. 

To a remarkable extent, the respondents reacted posi­
tively to the notion of an explicitly transitional, time-lim­
ited welfare system. While they admitted to many reser­
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vations and caveats (detailed below), overthree-quarters 
of the stakeholders surveyed were prepared to embrace 
the President's proposed two-year limit on AFDC receipt. 

The most frequently cited reservation was the need for 
exempting from the two-year limit a significant portion 
of the AFDC caseload. Most expressed a concern that 
the federal government recognize that many recipients 
could not leave AFDC without heroic efforts and pro­
hibitively expensive services. The respondents' esti­
mates of this exempt population ranged from 2<Lp~ 
to 40 percent of the caselo.d, with many clustering 
around one-third. 

A second qualification cited by a majotily of the stake­
holders was the need to greatly improve JOBS if there 
was to be any realistic expectation of getting recipients 
off AFDC prior to their hitting the two-year limit. 

A third caveat cited by some - but not most - of the 
respondents was their doubt about the availability of 
enough private scetor jobs in their labor market so that 
JOBS participants could find "real" or "good" jobs. 
Perceptions on this questioned varied greatly, with as 
many respondents being sanguine as being pessimistic. 

2. Receptivity to Public Service Employment 
and/or Community Work Experience Programs 

Although usually tinged with trepidation and accompa­
nied by a host of qualifications, most of the state and 
local officials were prepared to attempt PSElCWEP as 
the principal post-transitional service or activity for 
AFDC recipients unable to find private-sector jobs. Of 
note, none of the respondents dismissed PSElCWEP out­
of-hand, Equally significant, perhaps a third were quite 
enthusiastic, some embracing the concept with surpris­
ing vigor. 

The reservations, which are detailed below, frequently 
entailed the high costs of services, the adequacy of reim­
bursement for administrative expenses, a prevailing pub­
lic skepticism or (conversely) an unrealistic expectation 
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about "ending welfare as we know it," insufficient plan­
ning and development time, administrative complexity 
and bureaucratic jurisdictions, labor union opposition, 
and the sU'1ainability of federal commitment. 

Still, notwithstanding all their concerns, a great majority 
of the respondents believed that, coupled with other 
reforms to make work attractive - particularly an 
expanded EITC and universal health insurance - it 
would be worth trying a two-year limit and PSElCWEP. 

3. Preference for Public Service Employment or 
Community Work Experience Programs. 

Only about one· half of those interviewed initially under­
stood the differences between PSE and-CWEP. However, 
most of the respondents quickly grasped the Significance 
of the distinctions once explained. 

Approximately one· half of the stakeholders expressed a 
clear preference for public service employment over 
community work experience; more than a quarter either 
had no preference or would like to have the choice of 
both; and less than a quarter opted for CWEP. 
Consequently, while a majority supported PilE, a signifi­
cant number of respondents found CWEP a viable 
option. 

Among those who preferred PSE, almost aU mentioned 
the philosophical value of "being paid for work rather 
than working for welfare." They emphasized the impor­
tance of having WORK participants receive paychecks 
instead of welfare checks, and n6ted that PSE more· 
dosely resembled "real" work, being "less punitive and 
demeaning: In some cases, respondents were vehement 
on this count. Many also believed that PSE would be sig­
nificantly easier to administer. Among the administrators 
who will make WORK work, eWEP was often portrayed 
as a "huge hassle, with ridiculously variable hours of 
work per mOnl:h, burdensome reporting requirements, 
and greater difficulty in enforcing work expectations." 

AS noted below, the possible availability of the Earned 
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Income Tax Credit, Unemployment Tax Credit, 
Unemployment Insurance and Social Security also was a 
factor for some in their preference for PSE over CWEP. 

On the other hand, some respondents, including several 
who actually run CWEP currently, minimized the admin­
istrative obstacles of eWEP. They said CWEP could actu­
ally be easier to manage than PSE, especially for the host 
or worksite agencies, which would not have the payroll 
or reimbursement obligations under CWEP that they 
would under PSE. They also argued that CWEP would 
minimize problems with civil service, state labor laws, 
and public labor unions. Several respondenrs even 
turned the argument about principles on irs head: 
WORK "jobs are not 'real' jobs, so don't pretend they 
are... we want the clients to get private sector jobs and 
CWEP will encourage that morc than PSE." 

A significant number of stakeholders remained unsure as 
to their preference and some asserted that states and 
localities should be able to choose between the twO or 
even implement both. A couple of SLate offiCials 
observed that in some areas of their states PSE would,. 
"sell" better and in others CWEP would be easier to have 
accepted. 

I4. Scale and Availability ofAppropriate 
PSE/CWEP JObs. 

A special concern of the Working Group on Welfare 
Reform. Family Support and Independence has been 
"Where will the states find sufficient PSElCWEP slots for 
the number of WORK participants likely. to need them?" 
Closely related to this question are twO others: "How 
will a sufficient number of worksites be developed and 
managed?" and "To what extent will the public sector 
jobs be meaningful and of value... or will they end up 
being 'make work'?" These questions were the topics of 
two of the author's interim products (Appendices C and 
D). 

Given the proposed parameters of a national WORK 
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program on the scale of 300,000 to 500,000 slots, all 
respondents were asked how difficult it would be to 
develop their proportionate share of warksites. 

None of the respondents indicated any doubt regarding 
the existence of sufficient and meaningful public sector 
work. Several painted out that a PSE/CWEP program of 
300,000 to 500,000 slots would be daunting, but would 
constitute an effor! of only about half the size of CETA at 
its peak. And, if anything, the nation's aggregate need 
for low-cost, low-skilled labor to perform work in the 
public sector is greater than ever... In that sense, they 
argued, there is clearly plenty of work, more than 
enough to engage 300,000 to 500,000 PSE/CWEP partici­
pants. 

For example, New Jersey's largest city, Newark, which 
includes roughly 18% of the state's caseload, would have 
to find meaningful public sector work for 1,415 to 2,359 
participants. There seemed to be little doubt among the 
respondents in New Jersey that Newark would have 
enough work for 1,415 to 2,359 PSElCWEP positions. 

Even in New York City, where WORK wouldentail 
developing between 15,000 and 25,000 slots, the respon­
dents were confident that they could develop sufficient 
worksites, given adequate time and funding. The man­
agers of the City's current CWEP program of 13,000 slots, 
which is targeted to General.Assistance participants, also 
operated an AfDC-oriented CWEP effor! of 7,500 panici­
pants under former Mayor Koch. :!11ey claim to be "bar­
raged" by non-profit agencies seeking CWEP slots that 
they can't now supply, and they felt that they could "eas­
ily" double or triple their current program, provided they 
were given sufficient support. 

However, saying that there is plenty of work to be done 
is different than saying that a WORK program of this 
scale could be efficiently implemented and administered. 
No one interviewed expressed confidence of their ability 
to easily match, link-up and supervise all the work and 
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the workers, at least not in the larger urban centers, 
where most AFDC recipients reside. Several factors 
were repeatedly cited as making the prospect of a 
PSElCWEP effoIt daunting: 

• 'nJe "downsizing" of many state and local govern­
ments during the recent recession has made the 
issue of displacement of public employees more 
problematic than ever: 

• Because the role assigned to PSElCWEP will be 
to serve WORK participants who have been 
unable to find private sector jobs after two years 
of employment-directed activities, the individuals 
placed in PSElCWEP will tend t<5" have personal 
characteristics, circumstances, or attitudes that 
present the greatest barriers to employment. 

• There is a perceived mismatch between the 
nature of much of the most pressing public work 
and the traditional gender roles and expectations 
held by many APDC recipients. It is one thing to 
encourage women to voluntarily embrace non­
traditional jobs; it is another thing to mandate it, 

• CWEP is difficult to administer, especially with 
monthly recalculations of the hours necessary to 
work-off the grant. 

Although those officials interviewed generally were not 
sanguine about being able to deyelop sufficient 
PSElCWEP slots in "regular" governmental settings due 
to displacement concerns, there was more enthusiasm 
about the potential of engaging participants in special 
WORK "projects", such as organizing tearns to dean up 
vacant urban 10m. Everyone agreed that expecting gov­
ernment to absorb large numbers of WORK participants 
through simple Iinear expansion of routine office jobs 
was not realistic. Simply replicating librarian aide posi­
tions, for example, was viewed as offering only a partial 
contribution to the challenge of flntling work for 
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300,000 to 500,000 participants. They cited not only the 
issues of displacement and mis-matches between skills 
and jobs, but also tile fact that most office jobs require 
fairly intensive supervision and mentoring. While office 
jobs can provide participants with especially good skills, 
they are hard to develop, and will not constitute the 
bulk of PSE/CWEP slots envisioned under WORK. 

On the oUler hand, organizing cadres of a dozen or so 
workers to tackle the less demanding tasks of urban 
clean-up and enhancement seemed to appeal very 
strongly to most respondents. Several mayors were 
especially enthused about this opportunity; more than 
one mentioned an "l!rban CCC" !!> Ule model they'd like 
to sec. 

Several respondents suggested that there will not be a 
problem developing sufficient WORK slots in rural or 
suburban areas or in smaller cities. They speculated that 
the general receptivity to "workfare" in such communi­
ties will facilitate the development of sufficient 
PSE/CWEP slots for the comparatively modest AFDC 
caseloads tilere. (They did acknowledge that transporta­
tion would be a problem in rural and subuFban areas, 
however.) Rather, the greatest challenge would be in 
tile larger cities, where WORK might require special 
efforts in developing sufficient capacity. The sheer num­
bers of participants, the inefficiencies and culture of the 
welfare bureaucracies, and the presence of "underclass" 
behaviors all will resist WORK,thus necessitating an 
especially intense effort. 

In short, the stakeholders generally perceived a WORK 
program of 300,000 to 500,000 worksite slots are very 
daunting but probably doable in most cities, given ade­
quate support and resources. 

Respondents were further queried about a much larger 
WORK program, one totalling one million slots. Would 
they continue to view WORK as a reasonably achievable 
program if the number of worksites that they'd have to 
develop was doubled? 
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The reactions were consistent and unequivocal: one mil­
lion slots would be a "whole different can of wonns," as 
one respondent put it. The consensus was that the 
increase from 500,000 worksites to one million is not 
only quantitatively different, but qualitatively different 
too. For all respondents, there was definitely some 
threshold-somewhere between 500,000 and one mil­
lion-where the merely "daunting" became the positively 
"dubious" . 

It would not only entail more effort and staff, it would be 
a very different program, especially in terms of the types 
of worksites that would have to be developed. The 
emphasis would have to shift to large work crews, with 
less attention to educational or skill-buil<ting, and more 
to just keeping participants engaged in some sort of 
activity. The work might still be "real" and of social 
value, but they would be seriously comprOmising any 
value that WORK might have for many of the participants 
(beyond that of working itself). States that might want to 
stress PSElCWEP as "internships" rather than "workfare" 
would find it difficult. 

There was also a fear that quality control waf,ld suffer 
with a program of that size. It would become more diffi­
cult to ensure that participants were actually showing up 
and working at worksites and that work crews were not, 
for example, raking leaves in the Mayor's backyard, 
rather than the park. 

A couple of respondents indicated that it might be possi­
ble to eventually "grow into" a PSElCWEP program on 
the order of magnitude of one million slots, but that, ini­
tially, the program should slart smaller. 

5. Types ofPSElCWEP Worksltcs In the Voluntary 
or Private Non-Profit Sectors. 

Given the perceived difficulty of developing a major por­
tion of the.WORK jobs in government agencies, special 
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attention was paid to the types of worksites that might 
be developed in private, non~profit or voluntary agen­
cies. Respondents were asked to suggest promising 
examples of worksitcs they would be interested in pur­
suing, 

As noted above, most of the individuals surveyed felt 
that WORK should stress private, non-profit agencies as 
PSElCWEP sites. With widespread lay-offs of state work­
ers, it will be difficult to find large numbers of jobs that 
don't replace or displace unionized public employees. 
Many of the states with the largest AFDC caseloads are 
aLm ones experiencing the greatest reductions-in-force 
within the public sector (e.g., california, New York, New 
Jersey, Pennsylvania), thus precluding placing 
PSE/CWEP participants in srate agencies. As several 
state officials observed, they have plenty of holes in their 
organizaHons that could be filled via PSE/CWEP place­
ments if it weren't for the fact that the holes had just 
been created through RTFs, 

In response to a request for innovative suggestions as to 
just where in the non-profit sector, PSE/CWEP worksites 
might be developed, the srate and local offiCiais made a 
number of promiSing recommendations: 

• 	 U..-ban churches, particularly African-American 
churches, 0 er an exceptional opportunity in this 
regard. These churches are located precisely 
where potential participants are concentrated, 
making matches easy and ~educing transportation 
problems. The churches usually enjoy strong 
credibility within their own communities, enabling 
dIem to be powerful articulators of values, social 
norms, and expectations. Through role modeling 
and peer pressure, they can be far more effective 
than any government agency in this regard. 
Moreover, they are acutely aware of their commu­
nities' needs, and should know where to invest 
available labor. African-American churches have 
been at the forefront of recent efforts'to reclaim 
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and resurrect their neighborhoods; PSElCWEP 
might tie in very well with their grass root strate­
gies of empowerment and capacity building. 
While many will require extra support wirh rhe 
administrative aspects of WORK. several respon­
dents believed they would warmnt the effort. 

• (ilea<! Start ~ also offers a potentially 
rich source of PSElCWEP slots. One of the largely 
unsung success stories of Head Scm has been the 
way in which it has involved the mothers of Head 
Start children, recmiting them as volunteers and 
later training them as teacher aides. With 
President Climon's expansion of Head Start, it 
might be possible to extend the.model of volun­
teer/mother into a successful CWE), experience. 
Moreover, many SSBG and CCDBG child care cen­
ters would like to incorporate more of Head Start's 
comprehensive approach and would be possible 
placement sites. This type of placement has been 
highly successful for a population similar to that 
which states will be dealing with in WORK. Using 
Head Start and other contracted child care centers 
would also avoid the quality control c'oncerns 
about training welfare recipients to be family day 
care providers. And, as wid) African-American 
churches, it would expose participants to power­
ful values, social norms, role models, and expecta­
tions. It would be wise to~ely_seize £lll;, 
p~ed..expansion of child..care..and early child..:: 
hood .(ievelopment. 

• 	 Care for the Elderly and Infirm was cited by 
seveml respondents as having great potential for 
worksite development. Many of the services most 
needed by the aged and disabled are not sophisti­
cated or training-intensive. Escott and chore ser­
vices for the home-bound are two examples. 
Comparable services are in demand in institutional 
seuings. as well. And, with rhe health sectOr 
always recmiting. these WORK slots would be 
excellent "internships" for subsequent employ­
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ment. Of course, as with child care, provisions to 
prevent abuse and exploitation of patient'i by par­
ticipants would be essential. 

• 	 @ettlement !!o~Tenant Groups and Other 
Neighborhood Organizations should certainly 
be explored, With the Clinton Administration's 
strong emphasis On local capacity building, self­
help, and empowerment, PSElCWEP slots would 
be a natural feature, Such organizations are pow­
erful engines of upward mobility, which would fit 
nicely with WORK, 

• 	 Environmental Programs, such as recycling 
efforts, are usually labor-intensiv~ and will be a 
growth industry over the next decade throughout 
urban areas, Almost all respondents mentioned 
programs of this sort as ideal for PSE/CWEP, 

[ 6.Goals and Roles ofWORK Placements 

A fundamental policy question about the PSElCWEP jobs 
to be developed for WORK is the degree to which the 
prime goal is simply to enforce a work expe;;tation on 
welfare recipients or, conversely, to provide participants 
with opportunities to develop their work skills and 
improve their employability in the private sector, In 
short, are WORK placement "workfare" or "internships"' 

If the primary policy goal is to establish a clear quid pro 
quo in exchange for income, then the meaningfulness of 
the activity to the partici pant will be of secondary con­
cern, If, on the other hand, WORK is meant to assist 
participants in developing skills, enhancing self-esteem, 
and speeding a transition to unsubsidized employment, 
the nature of the jobs to be develope<:l---And their 
costs-will be rather different. Respondents were 
pressed on such value clarifications. 

There was a strong general consensus on two value 
questions among those interviewed. First, everyone said 
that the jobs had to have social value; that is they must 
constitute a function or service of some value to the 
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community. Not surprisingly, all respondents agreed 
that the PSE/CWEP would have to be meaningful in the 
sense that the slots should not be "make work." 
Perhaps surprisingly, however, most of the respondents 
perceived that almost any job that had social valu~ 
equid provide digfii~ rome participant, even "menial 
labor." For example, several respondents noted the like­
lihood of being criticized for "forcing participants into 
demeaning or menial labor like leaf-raking." Their reac­
tions to this were mixed: a few seemed sensitive to the 
charge, but most were almost eager to confront such 
critics and to defend the dignity and value of this type of 
work. 

On the more fundamental question of me goals of 
PSE/CWEP placements, there was no consensus, with 
respondents breaking into three roughly equal camps. 
Some asserted that the primary goal should simply be to 
enforce society's expectation of work through "work­
fare." An equal number argued strongly for the more 
ambitious goal of developing the participants' skills, 
much akin to an internship. The third group were either 
ambivalent or suggested a mixed approach, \Vith some 
positions being very valuable to participantS while others 
were merely meant to engage participants in productive 
labor. One respondent proposed that the distribution of 
PSElCWEP jobs will resemble a "bell" or "normal" curve, 
with a few purely punitive jobs, a few very meaningful 
learning experiences, and the preponderance some­
where in between. 

Those who argued for slots with high developmental 
value tended to suggest more intensive case manage­
ment, job development, and "job-coaching." Those who 
favored the more basic model tended to emphasize the 
need for on-going job search to be linked with 
PSE/CWEP. 

\'_ Characteristics of WORK Participants 

The AFDC recipients who enroll in WORK are not likely 
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[0 be representative of the overall AFDC caseload, since 
PSE/CWEP wi!! be the "last reson" after cwo years on 
welfare and participation in JOIlS, They will have had 
the opportunity [0 receive education and training ser­
vices, but were unable to find a job, Cenainly, they will 
tend [0 be more difficult to place and supervise in a 
WORK slot than participants in previous PSE programs 
such as CETA, It is imponant to determine the degree to 
which this is perceived as an obstacle by the people 
who will make WORK work, 

Most of the respondents agreed that the participants 
ending up in PSElCWEP worksites will tend to have per­
sonal characteristics, circumstances or attitudes that will 
present major challenges, However, a significant num­
ber of stakeholders saw these traits as of oniy minor 
consequence, Of special note was the fact that respon­
dents who actually already manage CWEP programs said 
that the differences between participants and the "typi­
cal" AFDC recipient were not all that great. Several 
sPeculated that the individuals placed in PSElCWEP slots 
would more or less resemble non-AFDC individuals who 
might end up in such jobs. As one supervis9r of a pub­
lie works depaoment put it, "They'll be no different than 
the people J hire off the street. .. I'm used to working 
with these folks." 

Is_ Alternatives to PSElCwEP for WORK 

The Working Group on Welfare Reform, Family Suppott, 
and Independence does not, in ,"y way, envision limit­
ing post-transitional activities to just PSElCWEP. Quite 
the contrary; they see WORK as a highly flexible pro­
gram, affording a wide array of service activities with an 
emphasis on placing partiCipants in unsubsidized private 
sector jobs, not subsidized public service jobs, Among 
the options specifically mentioned are: work supple­
mentation, grant diversion and on-the-job training; tal< 
credits to employers; private, for-profit placement firms; 
micro enterprise cffoos; and intensive job search. 
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Many respondents reacted favorably to one or more of 
these strategies. For example, several mentioned· 
(almos! ruefully) dlat they should be making better use 
of OJT and work supplcmenffition within JOBS. 
Likewise, several respondents bragged about the dficacy 
of their "job clubs." The use of tax credits and private 
placement firms drew a distinctly mixed reaction; many 
respondents were dismissive while ochers very entlmsiM 

astic. Indeed, with regard to America Works, passions 
were evident, both pro and coo. Micro-enterprise aClivi­
ties were usually seen as valuable, but only for a SIT4111 

select set of participants. 

However, notwithstanding tile respondeots' range of 
reactions to the individual strategies,. they evidenced a 
sense of caution - even skepticism - about the utility 
of such services for WORK. The stakeholders perceived 
WORK as a program of "last resolt" for participants who 

/ could not be placed into private sector jobs through 
JOBS. They felt that such services would be of greater 
value in JOBS than in WORK. As onc local welfare offi­
cial put it, "Those are the stuff we'll be pushing on folks 
in JOBS; the people who reach WORK will probably 
have already failed at them." -' 

Almost without exception, respondents expected PSE or 
eWEP to be the primary components of WORK, with the 
other services playing secondary roles. 

19, AvalliIbll1ty and QualIty of Private SectorJobs 
, 

The most powerful determinant of a need for PSElCWEP 
slots in any area will be the availability of appropriate 
unsubsidized private sector jobs. Stakeholders were thus 
asked their perceptions about the job markets in their 
state or region. 

Reactions were highly subjective. There waS no dis­
cernible pattern in the responses, even including wide 
variations within a given area. 
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However, most respondents did draw a distinction 
between "minimum wage, high turnover" jobs which 
generally seemed plentiful, and "good" or "self-sufficient" 
opportUnities which were far more difficult for their 
clients to secure. 

A "good" job was usually defined as one offering any­
where from $7 per hour to $12 per hour, with some fam­
ily health coverage. The respondents were divided ­
even confused - about whether the current goal of 
JOBS is simply to get participants employed or to secure 
them "good" jobs. In this regard, it is impormnt to note 
that almost all respondents did concur that the advent of 
a greatly expanded EITC, potential availability of univer­
sal health insurance, and enhancedacress to subsidized 
child care would help to resolve this conundrum. To 
them, these three supports would make even a minimum 
wage job a "good" job". or at least a "good enough" job. 
The Clinton Administration's theme of "Make work pay" 
resonated well with everyone interviewed. 

: 10. Wages, Benefits and Supportive Services 

Because ASPE staff flagged these issues as of special 
importance,' all stakeholders were closely probed about 
the pay and benefit levels that should be offered 
PSElCWEP participants. They were asked to discuss, in 
particular, the federal policy concern about tradeoffs 
between adequately compensating participants for the 
work performed while keeping unsubsidized private sec· 
tor work (which often offers only minimum wage) mOre 
am.ctive. Respondents were also asked what supportive 
services were impol1ant for WORK participants. 

On the fundamental question of hourly wages, respon­
dents were asked to choose from a continuum: sutrmin~ 

imum) federal minimum, stare mJnirnum (if higher), pre­
vailing wages, or union scale. Remarkably, virtually 
everyone interviewed agreed on the federal minimum 
-w!&!, - 'lJrsr:!Ie minimum, when higher - asme appro­
priate level of compensation. The degree of conver­
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gence on this issue was especially surprising given its 
ideological nature in the past. 

Likewise, everyone agreed that continued Medicaid cov­
erage (or universal health insurance) was essential for 
WORK participants, as was child care comparable to that 
under JOBS, There also was a general consensus that 
participants should be eligible for Workman's 
Compens;gion" Questions regarding eligibiliryfor 
Unemployment Insurance and Social Security drew 
mixed reactions, with many confessions of uncertainty, 
Most respondents believed that UI and FICA would not 
apply !O CWEP, but they seemed divided or unsure 
about PSE, -
Another core policy question on benefits was the eligi· 
bility of WORK participants for the Earned Income Tax 
Credit Initially, few respondents were aware of the 
magnirude of the recendy enhanced EITC, which will 
eventually make a minimum wage job the equivalent of 
one offering almost $6 per hour for many families. 
Upon reflection, most respondents recognized that the 
EITC would not apply !O CWEP "wages" (indeed, several 
indicated this as a consideration in their prclerence for 
PSE over CWEP or vice versa). 

Respondents were Initially asked simply whether PSE 
earnings should qualify for the EITC. Reactions were 
divided, with slightly more stakeholders saying yes than 
no. Individuals answering in the affirmative cited equity 
("equal pay for equal work") and the principal of mak· 
ing work pay. Stakeholders answering negatively cited 
the fact that these were not "real", market·generared jQbs 
and the desire to make private sector jobs more attrac~ 
rive than PSE. 

Those respondents who initially felt that PSE wages 

should qualify for the EITC were then pressed on 

whether or not denial of the EITC for PSE earnings 

would be a powerful incentive for private sector 
employment. Most conceded it would, and some-but 
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nOl all - changed their position as a result. 
Consequently, roughly two-thirds of all respondents 
ended up favoring making PSE wages ineligible for the 
EITC, but only afler being pressed on the issue of mak­
ing private sector employment more attractive than PSE. 

11. Participation Expectations and Availability of 
Supplemental Benefits 

Respondents, were asked for their views and recommen~ 
dations on the complex and technical issues of the num­
ber of hours per week participants should be expected 
to work, and whether -under PSE-participants should 
be given supplemental benefits if their PSE earnings 
were insufficient to bring their income.."p to their wel­
fare grant levels. 

Perhaps a quarter of all respondents had trouble grasp­
ing the question or declined to voice opinions. This 
tended to be more the case for individuals outside the 
AFDC system. 

With regard to CWEP, most of the remaining respondents 
were aware that the number of hours of eXp"~cted partic­
ipation is generally determined by dividing the AFDC 
grant level by the minimum wage. Although simple in 
theory, the stakeholders saw it as complex in practice, 
especially due to variable levels of offsetting child sup­
port and unearned income. Similarly, in low-grant states, 
the expected participation may be as modest as ten 
hours per week, in high grant states, as demanding as 35 
hours per week. As noted above, these factors were 
cited as reasons some respondents preferred PSE. 

For PSE, the situation would be different, but also com­
plex. ESsentially, post-transitional PSE would operate in 
one of two ways. [n the first, WORK participants would 
be offered jobs which would be their only source of 
income. After two years on AFDC, no grant benefits 
would be available to supplement PSE earnings, regatd­
less of how they compared to the previous welfare grant: 
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--"What you'd cam is what you'd get." Alternatively, 
through some sort of earned-income disregard, PSE partici­
pants whose wages did not reach rhis grant level - Or 
some higher level set as an incentive - could receive a 
supplemental grant. This second, more liberal, version 
entails setting some minimum participation expectation, 
below which earnings would not be supplemented and 
sanctions might be enforced, 

A significant minority of respondents, roughly a quarter, 

/ 
 favored some version of a tougher-<lr:yo years and out" 

-PSE progl':\!!l, They nOled the clearer, more unequivocal 
message it would send to AFDC reCipient.: "After two 
years, you're on your own," They also found its simplicity 
and ease of administration appealing, However, mOsr 
stakeholders strongly preferred the more-generous 
approach of allowing supplemental benefits, Several 
voiced their belief that many participanrs--e,g" mothers 
with very young children - should be expected to work 
only part-time, e,g" 20 hours per week, Others mentioned 
that PSE participants in high grant states (or with larger 
families) would otherwise be worse off working than on 
welfare alone, 

This question generated some passion; it was.perceived 
not only as technically complex, but also as one of great 
consequence for clients, Respondents recognized its poli­
cy significance even if they did not fully grasp its details, 

In. Duration of Placements and Time LImits 

Should PSE/CWEP placements be open-ended or should 
they be limited in time? How long' should participants 
remain in their worksitc,.. and if there is a limit, what hap~ 
pens when that limit is reached: Another placement, else­
where? Renewal? Termination? Job Search? What is there 
to discourage participants from sctUing into semi-perma­
nent situations which are comfortable, familiar, and secure, 
but not desirable from either a social or personal perspec­
tive? To a large extent, the respondents seemed to arrive 
at a consensus on these questions. 

Almost everyone believed that placements should be time­
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Iimitcd, nOt open-ended. The suggested duration ranged 

between six to twelve months, with the modal response 

nine months. Most of the respondents recommended 

that PSE/CWEP placements be followed by an intensive 

period of renewed job search before another placement 

could be started. There was no agreement on whether 

the second (and subsequent) placements could be at the 

same worksite as the first: some felt that renewed place­

ments at the same worksite would discourage aggressive 

job search, others Saw that risk as minimal. . 


No one suggested a limit on the [Otal number of 

PSElCWEP placements for an individual participants. 

The respondents seemed to feel that some individuals 

might neve, be able [0 secure private'=tor jobs due to 

circumstances beyond their control, and that such partici­

pants should not be terminated. No onc proposed termi­

nation of participants who were acting in good faith but 

were not successful at job search. 


In. Sanctlons and Enforcement 

Another area where consen.'iUS prevailed was on the 
issue of what to do when participants failed to act in 
good faith, performed unacceptably, or refused to coap­
crate. There was a strong, united sentiment for prompt 
~d meaningful s~s, ones that demonsrrarea a seri­
ousness of intent and that were enforceable. All respon­
dents saw the need for consequences for non-compH­
ance as especially important given their belief that a rela­
tively large proportion of "difficul~" or 'problem" AFOe 
recipients would be represented in the WORK popula­
tion. 

On the other hand, there was also a recognition that a 
relatively large proportion of WORK participants would 
he of limited capacity and might fail at PSElCWEP due to 
no fault of their own. Such individuals should nOt be 
terminated or sanctioned. 
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Several respondents complained that the current sanc­
tions under JOllS were not sufficiently severe for certain 
non~compliant recipients. Many more bemoaned the 
onerous processes entailed in sanctioning, and asked for 
a greatly expedited process. Sanctioning and enforce­
ment was, as noted above) one reason respondents pre­
ferred PSE over CWEP, since they perceived that dismiss­
ing a non-cooperative participant from a PSE slot would 
be easier than sanctioning a CWEP participant. 

J 

114_ Service and Administrative Costs 

NO other question generated such doubt and suspicion 
among the state and local officials. AlJIlost all expressed 
a concern that the federal government would "try to do 
it on the cheap," by not adequately reimbursing for ser­
vke and administrative costs. 

Although none of the respondents was able to COSt-out 
PSElCWEP in a rigorous way, they tended to have a rea­
sonably good appreciation of the various cost elements. 
They all assumed that health and child care would be 
provided to participants at significant costs,put not be 
included in the COSts of WORK per se. Many cited the 
expense of recruiting, developing and maintaining work­
sites as considerable. Reponing, sanctioning and liaison 
activities were also noted as administrative costs. 
Several stressed the importance of on-going case man­
-agemenr and "job coaching" as components of 
PSElCWEP that should be reimbursed. Most stakehold­
ers agreed that the costs of supervising participants at 
worksites should be absorbed by the host agencies in 
exchange for the free labor; only a few ar!,'Ued for reim­
bursing this expense. 

A number of respondents recognized that PSE would be 
more expensive than CWEP, especially if supplemental 

/ AFDC benefiL' were allowed, but"ihis was too complex 
tor them to delve deeply into during the interview pro­
cess. 
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Estimated bottom-line costs of operating one PSE/CWEP 
slot, exclusive of health and child care and any PSE 
wages, ranged betwee~ooO and 53,500 pe~ 

115. Concerns of Organized Labor 

The potential opposition of labor unions to PSElCWEP 
loomed large in the minds of respondents, Even stake­
holders who were sanguine about their ability to resolve 
this problem saw it as a serious one. As noted above, 
one of the factors repeatedly cited as a concern about 
PSElCWEP was the recent "downsizing" of many state 
and local governments, which was perceived as possibly 
exaoerbating normal labor union concerns about the dis­
placement of public employees. 

Still, it is noteworthy that no one suggested that 
PSElCWEP be avoided on the basis of labor union oppo­
sition. Rather, most respondents offered a variety of 
ideas on how to diffuse or minimize the enmity of orga­
nized labor. 

One of the suggestions already mentioned above is that 
WORK should look less to placements in g~ernment 
offices and more to private non-profit agencies. 
Likewise, the creation of special teams to tackle projects 
beyond the capacity of strapped local governments has 
already been mentioned. Bur, one caveat often stressed 
about these two strategies was the need to avoid placing 
PSEIGWEP slors in agencies which had received govern­
ment contracts to provide "privatized" services. That 
would be viewed by labor unions as both displacement 
and privatization, making an already bad situation 
worse. 

Several respondents also emphasized the need for bring­
ing the public employee labor unions into the planning 
of WORK at the very earliest stages, involving them in 
the deCision-making process in a meaningful way. 
These officials argued that acknowledging the valid con­
cerns of the unions, and working with them cooperative­
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ly [0 address them, would go a long way in diffusing 
opposition, 

A couple of respondents who expressed a preference for 
CWEP over PSE ciled their belief that labor unions 
would nO[ resist the former nearly as strongly as the lat­
ter. Apparently, the fact that the WORK participant is 
not on any payroll in eWEP makes it less threatening 
[han PSE, 

Other respondents mentioned that I:?,.t:iPgonly the mini­
n;um wage and strictly enforcing time limits on WORK 
placements both would reduce organized labor resis­
tance. Short-term and low-paid WORK slots would raise 
less of a specter of displacement. .'­

Finally, a good number of stakeholders speculated tltat 
labor union opposition would not be as serious as it had 
been in the past. They believed that unions were part 
of the general convergence on welfare reform and that 
labor would be less suspicious about the Clinton 
Administration using it as part of an anti-union strategy 
the way the Reagan and Bush Administrations might. 
And, several noted that the downsizing of gOvernment 
was going to continue irrespective of PSElCWEP, which 
will be largely irrelevant in the larger struggle about gov, 
ernment payroHs. 

\16. Administrative Responsibility and Authority 

This turned out to be • quandary for almost everyone, 
None of the respondents seemed very confident about 
how best to structure WORK and where to vest organi­
zational authority and accountability. PSE/GWEP was 
viewed as "neither fish nor fowl," not fifting neatly in the 
labor system nor within the welfare/JOBS system. 
Moreover, few was comfortable argUing that either stale 
system would be, a priori, the superior management 
entity. Critics of the labor system cited CETA, ES, and 
the perceived anti-AFDC, anti-female, anti-public 
employment biases of the JTPA system. Critics of the 
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welfare system noted a "hand-out-the-checks" mentality 
of welfare agencies and the slow pace of JOBS imple­
mentation. 

Many respondents suggested that the federal government 
delegate the decisions about managerial responsibility to 
the states and perhaps even to local governments. 
Others saw a danger of fragmented accounlll.bility and 
"flnger·pointingH in such flexibility. 

Everyone stressed the importance, however, of giving the 
states plenty of lead time to make decisions and to do 
adequate planning and phase-in. The specter of another 
"CETA fiasco" was never far from their minds, and they 
saw the counter-cyclical rush to implement it as a causal 
factor. [n Ihis regard, JOBS was the preferred model. 

Finally, a suggestion that was mentioned by both local 
and state stakeholders was the need to plan at the local 
leveL For instance. several respondents suggested i.ssu~ 
ingAr-PresidentIal challenge to urban rna\'PCI\ involving 
them in the early planning of WORK. The mayors of 
medium to large cities will make or break WORK, so get 
them on board up fronl, they argued. Ask tl1em to set 
up local planning processes, bringing all the key stake­
holders to the table: labor unions, ministers of the urban 
churches, Head Start directors, JTPA, and the leadership 
of any other potential sponsoring agencies. Don't worry 
so much about where to find all the WORK slots; 
il1Sjead, set up-a- process that miiires the locaCteli11ership 
eager to find them. In this regard, PICs were generally 
seen as too oriented to the private sector to take the lead 
on planning for PSElCWEP; mayors were preferred. 

B. Services for Non-Custodlal Parents 

Not all stakeholders were interviewed regarding the possible 
inclusion of services for nonMcustodial parents within the 
impending welfare reform proposal. In some cases, the 
respondents declined to discuss NCP services in any detail­
usually because they felt unfamiliar with the topic. This was 
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pattially attributable to the fact most of the stakeholders had at 
least some experience with PSElCWEP; very few were involved 
or exposure to NCP services. Strucrured program") for non-cus­
todial pareom are still quite rare - perhaps one to two dozen 
pilot or demonstration projecm nationally - and few have 
existed for more than two years. Although an emerging issuej 

NCP services are still unfamiliar to many state and local offi· 
cials, About three-quarters of all respondents noted their limit­
ed expettise or familiarity with NCP programs; roughly a fifth ' 
declined on this basis, 

A second reason for a lower response rate was the constraint 
imposed by time and stamina, Because somewhat greater 
urgency was given to gathering information on PSElCWEP, all 
interviews started there, Generally, two hourlfwere scheduled 
for one-on..one interviews and three for focus groups. it was 
not at all uncommon for PSFJCWEP to consume virtually all 
the time or energy available to the stakeholders, In some 
cases, follow-up interviews were scheduled to complete the 
discussion of NCP services, In all, about two-thirds of respon­
dents engaged in some substantial discussion of NCP issues, 
with a total of half completing the full interview, 

"It should also be noted that the respondents were more tenta­
tive in discussing NCP services. On numerous occasions, indi­
viduals admitted to uncertainty on specific questions or quali­
fied their answers, Thus, caution should be exercised in con­
Sidering the responses below; generally, they were not as 
strongly held as with PSFJCWEP, They, therefore, might rea­
sonably be more subject to revision as respondents gain further 
information, experience, or reflection. , 

i l.Receptivity to Serving Non-Custodlal Parents 

Notwithstanding the respondenm' general lack of first­
hand experience in serving the generally male nOn-cus­
todial parents of APDC children, virtually all expressed a 
recognition of the situation's increasing urgency, Many 
expressed an acute awareness and concern about the 
status of l'\CPs - especially younger fathers in urban 
centers, Often they equated these younger urban NCPs 



--
with what they perceived to be "the growing problem of 
the underdass." 

Those respondents who admitted their limited direct 
expenise and experience usually cited the genernl press 
(e.g., New York TImes, Newsweek) or periodicals (e.g., 
Atlantic, Public Welfare, The New Republic) as 
informing their opinions. 

The stakeholders were unanimous in their belief that 
"something has to be done." However, they were less 
sure exactly what it is that should be done, and nOl 
everyone agreed that welfare reform was the appropriate 
vehicle for addressing the problem. As noted below, 
severnl had reservations about using tire' impending 
Clinton welfare reform package as the venue for funding 
NCP services because of their uncertainty as to what 
strategies to incorporate, even in light of what they per­
ceived to be a crisis. "First, do no harm," is the way one 
respondent expressed this sentiment. 

Also discussed further below, only a few stakeholders 
opposed NCP services outright - at least as part of wel­
fare reform - on gender grounds. They were afraid it 
would divert resources from women and their children. 

StiU, the clear majority of respondents - over three 
quarters - did favor incorpornting some NCP services in 
welfare reform. Overall receptivity was quite high. 

2_ Characteristics of N('''Ps ­ Low Income and 
Otherwise 

Underlying the respondents' general receptivity to 
"doing something about low-income non-custodial was a 
fairly sophisticated appreciation of the heterogeneity of 
the Ncr population. Most of the stakeholders inter­
viewed understood the diversity of the charncteristics 
and circumstances of NCPs. 

Many perceived important differences between younger, 
never-married, NCPs and older, divorced, non-custodial 
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fathers, and between irmer'city, unemployed, absent 
fathers and middle,income men who were simply avoid, 
ing their child support obligations. This translated into a 
somewhat vague, but nevertheless real, sense chat strate­
gies appropriate for dealing with "dead,beat dads" ­
tougher versions of conventional child support enforce, 
ment - might not be applicable for "turnips," from 
whom there was little blood to draw. 

For many of the respondents, there appeared to be an 
implicit (sometimes explicit) assumption about the ethnic 
and racial characteristics of this latter group of NCPs.. 
n,e younger, never'married, undereducated, and unem, 
ployed absent fathers were usually visualized as part of 
the urban "underc1ass." That is, largely-1\.frican· 
American, 

Several respondents expressed a view that these fathers 
often maintained contact with the mother(s) of their 
childCren),. prOViding various types of informal support, 
monetary and otherwise. They saw these NCPs in essen· 
tially sympathetic terms, using phrases like "disadvan· 
taged," "poorest of the poor," and "grossly neglected." 
On the other hand, others argued against adOpting "an 
overly romanticized view" of these men, pointing to high 
levels of criminality and irresponsibility. Finally, still oth· 
ers seemed prepared to accept both views, seeing the 
divergent perspectives as not really inconsistent or in 
conflict. 

13. 	 Expectations About Pote~tial Payback from 
NO' Services 

No one expected tremendous monetary paybacks, at 
least in the near term, from investments in NCPs. Words 
like "modest" "eventual" "at least something if not " 	 ,
much/' and !'anything is better than nothing/' were used, 
Respondents noted that raiSing a young man's annual 
reported earnings from zero to $10,000 would result in 
only minor increases in child support payments, 
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The respondents generally did not justifY investments in 
NCPs from a narrowly construed cost/benefit perspec­
tive. Rather, they talked in terms of values, social 
norms, sodal stability, and justice, This seemed signifi­
cant because public officials in the field of welfare poli­
cy are increasingly used to thinking about interventions 
from the perspective of costlbenefit analysis and expect­
ed payback on investmenrs. In the instance of NCPs, 
many expressed such a sense of urgency that they 
would suspend this criteria for deciding On a new initia­
rive, 

14. Goals and Intent of NCP Services 

If there was a strong consensus among-tlle respondents 
on the need to "do something" for non-custodial par­
cnl', there was far less cOnsensus about what the goals 
and intent of a NCP initiative should be, One school of 
stakeholders talked mostly of enabling the NCPs to meet 
their child support obligation and to live up to their 
responsibility for having futhered children. A second 
school talked about enabling NCPs to be better parents 
and partners in raising their children, focusing on miti­
gating familial and social dysfunctions. " 

The first group of respondents saw the primary goal of 
services for NCPs as only a new approach to child sup­
port enforcement for a population not able to be 
reached through conventional strategies. These stake­
holders acknowledged <as indicated above) that the 
expected payback, in financial terms, of NCP services 
will be modest. Nevertheless, they argued that the goal 
should be enforcing a societal expectation rhat both par­
ents are responsible for supporting tlleir children. 

A smaller number of those interviewed - about a quar­
ter - saw NCP services as a means to address the wide­
ly-observed disintegration of low-income urban fumilies 
and the alienation and marginalization of young minori­
ty males. For them, the emphasis of NCP services 
should not be the enforcement of societal norms about 
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financial support but rather on the re-integration of the absent 
father into the social mainstream and on the healthy develop· 
ment of the child. They urged a "child-oriented" perspective, 
stressing the presence of the father in the life of the child as a 
positive role model and parent. Several respondents in this 
group also frankly saw NCP services as mainly a means to get 
additional resources for a badly under-served population. 

The tension inherent in these two different orientations to NCP 
services was noted by some respondents, Others, however, 
were more comfortable and did not See them as conflicting. 

! 5. L:ack of Guidance from Research on NCP Services 

Any federal expansion of services non-custoOial parents will 
be building on an exceedingly small and very recent base. 
\v11ile programs oriented to low-income urban males are noth· 
ing new, prior to 1990 there were few if any organized efforts 
to work with the absent fathers of children on welfare. 
Currently there are less than two dozen pilot programs nation­
wide, most of which are part of either MDRe's Parents Fair.• 
Share Program or PubliclPrivate Venture's Young Unwed 
Fathers Program. 

The Parents Fair Share initiative will shortly finish its pilot 
stage and begin operating as a rigorous research demonstra­
tion incorporating an experimental design and an impact eval~ 
uation. However, any real outcome findings are likely at least 
four years off. All findings to date are either in the form of 
process and implementation analysis or impressionistic. 

Consequently, the federal government will have to proceed in 
shaping expanded NCP services without the benefit of the 
well-informed empirical analysis that has guided much of the 
welfare reform of recent years. This lack of strong research 
guidance did seem to influence the views of most respon­
dents. However, it did not dissuade them of the urgency to 
aet. The lack of knowledge about what works with NCPs and 
the checkered results of research demonstrations attempting to 
work with younger low-income males did seem to restrain 
many respondents from supportlng Iarge-sca\e national NCP 
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services. Only a few respondents urged incorporating 
services for non-custodial parents as a core part of 
JOBS, for example. On the other hand, many respon­
dents supported allowing states the option to allocate 
some modest portion of JOBS funding to NCP services. 
And, virtually everyone urged a major expansion of the 
current research demonstrations in order to develop a 
bener knowledge base upon which to build future 
efforts. 

6. Resource Allocations Given a "Zero-Sum" . 
Budget\ 

After discussing the allocation of funds to NCP services 
in a fairly general way, respondents were asked to 
engage to a simple budget allocation simulation. They 
were asked to assume budget neutrality for the 
President's welfare reform proposal - that is, that new 
service expenditures would have to be more or less off­
set by resulting savings. They were then told that they 
had a fixed pool of new resources available to spend on 
all components of welfare reform (e.g., $2 billion), 
including enhancements to JOBS, the new WORK pro­
gram, and improved child care. They were'~sked what 
percentage of their resources they would devote to NCP 
services, recognizing that those dollars would be divert­
ed from other pressing priorities. This "zero-sum" bud~ 
get exercise forced them to explicate and quantify the 
importance they ascribe to NCP services. 

About one quarter of all respondents declined to make a 
firm recommendatiOn, usually pleading insufficient 
information. A couple of stakeholders said they would 
devote no welfare refonn resources~ USing instead exist~ 
ing funding streams such as JTPA; they did not want to 
divert funds from women and children. At the other 
extreme, several suggested 20 percent or 33 percent and 
one ,;uggested 50 percent ("half of the parents of poor 
children are males"). 

The preponderance, however, clustered around S per­
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cent to ten percent of all new resources, either for state­
elective programs or for greatly expanded demonstra­
tions. 

17_ Appropriate Services and Strategies for NCPs 

All respondents noted that the services required to assist 
low-income males would probably vary in a variety of 
ways from those for females. Most obviously, child care 
would nor be an issue, and health care might be a less 
compelling need. Similarly, many of the stakeholders 
observed that the types of education and training might 
differ significantly both in subject and approach. For 
example, on-the-job training, which usually provides 
panicipants with some stipend income,might be appeal­
ing to young men since they have no AFDC to live on 
while in training. 

Many of those interviewed mentioned the importance of 
peer counseling in breaking down resistance and in 
addressing attitudinal problems. Legal services were 
also perceived to be vital since many of the men have 
orher legal problems in addition to child support. 
Substance abuse was seen by most stakeholders as a 
serious problem for many NCPs-apparently more so 
than for the women. Many respondents noted that pub­
lic service employment might be an ideal activity for 
NCPs. It would provide them with immediate income 
and valuable work experience, perhaps concrete skills as 
well. The idea of reserving some portion of WORK slOts 
for NCPs found favor among many stakeholders. 
However, others expressed a fear that men might tend to 
displace women if the demand for WORK placements 
exceeded the su·pply. 

Several suggestions included parenting skill training and 
reconciliation services as valuable to improving the 
mens' role as fathers. 

The bottom line for most respondents, however, was an 
admission that they weren't sure exactly what service 



intelVentions would work best. 

18. Treatment ofArrearages 

Typically, the entry-point for most men in to NCP ser­
vice programs is a COUIt hearing because of arrearage, 
in child support payments. The men are referred to the 
NCP program because they explained their failure to 
pay support by ~Ieading unemployment. 

In many cases, by the time the NCP appears in COUIt 
and then is referred for selVices, large arrearages have 
accumulates, sometimes as much as $10,000. Debts of 
that magnitude are daunting for young.rnen whose earn­
ings prospect-even after successfully completing a NCP 
program-are quite modest. Some policy makers have 
proposed allowing NCP programs to negotiate reduc­
tions or forgiveness of the back debt in rerum for enroll­
ment, successful progress, and promises of furure com­
pliance. ' 

Respondents had mixed feelings on this. Some opposed 
forgiveness because it would send a bad message to 
young men becoming fathers: "If you can avoid us long 
enough to run up a big debt, we'll forgive it when we 
finally catch you, as long as you promise to be good 
from now on." Others favored flexibiliry, but only with 
certain caveats (e.g., only if the alTearage.. are owed to/ 
the state, rather than the mother.) Still Oilier suggesteQ 
arrangements whereby arrearages could be forgiven 
over time, with each dollar of current suppOrt paid also 
reducing back debt. 

Overall, almost all respondents recognized the perversi­
ties and disincentives of the current child support sys­
tem when it comes to back payments of bona fide low 
income NCPs, Where there was disagreement was in 
"how much slack to cut these guys." 
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19. Use ofNon-Welfare Delivery Systems Services 

There was universal consensus that existing service 
delivery systems badly underserve the low-income NCP 
population. Most notably, JTPA was repeatedly criticized 
for failing to serve younger men. 

Muting this critidsffi, however) was the recognitio~ dial 
litde seems to be effective with marginalized young 
males. As one PIC director puts i~ " There's an alarm 
clock in these boys' heads, and until that alarm goes off, 
there's nothing you can do for them. At some point­
who knows when-something in their heads tells them 
their lives are all screwed up and they have to get their 
act together, Before than, almost n0th!.ng works; after 
the alarm goes off, anything seems to work. That's dif­
ferent from girls." 

Several stakeholders pointed to immersion programs 
such as Job Corps and Youth Corps as successful 
resources for NCPs, arguing that it was impon:ant to get 
the young men away fro" uence of the streets." 
A couple propose t camps" tI other models bor­
rowed from the juve e system. ,; 

110. Degree of ·Smoke-Out" Effect 

Administrators of Parent Fair Share pilot programs and 
the PFS evaluators at MDRC have documented a signifi­
cant smoke-out effect in mandatory NCP programs. It 
appears that a significant portion of the men who plead 
unemployment as an excuse for non-payment of support 
are, in fact, employed" under the table." Either part­
time or full-time, legal or illegal, these men sometimes 
have hidden sources of income. 

When the courts require such NCPs to participate on a 
regular basis in a NCP program, the men are faced with 
something of a scheduling conflict. Since the court 
referrals are enforceable by contempt proceedings com­
pliance is difficult to avoid. In some cases, these men 
suddenly confess that "Come to think of it, I'm gonna be 
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starting a job next week so I can stan making payments 
then." In such instances, calling the bluff of these NCPs 
has produced a Significant smoke-out effect: 10 percent 
t~ 30 pcrc~nt. 

Respondents were asked if they believed that the rates 
noted in the few pilot programs would be replicated 
more generally. Universally, the response was in the 
affirmative. Everyone believed that the smoke-out effect 
would be significant. Several respondents went as far as 
speculating that the smoke-out savings alone could 
finance the cost of a moderate-sized program of services 
for non-custodial parents. 

The findings of in-depth interviews with over one hun­
dred state and local officials in nine states largely vali­
date the policy and program design decisions made by 
the Working Group on Welfare Reform, Family Support 
and Independence with regard to public service employ­
ment and community work experience programs. The 
feedback and perspectives of the responde.,ts tend to 
closely parallel the recommendations-at least those as 
of December 22, 1993-0f the Working Group with 
regard to the WORK component of the impending 
Clinton welfare reform proposal. 

Likewise, with regard to the possible indusion of 
expanded services for non-custodial parents in the 
President'S welfare reform package, the views and sug­
gestions of respondents generaily support the policy and 
program direction being pursued by the Working Group 
and ASPE, as of December 22, 1993. 

On PSElCWEP, most stakeholders supported the notion 
of a two-year limit on AFDC, as long as adequate recipi­
ent exemptions and safeguards were induded. The 
respondents perceived PSElCWEP as appropriate post­
transitional services, with a majolity preferring PSE over 
CWEP. A work program on the scale of 300,000 to 
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500,000 slots struck most respondents as "datmting, but 
doable;' enlarging the scale to one million slots crossed 
some threshold, at which the respondents saw the pro­
gram becoming highly problematic. A heavy reliance on 
private, non-profit worksitcs and special public work 
projects, rather than routine government placements,was 
uniformly urged, 

Stakeholder concerns about adequate planning time, 
financial resources, public attitudes, labor union resis­
tance, and sustained federal support were frequently 
expressed, but did not greatly undercut their receptivity. 
It is noteworthy that the greatest worries of the state and 
local officials were also the concerns expressed by the 
Working Group and ASPE staff. Not sJJ.rprisingly, the 
stakeholders were divided on the principal purpose and 
goals of WORK-i.e" "workfare' or "participant devel­
opmental experience"-rcflecting an ambivalence appar­
ent in society at large and in the Working Group deliber­
ations, 

The tentative federal decL~ions on wages and support 
services for WORK participants closely reflect the pre­
vailing views of the stakeholders interviewed. The same 

~ 

was also true for participation expectations and dle 
availability of supplemental financial benefits, The 
Working Group's uncertainty about administrative 
responsibility paralleled that of the respondents; there 
was no consensus on where best to administer WORK. 

One notable area where respondents differed from the 
Working Group was in the utilit)< of stressing private-sec­
tor placements in WORK. TIley saw PSElCWEP as being 
the more realistic tool, with private-sector strategies 
being emphasized in JOBS, 

The respondents were quite receptive to including a sig­
nificant initiative for non-custodial parents in this round 
of welfare reform, but were divided on its magnitude 
and scope, Without exception, U1C stakeholders per­
ceived the situation of numerouS young absent fathers 
who are unable to pay child support due to chronic 
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unemployment as requiring remedial action. Most--but 
not all-approved of using the President's forthcoming 
welfare reform package as the vehicle to address the sit­
uation. 

Views on the nature of a NCP initiative and the amount 
of resources to devote to it were divergent. Many 
favored only expansion of current demonstrations, with 
relatively modest additional funding (e.g. 5 percent of 
new available dollars); others argued for nationwide pro­
grams with major allocations (in excess or 25 percent.) 

There was also differences of opinion about whether the 
goals of a NCP service program should-be to enable 
fathers to live up to their child support obligations­
even if their contributions are minimal-{)r to be better 
parents and role models, with economic contributions 
secondary. 

The respondents believed in a significant potential 
smoke-out effect, acknowledged the lack of guidance 
from research and demonstrations and saw the need for 
a variety of special services oriented towardiyoung 
men. Although arrearages were seen as a serious prob­
lem, there was nOt a real consensus on how to handle 
them. 

(n all of this, the respondents' views seemed to be con­
sistent with those of the Working Group on Welfare 
Reform, Family Support, and lnd~pendence. 

As noted elsewhere above, the one hundred stakehold­
ers interviewed for this analysis were not randomiy 
selected and should not be seen as necessarily represen­
tative of all state and local public officials. 
Consequently, caution is suggested in drawing infer­
ences about the high degree of congruence between 
their responses and the recommendations of the 
Working Group. 
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RoD KiDey

Rebecca Mayaud 


Froau 	 Mi"," La..acy 

Re. 	 workplan for Fi..ld Visits Rega .. ding I'ost ­
Tranaitional Activiti.s and Hon-Custodial Pa....nts. 

~bia 18 to outlin.. my initial tbougbta about b_ X lligbt be of ...,at 
balp in completing tha n ...t two p .. o:lects you bave sugges40ed fo.. my
fiald placement. 

1. ~rou9k a ••1'10. of fi.ld visita, secure iDfo~l.iDpu~ and 
feedback frca atate and local' stakebolders Oft the programmatic aDd 
ope..atiollal implications of the two post-transitlonal activities 
curreDely under cODsideration, community work ezper1ence (CWEP) 
aad/o.. public service employment (PSB)1 and 

2. ftrough field visita, obtain perspectives f ...... state aDd loc.l 
stak..bold..... on issue. related to expanded employment and training
services for lloD-cUBi:4clial pareDts (Hep) as a meaas to eDAaace 
cbUd support peyment.. 	 .­

Outlined o.low ia a workplan of how I tbink t llight beat develop a 
.et of backgrauad pApers CD these two isaues. %~ incorporates tbe 
comments aDd Bugg••tions each of you have made in response to the 
draft I .bared t.... ...eks ago. ftank you for your ·h"lpful
suggestions. Base4 OR your concurreDce, I am proceediD9 along tho 
11..... below. 

Given tbe aillilarity ·of the ..ature of t.he two tasks (i .... , bot.h. 
entail diacuadoll8 "ith state and l .... al stakeholder.) .... d giveD the 
pote.,t.ial ova..lap III the nature of tbe two interventioDs (i .••• 
non-custodial peranta migbt be good caadidatea for P88) i propo•• 
integrating the t .... te.k•• Speeifically. aa outUned bel_, Ipla.. 
discuasing botb ."ta of issu.. "itb tbe varioua state SDd l .... al 
player. and tb"n preparing integrated ...eporta, devot.ing separate 
sections to eacb topio. 

All you know, "'y plac_nt at MPB .....D. tbrougb December 17 or so. 
Hy initial i ...t1nct. had been to prepa.. e a aerie. of two background
pap"..... a prelillinary paper "ith a target date of Hovember 19 aad 
a final report for December 17 •. aowever, "itb tbe arrival of ., 
new child and tha int.. r .....ptio... of the holidays, I cOllour tbat it 
would be mara realiatic to compile oue report, at the ..ad of ay 



plac:...at. It W'Ou14 include an Bzeeutive summaries alld appendices,
•• appropriate. 

In total, I envision visitiDg somewhere between. four and six 
stat.•• , aDd iaterviewing st.ate offioials aad local stakeholders 
fro. largo aad medium-sized cities/counties iu eacb* III order to 
take advantage of my 17 yea~s of experience in New Jersey, my first 
and most extensive set of discussiona will be with colleagues back 
home. Hew Jersey bas had cOllsiderable experieDce iu operation 
ClfBJI"SB programa, a. well as initiat.ives for Don-cust.odial. parents 
(mo.~ Do_ably, the ~reatoll Pareat.. rair Share project, ·Operation
Fatherhood-). Moreover, New Jersey haa historically beeu one of 
the _"e ambitious and p"08etive S!:;8t.... ill !:;hillklllq abou!:; alld 
pur8uLD9 variou8 welfare reform. schemes. COD.equantly, I 
......!:;......l.t... d"t.ail.. d d.l..cg.Bio.... wi t.h perhaps a dotea or .,''',.. 
ind.l.vidua1 from Hew J ..".ey, allowing me !:;o get tbe perapec!:;iv," of 
a full range of stakeholdors ia at least oae atat.e. 

- policy st.aff from tbe Goveraor's Office, ­
- Beaior officials ia state Labor aaG Duman Se..vices 

Departllla"ta; 
_ .oaior aad. mid-level planniag and ope"atioaal staff ia tbe 

s~at. welfare aud employment hureaucracies, 
- cou..ty officials and op."ational staff, 

- city officials anG local staff; and 

- local providers and CBO directors. 


X plan OD visiting Hew Jersey first, probably OD November 3,4,and 
5. 

,,;
Beeaus. I have to be in Seattle on November 13, (to attend a Casey­
fund.. d public hearlllg 0" cbild' suppon ....forcemeat), I propo... 

includinq Seattle and Olympia as Bites. Botb are medi .... -.beo 

cities, aad. Wasbiagto" State has bad considerublo experience with 

welfare rOlfo,... initiatives. . 


AD obvious site t.o vb!t b Saa Dinqo, where CllBP was a major 
companeat of SHIH'. successful ~lfare-to-work demoastratioa, and 
wbere HORe staff a"e curro..tly evaluatinq GAIH. I have spoken to 
MORe staff, and asked t.h_ ubout their. evaluatio.. of' the CllBP .. 
compo"e.t, and tbey told me it Would be well worth a visit 81nce 
SWIM came c10s. to "9Oi8q to 8cale," 

Ot.be., posaibilitiea include Milwaukee and I"dianapol.l.s, wb"re hotb 

mayor. a .... aniculate, w.ll-i"fo.....d, and i"te""sted ia ....lfar. 

refora i.su"., i ..cluding PSD/CllBP and DOll-custodial pa"eat.. Ohio 

migbt a180 be a qood possibility, given it.s use of CllBP and it. 

well-regarded pragr.... for no..-custodial fatber in Clevelaa4. 

Closer to h ...... , Hew York City ran a larq.. CllBP prog".... (7,500

panicipanta) ande" f .......r Mayo" ltOeh; l:' II. like to diseu.. the 

t.pllca~ioD. of -goinv-to-scale" iu at least OQe major urban area, 
and Hew York City migbt be ideal. 
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I ...~ill very .uok opea to other suggestion. for po••ible .lte8~ 

Plo••o· keep in aiDd ~ba~ 1 aoed ~o ~alk to stakeholder. who would 

be relatively uew to psa/CW2P or non-custodial parents -- in order 
to gauge ~h. receptivity and views of the more typica1 stakeholders 
-- a. well a. to individuals who have e:r:tenaive e.perience. If you 
have any Bugge.tioaa, please let ae'know a8 soon as possible~ , 

I view my effort. al providin9 another source of perspective. and 
input for your coa.id.l:a~ioll a. you move to closute on tho 
Adm.iniat;ratioD'1I proposal. Bopefully, the infonaal, local and 
oparat:1ODal-level feedback 1 will empbaai&e will complement: the 
more 1:'1901:'0U& re.eaJ:ch a:ad' analysis prepared by naIlS and DOL 
experta, MDRC, MPH, the Urban Institute and such. S1milarly, it 
will provide another chaDDel for communicatioa,.aupplementin9 the 
input: of tho RnA, APWA, HCSL and other intere.~ 9rouP.' 

My ovenll atrat09Y in the interview. with stakeholders will 
emphaai•• two general themes. 

1. I will try 100 asc..rtain t.h .. ir overall inioer.... t in an4 
rec..ptivity to iohe inclusion of PSS/ewEP an4/or Bep initiatives aa 
pert of a welfare refo,,", proposal; 

2. I will delve into the operatioael and implementation issues 
they for....a., should eiioher PBB/ewE' and/or RCP services become 
BignificaD~ component. of a aational overhaul of welfare. 
Particularly with PBB/ewEP, I will streBB thoi" views of t.ho 
implications of *going-to-scal.- on the order of magnitude being 
conl:omplated. Outlined on iohe follewin9 pages are some of the 
types of questioDs I propose to discus. with each stakeholder and 
to raport oa in my twa papers. . . 	 ,­

If you have aay further questions iohal: you wold suggest purauing, 
OJ: if you want to recoanend any change ill the approach I'v. 
outlined below, 1'4 gr.a~ly appreciato receiving your suggestion., 
orally or in wriUn9. with your coneurreaee, 1 .... proceeding aloD9 
t.he lines detailed hare. 

MaDf 	tbiuka for tbi. opportunity to cODtJ:ibute, and for any fuX'tbel' 
suggestions you m19ht hav•• 

cc I 	 Jim BJIIIIUl 

Cberyl casciaDi 
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PROE05BD QUESTIONS FOB STAKEPOLDBR PIScqsSIOHI 

1. What. are your views about. making DDC an explicitly t.emporary f 

time-limit.ed transitional program? What about your colloagues? 

2. What shou14 be offere4 to AFDC recipients at the en4 of the 
t.l.me-limit? What are your general views ahout "post-t.randt.iollal" 
services? 

3. Specifically, what 40 you think of PSB/C'IIBP as appropriat.e 
post-transitional services ( I would describe both PSE and CWBP 
using Ellwood f 8 formulation? 00 you prefer one over the ot.her? Do 
you see roles for each? 

4. What experieDce, if any, have you or your colleaguerhad with 
PBS aDd CWEP, in CETA, KIN, EOPP, or JOBS/FSA? Have you tracked 
t.he lahor market experience of these participants? What type of 
placement.s an4 work project.s were utilize4? 

5. What. ahout. t.he quality of posaible work project.s locally? Do 
you see social value to the work likely t.o be performed though PSE 
or C'IIBP? Kill it. he make-work or ....aningful? Kill it be a 
meaningful or valuable experience for participants? 

6. At any given time, could you p~ovide work for the number of 
participanta possible if the PS£/CKEP compODen~& 'weD~ to seale"? 
Row many slots at any given time? Could you and your colleagues 
han4le as mucb as 20\ to 35\ of t.he AFDC recipients now on your 
caseload'1 

7. Would you anticipate or recommend putting more slots in 
governmental agencies or in non-profits? Where would you envision 
placing participants? 

8. One 4eterminant of the need for PSEfCKEP will be the 
availability of tbe appropriate entry-level jobs in the pdvate­
sector.. To what extent to you believe that such ::J obs are 
available? Are tbey accessible to AFDC placements? 

9. GiVen the conSGUSU:S that private ,sector jobs are to be 
st.reBsed over PSK, how would you ensure that participaata are 
encouraged toward the fo~er? 

10. Wha~ t.ype of wages do you 
min.i.lDum, federal minimum, 
prevail!u91 union? 

Bee un
state 

der eithe
minimum 

r PSE 
(if 

or CWEPf 
applicable) • 
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11. What benefits andlor support should be offered. child care, 
Medicaid or health insurance, transportation stipends, workman's 
compensatioa unemployment, etc.? 

12. What about labor unions? Kow would or9anised labor respond 
acd under what circumstances? How could you avoid "displacement" 
especially given the on-going down-sizing at all levels of 
goverDJDeDt? 

13. Should we target new AFDC applicants only or recipients also? 
Younger or older? UP segment, as well aa single parenta? NOD­
cuatodial parents? Given a limited number of slots, what are your
priorities? 

H. Should the slots be tJ..me-li.m.l.ted or open-ended? For s ..... 
participants, PSB/CKEP might become a s~-pe~eDt arrangement; 
what are your views OD this? 

15. Given the generally poor public perception of CE'rA... do you 
tbink you could operate a full-scale PSE/CWEP program tbat could 
withstand the close scrutiny of the press, the public and other 
skeptics? 

16. Should 
system or 
cOllll>inadon 

PSE/CWBP 
their la
of both)? 

be a
hor and 

dmin
job 

istere through 
training 

d the state's welfare 
agencies (or some 

St HoD-Custodial Parents 

1. 1fhat 8.re your t.hought.s about incorporat.ing a st.rategy of 
providing services to RCPs (generally dads) as a means to improve
the well-being of children on AFDC? 

2. Do you helieve that a significant number of NCPs who don't pay 
support, or who pay very little fail to do so because their OWII 

incomes are inadequate? Do you think programs for non-custodial 
parents would enhance child support. beuefits? Do you see other 
benefits? 

3. Most research demonstrations have shown that welfare-eo-work ". 
progrB.1D8 can achieve "modest-but...positive" impacts for women 011 
AJl'DC.. Given the dearth of reseal;'ch on impacts on NePs, do. you 
think we know enouqh about the merits of such programs to move 
forward on Q national Bcale? 

4 ~ Given a limited pot of money available for a uew welfare 
reform. effort, what. proportion (lf any) do you think should be 
allotted to services for Reps? 

5 
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5. alYea that. BCP. ar. Dot' a. UIODol1tbic or homoqeaeoua
populaUolI , CaD fOU suggest different intervention. for different 
....h-gro..p.7 An7 special target groups? 

65 What types of interventions or strategies would you suqgea~ 
for NePa, and under what circumstances? Should the intervention 
come about as a result of a court order, ot: do you prefer a 
voluntary program? 

7. :If we were t.o lIlO1U1t B~ 80rt. of work program for HCP., would 
you recommeaa including or emphasiSing any particular employment­
orieDt.ed set of Bervic••• classroom training., GBD, on, ;Job search, 
remedial educatioD, higher education, Pia, eta.? 

8. In term. of BUPPOz:t services for Nepa, how important do you 
see. stipellda (since the7 have DO grsnt to live OD), Medicaid or 
health in8urauce, 4ng/substanoe abuse t.reatmeot., parentJ.ng or 
Ufe-skills, ca••- .....ag_..t, co......lling, ....diation, -+With tbe 
custodial parenta), etc. 7 Aside from cbild care, how do the 
service need. of HCPs differ from CPs' 

9. Ken7 low-inca.... HCPs have accumulated large arrearage•• 
Current policy 40es not enco...rage relad"g these ahUgatio"s. What 
are your tbougbts about foregoi"g the collections of a portion or 
all of t,hese back debts as a mealls 'to eacou.t'898 futUre deaired 
hehaviors? 

10. OVer the laat several years, Qat-io=al policies have stressed 
targetleg training and employment service resources (eg, JTPA) to 
APDC recipie..ts -- ....atly Moms. What do you think about fw:ther 
targeting esisti.. g resources to HCPsl . 
11. To what estent 40 yon helieve that a work-requirement might

"smoke-out" HCP'. who actually are employed "un4er tbe table" and 

Who mayor may ..ot bs providing the custodial parent with informal 

support? 


12. Do yo... bave any reaction to i .. c1udin9 RCPs ln PBZ if it turn. 
out. to be the ollly poat-trlUlsitiollal service for CPs who have coma _ 
to the eDd of their tt....-limited APlIC7 . 

13.. A••um.iD9 we were to mount a full-scale prograa for MCP. - .. DOt:: 
just demos....... CODsumi.. g .... r .. than aay 30' or 60' of r .. sources - ­

what issu•• 40 yo... fOresee in "going-to acale"? 
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To; Wendell Primus 

From: Mike Laracy 

Date~ December 7, 1993 

Re: "Wnere Will We find 300,000 to 500,000 PSE/CWEP Jobs for 
WORK?" Thou9hts from tne Field 

This is to provide some initial thoughts about the questions you 
posed to me, ~How and where will we be able to create some 
3000,000 to 500,000 real jobs for participants of WORK's public 
service employment or community work experience programs 
(PSE/CWEP)? 

The comments and sU9gestions outlined below are based primarily 
on my review of the PSE/CWEP literature and on the two dozen 
interviews I've conducted with state and local officials across 
the nation. Please appreciate that my thoughts are still 
somewhat preliminary. and constitute only a partial answer to 
your question~ 

A PSE/CWEP program of 300,000 to 500,000 slots would be daunting, 
but would constitute an effort of only about half the 
size of CETA at its peak. And, if anything, the nation's 
aggregate need for low-cost, low-skilled labor to ,perform work in 
the public sector is greater than ever... In that sense~ there 
is clearlY.plenty of work,' more than enough to engage 300,OOQ to 
500,000 PSE/CWEP participants. None of my respondents indic4ted 
any doubt re9arding the existence of sufficient and meaningful 
public sector work. 

In thinking about a PSE/CWEP initiative on the scale of 300,000 
to 500,000 slots, it is helpful to translate those numbers into 
state and local figures. Attached is a table displaying tne 
number of PSE/CWEP slots that would be allocated to several 
representative states and cities, assuming that they are 
distributed in proportion to the overall AFDC caseload. For 
example, New Jersey, which accounts for 2.6 % of the nation's 
welfare roles, would receive between 7,914 and 13,190 slots. New 
Jersey's largest city, Newar~, which includes roughly 18 , of the 
state's caseload; would have to find meaningful public sector 
work for 1,415 to 2,359 partioipants, There seemed to be little 
doubt "amonq the respondents I've talked to that Newark, for 
example, would have enough work for 1,415 to 2 t 3S9 PSE/CWEP 
positions. 

Even in New York City, where WORK would entail developing between 
15,000 and 25,000 slots, my respondents were confident that that 
they could develop sufficient worksites, given adequate time and 
funding. The managers of the City~s current CWEP program of 
13 f OOO slots, which is targeted to General Assistance (aka, *Uome 



Relief~) participants, also operated an AFDC-oriented CWEP effort 
of 7,500 participants under former Mayor Kotch. They claim' to be 
-barraged- by non-profit agencies seeking CWEP slots that they 
can't now supply, and they felt that they CQuld -easily· double 
or triple their current program, provided they were given 
sufficient support. 

However. saying that there is plenty of work to be done is very 
different than saying that a WORK program of this scale could be 
efficiently implemented and administered. No one I interviewed 
expressed confidence of their ability to actually mateh and 
link-up all the work and the workers, at least not in the larger 
urban centers, where most AFOC recipients reside. Several 
factors were repeatedly cited as making the prospect of a massive 
PSE/CWEP effort daunting: 

The ~downsizing- of many state ~nd local 90ver~ents during 
the recent recession has made the issue of displacement of 
public employees more problematic than ever. 

Because the role assigned to PSE/CWEP will be to serve WORK 
participants who have been unable to find private sector 
jobs after two years of employment-directed activities, the. 
individuals placed in PSE/CWEP will tend to have personal
characteristics, circumstances, or attitudes that present 
the greatest barriers to employment. They will tend to be 
more difficult to place and supervise than participants in 
previous PSE programs, such as CETA. 

There is a fundamental mis-match between the nature of ~uch 
of the most pressing public work and the traditional gender
roles and expectations held by many AFDC recipients. Thi. 
is especially true in urban areas, where much of the work 
would entail manual labor. It is one thing to encouraqe 
women to voluntarily embrace non-traditional jobs; it is 
another thing to mandate it. 

CWEP i. notoriously difficult to administer, especially with 
monthly recalculations of the hours necessary to work-off 
the grant. While PSE is also difficult to administer. most 
respondents expressed a preference for PSE over CWEP on the 
basis of administrative concerns. To the eAtent that we 
mandate only CWEP, we will run the risk that local 
governments and private non-profits will simply decline the 
offer of free labor due to the hassles involved. 

Turning more directly to your "question, my interviews have led me 
to several observations and conclusions about where we will 
likely find 300,000 to 500,000 PSE/CWEP jobs. 

F~rstt we should stress private. non-profit agencies as PSE/cWEP 
s~tes. not states or~ in some cases, local government. With 
widespread lay-offs of state workers, it will be very difficult 
to find large numbers of jobs that don't replace or displace 



unionized public employees. Many of the states with the largest 
AFDC caseloads are also ones experiencing the greatest 
reduotions-in-force within the public sector (e9, California. New 
York, New Jersey. Pennsylvania). thus precluding placing PSE/CWEP
participants in state agencies. As several state officials 
observed, they have plenty of holes in their or9anizations that 
could be filled via PSE/CWEP placements if it weren't for the 
fact that the holes had just been created through RIFs. 

Combining this consideration with the reality that the public 
holds private non-profit agencies in higher regard than they do 
government, suggests that we pay serious attention to job 
development in that sector. Several possLbilities for placing
relatively larqe numbers of participants in non-profits strike me 
as especially promising: 

Urban churches, particularly African-American ohurches# 
offer an exceptional opportunity in this regard. These 
churches are located precisely where potential part~ipants 
are eoncentrated~ making matches easy and reducing 
transportation problems. The churches usually enjoy strong
credibility within their own communities, enabling them to 
be powerful articulators of values I social norms, and 
expectations. Trough role modeling and peer pressure, they 
can be far more effective than any government agency in this 
regard. Moreover, they are acutely aware of their 
communities· needs~ and should know where to invest 
available labor. African-American churches have been at the 
forefront of recent efforts toreclaim and resurrect their 
neighborhoods; PSE/CWEP might tie in very well with the~r 
grass root strategies of empowerment and capacity build~ng. 
While many will require extra support with the 
administrative aspects of WORK, I believe they would warrant 
the effort. 

Bead Start expansion also offars a potentially rich source 
of PSE/CWEP slots. One of the largely unsung success 
stories of Head start has been the way in which it has 
involved the mothers of Read Start children. recruitinq them 
as volunteers and later training them as teacher aides. 
With President Clinton~s expansion of Head Start I we might 
be able to extend the model of volunteer/mother into a 
successful CWEP experience. Moreover, many SSBG and CCOBG 
child care centers would like to incorporate more of Head 
Start/g comprehensive apprQaoh and would be possible 
placement sites. We know that this type of placement is 
highly successful for a population similar to that which we 
will be dealing with in WORK. Using Head Start and other 
contracted child care centers would also avoid the quality
control concerns about training welfare recipients to be 
family day care providers. And, as with African-American 
churches, it would expose partioipants to powerful values, 
social norms, role models, and expectations4 We should 
a99ressively seize our planned expansion of child care and 



early childhood development. (You may want to check on th~s 
suggestion with your colleagues over at ACF.) 

Care for the Elderly and Infirm was cited by several 
respondents as having great potential for worksite 
development. Many of the services most needed by the aged 
and disabled are not sophisticated or training-intensive. 
Escort and chore services for the home-bound are two 
examples. Comparable services are in demand in 
institutional settings. as well. And. with the health 
sector always recruiting, these WORK slots would be 
excellent ~internships~ for subsequent employment. Of 
course, as with child care f provisions to prevent abuse and 
exploitation of patients by participants would be essential. 

se~tlement Rouses, Tenant G~oups and Other Neighborhood 
Organizations should certainly be explored. With the 
Clinton Administration's strong emphasis on local capacity 
building, self-help, and empowerment, PSE/CWllP "To';. WQuld 
be a natural feature. Suoh organizations are powerful
engines of upward mobility, which would fit nicely with 
WORK. 

Environmental Programs, such as recycling efforts, are 
usually labor-intensive, and will be a growth industry over 
the n~xt decade throughout urban areas, Almost all my
respondents mentioned programs of this sort as ideal for 
PSE/CWEP. 

Although those officials I interviewed generally were not ~ 
sanguine about being able to develop sufficient PSE/CWEP slots in 
"reqular" governmental settings, there was more enthusiasm about 
the potential of engaging participants in special WORK 
~projectsMr such as organizing teams to clean up vacant urban 
lots. Everyone agreed that expecting government to absorb large 
numbers of WORK participants through simple linear expansion of 
routine office jobs was not realistic. Simply replicating 
librarian aide positions, for example, was viewed as offering 
only a partial contribution to the challenge of finding work for 
300,000 to 500,000 partioipants. They cited not only the issues 
of displacement and mis-matches between skills and jobs, but also 
the fact that most office jobs require fairly intensive 
supervision and mentoring. While office jobs can provide
participants with especially good skills, they are hard to 
develop I and will not oonstitute the bulk of PSE/CWEP slots we 
envision under WORK. 

On the other hand~ organizing cadres of a dozen or so workers to 
tackle the less demanding tasks of urban clean-up and enhancement 
seemed to appeal very stronqly to my respondents. I found it 
siqnificant that several mayors were especially enthused about 
this opportunity; more than one mentioned an ·Urban CCC" as the 
model they'd like to see. 



Of course, such programs are not without serious obstacles. As 
noted above, we would have to confront the matter of traditional 
gender roles. More importantly. this type of "urban ccc~ model 
does not prepare participants for main-stream private sector 
jobs; they may improve attitudes and work-skills, but they 
probably will not impart very much in the way of marketable 
training or knowledge. My respondents also noted the likelihood 
of being criticized for Mforcing participants into demeaning or 
menial labor like leaf-raking. H Their reactions to this were 
mixed: a few seemed sensitive to the charge, but most were almost 
eager to confront such critics and to defend the dignity and 
value of this type of work. My personal view is that we havQ no 
choice but to support such work if we hope to have any chance of 
developing 300,000 to 500,000 PSE/CWEP slots capable of 
c~ntributing to the public good. 

Several respondents (including, notably. Paul Offner) suggested
that we will have no problem developing sufficient WORK slots in 
rural or suburban areas or in smaller cities. They speca1ated 
that the general receptivity to ·workfare" in such communities 
will facilitate the development of sufficient PSE/CWEP slots for 
the comparatively modest AFOC caseloads there. (They did 
acknowledge that transportation would be a problem in rural and 
suburban area T however;) Rather, the greatest challenge would be 
in the larger cities, where WORK might require special efforts in 
devloping sufficient capacity. The sheer numbers of 
participants t the inefficiencies and culturQ of the welfare 
bureaucracies, and the presence of nunderclass~ behaviors all 
will resist WORK, thus necessitating an especially intense 
effort. ~ 

My interviews and research suqqest six steps that should help to 
overcome the challenge we will encounter in Qur largest urban 
centers; 

Make sure we give plenty of lead time to the states and 
local governments. A realistic phase-in schedule will be a 
great help in generating PSE/CWEP slots. Our plans in this 
regard seem on target. 

Don't be cheap on administrative and developmental budgets. 
Nothing will ensure a tepid response to WORK more than 
inadequate funding for the costs associated with the 
development of PSE/cWEP slots. It's very embarrassing to 
throw a party and not have anyone show because you aren't 
putting much on the table. 

Allow decisions about the mix of PSE and CWEP to be made at 
the state, and maybe even the local. level. Among the 
people who will make WORK work. PSE is generally preferred 
over CWEP~ For most, CWEP is seen as a tremendous hassle, 
with ridiculously variable hours of work per month, 
burdensome reporting requirements. and less expectation that 
participants engage in real work. However, other 



respondents preferred CWEP because it batter avoids Civil 
Service, labor union, and labor law problems. Since we will 
need to sell WORK heavily to local governments and non­
profits -- for whom participation will be voluntary -- it 
behooves us to attend to the desires of our market. 

Permit non-custodial parents -- dads -- to participate in 
WORK in significant numbers, There are many good reasons to 
include NCPs in WORK, one of which is that it would expand 
the types of public work projects that could be undertaken. 
Many of my respondents expressed desires to have teams 
undertake projects that might be resisted or difficult for 
some females, but attractive to males. For example, it will 
be vastly easier to develop and recruit for a light rehab 
housinq project if you can inolude welfare fathers as wellr 

as moms. 

Issue a Presidential challenge to urban mayors, involving
them .in the early planning of WORK. The mayors of" medium to 
larqe cities will make or break WORK/ so qet them on board 
up front. Ask them to set up local planning processes, 
bringing all the key stakeholders to the table: labor 
unions, ministers of the urban churches/ Head Start 
directors, JTPA, and the leadership of any other potential
sponsoring agencies. Don't worry so much about where ~ 
will find all these WORK slots; instead, set up a process
that makes the local leadership eager to find them for us! 

t realize that this memo does not constitute a nearly exhaustive 
or even adequate listing of possible placements for a half- ~ 
million WORK participants. However, I hope it provides at least 
a starting place. And, I am confident that, with reasonable 
funding and lead time, a strong local planning process will 
generate more than enough worksites. 

Thank you for this chance to contribute. 

cc: 	 Canta Pian 
Marcy carlson 



TOt Wendell Primus 

FROM. Mike Laracy 

DATE, December 2, 1993 

SUBJECT' 	 Revisiting the Issue of Unit Costs for Community Work 
Experience programs (CllEP) and Public service 
Employment (PSE) 

As requestod, this is to respond to your question regarding the 
unit costs of cmmunity work experience programs (CHEP) and public
service employment programs (PSE). More specifically, this is 
to provide you with some initial comments on the portions of 
Rebecca Maynard's October 2 paper, ·Costs of Employment-Support
Services Under Welfare Reform·, that dealt with CWEP. However f I 
also include more general observations on unit costs for both 
CHEP and 	PSI!. ­

Apparently, several observors found Rebecca's cost estimates for 
CWEP to be surprisingly steep. Her benchmark estimate of $5,872 
per slot 	per year of service for -transitional work experience­
(with a low-end estimate of $4,460 per year and a high-end of 

$7,560) struck some colleagues as considerably higher than 

expected, especially sinee CWEP participants "work-off~ their 
AFDC grants rather than earn wages. 

In completing this assignment, I have reviewed Rebecca's 

analysis; MORC's September 1993 report, 'Unpaid Work Experi~ce 

for Welfare Recipients: Findings and Lessions from MORe 

Research"; and several internal working papers prepared by OUSS 
and DOL staff. I have also conferred with several individuals 
outside of DHHS who I am interviewing for another assiqnment. 
Finally, 	I reviewed Mark Greenberg'. (CLASP) July 6, 1993 
memot"Public Employment va. CWEP". 

I need to stress one caveat up front: I am not a trained 
economist. Consequently, my observations are from the perspective 
of an experienced state-level policy analyst and prog~am manager. 
not a research economist or budget expert. 

My findings and comments are sUllIlIIArized below. In the interests 
of time and your need for an expeditious response, I am including 
only a summary here. If you desire, I can prepare a more 
detailed 	analysis subsequently. 

Firs~, in my judgement, while seeming quite high, Rebecca's 
benchmark estimate for the costs of CWEP -- $5,812 -- is 
generally reasonable and realistic. In my view, her assumptions 
and methodology are, for the most part. appropriate and 
defensible. I.take exception with her on only a few issues. each 
of which is addressed below. 



second, Rebecca's esttmates seem largely consistent with the 
independent findings presented in MORC's September report, which 
described the "costs per filled position per year" for the eight 
CWEP demonstrations it evaluated to range between $1~122 and 
$8,168, with a mid-point of around $5,000, 

Third. the main reason that her benchmark estimate of $5,872 per 
service year may appear to be very hiqh is. in large part, • 
because of the unit of service she chose to analyze. Rebecca 
used ·cost per year of service lO rather than the more familiar 
-eost per participant", a perfectly valid decision, especially 
from the perspective of a research economist. And, since most 
CWEP demonstrations have had averaqe lengths of participation of 
considerably less than one year, her figures are higher than we 
are used to seeing for CWEP. 

By way of comparison, while MDRC's mid-point costs per "filled 
position year" were about'$5,OOO, they reported ·costs per
participant" as ranging between $1#004 and $2,020, ,with ~mid­
point of about $1,340 per participant. 

As this implies f cost estimates for CWEP are extremely sensitive 
to assumptions about the average duration of the CWEP experience 
per partioipant. Rebecca explicitly assumed that the average 
duration of partioipation would be one year (12 months), which 
was the experienoe in the only open-ended CWEP demonstration, 
West Virginia. One year is a considerably longer average length 
of stay than most CWEPs have experienced; however, her assumption 
does not seem unreasonable based on the nature of CWEP as 
contemplated in the working doouments I have reviewed. 

Obviously, based on cost considerations alone, very serious 
thought needs to be given to the design of those features of 
CWEP affecting the average duration of participation. 

Fourth, Rebecoa appeared to assume that CWEP will be primarily an 
educational and developmental activity, with a goal of improving 
participants' job skills and giving them a meaningful job 
experience. For example, she assumed a quite generous level of 
ease management, one clearly predicated on more than simply
having the participant ·work-off" or Mearn- her AFDC grant. At 
$l,"lS.U.!!r service year, c!J.Se "'ma~nt accounted for a ful.L20%
of her benchmark estimate. ,If we view CWEP as an -internship·,
prov'iding an important qrowth- opportunity for a participant l I 
think her assumption is warranted. However. if the goal of CWEP 
is primarily to have reoipients engaged in a work activity 
(regardless of its value to the individual) while awaiting a 
private sector job, the level and cost of ease management could 
be reduced considerably. 

Fifth, Rebecca assumed that job search would be a concurrent 
activity, integrated into tne one year of CWEP. But, if formal 
job search followed a period of CWEP, costs could be reduced. 
For example, if two months of job search followed every six-month 
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stint of CWEP, annual costs might be reduced by several hundred 
dollars. Again, the programmatic goals of CWEP need to be 
explicated in this regard. 

Sixth, Rebecca included the costs of the case management which 
would be associated with CWEP as part of the overall costs of the 
of the activity. While including the costs of case mana9ement is 
entirely appropriate from the perspective of a research 
evaluation, it is not usually included in CWEP costs from the 
perspective of a local JOBS administrator or state manager. To 
state and local officials, the costs of ease management are 
viewed as part of the basic JOBS program, largely independent of 
which activities -- if any -- participants happen to be engaged
in. Whether a participant is in CWEP, classroom training, or 
idle, the costs of case management are largely fixed. From this 
perspective, including the expense of case management in the 
incremental costs of incorporating CWEP may not be valid. And, 
a8 noted above, case management oonstitutes 20' of Rebecca's 
benchmark estimate. 

Seventh, Rebecca estimated that the costs of developinq and 
maintaining one CWEP slot would be $2,160 per service year, which 
may seem high. However, har figures again seem consistent with 
those of the MDRe report. Moreover, her estimate was generally 
supported by my field interviews, in which respondents stressed 
the difficulty of developing and maintaining CWEP positions that 
are Mreal- jobs. Some economies of scale may be realized when 
multiple participants (eg, part-time or shorter duration) fill 
the same CWEP position, or when a position continues over 
multiple years, but Rebecca'. low-end estimate of $1,800 would 
accommodate those considerations. It may also be possible to 
achieve significant economies of scale by relying heavily on 
special projects that employ teams of CWEP workers (eg, a cadre 
of workers cleaning up vacant city lots, as opposed to developing 
additional library aide slota). 

Finally, both Rebecca and MDRe addressed only the costs of CWBP, 
and did not directly deal with public service employment. In 
PSE, the participant earns an hourly wage; rather than works off 
her qrant, with her income varying according to the hours worked. 
The costs of any given job would tend to be higher in aPSE 
program than in CWEP since participants could opt to earn more 
than their AFOC grant by working more hours. (However, the 
greater administrative complexity of CWEP might offset some 
portion of the coat differential.) It is difficult to determine 
how much more expensive PSE would be than CWEP in the absence of 
specific key program design specifications and assumptions. Most 
significantly, the costs per PSE participant would be highly 
sensitive to the average number of hours worked and to assump­
tions about the retention, termination. or modification of AFOC 
and Food Stamp earned-income disregards for PSE partiCipants. 

Nevertheless, based on my field interviews and review of the 

available literature. I believe it is reasonable to assume that 
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the base costs of the individual components of CWEP, as analyzed 
by Rebecca and MORC, would also apply to PSE. The individual 
components are essentially comparable in both programs.
Consequently, Rebecca's benchmark estimate of $5,872 per service 
year for CWEP could be used as a point of departure to model the 
additional costs of converting the position into a PSE slot. 

In this regard, Mark Greenberg's comparison of the incremental~ 
costs of PSE over CWEP is. helpful. In his analysis, he 
explicitly assumed the retention of current AFDC and FoodStamp 
policies about treatment of earned income; he also assumed PSE 
participants would work primarily part-time -- 20 hours a week 
and that they would receive the federal minimum wages of $4.25 
per hour. His model for a family of tbree t in a median grant 
state ($312 per month), with $300 allowed for rent and utilities, 
produced a net governmental cost of $143.50 per month for the 
first four months of PSE. and $126.46 per month thereafter. 

Consequently, he calculated that a PSB slot would cost the 
government $1,697.52 more on an annual basis than the eqUivalent 
CWEP 	 slot, exclusive of any tax consequences (6g, EITe). 

If we accept Mark's analysis,and add his incremental PSE costs of 
$1,698 per year to Rebecca'S annualized CWEP costs of $5 1 872, we 
arrive at a total estimate of $7,570 per year per PSS slot. Of 
CQurse L these costs would increase if we assumed, that partici­
pants work more than an average of 20 hours per week; they would 
decrease if we assumed the reduction or elimination of current 
income disregards for PSE participants. 

I hope you find these initial thoughts and comments of some ~ 
value. Please let me know if you would like any additional 
analysis done on this issue or if you have any questions. 

Many 	 thanks for this opportunity to help 

cc: 	 Canta Pian 

Rebecca Maynard

Marcy Carlson 

Stella Koutroumanes 
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~O: Wendell Primus 

FROM: Mike Laracy 

DATE. December 8,1993 

RE: HWhat If We Were to Go to One Million WORK Slots?" 

As you requested. I have'roade some phone inquiries on your 
questions of yesterday. "Would the state and local respondents 
who we talked to about the 300,000 to 500,000 PSe/CWEP slots 
respond the same way if we were to ask them about a WORK Program 
of one million slots? would they continue to view WORK as a 
reasonably achievable program if we doubled the number of 
worksites that they'd have to develop?­

I checked back with several of my respondents; in several other 
instances, my initial interviews explicitly or implicitly touched 
on the question of a one million slot effort. For each" query, I 
estimated what that level would mean for their individual state, 
county, or city. Consequently, I can give you a pretty good 
response. 

In short, one million slots would be a "whole different can of 
worms,K as one respondent put it. The consensus seems to be that 
the increase from 500~OOO worksites to one million is not only 
quantitatively different, but qualitatively different too. For 
all my respondents, there was definitely some threshold - ­
somewhere between 500,000 and one million -- where the merely
"daunting Mbecame the positively Mdubious~, I wasn't able tp get 
a clear sense of what that threshold would ba, since it was vague 
in some folks' minds I but it was there. 

They told me that it would not only entail more effort and staff. 
it would he very different program. especia,lly in terms of the 
types of ~orksites that would have to be developed. The emphasis 
would have to shift to large work crews, with less attention to. 
educational or skill-building. and more to just keeping 
participants enqaged in some sort of activity. The work mi9ht 
still be realM and of social value, but we'd be sexiously8 

compromising any value that WORK might have for many of the 
participants (beyond that of working itself). States that might 
want to stress .PSE/CWEP as "internships" rather than "workfare" 
would find it difficult. 

I also heard a fear that quality control would suffer with a 
program of that size. It would become more difficult to ensure 
that participants were actually showing up and working at 
worksites and that work crews were not, for example, raking 
leaves in the Mayor's back yard, rather than the park. 

A couple of respondents indicated that it might be possible to 

eventually flgrow into~ a PSE/CWEP program on the order of 




I 
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magnitude of one million slots, but that, initially, the program 
should start smaller. 

hope this helps. Let me know if I can be of further he~p. 

cc: Canta Pian 
Marcy Carlson 



'to, Wendell Primus 

FROK. Mike Laraey DRAFT 

DATE: December 8, 1993 

RBI Michigan's Self-Initiated Community Services Activity and 
Its Possible Relevance to WORK 

As you requested, ! have looked into the aspect of Miehiqan's
welfare reform program that involves the state's use of self­
initiated volUnteer or community service work as a permiSSible
participant activity. You were interested in this program 
component as a possible activity for WORK participants, when they 
cannot find employment and there are also no appropriate PSE/CWEP
slots available. You were wondering if self-inLtiated community 
service or volunteer activities might be a realistic option to 
explore in such cases. 

I was able to reach Stephanie Comai-page (a former ASPEstaffer),
who is a senior aide in Lansing. Thus far t however, I hAve been 
unable to reach Evert W.Vermer, who I ~ be able to get to on 
Thursday. Stephanie was very helpful, so I wanted to get my
initial feedback to you ASAP, while I continue to work on Evert. 

As you may know , the Social Contract activities in Michigan are 
relatively new --less than a year old -- so lessons and findings 
are quite preliminary and impressionistic. Under Michigan's
Social Contract initiative, new AFDC reCipients are encouraged. 
upon openinq their case, to become involved in a range of . 
acceptable activities via a Social Contract. It is 1mportan~to 
stress that these are up-front activities; at the very start of 
an AFOC episode. Specifically, new. recipients are expected to 
have a siqned Social Contract within three months after openinq
their case. As discussed below, this is a significantly 

different role than would be the case under WORK. 


Michigan Social Contract participants have a range of different 
activities to chose from•.. very much a menu approach. As of 
August 1993, there were 8,716 participants in the Socia~ 

Contract, wit~ the following breakdown of activities': 


Employment Only 22.4\ 

Employment Plus ather Activities e .2\ 

Formal Services (eg, MOST/JOBS) 35.3\ 

Self-Initiated School/Training 3.7\ 

Community Service 8.S\ 

Self/Family Improvement 8.2t 

Non-Work Combination (multiple activities) 13.7\ 


The categories of Community Service and Non-work combination are 
probably the two corresponding most closely to the type of self ­
initiated activity we are enVisioning as possibly appropriate
under WORK. Thus, as of August, of the 8,716 Social Contract 



clients, somewhere between 140 and 1,934 were engaged in things 
we might allow. The overall numbers are considerably hi9her now. 

Participants actually sign documents detailing the activities 
they intend to engage in, and then file a self-report every six 
months. They are expected to participate in the activities at 
least 20 hours per week. The range of activities included in tne 
self-initiated community service rubric is pretty much what you 
might expeet t 

volunteering in churches, schools, senior citizen centers. 
hospitals, or community organizations; 
providing child care for friends so that they can work (or
do volunteer work); or 

caring for sick~ aged or infirm neighbors or relatives* 


DSS had started the Social Contract initiative with two 
objectives in mind: 

They didn't want to delay getting clients into some-kind of 
valued or constructive activity. They wanted to establish 
expectations of self-improvement and self-sufficiency up­
front, before folks get used to ArDC. 
Funding.waa very limited for MOST/JOBS, so they needed some 
non-intensive, low-eost, option for folks they couldn't get 
into the more formal services. ' 

Individuals participating in the less formal activities under tne 
Social Contract, inoluding self-initiated community service, have 
little or no access to MOST/JOBS support services, sucb as ohild 

cAre or transportation stipends. r 


According to Stephanie, Michigan's is the only such program of 

any size in the nation. Sbe described the Department of Social 

Services as ·very pleased- with their experience to date. 

However, there has been no real evaluation performed as of yet. 

DDS does conduct a periodic QC-type random sample review of 
participants' self-reports, comparing them with accounts of 

·collaterals· (individuals, such as ministers or volunteer 

coordinators, who can confirm the actiVities). Stephanie says 

that they've gotten ·pretty good compliance -- perba~8 

surprisingly good." Participants who fail to comply are not 

sanctioned; they are simply placed at the top of the MOST/JOBS

list, where requirements become more serious. 

In my view, it's hard to assess the applicability of the Michigan
experience with self-initiated community service vis-a-vis WORK. 
It seems to me that a crucial difference is the timing of the 
activity in tbe AFDC episode. Saving volunteer services up­
front, at the start of the episode is quite different from having
them after two years of JOBS. First of all, the latter strikes 
me as a more explicit acknowledgement of failure than the former; 
a double failure really, since we/they not only failed to get a 
'real' job, we/they then failed to get even a PSE/CWEP job. 



Moreover, Michigan's somewhat casual monitoring and sanctioninq 
practices -- which seem reasonable in their context -- would be 
courting disaster in WORK. The onus of public accountability and 
expectations would be very different for us. 

One major consideration. I think, in the possible use of self ­
'initiated community service within WORK is its expected duration. 
Treating it as an explicitly interim activity of a couple of 
months (say, two to four), while a PSE/CWEP slot becomes 
available, might be more acceptable than using it as a long-term,
semi-open-ended j experience because of a large supply/demand 
problem. Likewise, having to use such expedients for only a few 
participants -- clearly the exception -- is vastly different from 
using it as some sort of latter-day MWIN Unassigned PooIM. 

These are my thoughts as of 5:00 pm today. Once I talk to Evert, 
I'll get back to you. Also t I'd like to discuss my thinking thus 
far with Canta before finalizing this memo. 

See you Friday. 

co: 	 Canta Pian 

Marcy carlson 
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TO: Wendell Primus: 

FROM: 	 Mike Laracy 

DATE: 	 December 17, 1993 

RE: 	 The Costs of Worksite Supervision of PSE/CWEP 
participants As A Component of Overall Costs 

Last Friday, Howard Rolston asked a question regarding my 
December 2 memo on Rebecca Maynard's analysis of the estimated 
annual costs of operating a PSE/CWEP slot. As you'll recall, 
Rebecca#s benchmark estimate was $5,872 per slot per year, which 
seemed high. Howard questioned the extent to which Rebeccals 
estimate included any costs associated with the supervision of 
the PSE/CWEP participant at the worksite by the staff of the host 
a9cncy. That is, did she include any of the costs incurred by
the worksite agency in the courses of its day-to-day supervision 
and oversight of the participant? I had not addressed'this 
issue in my December 2 memo. 

Howard~s question is significant because we probably will 
stipulate that WORK will not reimburse the host or worksite 
agency for their costs of supervising PSE/CWEP participants in 
the course of their placements. As is currently the case with 
CWEP under JOBS, we will likely require that such administrative 
expenses be treated as in-kind, non-reimbursable~ contributions 
on the part of the worksite agency, in exchange for the value of 
the free labor provided by the WORK participant. Consequently~ 
to the extent that Rebecca's figures do include the costs of~ 
supervision# we could reduce her overall benchmark in costing out 
the WORK program. 

Unfortunately, Rebecca's estimates did not include the costs of 
worksite supervision. Her data were taken from several separate
and distinct sources, each of which handled cost reporting 
differently. However, the two major sets of data -- MORe's 
analysis of it'g CWEP demonstrations and routine state cost­
reporting for CWEP under JOBS -- both already exclude such 
supervisory costs. In both sets of programs, worksi~e or host 
agency supervisory costs are the responsibility of the host 
agency. and are not reimbursed as part of CWEP. I confirmed this 
with Rebecca and with MDRe research staff. 

Consequently, we can not reduce Rebecca'S benchmark figures -- at 
least not on this count. Of course, this does raise the issue of 
why the monthly administrative costs have been so high if we're 
not paying for direct CWEP worker supervision by the host agency. ~ 
What the heck is it that we are paying for? Good question. As 
talr as I can tell, ~t of it seems €o-~me fairly inefficient 
bureaucratic paper work and some unavoidable liaison work. 

Hope this helps. 



cc: 	 Howard Rolston 
Canta Pian 
Rebecca Maynard 
Emil Parker 
Marcy Carlson 
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